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BUDGET PROCESSES 

ASSESSING PROGRESS IN TRANSFORMING PUBLIC SERVICES 

This section is concerned with examining the integration between public service 
planning and performance and financial management. The previous adviser 
suggested that one aspect of this area of scrutiny is the Scottish Government’s 
commitment to the transformation of public services and how budgetary decisions 
are supporting this. This commitment is set out within one of the sixteen national 
outcomes in Scotland Performs: “our public services are high quality, continually 
improving, efficient and responsive to local people’s needs.” Scotland Performs 
states that the “achievement of this outcome will be determined by the ability of 
public services to act decisively and prioritise resources to maximise their positive 
impact.”  
  
The Scottish Government is committed to a ‘reform agenda’ built on four pillars: 
 

 Decisive shift towards prevention; 

 Greater focus on ‘place’ to drive better partnership, collaboration and local 
delivery; 

 Investing in people who deliver services; 

 A more transparent public service culture which improves standards of 
performance. 

 

Prevention  

The “decisive shift towards prevention” has been a key interest of the Finance 
Committee over a number of years. The Scottish Government’s Performance 
Evaluation document (Scottish Government 2014e) provides mixed evidence that in 
areas that might be classified as preventative there is evidence that performance has 
improved. For example, the % of children in deprivation has increased, but the % of 
local authorities receiving positive reports for children services and the % of P1 
children with no obvious tooth decay has also increased.  
 
From the point of view of budget scrutiny, however, it is still unclear whether a more 
preventative approach has been able to unlock resources for other priorities. 
Additionally, while it is possible to identify budget lines that might be classed as 
“preventative”, given the cross-cutting nature of the interventions that might 
contribute to a reduction in for example child poverty, it is not possible to identify the 
costs of achieving performance improvements. This is probably not surprising as 
finding a direct causal link between budgets and performance is very complex and 
elusive for Governments throughout the world.  
 
However, that does not mean that it is not worth attempting to better evaluate the 
costs linked to improved performance thereby gaining an understanding of whether 
value for money can be assessed. For example, taking an example from the 
Performance Scorecard:   
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 What is the cost of the dental programmes in relation to % of P1 with no 
obvious tooth decay?  

 What does success in reducing tooth decay equate to in terms of unlocking 
resources for other priorities?  

 
The issue of disinvestment in current spending as a result of successful preventative 
measures has been raised repeatedly by the Finance Committee. Finance and 
subject Committees may wish to consider whether there is evidence of 
preventative interventions beginning to release resources previously allocated 
to these interventions.  
 
Local Government is central to the delivery of much of the preventative agenda, 
particularly through things like children services. All 32 Local Authorities are signed 
up to an outcome-based approach through the publication of Single Outcome 
Agreements (SOAs) with the Scottish Government. Community Planning 
Partnerships (CPPs) were also identified as important players in delivering on the 
Scottish Government’s ‘reform agenda’, built as it is on a pillar of “better partnership, 
collaboration and local delivery”.  
 

Community Planning Partnerships and SOAs 

In 2012 the Scottish Government carried out a review of community planning and 
SOAs as part of its response to the Christie Commission.  It published a ‘Statement 
of Ambition’ in partnership with COSLA which aims to put community planning at the 
heart of an outcome based approach to public services in Scotland (Scottish 
Government 2012). A new statutory duty will be introduced requiring relevant public 
bodies “to work together to improve outcomes for local communities through 
participation in community planning partnerships and the provision of resources to 
deliver the SOA” (Scottish Government 2012). CPPs will be responsible for: 
 

 taking the lead role in securing integrated public services 

 focusing more on potential problems and identifying ways to prevent them 
happening  

 ensuring public bodies continue to improve the ways in which they manage and 
provide services  

 achieving better outcomes for communities, such as better health and lower crime 

 providing the foundation for effective partnership working, within which wider 
reform initiatives will happen. 

