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Executive summary

The British public thinks politicians should prioritise ‘fulfilling
the promises they make before getting elected’, but currently
don't.

Figure 1: ‘Which three things do you think UK politicians prioritise at the moment?’
and ‘Which three things do you think UK politicians should prioritise?’
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Polling conducted by Populus for the Institute for Government found that the British public
values politicians fulfilling their election pledges, but believe parties currently prioritise party
political goals (like getting re-elected, scoring political points and making big
announcements).

Our polling also found that nearly two-thirds of the public said they would be more willing
to vote for a party that showed how it could implement its policies. One way to show
promises are being fulfilled would be to use a form of performance measurement
(demonstrating what government was actually doing) or even performance management —
using data to hold a department to account and drive further improvement.



Departmental Business Plans, introduced in 2010, are the latest cross-government way of
measuring performance.

Figure 2: Cross-government performance initiatives since 1979
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The Coalition introduced ‘Business Plans’ in 2010. These focus on actions or administrative steps departments could take - ‘outputs’ within
their control - as part of a ‘Structural Reform Plan’. This was a reaction to Labour’s ‘Public Service Agreements’, which had set targets for the
effects the government wanted to have in the real world - ‘outcomes’ or impact.



Each department’s Business Plan includes a series of ‘impact
indicators’ which aim to measure the effect of their reforms.

Figure 3: Number of impact indicators by department
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Impact indicators ‘are designed to help the public to judge whether [departments’] policies
and reforms are having the effect they want’." They include things like how many people are
on particular types of benefit (in the Department for Work and Pensions), reoffending rates
(Ministry of Justice), the proportion of trains running on time (Department for Transport)
and net migration to the UK (Home Office).

According to the Number 10 Transparency website, which provides the public with a portal
to all departmental Business Plans, the Department for Education (DfE) has the most
indicators, with 28. This is eight more indicators than the next highest department, the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS), and more than four times as many as
the Ministry of Defence (MoD), which has the fewest (six).

Very few of these 207 indicators have specific targets against them. So to work out how
departments have performed, we looked at the scores for each indicator in 2010 and at the
time of writing. We have assumed which direction the department wants it to move in. If it
has moved in the right direction (for example, more people moving off Job Seeker’s
Allowance) we have coloured it green. If it has moved in the wrong direction (such as more
trains running late) we have scored it red. If it has stayed the same or the picture is mixed,
we have scored it amber. Dark grey means the data is unavailable or incomparable.



Overall, more than half of all impact indicators have moved
in the right direction compared to 2010.

Figure 4: Movement in impact indicators, 2010 to 2015
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All of the Department of Energy and Climate Change’s (DECC’s) impact indicators — which
range from lowering the number of households in fuel poverty to increasing the proportion
of UK energy supply from low carbon sources — have headed in the right direction compared
to 2010. The indicators for the Department for Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS) also scored
well (only the proportion of children playing competitive sport declined).

However, there were improvements across under 50% of the indicators for seven
departments — the Department for Education (DfE), Department for Business, Innovation



and Skills (BIS), Foreign and Commonwealth Office (FCO), Home Office (HO), the Treasury
(HMT), the Ministry of Justice (Mo]) and the Ministry of Defence (MoD). At MoD and Mo},
more than 40% of their indicators had headed in the wrong direction since 2010 — including
a falling percentage of deployable personnel and falling service personnel satisfaction at
MoD, and rising reoffending rates at Mo).

Some departments have not published comparable data for a significant percentage of their
indicators, including Department for International Development (DfID, 50%); DfE (50%);
Home Office (40%); the Treasury (40%); and Cabinet Office (nearly 40%).



However, scores, data and explanations for what the
indicators mean can be difficult to find.

Figure 5: Transparency and usability of impact indicators by department
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The Government intended that members of the public should be able to access the data
from a central website. This would enable them to use the data themselves, understand
what government reforms were achieving and hold departments to account.

However, using the Number 10 Transparency website (transparency.number10.gov.uk), we
found that in many cases this was difficult, if not impossible.

When we then tried tracking down all of the indicator data ourselves, we found a huge
variation in the quality, usability and accessibility of the data.

We also investigated whether there was a clear link between the steps and actions in the
Structural Reform Plan part of the Business Plans, and the impact indicators. In other words,
could we see the link between the actions departments were taking and what they were
measuring in the real world?



The link between the actions departments committed to
implementing, and the impact indicators they said they
would use to measure the effects of their actions, is not
always clear.

