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Scottish Commission for 
Public Audit 

Wednesday 26 April 2006 

[THE CONVENER opened the meeting at 11:34] 

Provisional Expenditure Plan 
2007-08 and Corporate Plan 

2006-09 

The Convener (Margaret Jamieson): Good 
morning and welcome to the first meeting in 2006 
of the Scottish Commission for Public Audit. I ask 
members to ensure that they switch off mobile 
phones, pagers and all other electronic equipment 
that might interfere with the sound recording. 

I have received apologies from Brian Monteith. 
We have with us representatives of Haines Watt, 
which has just been appointed as auditor to Audit 
Scotland. They will be present for the meeting, 
although they will not speak. 

Agenda item 1 is discussion of Audit Scotland’s 
provisional expenditure plan for 2007-08 and its 
corporate plan for 2006 to 2009. We have the 
provisional expenditure figures in accordance with 
the established three-stage annual budget 
process. I welcome Bob Black, who is the Auditor 
General for Scotland; Diane McGiffen, who is the 
director of corporate services at Audit Scotland; 
and Barbara Hurst, who is the director of 
performance audit in health and community care 
at Audit Scotland. 

I invite Bob Black to make an opening 
statement. 

Mr Robert Black (Auditor General for 
Scotland): Thank you very much, convener. As in 
previous years, we will provide the commission 
with our detailed expenditure proposals for the 
next financial year in the autumn. At this stage, as 
is customary, I have simply provided a provisional 
estimate. As you will be aware from my letter, that 
estimate is for expenditure of £7.14 million, 
comprising £6.617 million to cover the revenue 
expenditure and £523,000 to cover capital 
expenditure. In that, we assume a general 
inflationary increase of 3 per cent and I have 
increased our provision for depreciation to take 
account of a higher asset base, notably the work 
on one of our properties in 18 George Street and 
some other infrastructure projects. In the autumn, I 
will come back with a full budget statement. 

There is one other point that is perhaps worth 
bearing in mind in that regard: the audit work for 
the past financial year is now in full flow and, until 
that is concluded, it will not be possible to give a 

definitive set of estimates for the following year 
because the next year’s work will not start until 
November, which is the point of handover from the 
previous year to the next year. 

I have nothing further to say on the provisional 
estimate. 

Mr Andrew Welsh (Angus) (SNP): I ask you to 
consider savings and savings targets. Audit 
Scotland is assessing the arrangements that 
public bodies have put in place to implement the 
efficient government initiative, and your corporate 
plan states: 

“all business units in Audit Scotland are committed to 
savings targets each year.” 

Will you give me examples of the types of savings 
that are being made in Audit Scotland and state 
whether they are time releasing or cash releasing? 

Mr Black: I am happy to answer that question, 
but I ask for clarification of whether you are talking 
about our budget estimate, the corporate plan or 
the past financial year. 

Mr Welsh: I am talking about the estimates and 
the plan. 

Mr Black: In the summer, I will produce an 
annual report, which will give an account of our 
outturn expenditure, which will relate to the budget 
about which we talked last year. Therefore, I am 
not well placed to talk about our performance in 
the past financial year. 

Mr Welsh: Will you give examples of the types 
of savings that you are seeking to make within 
Audit Scotland? What is their general direction? 

Mr Black: The biggest element in our budget is 
the cost of the audits that are undertaken on public 
bodies. The procurement exercise that we go 
through is designed to get as much efficiency out 
of the budget as possible, and we have recently 
concluded an extensive procurement exercise that 
will put in place the audit arrangements for the 
next five years. 

In association with and as part of that 
procurement exercise, extensive analysis was 
undertaken to compare the costs of audit as 
reflected in Audit Scotland’s audit charges, which 
are provided in an indicative form to the appointed 
auditors, with those of our sister bodies—the 
National Audit Office and the Audit Commission. 
We also consider the costs of contract work that 
audit firms undertake for other parties in Scotland. 
I am well satisfied that our cost profile is less than 
the costs that we see elsewhere. Such 
benchmarking is extremely important. 