 
The Scottish Government and COSLA published guidance in December 2012 which 
advised CPPs on the scope and content of new SOAs.  SOAs are required to include 
specific plans for the delivery of improved outcomes and CPPs are expected to take a 
more systematic and collaborative approach and have a strong commitment to 
performance improvement.  The aim should be to achieve “transformational, not 
incremental, performance improvement 
 
The Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill (Scottish Government 2014c) includes 
a provision to provide a statutory basis for CPPs and “places duties on them around 
the planning and achievement of local outcomes.”  These local outcomes must be 
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consistent with the national outcomes.  The Bill also extends the list of partners to 
include a wider range of public bodies that may have a role in influencing local 
outcomes including the police, colleges, VisitScotland, Skills Development Scotland 
and Scottish Natural Heritage.  All partners are expected to commit resources to the 
delivery of the plan and report to the CPP on their contribution.   
 
In 2012-13 Audit Scotland carried out audits of three CPPs (Aberdeen, North 
Ayrshire and the Scottish Borders) and published reports on these individual audits 
and a national review of community planning (Audit Scotland 2013b). One of the 
objectives of the audits was to assess the extent to which CPPs encourage 
collaborative behaviour among staff and use resources, including money, staff and 
property, to deliver joint priorities and outcomes. 
 
The national report concluded that, as yet, CPPs had not met the goals set for them, 
but that appropriate leadership and support could enable them to do so in the future. 
Five areas for improvement at national and local level were identified 
 

 Leadership 

 Governance and accountability 

 Priorities for improvement and use of resources 

 Community engagement and empowerment 

 Improvement support and capacity building. 
 
Audit Scotland’s national report on community planning partnerships identified a 
number of steps that would allow a successful approach to improving CPPs 
 

 CPPs need to focus more clearly on where they can make the greatest 
difference in meeting the complex challenges facing their communities. They 
need to make their SOAs a true plan for the areas and communities that they 
serve. They also need to show clearly how they are using the significant 
public money and other resources available to CPP partners to target 
inequalities and improve outcomes. SOAs need to specify what will improve, 
how it will be done, by whom, and when. 

 CPPs need to ensure that all partners align their service and financial 
planning arrangements with community planning priorities. This means 
ensuring that budget setting and business planning decisions by CPP 
partners, such as councils and NHS boards, take full account of community 
planning priorities and SOA commitments. 

 CPPs need to significantly improve their governance and accountability, and 
planning and performance management arrangements by— 

o successfully mobilising resources towards agreed goals and ensuring 
best use of public resources 

o showing that partnership working is making a significant difference in 
improving services, driving the move towards prevention, and 
delivering better outcomes for communities 

o clarifying roles and responsibilities for elected members, non-
executives and officers 

o ensuring that CPP decision-making is reflected fully within the 
governance structures of all parties. 
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During 2014 audit reports on a further five CPPs have been or will be published, with 
an updated national report scheduled for publication in November 2014. In carrying 
out this work, Audit Scotland will assess what progress has been made in response 
to the recommendations in the March 2013 report and will aim to identify good 
practice that might be applied more widely, opportunities for further improvement and 
barriers to taking forward the ongoing improvement agenda. 
 
Work to support CPPs to achieve their goals is also being taken forward by the 
Improvement Service. This includes mapping of activities and resources to build 
local capacity for CPPs, including supported self-assessment, and the Improving 
Evidence and Data Programme which aims to address one of the priorities for CPPs 
– their need to be able to access and analyse disaggregated data on local conditions 
and to be able to access and analyse evidence of what works. 
 
A new What Works Scotland initiative – funded by the Economic and Social 
Research Council and the Scottish Government – has also recently been 
established. Led by Professors Nicholas Watson and James Mitchell, this initiative 
will be over three years and “will work closely with Community Planning Partnerships 
and other stakeholders to find, create, evaluate and communicate the evidence of 
what works in delivering the Scottish model of public service delivery.” 
 
Finance and subject committees may wish to explore whether there has been 
progress in moving towards an outcomes-based approach to public service 
management, as recommended by the Independent Budget Review.      
 

LOGIC MODEL 

The Finance Committee Guidance to subject committees states:  
 

The Committee agreed to adopt a logic modelling approach to scrutinising 
progress in achieving this national outcome2 and, in the first instance, asked 
SPICe to develop a logic model for this national outcome.  

 
A regular criticism of the government is that the links between spending and 
outcomes are not presented clearly.  However part of the reason for this is that in 
reality the links between the draft budget and the day to day concerns of constituents 
(outcomes) are at best indirect.  Unless we wish the government to micro-manage 
spending then the links between the budget allocations and where the money is 
finally spent will always remain indirect and complex. 
 
