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ENTERPRISE AND LIFELONG LEARNING COMMITTEE

AGENDA

22nd Meeting, 2000 (Session 1)

Friday 29th September 2000

The Committee will meet at 9.30am in Committee Room 1, Committee Chambers to
consider the following agenda items:

1. Inquiry into Governance of Scottish Qualifications Authority:

The Committee will take evidence from the Association of Scottish Colleges
(ASC):

Iain Ovens Director
Tom Kelly Chief Executive

and from the Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals (COSHEP):

Joan Stringer Vice Convener
Robin McAlpine Public Affairs Officer

2. Inquiry into Governance of Scottish Qualifications Authority: The Committee
will take evidence from the Scottish Higher Education Funding Council (SHEFC)
and the Scottish Further Education Funding Council (SFEFC), particularly relating
to comparing working relationships between government ministers and non-
departmental public bodies:

Chris Masters Chair of SHEFC
Esther Roberton Board member of SFEFC
John Gray Board member of SHEFC and SFEFC
Professor John Sizer Chief Executive of SHEFC and SFEFC

   

Simon Watkins
Clerk to the Committee

Room 2.7, Committee Chambers
Ext. 0131 348 5207

***********************************



EL/00/22/A

The following papers are attached for this meeting:

Agenda Item 1

Submission from ASC EL/00/22/1
Submission from COSHEP EL/00/22/2

Agenda Item 2

Submission from SHEFC and SFEFC EL/00/22/3
Documents relating to governance from SHEFC and SFEFC EL/00/22/4



1

SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT – Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Committee

Inquiry into Governance of Scottish Qualifications Authority (SQA)

Background Note by Association of Scottish Colleges
____________________________________________________________

1. The Association of Scottish Colleges (ASC) represents the interests of
Scotland’s FE colleges.  Over 400,000 people enrol each year on
courses in the FE colleges.  Most of these students  - around 250,000
– follow vocational programmes of study or training leading to SQA
certificates.

2.      The FE sector has a major stake in SQA services for:

•  College candidates for many different types of award or certificate:
- “Higher Still” National Qualifications (Highers, Intermediate,

Access and Standard Grades, CSYS, and Scottish Group
Awards);

- Higher National Certificates and Diplomas;
- Scottish Vocational Qualifications;
- Other group awards (such as Professional Development

Awards) or customised awards; and
- stand-alone units and college programmes.

•  Recruits to college courses who have, or expect to get, SQA
certification

•  Development and accreditation of awards to meet the
requirements of employers and build the Scottish Credit and
Qualifications Framework.

3. The FE sector is also a major contributor to the work of SQA through:

•  Appointments to SQA’s Board of Directors and its main committees
•  Services of academic staff as examiners, assessors and course

developers
•  Consultation on proposals for change or new arrangements
•  Advisory groups for FE
•  ASC liaison with SQA at sector level
•  Fees for candidates from FE colleges
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IMPACT OF DIFFICULTIES

4. The problems in SQA certification this year have had 3 main impacts
for colleges:

a. Late and initially incorrect certificates for some college
candidates in the summer diet for Higher Still and
Standard Grade awards

b. Delays in certification for college students on vocational
courses

c. Problems in recruitment for the new, 2000-01 academic
session (which in most colleges started in August)

5. In responding to this crisis, the FE sector has sought:

•  To reassure and assist students awaiting results or certificates
•  To contribute to speedy and lasting remedy of the certification

problems at SQA

REVIEW AND RECOVERY

6. ASC is contributing to the various reviews by SQA and the Scottish
Executive as well as giving evidence to the Inquiries by the Scottish
Parliament.

7. Diagnosis of what went wrong is a vital first step.  The key issues seem
to be operational.  ASC has highlighted 3 questions:

a. Why was correctly submitted evidence and data not
inputted and processed by SQA on time?

b. Why were incorrect and incomplete certificates issued?
c. Why was no earlier warning given to presenting centres

of the impending crisis?

