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Finance Committee 
 

24th Meeting, 2012 (Session 4), Wednesday 2 October 2013 
 

Scrutiny of the draft budget for 2013-14 
 

Introduction 
 
1. The Scottish Government published its draft budget 2014-15 on 11  
September 2013.  
 
2. The Committee has agreed to focus its scrutiny of the draft budget 2014-
15 on the Scottish Government’s National Performance Framework (NPF).  
The Committee published a call for evidence seeking views on the following 
questions: 
 

 the progress being made by the Scottish Government in meeting its 16 
national outcomes as demonstrated by the 50 national indicators, and 
its 11 purpose targets;  

 the progress being made in relation to any specific indicator or target;  
 whether the national indicators and purpose targets are an effective 

means of measuring the performance of government;  
 whether there are additional indicators or targets which should be 

included to measure performance;  
 the data used to measure any of these indicators or targets;  
 the linkage between performance information and the Scottish 

Government’s spending priorities;  
 whether there is evidence of specific spending decisions resulting from 

changes to the performance information within Scotland Performs;  
 how should Scotland Performs be utilised to inform policy development 

and spending decisions;  
 is there a need for Scotland Performs to have a statutory basis;  
 is there a need for wider public consultation in setting performance 

outcomes and indicators;  
 whether future spending decisions should continue to be shaped by the 

NPF, and if so how that should happen within government.  
 

3. The Committee has also scrutinised the NPF as part of its budget 
scrutiny over the last two years and the relevant extracts from the draft budget 
reports are attached.  A key recurring theme in the Committee’s scrutiny of 
the NPF is the lack of any linkage between spending and outcomes.    
 
4.        The Committee will take evidence at its meeting on 2 October in a 
roundtable format from representatives of the David Hume Institute— 
 

 Jeremy Peat, Director, David Hume Institute; 

 Stephen Boyle, Trustee, David Hume Institute; 

 Donald MacRae, Trustee, David Hume Institute and Chief Economist, 
Lloyds Banking Group Scotland; 

 Robert Black, Member of Court, Edinburgh University and Former 
Auditor General for Scotland; 
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 Jo Armstrong, Independent Economist and Researcher, Centre for 
Public Policy Regions; 

 Jim McCormick, Joseph Rowntree Foundation. 
 
5. Submissions have been provided and these are attached.  
 
6. The session will cover four key questions from the call for evidence with 
a representative from the DHI will lead off the discussion on each:  
 

 the progress being made by the Scottish Government in  
meeting its targets as set out in the National Performance 
Framework (Jim McCormick);   

 whether the national indicators are an effective means of 
measuring government performance (Stephen Boyle) ; 

 the linkage between performance information and spending 
priorities and any evidence of the impact of the NPF on 
spending decisions (Jo Armstrong); 

 how should the NPF be better employed to inform policy 
development and spending decisions (Donald MacRae and Bob 
Black) .  

 
7. The Convener intends to allow around 20 minutes for each topic.  
 

 
 

Jim Johnston 
Clerk to the Finance Committee 
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Extract from Finance Committee Report on Draft Budget 2013-14 

National Performance Framework (NPF) 

21. A recurring issue for this Committee and previous Finance Committees has been the lack of any 
linkage between spending and outcomes in either the draft budget document or the NPF. This is an 
issue which has again been raised in evidence during the current budget process. For example, the 
RSE points out in its written submission that the NPF “does not link spending to outputs; nor does the 
Framework act as a mechanism through which choices between priority areas can readily and 
objectively be made.”

16
 

22. The RSE argues that given the increasing pressure on the public finances and the consequent need 
to prioritise some funding streams and projects over others, the current process is not fit for purpose. It 
continues to call for a Treasury function to be created within the SG “to be tasked with undertaking a full 
cost-benefit analysis and opportunity cost of assessment of all policy options. Such analysis is the only 
means through which priorities can be rationally set and justified.”  

23. The Committee raised the issue of a challenge function in its report on last year’s draft budget and 
the SG responded that it: “adopts a strategic approach to policy development and decision making 
throughout its activities.”

17
 These include its programme for government and economic strategy.  

24. The Committee also sought clarification from the SG during last year’s budget process on whether 
the NPF continues to be fully integrated into the Scottish Government’s spending plans over the 
spending review period and how this works in practice. The SG stated in its response that the NPF is 
“fully integrated with our spending plans” and a “consistent reference to the National Performance 
Framework is important as some outcomes will take a longer period to achieve.”