We undertake a programme of best-value 
reviews—for which provision will also be made in 
the corporate plan—of our support services in 
Audit Scotland. 
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As members will recall, over the past two years I 
have taken 5 per cent in each year out of the costs 
of the audits to the national health service, so we 
have delivered significant savings over that period. 

We plan to limit ourselves to a budget uplift of an 
overall 3 per cent, which includes our finding 
savings within the year to accommodate things 
such as the movement in our staff’s increments. 
We are still a young organisation and staff are 
entitled to incremental increases that amount to 
about 1.2 per cent of our salary bill. 

On our major elements, which are the costs of 
the audits, we have been through a procurement 
exercise. On our major cost on staff, I am limiting 
the budget increase to 3 per cent, which includes 
increments. On best value on corporate services, 
we are running a series of programmes. The final 
element to mention, of course, is that we run a 
programme of internal audit reviews, which report 
to the Audit Scotland board regularly. 

The sums of money that we generate from 
savings in some of the smaller activities are small 
relative to the size of our budget. The spend 
profile that matters is the spend on audit charges 
to audited bodies. 

Mr Welsh: And the savings apply throughout the 
organisation to all business units that are 
committed to the savings plans. 

Mr Black: As I said, there is a big difference 
between the charges that we make for audits to 
public bodies in Scotland. I have talked about how 
we procure those audits and set the charges, and 
the costs of, let us say, staffing associated with 
corporate services. We do not make an across-
the-board saving; we undertake audit and best-
value reviews of our individual business activities 
to ensure that we get best value out of them. 

Mr Welsh: I asked a complex question, so if you 
wish to add anything in writing to what you have 
said, that would certainly assist the committee. 

Mr Black: When we come forward in the 
autumn with the full budget proposal and the 
annual report, which will also be available to you 
then, there will be full analysis of what we have 
undertaken in efficiency reviews, savings 
exercises and best-value reviews over the past 
year. 

Mr Welsh: You said that your overall savings 
target was 3 per cent. 

Mr Black: No, I am sorry if I misled you on that. 
The budget submission that I provided for you is a 
3 per cent uplift for the next financial year, which 
starts next April, so it is a long way ahead. I am 
saying that we will absorb all our cost increases 
within that 3 per cent, including the cost of 
increments to staff, which in general puts about 
1.2 per cent on to our pay bill. 

Mr Welsh: What percentage of savings against 
its overall budget does Audit Scotland aim to 
achieve? How would that compare with the 3.4 per 
cent of efficiency savings that the efficient 
government initiative requires from local 
government? 

Mr Black: I am sorry, but we do not have a 
figure that is calculated like that. As I said, the bulk 
of our costs—about 75 per cent—are the fees that 
are charged to audit bodies. We have gone 
through an exercise to benchmark those costs 
against similar organisations and limited the 
indicative fee increase to quite a tight level. That 
covers 75 per cent of our budget. Within the 
remaining 25 per cent, rather than agree an 
overall target for efficiency savings, we do specific 
pieces of work in each area of activity to get 
maximum added value out of our exercise. The 
sum total of that is that I am giving an undertaking 
that the general inflationary increase for the next 
financial year, starting in April of next year, will be 
3 per cent. However, that will be less than the total 
cost uplift of our business, which is also influenced 
by factors such as the need to pay our staff 
increments, which puts on another 1.2 per cent. 
Therefore, we are absorbing efficiency gains by 
running a tight cash limit in all our budgets. 

11:45 
Mr Welsh: Which organisations do you 

benchmark against? 

Mr Black: We receive confidential information 
from the National Audit Office and the Audit 
Commission. 

The Convener: The National Audit Office said 
recently that it believes that £8 of efficiency 
savings are achieved within the organisation for 
every £1 that it spends. Is Audit Scotland prepared 
to provide similar information to the commission in 
the future? 