Figure 6: Strength of links between Business Plan actions and impact indicators
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We found that for just over 40% of the indicators, there was a series of actions which would
have a direct impact on the indicator (which we rated green). However, for just over 40% of
indicators, there were either only a few actions with an indirect link to the indicator (amber),
a single action with a tenuous link to the indicator (amber-red) or no relevant actions at all
(red). Nearly 70% of DfE’s indicators fall into these categories, while Defra (over 50%) and
HMRC (50%) have a large percentage in the red or amber-red categories.



The actions themselves say little about the quality of what has been implemented, or
measures against which implementation should be judged. Without an idea of how to assess

performance, beyond an increase or decrease, the same could be said for the impact
indicators.



It is not clear that the impact indicators are being used by the
public, by departments or by the centre of government.

Figure 7: The frameworks departments use to measure outcomes (2013)
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The Government intended that the public, departments and the centre of government
would be able to use the impact indicators to judge progress.

But when we asked government departments how they measured outcomes in 2013, almost
half said they used something other than just the Business Plans (two said they used
something different altogether). The availability and accessibility of data makes it difficult
for the public to use the indicators as intended. No army of armchair auditors appears to
have enlisted. And the plans also appear to have lost any political link with the centre of
government.

Implementation matters; demonstrating implementation matters; and performance
measurement, or performance management, can help keep that on track. But the impact
indicators which form part of the government’s performance measurement system are let
down by problems with data, are not sufficiently well-explained to the public and do not
appear to have been widely used by the public, departments themselves or by the centre of
government.
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Introduction

Charlie Elphicke MP: My one slight concern and question mark in my mind is if | went onto
the doorsteps of Dover and said, "Look, we are replacing PSAs with Business Plans, we are
replacing targets with milestones, this is a great cultural revolution,” most likely they'd say,
"Come again?" If not, they might say, "Well, isn’t that deckchair shuffling?" What would | say
in response?

Rt Hon Oliver Letwin MP: Well if you were to say any such thing on the doorsteps of Dover
you would be a much less canny local politician than | think you to be... This is about running
a Government, and most of the business of running a Government is, for most of our fellow
citizens, very dull. It's very important because it produces results that are not dull from their
point of view. If they have a job and the economy is growing, grandma can get her hip
replaced, the children are getting a decent school, police are preventing crime on the streets:
that matters to people.”

Oral evidence to the Public Administration Select Committee, 12 January 2011

Performance measurement in government is, as the Elphicke/Letwin exchange suggests,
unlikely to make the hearts of the electorate beat more quickly. However, it is a means to an
important end: whether government achieves what it sets out to.

When, as part of our Programme for Effective Government, we polled members of the public
to select three things that politicians should prioritise, more people selected ‘fulfilling the
promises they made before getting elected’ than any other option.?

Figure 1.1: ‘Which three things do you think UK politicians prioritise at the moment?’
and ‘Which three things do you think UK politicians should prioritise?’
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Another question in the poll also showed that nearly two-thirds of those polled said they
agreed or strongly agreed that they would be more likely to vote for a political party that
showed how it would implement its policies in government.

Figure 1.2: ‘To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following statements?’

I would be more likely to vote for a political party that
demonstrated how it would implement its policies in
government

| understand how political parties go about developing
their policy ideas

Political parties in the UK are good at explaining how their
proposed policies will be implemented
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Implementation matters; demonstrating implementation matters; and performance
measurement, or performance management, can help keep that on track.

In 2010, the Coalition Government dropped New Labour’s Public Service Agreements —a
series of cross-government priorities with targets attached - in favour of departmental
Business Plans. These were designed to be ‘the definitive exposition’ of what 17 government
departments were ‘meant to do... to make a reality of what is in the coalition programme
for government’.*

Within each of the 17 departmental Business Plans was a series of impact indicators,
designed ‘to help the public to judge whether our policies and reforms are having the effect
they want’, as the May 2011 versions of the Business Plans put it.”

This report focuses on those impact indicators. We ask two broad but basic questions about
them:

1 what has happened to departments’ impact indicators over the course of this
Parliament, i.e. have the department’s policies and reforms had the desired effect?
1 how useful are the impact indicators in judging the impact of a department?

First, we give a brief overview of the history of cross-government performance initiatives
since 1979 to understand the context. We then look at what was said about Business Plans
and impact indicators in the first few months of the Coalition. We then introduce our
analysis and assessment of the impact indicators. Finally, we provide analysis for each
government department, with an overview of their indicators and a chart for each and every
one.
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Performance measurement before 2010

Performance measurement can be simply defined as measuring results in order to
understand progress. Performance management is a way of using those results to drive an
individual or organisation to meet objectives.