SQA PERFORMANCE

8. SQA was engaged in 3 massively difficult tasks this year:

•  Integration of operations formerly separate at SEB and SCOTVEC
•  Implementation of Higher Still (the largest ever reform of school and

vocational curriculum and awards)
•  Introduction of a new Awards Processing System (APS) to replace

the previous IT database and processing systems
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9. All interests agree that the 2000 crisis must never happen again. The
reviews need to clarify what assessment and monitoring there was of:

•  SQA’s capacity  and resources to deliver the changes
•  The risk of slippage and incompleteness in the timetable
•  Communication with presenting centres and recruiting institutions or

employers

FUTURE REQUIREMENTS

10. The capacity of SQA to plan and deliver change is vital to make
possible unified and all-year round certification for lifelong learning.
This will require:

•  Clarification of responsibility for design, timetable, and deliverability
of changes in SQA arrangements

•  Better feedback to and involvement of colleges and other
presenting centres

•  A precautionary principle (piloting and proving of systems before
they go live)

•  Better performance and communication by SQA

BETTER GOVERNANCE

12. ASC will set out in its oral evidence its suggestions for improving the
management, performance and communications of SQA.  This will
focus on establishing a clearer role for the FE sector.

•  As contributors to the work of SQA, not just as customers – on
behalf of students – for its services

•  In ensuring openness of decisions on the scope and deliverability of
changes in SQA arrangements

•  In designing and testing changes for the future
•  In achieving high quality all-year round assessment and certification

for all modes and levels of learning.

ASC Executive
21 September 2000



SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT SCHOOL EXAM RESULTS INQUIRY

COSHEP EVIDENCE

Introduction

The extent to which COSHEP is able to comment on the causes for the problems that the SQA has
encountered in the processing of School examinations is limited.  Neither COSHEP nor any of
Scotland’s higher education institutions have a significant role in the input stage of Standard Grade
or Higher processing.  It would therefore be inappropriate for COSHEP to speculate.  The higher
education sector is involved with the SQA primarily at the output stage, and then the contact is
seldom direct.

The main issues for COSHEP therefore relate to the transparency of processes, the clarity and
promptness of information, the assistance given with planning and, above all, the accuracy and
validity of results.

The comments included in this evidence relate to issues where there is a sector-wide relevance, and
they limit themselves to school level qualifications.  Individual institutions, particularly those with a
greater amount of provision at HNC and HND level, may have had a closer working relationship
with the SQA and may therefore have more detailed views.

Relationships

Higher education institutions do not receive the majority of the information on qualifications
achieved by candidates from the SQA.  Rather, the SQA forwards the details of qualifications
achieved to the Universities and Colleges Admissions Service (UCAS).  UCAS then matches this
information to candidates who have applied to institutions through UCAS (which accounts for
virtually all school applicants).  They then forward this information to the institutions which
candidates have applied to.

As a general rule, the only direct contact between the SQA and institutions is when institutions are
notified of the outcomes of appeals.

Summary of events

Higher education institutions receive, on a confidential basis, the results of candidates who have
applied to them before the students do.  This enables institutions to make decisions on marginal
cases before the candidate contacts the institutions.  This should have happened on Monday 7
August but didn’t.  On Tuesday 8 August, a meeting was held between the COSHEP and the Chief
Executive of the SQA.  At this meeting, it was indicated to COSHEP that there had been a problem
with the processing of a small percentage of candidates’ results.  COSHEP was told that this would
affect less than one per cent of all candidates and that the problems related only to missing data.
The certificates issued to those candidates affected would have results missing.  However, COSHEP
was assured that there was absolutely no problems of accuracy of the data where it was provided
and that all certificates with missing data would be completed and returned within ten days to two
weeks.



On the basis of this information, COSHEP issued advice to all institutions advising them to
continue to process all results where a candidate had achieved the required results but to be aware
that places would need to be held open for those affected by missing data.

On Thursday 10 August UCAS provided all higher education institutions with the results of
candidates, and institutions began processing applications.  However, it very quickly became
apparent that there was a significant discrepancy between the results that institutions had received
and the information candidates had received.  UCAS identified a mistake made in their
administration and asked institutions to disregard this initial set of results and to await a revised and
correct set of results which would be issued within hours.  Institutions therefore put the processing
of admission on hold.  The SQA continued to assure COSHEP that, excepting the missing data
which had already been identified, all data was accurate.