We can see a couple of real live examples of this. 
 
For example an MSP may be asked by a constituent about pot-holes and the degree 
to which this is a priority in the Scottish Government’s budget. 
 

                                            
2
 “our public services are high quality, continually improving, efficient and responsive to local people’s 

needs”  
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(Available at: http://prezi.com/x5xhabicqn0l/case-studies/ ) 

 
The MSP might then scrutinise the amount going into Motorways and Trunk roads 
(and then “routine and winter maintenance”) via Transport Scotland.  But in relation 
to minor roads the responsibility is with local authorities, and under the Concordat, 
without ring-fencing, the MSP might suggest boosting local authorities’ budgets and 
attempting to influence their individual decisions. 
   
Another member might be interested in cycling and how we can influence policy via 
the budget. Looking at spending on cycling reveals a more complex picture.  
 

http://prezi.com/x5xhabicqn0l/case-studies/
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This includes  
 

 Four potential budget lines via Transport Scotland 

 3 routes of funding flowing from local government 

 Numerous other funding routes via Health Boards, Rural Affairs, Education 
and even EU funding 

 
So the link between funding going in at the top (the draft budget), and coming out the 
bottom to fund pothole repair or cycling initiatives, is indirect and in many cases 
complex. 
 
In addition, providing the funding is only part of the picture – it is also necessary to 
ask 
  

1. Will the money (the inputs) efficiently and effectively buy the outputs (eg miles 
of cycle track)? 

2. To what extent will the outputs lead to the desired outcomes? (and indeed 
what are the outcomes from cycle tracks?  More cycling? Healthier living? 
Reduced carbon impact?) 

  
So… given the inherent difficulties in scrutinising the budget, it is not surprising if the 
process is not perfect.  But it is the job of the Finance and subject committees to 
improve it.  
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How might we improve scrutiny of the link between spending and outcomes?  
 
In its report on Draft Budget 2014-15, the Infrastructure and Capital Investment (ICI) 
Committee recommended greater use of “logic models”.  
 

“Recommendation 1: The Committee recommends to the Finance 
Committee that it calls on the Scottish Government to review the use of 
Logic Models in the context of the NPF which have been undertaken to 
date and to publish a policy or guidance note showing when it considers 
such modelling would be beneficial and should be undertaken and when 
it is felt it would not to be appropriate. The Committee believes that 
enhancements to the evidence base using these models can help both 
the prioritisation of expenditure and the budget scrutiny process across 
a wide range of Scottish Government activity.” 
 

This recommendation was supported by the Finance Committee.  
 
The Scottish Government’s response to the Finance Committee was as follows 

 
“The Scottish Government is exploring how best to assist business areas in 
aligning their policies and activities with the NPF. The use of logic modelling 
will be considered as part of this. We will also consider whether there should 
be a published guidance note on the use of Logic Modelling and the NPF.” 

 
The Scottish Government has not published any guidance note on the use of Logic 
Modelling.  
 

What are logic models? 

Logic models attempt to map out the links between inputs, outputs and outcomes.   
 
For example the following figure shows a logic model for getting rid of a headache. 
 

 
 
A logic model template looks like this: 
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And the following figure shows a completed logic model prepared by the 
government, in this case looking at reducing reoffending.  
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Why might committees use logic models? 

Logic models allow committees to start with the outcome itself and examine 
everything that affects it (and to test the evidence).  An approach that starts with the 
government intervention for example has the potential to over-emphasise the 
importance of that intervention, eg what does Scottish Enterprise achieve? (known 
as “centre-of-the universe syndrome”).   
 
It also allows the committee to test the evidence on: 
 

 The link between spending and outputs (productivity) 

 The link between outputs and outcomes/effects (effectiveness) 

 And ultimately to therefore test the link between costs and effects (cost 
effectiveness or value for money) 

 
So for example if we take the National Indicator “Increase Exports” – a logic model 
might start to take shape as follows. 
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Inputs Leading 
to 

Outputs Leading 
to 

Outcomes 

Shorter term Longer term 

Staff costs and costs 
of holding training 
events. Office space 
overseas and within 
Scotland 

 Scottish 
Development 
International 
training, 
information and 
advice 

 More businesses developing the 
skills and knowledge ‘to go 
international’ 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Increased exports 

Funding for flights, 
hotels and transport. 
Staff costs. 