Mr Black: I have discussed such matters with 
the Audit Committee when I have presented 
corporate plans in the past—I am going right back 
to when Audit Scotland started—and have said 
that it would be possible for us to put together a 
programme of value-for-money studies that 
identified notional savings that could be obtained 
from public spending in Scotland. However, 
realising such savings would require ministers, 
members of the Scottish Parliament and audited 
bodies to make hard policy choices. It is important 
that we do not use Audit Scotland’s resources on 
studies whose savings, for perfectly 
understandable policy reasons, it would not be 
possible to generate in the short term. 

That is not to say that we have not done such 
pieces of work in the past. I remind members of 
the major study that we undertook on rationalising 
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surplus school capacity and our study that 
challenged councils’ council tax collection levels. 
My approach is to present a balanced programme 
of studies for consultation with the Parliament. 
That programme will include studies that are 
directed at improving performance and enhancing 
the quality of services, studies that are designed to 
generate efficiency savings and studies on specific 
matters such as the prevention and detection of 
fraud, on which we will produce a report next 
month. 

Our position is rather different from that of the 
National Audit Office, which audits large 
departments of state such as HM Revenue and 
Customs and the Department for Work and 
Pensions, whose budgets are enormous. It is the 
big departments of state that will tend to generate 
£8 of savings for every £1 that is spent. The spend 
profile in Scotland is rather different—it is 
predominantly on staff. Spending in the national 
health service, for example, is predominantly on 
staff costs, and it is difficult to generate savings on 
hospital building commitments and drugs. It is 
therefore highly unlikely that imposing a top-down 
target of saving X pounds for Y pounds in the NHS 
would be the best use of our resources. Doing so 
would distort our activity, and I am not sure that 
the best output would be achieved. As I have said, 
we have made a significant contribution towards 
enhancing the performance of the NHS in 
Scotland over a number of years. 

Much of the work that we undertake in relation to 
audited bodies consists of reports to audited 
bodies locally. Such reports are to do with 
improving the standard and quality of 
management in those public bodies. The best-
value council reviews that we undertake, in which 
we challenge local authorities to consider 
generating efficiencies through various means, 
provide the most fully developed example of those 
reports. Such reviews will help to generate 
efficiency savings. 

The Convener: I would not expect to see such 
things in every Audit Scotland report, but I recall 
the issues that were raised about prescribing, for 
example. Identifying the savings that could be 
achieved as a result of minor changes in how 
medicines are prescribed was right and proper. 

In certain areas it is right to identify financial 
savings, but changes to how people work and co-
operate can also generate savings, so I accept 
that it is not always appropriate to focus on the 
pound sign. However, if Audit Scotland indicated 
the savings in the Scottish budget that its work 
could achieve, we would have a helpful overall 
picture. Such an approach might assist, given that 
disquiet is sometimes expressed by the individuals 
who pay Audit Scotland’s fees. 

Mr Black: I agree. That is why we will describe 
in our annual report what was delivered during the 

past year, as I said. We will attempt to address 
more fully the impact of our work, which will 
include the identification of areas in which we 
highlighted the possibility of making savings or 
cash-releasing initiatives. 

Margaret Smith (Edinburgh West) (LD): Audit 
Scotland’s work programme, which is considered 
by the Audit Committee, is outlined in one of the 
appendices to the corporate plan. A significant 
number of studies are planned, but the corporate 
plan gives no details about the basis on which the 
projects were selected. I assume that you have to 
assess whether a proposed study would generate 
beneficial results for management, is topical, or 
might realise notional savings, for example. How 
do you assess such matters and decide which 
studies to conduct? 

Mr Black: The current programme of committed 
studies, which will run to 2007, is highlighted in the 
corporate plan. We do not present a full analysis in 
the plan of how those studies, which were agreed 
to after consultation, were selected. We will go to 
consultation during the summer and we will bring 
to the Audit Committee and the Parliament in the 
autumn a major piece of work, which will lay out 
for consideration my views on the study 
programme from 2007 onwards. In that context we 
will explain why each topic has been suggested. 