In the end it was the morning of Friday 11 before UCAS issued the correct data to institutions.
However, by this point the fact that some certificates were incomplete was in the public domain and
media comment was highly negative.  COSHEP was keen to reassure candidates that no-one was at
any risk of being disadvantaged so, following a further conversation with the SQA in which they
confirmed that the position had not changed as far as they were concerned, COSHEP circulated
further advice to member institutions.  This encouraged them to assure worried candidates that their
chance of a university or college place was not affected.  It also requested that this message should
be given to journalists and COSHEP issued a press statement to this effect.

However, by mid afternoon COSHEP received a number of media enquiries, all of which provided
strong anecdotal evidence that at least some of the results which the SQA had issued were incorrect
and that the problem did not lie only with missing data.  COSHEP therefore contacted the SQA
again to re-check that they stood by the accuracy of their results.  This time the SQA said they could
no longer confirm the accuracy of their results and that they would be revising the situation over the
weekend.

Higher education institutions in Scotland had by this point restarted the processing of applications
on the basis of what were possibly incorrect results.  As an offer of a place at university or college
is a legally binding contract, there was the potential for some serious problems.  COSHEP therefore
circulated further advice to member institutions warning them that the results that both they and
candidates had been issued with was potentially incorrect and that the exact position would not be
known until Monday at the earliest.  COSHEP further advised that institutions might therefore wish
to suspend their applications process until then.  COSHEP also issued a media statement reassuring
candidates that at this stage there was no reason to believe that anyone would be disadvantaged in
applying to university or college, and that while it would undoubtedly be a worrying time for
candidates the best thing they could do would be to remain patient.

An additional problem was caused by the rescheduling of the date of issue of Scottish results.
There is usually a two-week delay between the issuing of Higher and A-Level results.  As there is a
small number of candidates who sit both Highers and A-Levels and as the results are given to
institutions on a confidential basis, UCAS imposes a moratorium on sending out letters of offers
from Scottish institutions from the date at which A-Level results are given to institutions.  UCAS
claims that this is to prevent the unintentional notification of candidates of their results before they
have been officially issued.  Under usual circumstances this leaves almost two weeks from the time
institutions are given results, a period which should comfortably enable the vast majority of
processing to be completed.  However, as the date of issue of Higher results was moved back by a
week to enable more time for the SQA to process the results, and as correct results were given to
institutions not on 7 August but on 11 August, this was not possible.  Any letters of acceptance that
arrived with UCAS later than 4 PM on 11 August (the day institutions received correct results) were



held until 17 August when the A-Level results were issued.  It is possible that this caused further
anxiety to candidates and certainly caused a delay in institutions receiving acceptances.  COSHEP
believes that there are alternative ways to deal with this solution and that a moratorium on sending
letters to applicants with Highers is unnecessary.  COSHEP will discuss the options further with
UCAS.

By Sunday the SQA issued a statement jointly with COSHEP. This reiterated that the problem was
not with the accuracy of data but with missing data but revised upwards the number of affected
candidates.  The clearing process, through which unfilled places in institutions are made available to
candidates applying directly to the institution, was due to begin on Friday 17.  The SQA therefore
set a deadline of Thursday night for resolving the problem.  On this basis, COSHEP restated its
opinion that no candidate ought to be disadvantaged.

On Monday further information was circulated to institutions updating them on the situation.  As
the problem was with missing data, this meant that no results would be revised downwards, and that
institutions would therefore be able to issue offers to candidates who had achieved the required
results.  UCAS announced that it would extend the deadline by which candidates required to accept
offers.  Therefore, institutions were advised to reassure worried candidates who had not achieved
the required results but who may have been victims of missing data that their places would not be in
jeopardy and to try to remain patient and to contact the institutions again once they had their revised
results.