 SDI trade 
missions 

 Businesses developing contacts 
in growing markets 

Direct funding and 
financial readiness 
advisers (staff 
costs).  

 
 

Scottish 
Investment 
Bank support 
for SMEs 

 
 

Improved access to finance for 
potential exporters 

Staff costs, external 
consultants, direct 
financial support, 
office space costs 

 
 

Scottish 
Enterprise 
support for 
growth 
companies  

 
 

Companies improving 
international 
competitiveness 

£30 million RSA 
funding per year, 
plus staff costs 

 Encouraging 
foreign direct 
investment eg 
through RSA 
funding 

 More foreign direct investment 
‘which enhances the 
competitiveness of our growth 
sectors’ 

Staff costs, events 
and marketing 
campaigns 

 SG’s 
international 
engagement 

 Improving Scotland’s reputation 
and promoting Scotland’s brand 
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The Scottish Government inputs are listed, however inputs are not included for some 
of the other factors mainly because the Scottish Government has minimal influence 
on these. What may become apparent is that Scottish Government interventions 
have fairly limited impact on export performance. Or it may show that spending is 
high on inputs that have fairly low impact on the desired outcome.  For example, the 
Global Connections Survey data shows that the sector contributing most to recent 
increases in international exports is food and drink (mainly whisky). The committee 
may look to assess how effective the SG inputs were to export performance in recent 
years, and how much other factors had an influence. 
 

PUBLIC SERVICES NATIONAL OUTCOME 

Turning now to the national outcome which the Finance Committee has agreed to 
scrutinise via a logic model:  
 

“our public services are high quality, continually improving, efficient and 
responsive to local people’s needs”  

 
Scotland Performs cites the following National Indicators as being “related” to this 
National Outcome:  
 

 Increase the proportion of pre-school centres receiving positive inspection reports 

 Increase the proportion of schools receiving positive inspection reports 

 Improve levels of educational attainment 

 Increase the proportion of young people in learning, training or work 

 Increase the proportion of graduates in positive destinations 

 Improve Children's Services 

 Improve end of life care 

 Improve support for people with care needs 

 Reduce emergency admissions to hospital 

 Improve the quality of healthcare experience 

 Reduce reconviction rates 

 Improve people's perceptions of the quality of public services 

 Improve the responsiveness of public services 

 Improve access to suitable housing options for those in housing need 
 
The most striking thing about the National Indicators used is that there is no specific 
target for any of them meaning there is limited scope for assessing what success will 
look like – for example, increase or reduce by how much, over what time period and 
relative to what? Colin Mair of the Improvement Service (Scottish Parliament  
Finance Committee, 2014b) made the general point that many of the NPF targets  
might benefit from being more specific in terms of their objectives.  
 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/pre-schools
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/schools
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/attainment
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/youngpeople
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/graduates
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/childservices
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/endoflifecare
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/careneeds
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/admissions
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/healthcare
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/reconviction
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/PSquality
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/PSresponsiveness
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/scotPerforms/indicator/housingneed
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 “If you, at the national level, wish to make a contribution to change….the 
questions is, what are your ambitions and expectations? One of the 
challenges that community planning partnerships face is the number of 
measures that have no targets associated with them……We want to make the 
place healthier, but we cannot really say when we want that to happen.” 

 
The other point to note on the national indicators related to this National Outcome 
echoes the point made in the submission to the Finance Committee by the 
Improvement Service – namely that public services are only part of the story.   
 

“Examining both international and Scottish data, we can find no systematic 
evidence that the organisation and quality of public services is the key or main 
determinant of the pattern of outcomes in any society. Outcomes are far more 
levered by wider economic factors, particularly economic inequalities of 
income, employment and unemployment (e.g. PISA studies, Making Better 
Places, etc.). The evidence also suggests that this effect is consistent across 
all aspects of life: health, learning, safety, etc. 

  
This is, of course, not to say that public services do not create outcomes but 
that they are not the predominant factor in shaping the pattern and quality of 
outcomes over time and between communities. Macro-economic and fiscal 
policy is a key lever and there is clear evidence that outcomes and 
inequalities of outcome vary between different economic models.” 