18
 However, the FSU 

briefing on this year’s draft budget states that— 

“In Spending Review 2011, each portfolio chapter included a section on ‘Our National Outcomes’, which 
detailed how the portfolio contributed to the specific National Outcomes in the National Performance 
Framework. Draft Budget 2013-14 does not include this section in the portfolio chapters and the 
National Outcomes are only mentioned briefly in the narrative accompanying four portfolios.”

19
 

25. The SCDI states in its written submission that it: “has not seen much evidence that the National 
Performance Framework is integrated with the spending plans of the Scottish public sector including the 
Scottish Government.” It argues that it should “be clearer how the Scottish Government is prioritising in 
its spending decisions between the 50 indicators currently in Scotland Performs.”

20
 The Scottish 

Chambers of Commerce (SCC) suggests that government policies including the draft budget should be 
measured against the Government’s Purpose. In contrast, SCVO states that the NPF “should be 
reconfigured to encompass wellbeing, social inequality and environmental impact” and “progress against 
the NPF needs to be more open and transparent, being regularly reported on and scrutinised, 
particularly in Parliament.”

21
 The Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment (RACCE) Committee 

notes that the SG “was unable to provide systematic evidence of linking funding options back to the 
outcomes” in the NPF.

22
 

26. The Scottish Government has provided the Health and Sport Committee with a document linking 
spending to its “HEAT” targets

23
 which provides a helpful example of an attempt at providing a linkage 

between spend and targets. 

27. The Economy, Energy and Tourism (EET) Committee “calls on the Scottish Government to set out 
how the budgetary allocations will contribute to the purpose targets”

24
 while the RACCE Committee 

recommends that prior to next year’s budget process the SG “identify for each main funding stream the 
main economic and/or environmental outcomes and indicators in the NPF to which it is contributing.”

25
 

28. In response to some of these concerns the Cabinet Secretary stated: “I am at a bit of a loss to think 
how it could be more transparent. The NPF is available on the Government’s website every minute of 
the day. Whenever a piece of data changes, the website is changed.”

26
 

29. The FSU Briefing, Scotland Performs – September 2012 update, summarises the data in Scotland 
Performs. In terms of the Purpose Targets, at 11 September 2012— 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn16
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn17
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn18
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn19
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn20
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn21
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn22
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn23
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn24
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn25
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn26
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/S4/SB_12-60.pdf
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 4 were showing “performance improving” arrows;  

 4 were showing “performance maintaining” arrows; and  

 3 were showing “performance worsening” arrows.
27

  

30. The FSU briefing states that this is a significant change since June 2012. At 3 June— 

 5 were showing “performance improving” arrows; and  

 6 were showing “performance maintaining” arrows.  

31. The Cabinet Secretary has recognised that— 

“Performance against some of the economic indicators in the NPF is poorer than I would like it to be. 
Therefore, the Government highlights that our budget is strongly focused on taking forward economic 
interventions to support the Scottish economy.”

28
 

32. The Committee notes that the SG has emphasised that consistent reference to the NPF is 
important and asks, therefore, why there is so little reference to the National Outcomes in this 
year’s portfolio sections compared to previous draft budgets.  

33. The Committee has agreed to carry out a budget strategy phase following the UK Spending 
Review to scrutinise the progress which the SG is making in delivering its own targets through 
its spending priorities and to take a strategic overview of the public finances in advance of the 
next SG Spending Review. The SG has agreed to provide an assessment of its performance to 
support this scrutiny and the Committee reemphasises the need to provide some linkage 
between spending and outcomes in the documents which are provided. It would be helpful if 
some of this information could be provided prior to the introduction of the Budget Bill in 
January.  

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn27
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/57685.aspx#_ftn28


FI/S4/13/24/1 
 

 5  

 

Extract from Finance Committee Report on Draft Budget 2012-13 

National Performance Framework  

9. The Government stated in its response to the previous Committee’s report on the draft budget 2011-
12 that the NPF “provides a link, or common alignment between reporting on policy progress and 
financial reporting.”

8
 

10. The Committee also held an oral evidence session with the Carnegie UK Trust on its report, More 
Than GDP: Measuring What Matters. The Trust established a “Round Table” “to look in more detail at 
how to better manage economic performance and social progress in Scotland.”

9
 The report emphasises 

the positive impact of the NPF and in evidence to the Committee the Trust stated— 

“The framework is a rare international example of a Government trying to measure what matters and 
using those measurements to drive public policy, spend and investment.”