By Wednesday SQA had revised their position again.  The position they now took was that by
midnight on Thursday all candidates who had been affected by missing data would be identified but
that it could take up to two weeks to correct their results.  As this meant that some students would
therefore not have their correct results until well into the clearing process, there was now the real
potential that some candidates could be disadvantaged, possibly significantly so.  However,
candidates who applied though UCAS (the vast majority) would not be affected – the provisional
offer of a place is a binding contract which is held open until results are confirmed.  The clearing
system is different, and places are allocated on a first-come first-served basis.  A candidate who did
not have confirmed qualifications would therefore not be able to apply through clearing.  In
practice, while a first choice place might therefore be lost, a candidate who was willing to be
flexible in the course and institution of study would be unlikely to be excluded from higher
education completely.  It should be remembered that there are never any guarantees of a place in the
clearing process.

When institutions are deciding whether to offer a student a provisional place, they are supplied with
predictions of results.  Early in the week some institutions indicated that, where a student had a
missing result but the rest of their results looked good, they would be willing to accept the predicted
result in place of the missing result.

Higher education institutions are allocated a set number of students.  If an institution overshoots this
number by more than three per cent or undershoots by more than one per cent it is liable to financial
penalties.  Aware that institutions would find it more difficult this year to control student numbers
and to enable a bit of flexibility to create new places for any candidate who was significantly
disadvantaged, COSHEP raised the possibility with Scottish Higher Education Funding Council
(SHEFC) of relaxing the overshoot figure.  Having consulted with the Scottish Executive, SHEFC
informed the sector that the overshoot figure would be relaxed to four per cent.

An assurance was given that all urgent appeals would be settled by a date not significantly different
than the date by which appeals would usually be settled.  As the level of successful appeals was
only announced the day before this submission was written, the implications of this outcome are not



yet known.  As there appears to be something like a ten-fold increase in the number of successful
appeals, problems could be caused or institutions.  COSHEP would therefore wish to reserve the
right to submit further written evidence or to clarify the implications of this issue during oral
evidence.

Implications

Some concerns have been raised that the ‘class of 2000’ would always have a doubt over their
academic ability and that there were potentially students which have been accepted into the higher
education sector who have not met the entry requirements.  COSHEP would like to stress that it is
the standard achieved at the exit stage which defines the academic qualifications achieved by a
student.  COSHEP would therefore wish to stress that a degree achieved by a student who entered
the Scottish higher education sector in 2000 will be of identical value to any other graduate.
COSHEP does not envisage any implications for academic standards resulting from these events.

Equally, any student who applied to study a higher education degree through UCAS, which is the
vast majority, will not have been disadvantaged because of these events.  This is not to
underestimate the anxiety which will have been caused to some.  An unconditional offer did not
rely on this year’s results and a provisional offer is a binding contract which will have been
honoured.  Those who have received a rejection will either accept their second choice or go into
clearing.

While the potential creation of additional places has gone some way to giving institutions the means
to resolve potential disadvantage, it is important to note that this will not apply in all subjects.  For
example, Professions Allied to Medicine (PAM) are largely funded through sources other than
SHEFC and therefore the extra leeway in student numbers will not enable an increase the number of
places in these subjects.

The implications for those who entered clearing are more complex.  It is possible that places which
were available on day one of clearing would no longer be available for a candidate by the time their
results were confirmed, even though they had achieved the entry requirements.  Following the
provision of up to another one per cent of places, COSHEP encouraged students to discuss the
possibilities with admissions officers, so it is to be hoped that most people were able to be
accommodated.  However, as clearing is a first-come first-served system which is based on unfilled
places which are by nature unpredictable, it is difficult to know in a usual year whether someone
will get a place or not.  It is therefore very difficult to say with any degree of certainty whether an
individual candidate has been disadvantaged this year.

There are potentially financial implications for institutions.  The potential for extra places offered
by SHEFC to help deal with the problems are not fully funded places.  A fully funded place refers
to the SHEFC teaching grant which it distributes on the basis of predicted students in each
institution and course.  While the per capita funding varies depending on the course (medicine is
much more expensive to teach than arts and social sciences), the average fully funded place
represents £4,240 per student. A further £1,050 per student for every student actually enrolled is
paid directly to institutions by the Student Awards Agency Scotland (SAAS).  This sum paid by
SAAS was previously paid by the student in Tuition Fees before they were abolished.  The potential
to create additional places enabled by SHEFC to assist with the problems of the summer are not
fully funded so only attract the £1,050 and not the £4,240.  This may have some financial
implications for 2000-01, and COSHEP intends to gather evidence on this when it is available.