 

FSU LOGIC MODEL 

There is no publicly available Logic Model for this National Outcome, and the broad 
nature of the Outcome makes it perhaps less conducive to a Logic Model approach 
than the Exports or reducing re-offending examples above. For example, what is the 
definition of “efficient” and “responsive to local people’s needs” in this context? 
Efficiency might mean different things to different groups – for example, business 
might have a different idea of efficiency compared with non-business members of 
society. Similarly “local people’s needs” might be different in one part of the country 
compared to another – for example, the different perceptions of public services 
amongst young and old and urban and rural is covered above.  
 
Another difficulty with producing a logic model for this National Outcome is that the 
related national indicators cited above cover a range of policy areas (pre-school, 
school, skills, higher and further education, health, justice, housing) which in turn are 
delivered by different delivery agents across the public sector (for example, Local 
Authorities, Health Boards, Housing Associations).  As requested, the FSU has 
attempted to develop one. The aim of this is to aid members in testing the extent to 
which public sector interventions are positively influencing the achievement of this 
outcome.  The logic model assumes outputs and outcomes moving in a positive 
direction. It is a theoretical presentation of what would be the inputs, outputs and 
outcomes that would lead to continually improving, efficient and responsive public 
services. 
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Input Leading 
to 

Output 
Activities 

Leading 
to 

Outcome 
 

    Short Medium Long Impact 

Funding for 
staff (early 
years, 
teachers, 
career 
advisers, 
social 
workers, care 
workers, 

 
 

Staff numbers, 
engagement 
with service 
users 
 

 
 

Improved staff / 
student, patient 
ratios; 

Better educated 
students,  
More targeted 
skills to 
employer 
requirements,  
improved 
employment 
performance 

Prevention of 
previous costly 
interventions 
 
Disinvest from 
previous 
spending 
activities 
 

 
 
our public 
services are high 
quality, 
continually 
improving, 
efficient and 
responsive to 
local people’s 
needs 

Staff 
Time/Training 

 
 

Quality 
care/service to 
service users 
Increased care 

 
 

 Better educated 
students, better 
career choices 
to fit demand in 
economy, better 
care provision 

Prevention of 
previous costly 
interventions 
 
Disinvest from 
previous 
spending 
activities 

Investment in 
physical 
infrastructure 
to provide 
services – 
nurseries, 
schools, 
hospitals, 
care homes, 
housing, 
Police 
Scotland HQ 

 Bespoke 
Facilities 
  

 Productivity 
gains from 
facilities; 
capacity gains 
and increased 
number of 
service users; 
Private sector 
development on 
back of 
intelligent public 
sector asset 

Improved 
Economic 
performance 
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management  

Roads, 
Transport 

 
 

Timely access 
for service 
providers/users 
Productivity 
gains 

 
 

Productivity 
gains 

Improved 
economic 
performance 

 

       

       

External to 
SG 

 
 

  
 

   

UK Welfare 
expenditure 

 
 

Financial 
Transfers to 
users requiring 

 Incentivising 
movement to 
work 

Better 
employment 
performance 

Prevention of 
previously 
costly 
interventions 

UK Welfare 
policy 

 
 

  Incentivising 
movement to 
work 

Better 
employment 
performance 

Prevention of 
previously 
costly 
interventions 

Macro-
economic 
factors 

 
 

Economic 
growth 

 Job 
opportunities 

Higher tax 
receipts;  
Larger public 
sector budget 
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Issues arising from this logic model, which might be applied to scrutiny of the 
National Outcome, are as follows: 
 

 the National Outcome covers a broad range of policy areas 

 the National Outcome covers a broad range of delivery models and 
agents, meaning that ownership and accountability for performance is 
unclear 

 key elements of the National Outcome are open to interpretation, with 
terms like “efficient” and “responsive to local people’s needs” perhaps 
meaning different things to different people 

 
From a scrutiny point of view it might be easier and more productive to focus a logic 
model on the National Indicators as opposed to the National Outcome. This is what 
some of the subject committees are opting to do. For example, the Economy, Energy 
and Tourism Committee are considering the Increasing exports national indicator 
mentioned above; and the Health and Sport Committee will be using logic models to 
scrutinise the national indicators related to healthy birth weight, end of life care and 
reducing emergency admissions to hospital.  
 
. 
 
 
 
 

  