10
 

11. In its spending review 2007
11

 the Scottish Government stated that it was re-aligning the government 
to deliver its Purpose through five strategic objectives supported in turn by 15 national outcomes and 45 
national indicators and targets. The document contained a chapter on each of these strategic objectives 
including a summary of the budgetary decisions being taken to achieve them. The spending review 
2007 also stated that the NPF would be “fully integrated into the Spending Review, which will underpin 
delivery against the government’s agenda.”

12
 

12. The Scottish Government published a revised economic strategy on 12 September 2011 which 
emphasises the Purpose of the Scottish Government and the NPF. The strategy also states that— 

“The NPF is a 10 year plan with a refresh of the national indicator set to be published in Autumn 2011 to 
reflect lessons learned since 2007; provide a better measure of progress towards the National 
Outcomes; and reflect current priorities.”

13
 

13. The Committee welcomes this refresh of the national indicators, which it understands will be 
published in December and invites the Scottish Government to consider the written evidence 
which it received in relation to the NPF and, in particular, paragraph’s 75-78 of the summary of 
evidence including the concerns about the lack of Early Years indicators.

14
 

14. The Scottish Government’s programme for Scotland, which was announced by the First Minister on 
7 September 2011, also emphasises the NPF as being fully integrated with the Government’s spending 
plans.

15
 The Committee, therefore, finds it surprising that the spending review 2011 does not mention 

the NPF or the five strategic objectives which the previous Scottish Government has realigned to 
deliver. The Committee notes that there is some mention of the national outcomes within the portfolio 
chapters but it is unclear how this correlates with the strategic chapters of the spending review 2011. 

15. The Royal Society of Edinburgh (RSE) stated in evidence to the Committee that— 

“We would like to see much more linkage between the proposals in the budget document, the national 
performance framework and the Government’s economic strategy.”

16
 

16. This is an issue which the previous Finance Committee regularly raised with the Cabinet Secretary 
for Finance and Sustainable Growth.  

17. The Local Government and Regeneration (LGR) Committee has also sought clarification from the 
Scottish Government and COSLA “on the continuing relevance of the National Performance Framework 
and how it will be implemented through the Community Planning Partnerships.”  

18. The Cabinet Secretary for Finance, Employment and Sustainable Growth (“the Cabinet Secretary”) 
stated in evidence to the Committee that— 

“We intend to maintain the bulk of the infrastructure and architecture of Scotland Performs, because it is 
a long-term performance assessment model and it gives us an opportunity to consider and clearly what 
impact we are making on the variety of issues with which we are confronted.”

17
 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn8
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn9
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn10
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn11
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn12
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn13
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn14
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn15
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn16
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/45087.aspx#_ftn17


FI/S4/13/24/1 
 

 6  

 

19. The Committee would, therefore, welcome clarification from the Scottish Government on 
whether— 

there has been a review of the Scottish Government’s progress over the period of the previous 
spending review against the National Performance Framework and how this informed the 
spending review 2011; 

 the NPF continues to be fully integrated into the Scottish Government’s spending plans 
over the spending review period and how this works in practice;  

 the national indicators represent Scottish Government priorities and have been funded 
accordingly;  

 the 15 national outcomes and 45 national indicators have been reviewed to reflect the 
shift towards preventative spending; and  

 specific indicators will be introduced to measure progress arising from the introduction 
of the shift towards preventative spending.  

 

 



 1 

Scottish Parliament Finance Committee Evidence 

September 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CPPR’s evidence to the Finance Committee in support of its review of the 

Scottish Government’s National Performance Framework 
 

 

In 2008 CPPR produced two briefings
1
 on the National Performance Framework (NPF). The 

first assessed the extent to which the Scottish Government was on track to meeting its 7 high 

level purpose targets on growth, productivity, participation, population, solidarity, cohesion 

and sustainability. In the second, CPPR outlined why some alternative targets might prove to 

be more appropriate. 

 

The main findings of these two reports that remain of relevance are: 

 

 Setting ambitious targets across all the areas identified is to be commended; it allows the 

electorate to understand what the Scottish Government believes are the relevant measures 

that should be monitored to help assess the success of its chosen economic policies.  

  

 What is less clear is the relative importance of each of the chosen targets. In particular, 

short-term trade-offs between the various targets may be necessary to achieve longer-term 

goals. There should be an explicit statement on which trade-offs may be inevitable and 

which would then be acceptable. For example, is faster economic growth at the expense of 

short-term lower levels of equality (cohesion and solidarity targets) likely and if so, is this 

acceptable to the Scottish Government? 