However, there may also be implications from under-recruitment.  It is reasonable to expect that the
potential increase in student numbers will impact on the sector unevenly.  If some institutions take
in more students, these may be lost to other institutions.  Clearly, under-recruiting can have
significant financial implications for institutions, and this must also be borne in mind.  There is also
some evidence that the reputation of Scottish education may have been harmed by these events.
Applications from candidates based in England to Scottish institutions are currently down by almost
15 per cent.  Again, there are financial implications from this, and if there is any question of a loss
of confidence, it is essential that this is addressed.

However, it is important to remember that there are long-term implications resulting from changes
in student numbers.  These students will be in the system not only for this year but until they have
completed their degree.  It is therefore important that this is borne in mind during the future
planning of student numbers.

A further financial implication is caused by disruption to the marketing initiatives run by
institutions.  Almost all institutions run marketing campaigns at the time of clearing.  There range
from television and billboard advertising campaigns to staffed hotlines.  Many institutions have
reported needing to extend advertising campaigns from one week to three weeks and to keep
phonelines open longer than they otherwise would have.  Clearly, this is an expensive business.

For students, it is possible that late enrolment caused by a delay in receiving results may result in a
delay in applying for student loans.  In some cases this will require some form of bridging loan
which can prove expensive.  It also puts additional strain on institutions’ hardship funds.

A further issue which should be flagged up is the processing of HNDs and HNCs.  These
qualifications are increasingly important as entry qualifications for degree programmes.  Indeed,
some institutions have as many as 30 per cent of acceptances from candidates with these
qualifications.  The processing of these has also been delayed and, while COSHEP has not yet been
able to gather any information on the implications of this, it should be borne in mind.

Conclusions

As was stated in the introduction, COSHEP is not in a position to offer a view on what caused the
problems, nor for that reason on what might be done to prevent these problems in the future.

However, COSHEP feels strongly that the SQA is a public agency which has a responsibility to
provide the maximum available information and that this information should be provided as
quickly, clearly and frankly as possible.

The main issues for higher education throughout these events have been related to planning.  If
there are problems or are likely to be delays in issuing certificates, this has very substantial
implications for the admissions process.  This is a complex, time consuming and intensive process
in the best of circumstances and if it has to be carried out without the full information available it
causes very real problems.  A clear statement of the real potential extent of the problems should
have been made known to the sector as soon as any suspicions were raised.  Following that, realistic
and achievable target deadlines should have been set and clearly announced.

Another information role which has impacted on the sector was public information.  It was
inevitable that these events would cause anxiety for candidates and that could not be avoided.
However, if clear public information had been available it would have been easier for candidates to
know what to do.  Equally, this has been a difficult period of admissions officers in institutions who



have had to invest a lot of time and effort into resolving these difficulties.  They often had to deal
with distraught and angry candidates and parents, and it would have helped them to advise
candidates if they had had the fullest information available.

In future, the public information role in a situation such as this should be emphasised and both
institutions and candidates should have had access to the most complete information available from
the earliest point at which it was known.

COSHEP has not yet had an opportunity to discuss in detail the events of the summer, and so no
clear policy decisions in this area have been made.  However, a brief consultation has indicated a
number of areas of consensus.  It is universally felt that, from the higher education sector’s point of
view, accurate and prompt availability of exam results is essential, and any governance
arrangements should be designed to facilitate this outcome.  There is no desire in the sector for the
functions of the SQA to be incorporated into the civil service.  The function of the SQA is
essentially a professional assessment body and not simply an administrative agency for carrying out
directions from government.  Its staff must not only be part of the community that understands
assessment and the statistical and technical requirements for reliable and valid judgements about
examinations and coursework, but also must be in touch with the latest ideas on, for example,
authentic assessment and like matters.  COSHEP members who expressed a view felt that this is
best achieved at arm's length from government in a similar manner to the current situation.

However, there was also unanimity on the need to ensure proper public accountability.  There was
therefore general support for the ability of Ministers to intervene directly in the running of the SQA.
It was hoped, however, that this would never again be necessary.