I might have said to the commission that we face 
a problem not in deciding what to do, but in 
deciding what not to do, because there are many 
issues that we could consider. In the autumn we 
will present a full analysis of the range of topics 
that might be appropriate and invite comments 
and views from all our stakeholders on which 
topics should be given priority. We will also invite 
suggestions for topics that we might not have 
considered. We will pull all that work into a formal 
programme of studies, which I will approve before 
the end of the calendar year. That is the process. 

You asked how we select topics from the almost 
infinite list of topics that we could consider. We do 
a number of things in that regard. We try to 
balance studies that will impact on major areas of 
public spending. For example, we always carry out 
a number of studies in the health service, which 
accounts for at least half the Scottish block, if we 
disregard the funding of local government. 
Materiality—to use the accountants’ term—is 
important. We consider big areas of spend. We 
also attempt to consider coverage—we would like 
to have a balanced programme of studies that 
covers local government and central Government 
as well as the NHS. We tend to consider studies 
when there is evidence of variation in performance 
and scope for improvement; we do scoping 
studies on that. 

Increasingly, we will have a balanced 
programme that contains overviews of major areas 
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of public spending, such as the whole transport 
system, together with more specific pieces of work 
on themes such as the management of assets in 
the Scottish block and studies of particular 
services that are provided in the health service, for 
example. We evaluate all that within a framework 
and we undertake a full consultation. 

Margaret Smith: That was a full answer. Is any 
of those matters weighted as more significant than 
others? For example, is materiality your number 1 
priority, or would it be simplistic to say that? 

Mr Black: The arrangement is more complex 
than that. I am concerned to ensure that, over 
several years, Audit Scotland’s limited resource 
should cover most of the major areas of public 
spending. The main method for doing that is the 
developing programme of overview studies, which 
is heavily weighted. 

On the other hand, it is important that we 
examine smaller budgets; we do not ignore 
organisations with such budgets. For example, 
Scotland has a large number of non-departmental 
public bodies. Some of them spend less than £50 
million, but they are important for the services that 
they provide to the people of Scotland, so we must 
include them in our coverage. 

Some services do not involve high levels of 
spending relative to the Scottish block but are 
important for ordinary people. We want to ensure 
that we cover them in the programme. For 
example, although I would not say that it involved 
low spend, we have it in mind to consider how 
public services as a whole, led by the NHS, treat 
some chronic conditions, by using them as a 
tracer through the system. That study will not be 
primarily budget focused; it is more to do with the 
impact of services on vulnerable people. 

Margaret Smith: I wish you well on that. The 
convener was the deputy convener of the Health 
and Community Care Committee when I was that 
committee’s convener and at that time it was a 
major problem for health boards to say even how 
much money was spent, on what it was spent and 
what effect it had. 

On effectiveness, how do you evaluate the 
impact and benefit of studies that you have 
undertaken? 

Mr Black: I ask Barbara Hurst to speak; I have 
done a lot of talking. 

12:00 
Barbara Hurst (Audit Scotland): I could have 

answered the previous question more easily. 

The question how much can be attributed to one 
of our reports and how much was happening 
anyway makes it difficult to measure the impact of 
our work. When we start to do a study—

particularly one that is of national significance—
much activity suddenly starts to happen, although 
we cannot put a figure on that. In a sense, that is a 
result for us, but we cannot formally produce it and 
say, “This is a result of our work.” However, that 
result is as important as what happens after we 
have produced our report and started to measure 
its effect. That means that we must be very careful 
that our study selection does not distort services’ 
priorities—we are keen not to do that. 

We make recommendations as a result of 
specific studies and follow them up by going back 
in and looking at what is happening on the back of 
those recommendations. We would be keen to 
involve service users in that work. In our follow-up, 
we would always want to consider—where 
relevant, of course—the impact in terms of 
improving services for people in Scotland. Diane 
McGiffen has done detailed work with sister 
organisations on how we measure impact, so she 
can pick up on that. 