 

 The rationale for some of the targets is not clear. For example, why is growth in GDP the 

key economic target rather than GNP (which excludes profits that may not benefit Scots) 

or GNP/GDP per capita (which provides an indicator of growth driven by factors not 

simply driven by increasing Scotland’s population levels)? 

 

 The goals that have been set may actually turn out to be less ambitious than initially 

anticipated. For example, is Scotland achieving its growth target relative to the UK or its 

comparator countries a positive when such an outcome is solely due Scotland’s absolute 

performance (ie, negative growth) turning out to be not as bad as its comparators? Should 

there be some minimum absolute level for each target to be achieved as well as the chosen 

relative comparator targets? 

 

                                                 
1
 See  “CPPR Analysis of Scottish Government Targets”, May & November 2008, 

http://www.gla.ac.uk/media/media_99256_en.pdf and  

http://www.gla.ac.uk/media/media_99256_en.pdf
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 The link between the Scottish Government’s budget allocations and its chosen economic 

targets is extremely hard to ascertain. Without greater transparency on such a vital issue 

makes the Budget scrutiny process one of ensuring the “numbers add up” rather than 

testing the extent to which budget choices and priorities are the most appropriate to deliver 

on the aspirational economic targets. 

 

 Finally, to monitor the NPF performance and for the results to be valid, Scotland needs 

access to quality data. In particular, there is no GNP measure, nor a robust Scottish 

productivity measure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jo Armstrong 

John McLaren 

September 2013 



DRAFT BUDGET 2014-15 
 
1. One of the Committee’s questions is whether the national indicators and purpose targets 

are an effective means of measuring the performance of government. My short answer is, 
“yes,” and this note addresses it by considering: 

 the context in which the National Performance Framework (NPF) operates; 

 criteria for assessing its effectiveness; and 

 ways in which its effectiveness as a measurement tool could be enhanced. 
 
Context 
2. At least five aspects of the context in which the NPF operates merit comment. 

 The business of government is complex. It involves balancing priorities and pursuing 
multiple, sometimes conflicting objectives. 

 Governments operate under constraints. The limited scope of the government of 
Greece to determine its economic fate is a current acute example. But even the US 
government is constrained by investors’ willingness to fund it. 

 Links between government action and outcomes can be uncertain and may change 
over time. For example, will training more maths teachers in Scotland always 
increase the supply of maths teachers in Scotland? 

 A framework puts flesh on the bones of a purpose but it does not define that purpose 
or its main elements. These are determined through the ballot box and the workings 
of civil society. A framework is a tool for measurement. 

 It costs money to measure performance and the more accuracy we want the more we 
need to spend. As in other areas of government activity, there is a need to recognise 
the costs as well as the benefits of measurement systems. 

 
Criteria 
3. The NPF comfortably satisfies the first criterion by recognising that progress will be 

achieved across a number of domains and measures, not a single one such as GDP. It is 
a good report card. This is no small achievement. 

4. It broadly satisfies the second criterion that there should be credible links from National 
Indicators to the Purpose while avoiding the hubris that government can operate by 
pulling levers at the centre and achieving its desired outcomes. 

5. Third, the National Indicators and the data used to measure them should be 
unambiguous. This is harder to achieve. It is straightforward in some cases: the numbers 
who smoke and the value of exports are clear concepts and can be estimated with 
acceptable degrees of precision. However, improving knowledge exchange from 
university research and increasing cultural engagement are more subjective and the data 
used to measure them are more difficult to interpret. 

6. Fourth, a framework should recognise uncertainty and avoid creating perverse incentives 
for government. The NPF does this well by avoiding quantified targets and setting specific 
dates for by which they have to be met. 

7. The NPF is an effective starting point for holding to account ministers and public servants. 
A ‘down’ arrow is a warning signal that should prompt questions. 

8. As others have observed, the link between the NPF and resource allocation decisions is 
not clear. 

 
Enhancements and changes 
9. Government should make clear the link between the NPF and resource allocation 

decisions. 
10. Government should resist calls for more indicators; the NPF should be stable for several 

years at a time – as it has been – and changes to indicators should be on a one-in, one-
out basis. 