Above all, COSHEP believes that all of Scotland will be harmed if the reputation of the Scottish
education system was damaged.  It is too early at this stage to make an assessment of whether that
has happened.  However, some indicators – such as the 15 per cent drop in applicants from England
to Scottish institutions – are not promising.  The processing of applicants to and the public
confidence in higher education relies on validity and accuracy of assessments, and this is
paramount.  This must be assured to ensure confidence.  It is also important that we continue to
monitor any indicators that the Scottish education brand has been damaged domestically and
internationally.

ENDS
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SFEFC AND SHEFC: GOVERNANCE AND ACCOUNTABILITY

1. Introduction

This paper is provided as background information for the members of the
Enterprise & Lifelong Learning Committee on the governance arrangements
that are in place for the Scottish Further Education Funding Council and the
Scottish Higher Education Funding Council.

Given the focus of the Committee's inquiry, the paper concentrates on the
governance structures in operation and on the lines of accountability and
communication between the relevant NDPB, officials of the Scottish Executive
Enterprise & Lifelong Learning Department, and the Scottish Ministers (in
practice, the Scottish Minister for Enterprise & Lifelong Learning).  Other
elements of the governance framework have not been substantially covered,
such as the internal committee structures and delegation of powers, but of
course further information on these aspects is available if this were
considered relevant.  The paper is written from the Councils' point of view and
therefore does not provide comprehensive information about the sponsorship
arrangements in place at the Scottish Executive Enterprise and Lifelong
Learning Department except insofar as the Councils are party to them.

For ease of reference, the following abbreviations are used in the paper:

The Act
SEELLD
SHEFC
SFEFC

Further and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 1992
Scottish Executive Enterprise & Lifelong Learning Department
Scottish Higher Education Funding Council
Scottish Further Education Funding Council

2. Statutory framework

The statutory framework governing both SFEFC and SHEFC is contained
within the Further and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 1992.  SHEFC was
established in 1992 following the passing of the Act.  SFEFC was established
in 1999 following the Scottish Further Education Funding Council
Establishment Order 1998.  Following the creation of SFEFC, the two
separate NDPBs decided to enter into an agreement to operate a Joint
Executive to achieve value for money and policy synergies.

The 1992 Act sets out both Councils’ functions and responsibilities.  Both
Councils see their key functions as three-fold:
•  Distributing public funding to universities and colleges in Scotland to

meet the needs of learners and further the objectives of the Scottish
Executive for further and higher education

•  Developing and implementing policies for the use of those funds that
encourage universities and colleges to contribute to the overall goals of the
Scottish Executive

•  Advising the Scottish Ministers on the needs and capabilities of further
and higher education in Scotland
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The Act confers a number of powers on the Scottish Ministers in relation to
the governance of SFEFC and SHEFC, for example to make grants to the
funding councils subject to terms and conditions, and to make a direction with
which the relevant body must comply.

The precise nature of these powers varies for SFEFC and SHEFC. In
particular, there are qualifications to the powers that may be exercised in
relation to SHEFC due to a concern to prevent political interference in
academic freedom. The Scottish Ministers may impose terms and conditions
on the grants provided to SHEFC to be complied with in respect of every
institution, or every institution falling within a specified class or description, but
may not otherwise impose requirements that relate to activities carried on by
any particular institution or institutions. Scottish Ministers may give directions
of a general or specific character with regard to the discharge by SFEFC of
its functions (except with respect to the Council's responsibility to provide
advice), but may only give general directions to SHEFC about the discharge
of its functions.

A copy of the most relevant extracts from the Act has been made available to
the Clerk.

3. Corporate governance framework

Standard NDPB governance provisions provide the framework that enables
the Councils to focus on contributing to the delivery of Scottish Executive
goals and achieving value for public money, and to demonstrate to Scottish
Ministers their success in doing this. Copies of all the documents mentioned in
this section have been made available to the Clerk.

3.1 The Councils

Members of each Council are appointed by the Scottish Ministers through
open recruitment.  They are appointed as individuals and are expected to add
value to the development of the further and higher education sectors in
Scotland by drawing on their wide-ranging experience and expertise and
increasing the direct involvement of stakeholders in decision-making.