Ms Diane McGiffen (Audit Scotland): The 
discussion has focused on our performance audit 
study programme; the question of how we 
measure the impact of our work applies to all our 
work, including our regulation and governance 
work. We are working on a project within Audit 
Scotland on how we can better assess the impact 
of all our work. The issues around attribution that 
Barbara Hurst and Bob Black outlined are ones 
that we have in common with the other audit 
agencies. We do a study and follow it up a couple 
of years later, but the environment in which an 
organisation works is dynamic and change 
happens anyway. It can be difficult to ensure that 
the change that we report is the result of our work, 
as opposed to change that has taken place for 
other reasons. There is a question for all the audit 
agencies about the proportionality of follow-up 
work. Given that the public sector is dynamic, how 
much time and effort do we and the audited bodies 
want to spend in tracking old studies when the 
world has moved on?  

I say this to give you a flavour of the context 
within which we are trying to get better impact 
measures, not to give reasons for not trying to get 
better impact measures. These factors are just 
part of the landscape of working through 
something that will be meaningful and add value to 
you and to our other stakeholders. We need to pull 
together various things for a rounded report of our 
impact. We must ensure that we capture aspects 
such as the value that is added to the public by the 
fact that independent audit provides public 
assurance that public money is being well spent. 
That is a tricky thing to do; most members of the 
public will not be fully aware of the audit 
arrangements that apply in their local areas to 
their local audit bodies and so on. However, we 
are sure that independent auditing of how public 



Scottish Commission for Public Audit, 1st Report, 2006 (Session 2) – Annexe A 
 

26 

funds are spent and, what is important, the public 
reporting of the results of that audit, add 
something that is of public value.  

We are also considering how we can capture 
better information on the impact of our work to 
support elected representatives and board 
members to do their work in holding public bodies 
to account and so on; that is also part of assessing 
the impact of our work. As well as the study 
programme, we bring issues to the attention of 
Parliament through mechanisms such as section 
22 reports, which raise issues of interest and 
concern that Parliament can then pick up. We 
have a range of work areas and we are 
considering how we can build a mosaic that will 
provide a richer picture of the impact that we 
make, taking into account our concerns about the 
proportionality of tracking the long-term impact of 
our work. 

Mr Black: If I may, I will add one further point to 
Diane’s point about helping elected 
representatives, board members and so on to do 
their work. I am sure that the commission will 
recall that one of the key elements in the corporate 
strategy that flows from a strategic statement that I 
produced last year is supporting democratic 
scrutiny. The work of supporting the Parliament is 
important. The Audit Committee is in a powerful 
position to assist the follow-through process, 
because once it has taken evidence and produced 
a report with recommendations, it can require the 
Executive to report back—after an appropriate 
time—on what promises and undertakings have 
been implemented. That is a comparatively 
straightforward, but extremely influential and 
effective way of ensuring that change happens. 

Margaret Smith: I agree. Barbara Hurst made 
the point that there is a great deal of activity when 
a report is published, but we must ensure that that 
does not fall away. It is important that we use all 
the different mechanisms that we have at our 
disposal. Are there occasions on which your 
organisation feels that an initial report has not had 
the impact that you hoped that it might have and 
that, rather than use the Audit Committee or 
another body, you would rather do follow-up work 
in house, or are you so swamped by the range of 
available options that producing a second piece of 
work slips down the list of priorities? 

Barbara Hurst: As you were talking, I 
remembered that several years ago we did some 
work on bank and agency nursing. What needed 
to be done was straightforward. Since then, 
although there has definitely been a reduction in 
the use of agency nursing, the use of bank nursing 
has increased. Some issues remain to be 
resolved, so along with the high-level work that we 
are doing to follow up a previous report on ward 
nursing, we want to conduct a detailed review of 

the use of bank and agency nursing because we 
think that not enough has happened on that front. 
We are slipping that work in through a different 
reporting route. 

Margaret Smith: I am glad that you gave that 
answer, because I was going to suggest that you 
do that. 

During the evidence that you gave to the 
commission in May last year, you stated that Audit 
Scotland was pioneering a new, modernised 
approach to audit that aimed to address the major 
risks and performance issues in public bodies. Will 
you give us an update on that? 