 
Stephen Boyle 
September 2013 
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The National Performance Framework: 

A Note to the Scottish Parliament’s Finance Committee 

by 

Donald J R MacRae 

 Trustee, David Hume Institute 

 

1.  The National Performance Framework (NPF) 

 

The Scottish Government introduced a new outcomes-based National Performance Framework (NPF) to 

underpin the delivery of its policies.  The NPF is based on the outcomes-based model used by the 

Commonwealth of Virginia in the USA, and is part of a world-wide movement towards using outcomes to 

measure performance of governments, as opposed to measuring inputs or outputs. 

 

 2.  What is in the NPF? 

 

The NPF contains five levels:   

 

 The Purpose – sets out the direction and ambition; 

 Eleven Purpose Targets – high-level targets that should progress towards the purpose; 

 Five Strategic Objectives – describes where the Scottish Government  focuses its actions; 

 Sixteen National Outcomes – describe what the Scottish Government wishes to achieve over the 

years to 2017; 

 Fifty National Indicators – enables the Scottish Government to track its progress towards the purpose 

and achieving the national outcomes 

 

3.  What measurements/data are in the NPF? 

 

Measures used include rates, percentages, indices and numbers alongside a smaller number of more complex 

measures.   

 

4.  Data Sources 

 

The source for the NPF data is mainly Scottish Government.  Thresholds are set for each indicators and target 

to represent what constitutes the open ‘stable’ position.  Performances are assessed by measuring the change 

between the latest two dates for which data are available. 

 

Data used in the NPF should be validated perhaps by Audit Scotland.  In any scrutiny of the NPF and its 

current achievement levels, the Finance Committee of the Scottish Parliament should take a view on the 

threshold levels set for targets, objectives, outcomes and indicators in the NPF.  This could take place during 

an annual review of the NPF by the Finance Committee. 

 

5.  How does the NPF compare internationally? 

 

There is a world-wide move towards using outcomes rather than inputs or outputs to measure the 

performance of governments.  The NPF is regarded favourably on an international basis and the framework 

itself (known as Scotland Performs) is viewed internationally as an exemplar of an outcomes-based approach 

in the measurement of government performance. 

 

The outcomes-based NPF model deserves strong support and positive endorsement.  Although widely 

recognised internationally, Scotland Performs (the NPF) is not well recognised or understood in Scotland.  A 

comprehensive programme of communication of the NPF is recommended. 
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6.  From measuring outcomes to performance budgeting 

 

Moving beyond measuring outcomes involves ‘performance budgeting’.  This means directly linking 

spending decisions to outcomes.  There appears to be little evidence of such linkage between the NPF and 

budgeting currently in Scotland.  It is difficult to see how direct linkages involving allocation of resources 

directly and explicitly linked to units of performance can be achieved.   

 

However, indirect linkages do exist and linking targets to indicators would inform budget decisions.  One 

way of operating this in Scotland would be to refer to NPF indicators in budget statements.  This would link 

the achievement of a movement in indicators or targets or objectives to policy decisions on budget increases 

or decreases. 

 

7.  Prioritising 

 

Among the wide number of indicators and outcomes in the NPF, there will be some element of prioritisation.  

It should be possible to take the fifty indicators and award each indicator a priority rating based on a scale of 

one to five.  This could well be challenging, involving giving an indicator such as ‘reducing the proportion of 

individuals living in poverty’ a different rating against an indicator such as ‘increase physical activity’.  

However this is what governments frequently and regularly have to do.   

 

8.  Baselines 

 

The reporting of NPF shows movement between the latest two dates from which data are available.  It is 

important to compare performance over time but it is not clear what baselines are used or whether an account 

is taken of how Scottish performance compares to other countries.  An improvement from a modest position 

is less worthy than an improvement from an already strong position.  It should be possible to give 

international comparisons for many of the indicators in the NPF. 

 

9.  Integration of the NPF 

 

There is a temptation to greatly increase the number of indictors and measurements in the NPF at each 

review.  This must be resisted.  The NPF already has a high number of measures some of which will be in 

conflict.  Achieving a high value on one indicator may be in direct opposition to achieving a high value in 

another indicator.  Achieving an increase in one indicator such as ‘increase in number of businesses’ takes no 

account of the size, quality and economic impact of the business number created.  This has to be recognised 

in any assessment of the performance of any government in an NPF.  The Finance Committee should be 

aware of this issue. 

 

10.  Are further indicators required? 

 

Two new indicators are recommended.  These are capital spending as a percentage of overall GDP and 

business investment as a percentage of GDP.  It is important to have trends and international comparisons.    