3.2 Governance Documents

A number of parallel corporate governance documents that exist for each
Council set the framework for the establishment and delivery of the Councils'
corporate objectives, as follows:
•  Financial memorandum;
•  Management statement;
•  Code of best practice for Council members; and
•  Accounts direction from SEELLD (as reproduced in the Annual Accounts)

The financial memorandum and management statement for each Council sets
out governance requirements across a range of areas, including standards of
financial management, management structure and personnel matters, and the



G:\Central Distribution Office\Work\Committee Papers\Enterprise\09-29-00\EL_00_22_3 Submission SHEFC.doc

planning and review framework.  This is one of the key mechanisms by which
the Councils are accountable for their contribution towards meeting Scottish
Executive goals, and is expanded on in section 4.1.

The Councils are also required by the management statement to conduct their
affairs within good practice guidance relevant to NDPBs, such as “Regularity
and Propriety”, published by the Treasury in 1997, which contains guidelines
for the proper stewardship of public funds.

These documents are supplemented by a range of planning and reporting
documents for each Council, as follows:
•  Three-year Corporate Plans
•  Annual Operational Plans
•  Annual Reports & Accounts.

3.3 Accountable Officer

Another line of accountability exists through the Accountable Officer system.
The Joint Chief Executive is Accountable Officer for SFEFC and for SHEFC.
He is responsible for ensuring that Exchequer funds received by the Council
are put to uses consistent with the purposes for which they were given and
are used in compliance with any conditions attached to their use.  For these
responsibilities the Accountable Officer is accountable to the Scottish
Parliament and is liable to be summoned before the Audit Committee.

3.4 Audit and risk management

The financial memorandum requires each Council to establish an Audit
Committee to ensure as part of their remit that proper internal audit
arrangements have been put in place within the Councils. The Councils have
a three-year strategic audit plan and an annual audit operating plan, prepared
on the basis of risk assessment and approved by the Audit Committee of each
Council.  Reports of internal audits are considered and approved by the Audit
Committee and follow-up reports are provided to ensure that appropriate
action has been taken.  SEELLD officials receive the papers of each Audit
Committee at the same time as members.  In addition, the Councils are
subject to external audit by Audit Scotland.

The Councils have in place a risk management process that seeks to identify
and control significant risks.  SEELLD receives information on the most
significant risks identified and the control strategies in place to manage them.

4. Governance and accountability in practice

In practice, there are a number of key processes around which
communication and accountability between each Council and SEELLD
centres, such as the budgeting and corporate planning cycles.  The elements
of the corporate planning and monitoring cycle are set out in some detail
below as an example of the mechanisms for oversight and accountability that
are in place.
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4.1 Corporate planning

Each Council’s corporate planning process plays a central role.  The three-
year corporate plan is updated annually and sets out the Council’s objectives,
strategies and policies as well as targets and milestones to measure
achievement.  It is the key mechanism through which SEELLD and Scottish
Ministers seek to satisfy themselves that the relevant Council is taking
account of Ministerial guidance, setting targets by which its performance may
be monitored, and making progress towards the achievement of key
objectives.  Key points in the process are normally as follows:

•  February: announcement of grant allocation and guidance from Scottish
Ministers

•  February - June: each Council drafts its corporate plan and submits draft
to SEELLD for comments

•  July: Strategic review meeting between the Chair and Chief Executive of
the relevant Council and the Scottish Minister for Enterprise & Lifelong
Learning

•  July: each Council submits a finalised corporate plan to Scottish Ministers
for approval

SEELLD receives in-year monitoring information on progress against targets,
and reports on progress are formally published on an annual basis in each
year's corporate plan.  This process provides the focus for discussions
between the relevant Council and SEELLD about the Council's performance
and the extent to which it has delivered the desired developments set out in
Ministerial guidance.

4.2 Operational planning

Based on the corporate plans of both Councils, an annual operational plan is
prepared for management and accountability purposes.  The purpose of the
operational plan is to set out a manageable and effective programme of work
for the coming financial year, providing information on tasks which the Council
intends to undertake, and setting out detailed objectives, performance
indicators and targets, proposed implementation arrangements, and costs and
staffing implications.