Mr Black: Yes. There has been a huge amount 
of activity in that area. As you know, Audit 
Scotland has a relationship with more than 200 
public bodies in Scotland. A large part of the work 
that we undertake is done through the interaction 
between the appointed auditor, who I appoint, and 
the organisation. You will recall from our previous 
discussions that I was concerned that the resource 
that was being devoted to the audit of public 
bodies was not adding as much value as it might. 

We have been steadily developing a significantly 
different approach to how audits are undertaken. 
That new approach had its second year of 
operation in the health service over the past year 
and is now in its first year of running throughout 
local and central Government. The general 
approach is to start off by conducting a clear and 
careful planning process, during which we draw up 
a priorities and risks framework—which I will call a 
PRF for short, if you will pardon the jargon—for 
the sector concerned. The PRF is designed to 
capture from an audit point of view the sector’s 
major priorities for delivery in the year ahead, the 
major risks that it might face and any areas of 
performance weakness that might need to be 
addressed. That document is used as a basis for 
corporate discussion within Audit Scotland and 
with the firms about how we might prioritise and 
target the audit activity in individual bodies. 

That exercise brings two highly significant 
benefits, the first of which is of direct interest to 
Parliament. It means that when I prepare an 
overview of the NHS, I can have reasonable 
confidence that the issues that are dealt with in the 
overview that Barbara Hurst’s team has prepared 
reflect the reality on the ground because the 
information has been gathered consistently. We 
get comprehensive coverage of a particular topic 
in 15 health boards. That provides an assurance 
to me before I report to Parliament.  

The second significant benefit is to audited 
bodies. If the auditor says, “We think that you have 
a risk that you’re not addressing in this area or a 
performance weakness in that area,” it is an 
opportunity for management to engage with the 



Scottish Commission for Public Audit, 1st Report, 2006 (Session 2) – Annexe A 
 

27 

auditor to develop a plan of action to address the 
areas of weakness in real time. That adds more 
value to the management of public bodies in 
Scotland. We are already seeing indications that 
the public bodies value the work highly and I will 
be able to report more fully on that in the annual 
report in the summer. In that annual report, I will 
indicate how the audit has been received—
particularly in the health service—in its new form 
over the past year. 

Cathy Peattie (Falkirk East) (Lab): The 
corporate plan talks about the need to maximise 
the value of audit and about rolling out a newly 
defined corporate quality management framework. 
Will you give me some examples of how that 
corporate framework is intended to improve the 
overall service to audited bodies? 

Mr Black: I invite Diane McGiffen to answer that 
question. 

Ms McGiffen: Gladly. The corporate quality 
framework, of which there is a copy on our 
website, sets out our expectations for internal 
challenge processes for how we do our work and 
review processes. Each business group in Audit 
Scotland has its own quality process appropriate 
to its work.  

Those business group processes adhere to a 
set of high-level principles about introducing after-
action reviews; bringing in someone from outwith 
the project team and, preferably, outwith the 
business area, to be a critical friend as part of the 
review process; looking at how we share 
information on the outcome of that activity across 
the business so that everyone can learn from 
messages about improvement and so on; and 
looking at how we incorporate the views of clients, 
partners and others with whom we work on how 
we have done our work, the effect of that work and 
how we might do it better.  

Those principles include the provision for an 
annual report to the management team about what 
activity has been undertaken, what the findings 
were, what actions have been taken and any 
messages for us from that process. That sits 
alongside the formal quality assurance process 
that my colleague Russell Frith runs through the 
audit strategy group, which does a detailed, in-
depth review of the quality of the audits that we 
deliver on a cyclical basis during the course of 
audit appointments. 

Cathy Peattie: Interesting. Can you give some 
examples of the actions that have been taken and 
any emerging themes from the feedback? 

Ms McGiffen: We looked at a review of a recent 
performance audit study. Although it is too early to 
look at the impact of the study, we had a review 
meeting to look at the process of producing the 
publication—how we carried out the research, how 

we met timescales and delivered the product and 
what that tells us. That is still a work in progress 
so there is no final conclusion and it is too early to 
say whether lessons from that are applicable to 
other work that we do.  