 

11.  Scrutiny 

 

It is recommended that the NPF is assessed annually by the Finance Committee of the Scottish Parliament by: 

 

 Assessing achievement using the latest result of the NPF indicators; 

 Assessing whether thresholds are set correctly; 

 Identifying missing indicators; 

 Recommending removal of indicators; 

 And finally, assessing how well the government is performing against the NPF metrics. 

 

12.  Linking the NPF to budgeting 

 

Referral to and use of NPF indicators in the NPF in the annual budgeting process and in Budget Statements is 

the single most important recommendation of this note. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             



 

NATIONAL PERFORMANCE FRAMEWORK – THE CASE OF TACKLING POVERTY 

In Scotland, there is no clear measurement framework for the Child Poverty Strategy, published in 

March 2011. The latest progress report on the strategy published in September 20131 links selected 

actions to outcomes and indicators relevant to child poverty in the revised National Performance 

Framework2 (see box). These are very broad measures of progress compared with the set of baseline 

indicators used in the Welsh Tackling Poverty Plan or Northern Ireland’s development of child 

poverty outcomes.  

 

It is for each local authority to report on the actions they decide to pursue through Single Outcome 

Agreements (SOAs). New SOAs agreed with local authorities from April 2013 reflect the Scottish 

Government’s emphasis on prevention across six priorities, including early years support and older 

people’s care. Many of these ought to contribute to reducing child poverty. For example, the Early 

Years Change Fund/Collaborative could have a very significant anti-poverty impact over time. 

However, there is no duty on local authorities to report on child poverty and no explicit reference to 

the strategy within SOA guidance. The same point could be made for other national strategies e.g. 

older people’s housing. 

 

Relevant National Indicators  

(Scotland Performs from Dec 2011) 

Relevant National Indicators 

mentioned in Child Poverty Strategy 

(Mar 2011) 

 

Reduce the proportion of individuals 

living in poverty 

Decrease the proportion of 

individuals living in poverty 

Reduce children's deprivation N/A 

Increase the proportion of babies with 

a healthy birth weight 

Increase healthy life expectancy at 

birth in the most deprived areas 

Increase the proportion of young 

people in learning, training or work 

Increase the proportion of school 

leavers in positive and sustained 

destinations 

 

Local discretion rather than delivery of a national strategy is a more dominant theme in Scotland’s 

annual reporting than in the other countries. There is a risk that local priority-setting and resource 

allocation won’t be based consistently on the best available evidence of what works in reducing child 

poverty – or that we won’t know which actions across Scotland are contributing to achieving the 

strategy’s aims.  

     

The 2013 report also includes findings from the UK Poverty & Social Exclusion (PSE) Survey, noting 

that additional Scottish Government funding will ensure adequate coverage of rural areas. A 

comparative look at urban/rural poverty will be published later in the year. It also notes that work 

                                                           
1
 Scottish Government (2013) Annual Report for Child Poverty for Scotland 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/09/2212  
2
 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms  

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/09/2212
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms


will be undertaken by Scottish Government analysts to establish figures on persistent poverty using 

the longitudinal Understanding Society dataset as well as a feasibility study on producing robust local 

poverty estimates using the Scottish Household Survey.  

 

The Scottish approach in context 

 

Governments are well-versed in producing targets, milestones, indicators and monitoring 

frameworks. The Welsh Government appears to be investing a great deal of time and effort into 

developing the accountability tools to support its tackling poverty action plan (which goes wider 

than its child poverty strategy). The Northern Ireland Executive has commissioned a child poverty 

outcomes model and will monitor progress on an area basis. Scotland doesn’t appear to have a 

delivery plan for its child poverty strategy, but enables local authorities and their partners to make 

broad public service improvements with less emphasis on area-based targeting. This seems like a 

clear contrast. However, it is unclear how much significance should be attached to having the right 

strategy, delivery plan and measurement framework as distinct from investing more in approaches 

proven to be effective.  

 

Valuable analytical work is being undertaken in each country assessing the likely impact of UK 

welfare reforms, but there is less evaluation evidence on the impact of devolved approaches to 

poverty. We can infer that many of the anti-poverty actions taken will prove to be good and helpful 

steps in their own right, but we don’t know yet which actions, for whom, when or where are making 

the biggest contribution. Each country would benefit from developing the evidence base 

underpinning its approach and reporting on evaluation findings in annual progress reports. This 

would improve their ability to gauge which policies/practices have the biggest positive impact and 

which make little or no difference, and to decide how better quality evidence should be reflected in 

policy design and funding decisions.  

 

 

Jim McCormick 

Joseph Rowntree Foundation 
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