Progress against the operational plan is monitored at quarterly intervals and
reported to each Council. SEELLD officials receive these reports which
provide them with a mechanism for determining if there is a risk of any
significant tasks going off track.
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4.3 Information and communication

The financial memorandum and management statement set out the Scottish
Ministers' formal right of access to the records, accounts and papers of each
Council and its Committees, and to send a representative to meetings of the
Council.  Council papers and papers of selected committees as agreed with
SEELLD are copied to officials in advance of the meetings at the same time
as they are distributed to members.  In line with Scottish Executive policy, the
Scottish Ministers do not routinely send a representative to meetings.

The annual strategic review meetings between the Scottish Minister for
Enterprise & Lifelong Learning and the Chair of each Council provide the main
formal opportunity for discussion about the Council's success in delivering its
objectives and contributing to the achievement of Scottish Executive goals.
Regular formal meetings between Scottish Ministers, senior SEELLD officials
and the Chairs of each Council have included:

•  SHEFC annual strategic review meeting (March 2000)
•  SFEFC annual strategic review meeting (June 2000)
•  Meeting of SHEFC Chair with Head of SEELLD to discuss performance of

SFEFC Council members and future membership (January 2000)
•  Meeting of SFEFC Chair with SEELLD Head of Lifelong Learning Group to

discuss performance of SFEFC Council members and future membership
(July 2000)

In addition, there is a wide range of other regular contact between Ministers,
SEELLD officials, Council members and Funding Council officers, most
recently a meeting on 21 September 2000 between the Minister for Enterprise
& Lifelong Learning, a SFEFC Council representative and senior managers
from SHEFC and SFEFC to discuss the Minister's priorities and expectations
of the Councils in light of the SR2000 announcement.  To assist the Councils
to develop their policies in light of Scottish Executive priorities, SEELLD
officials also participate in key working groups such as the Joint Lifelong
Learning Group established by SFEFC, SHEFC, Scottish Enterprise and
Highlands & Islands Enterprise to explore how the four organisations can work
in harmony to achieve the aspirations for a lifelong learning society in
Scotland.  In turn, the Joint Chief Executive of SFEFC and SHEFC sits on a
number of Scottish Executive working groups, including the Knowledge
Economy Task Force and the Enterprise Networks Review high-level expert
group (chaired by the Scottish Minister for Enterprise & Lifelong Learning).

Throughout the year, there is close and continuous contact between the
Council Executive and SEELLD on a range of policy and governance matters.
As an illustration of the level of contact, in the first half of the year the Chief
Executive met with SEELLD staff to review progress on various issues on
average on a monthly basis, and other senior management staff met with
SEELLD on at least a weekly basis.  Telephone contact between the
organisations is even more frequent. Where substantive action points arise,
there will normally be a formal exchange of letters to ensure that the action
point is fully documented.
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Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Committee

Inquiry into Governance of SQA

Documents from SHEFC/SFEFC

A number of papers have been provided by SHEFC and SFEFC to assist in the
Committee’s inquiry with the purpose of comparing working relationships
between government ministers and non-departmental public bodies. These are
attached herewith:

1. Letter to Dr. Chris Masters from Scottish Executive
2. SHEFC Management Statement
3. SHEFC Financial Memorandum
4. Aiming Higher: SHEFC Annual Report
5. SHEFC Corporate Plan 2000-2003
6. SHEFC Code of Best Practice
7. Letter to Robert Beattie from Scottish Executive
8. SFEFC Management Statement
9. SFEFC Financial Memorandum
10. Investing in Learning: SFEC Annual Report
11. SFEFC Corporate Plan2000-2003
12. Scottish Funding Council’s Operational Plan
13. Agreement to Create of Joint Executive

Also provided but not distributed herewith were the account sections of the
Annual Reports and the SFEFC draft Code of Practice.  These are available on
request, the draft Code of Practice is due to be updated and follows the style of
the SHEFC code of practice.

Members will find the Management Statements of particular interest.  The Annual
Reports each include respective mission statements and biographies of Council
members and their committee memberships.

September 2000