The first annual report on the quality process will 
come much later in the year. 

Cathy Peattie: Have there been any themes 
whose similarity has surprised you? 

Ms McGiffen: If we take performance audit 
studies, one of the things that surprises us is the 
impact that the topic that we look at has on the 
study, which might seem from the outside to be a 
similar process whatever the context. There are 
differences between how we might look at a study 
in the NHS as opposed to central Government 
because of the different environments in which we 
are working. However, those are emerging 
thoughts; we are not drawing any profound 
conclusions from them. When we have the first 
annual report, we will be in a much better position 
to consider what themes are emerging. 

12:15 
The Convener: Thanks very much. I will ask 

some questions on your recent job advert for 
graduates. There has been an increase in your 
staffing: your average number of staff was 242 in 
2003-04 but rose to 274 in 2004-05. Are your 
recent vacancies for posts additional to the 274? 

Mr Black: The establishment is not increasing 
beyond the rough 270 mark. In effect, we are 
recruiting up to that complement. As I am sure you 
recall from discussions on previous corporate 
plans and annual reports, we have talked about 
how the staffing level has changed with pressures 
on the business such as the taking on of the best-
value agenda, the creation of Transport Scotland, 
and our work on whole of government accounts. 

Our staffing is stable at round about the 270 
mark. I have it in mind that we would take on, 
roughly speaking, half a dozen graduates a year. 
Staff move through the organisation and some of 
them leave it. There is no set number of graduate 
trainees, but it is part of the natural staff turnover 
in an organisation the size of ours that we take in 
about six trainees a year. 

Ms McGiffen: We are looking for about four 
graduate trainees this year; last year, we took on 
12. We have discussed our graduate training 
programme in some detail and, as you therefore 
know, we are strongly committed to ensuring that 
the scheme provides good-quality graduate 
trainees for Audit Scotland, but may also 
contribute to developing skilled financial 
professionals in the public sector generally. 

The Convener: The vacancies that you have 
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recently advertised are, in effect, top ups. 

Mr Black: Yes. 

The Convener: They are not posts additional to 
those that you already have. 

Ms McGiffen: The graduate training scheme 
runs almost alongside our establishment. To keep 
the scheme viable, we have to recruit to it every 
year otherwise there will be no follow-on of 
graduates coming out the other end and 
progression for the graduate trainees in their work 
would be made more difficult, given the 
coursework and other work-based exercises that 
they have to complete. We have to keep a 
throughput of graduates in the graduate training 
scheme. 

Mr Welsh: I will ask about information 
technology systems. The corporate plan states 
that Audit Scotland is seeking to build an effective 
and efficient organisation by, among other things, 
implementing a new finance system and a new 
electronic document and records management 
system. How are those projects progressing and 
what are the target dates for their completion? 

Ms McGiffen: Our new finance system is 
currently double-running with our old finance 
system and its go-live date is July—I am 
conscious of my auditor colleagues sitting here. 
The new system has been progressing well. We 
have transferred data from the old system to the 
new one and are checking it all. That has gone 
well and we have quality processes in place for 
the management of that project, which is at an 
advanced stage. 

I always struggle with the order of the words 
“electronic records and document management 
system”, so I am told that I should call it an e-docs 
system to avoid any confusion. We are about to go 
out to tender to procure that system, so it is not as 
advanced as the finance system. We hope to have 
the e-docs system in place by January 2007 at the 
moment. 

Mr Welsh: I wish you success with those 
projects. 

Ms McGiffen: Thank you very much. 

The Convener: There are no further questions, 
so I thank the representatives from Audit Scotland 
for their assistance. We look forward to receiving 
their detailed expenditure figures when we next 
meet in November. 

Away Day 

12:20 
The Convener: I ask for members’ approval that 

the decisions that were taken at our away day 
earlier today be detailed in full in the minutes of 
this meeting. 

Members indicated agreement. 

Meeting closed at 12:20. 