This is nothing new in British government: the Institute for Government’s Performance Art
(2008) gives an example of payment by results in the school system dating back to 1863.°
Public services and organisations within and around government have collected and used
measures in a variety of ways.

Since 1979 there has been more use of performance measurement by government, but little
iterative learning from successive initiatives and inconsistency in measures collected and
used. So it is worth considering how central government performance initiatives — designed
to help departments monitor themselves and services, or used by ministers to show policy
achievements — were viewed, and why the Coalition chose to develop a new system in 2010.

1979-1997

The Financial Management Initiative of 1982 was a Treasury initiative to get better and more
consistent information from departments about managerial responsibility, financial
accounting and control. It followed on from work by Michael Heseltine in the Department of
the Environment to get more information that he, as a minister, could use to understand the
department and make decisions about priorities.

In 1988, the Next Steps report recommended shifting 75%-95% of Whitehall staff into
arm’s-length bodies. Part of this ‘agencification’ was ‘more accountable management with
quantifiable targets, customer-focused services and better value from public expenditure’.?
The small Next Steps Unit (NSU) worked towards moving 75% of Civil Service staff into
agencies and worked with the Treasury to create bespoke agreements with objectives,
performance targets and resources for each agency. Each agency would have a chief
executive, accountable to the relevant minister, who in turn would be accountable to
parliament.

In 1991, Prime Minister John Major introduced the Citizen’s Charter. This was designed to
directly involve the public in the assessment of public services and ‘define clear and
appropriate mechanisms for enforcing standards across public service’.’ As Major said in a
speech launching the initiative:

We will enforce publication of results by public services, make inspectorates truly
independent, and make properly accountable those in control... We will also look to public
bodies to publish clear contracts of service — contracts that mean something — against which
performance can be judged.”



Figure 1.3: Cross-government performance initiatives since 1979

1982: Financial Management Initiative 1998: Public Service Agreements (PSAs)
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A Citizen’s Charter Unit was established in the Cabinet Office, and — with Major’s attention
focused on the Citizen’s Charter and ‘Competing for Quality’ — those in charge of the Next
Steps programme tried to emphasise the links between them." Next Steps continued into a
more consensual ‘business as usual’ phase in the 1990s, although many of the existing
frameworks were not necessarily improving performance. Michael Heseltine (Deputy Prime
Minister from July 1995) then attempted - and, against resistance from the Treasury, failed -
to develop a major benchmarking project across the public sector.

1997-2010

New Labour abolished both the Citizen’s Charter Unit and the Next Steps Unit in their first
term."” Next Steps had served its purpose with 75% of the Civil Service working in agencies,
and Labour having committed to the programme in Opposition and reiterating ‘delegation is
here to stay’ when taking power."

Attention was turning to the accountability of central government. A framework to raise
educational standards at the Department for Education and Employment was ‘seen by
leading politicians as the lone example of progress on their key priorities’." Meanwhile, the
Treasury was developing Output Performance Analyses (OPAs), which would require
departments to report their successes against objectives, and connect budgeting and
delivery. But the OPAs did not align with the five pledges the Government had been elected
on, and had no targets against them.

Two days before the 1998 spending review, Ed Balls — then special adviser to Chancellor
Gordon Brown - told Treasury officials to replace the OPAs with Public Service Agreements
(PSAs), which soon encompassed 600 targets across 35 areas of government.” Given the
speed of introduction, the PSAs were highly variable and - given that spending allocations
had already been decided - not tied to any financial levers. By the time of the 2000
Spending Review, however, the number of targets had been reduced (to around 160), their
scope and definition improved, and they were tied to the spending review process.

PSAs entered a second phase in June 2001 following the creation of the Prime Minister’s
Delivery Unit within the Cabinet Office. PMDU used 17 high-priority PSAs relating to
manifesto commitments to chase delivery in four departments - Home Office, the
Department for Transport, the Department for Education and the Department of Health.
Prime ministerial support (and relationship building with an initially sceptical Treasury and
reluctant departments) gave PMDU credibility and the resources to support and challenge
departments. PMDU produced red/amber/green (RAG) ratings and league tables, rated
departments against SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and timed) targets,
and held stocktake meetings with the Prime Minister and relevant departments every few
months."

PSAs went through another phase when Gordon Brown became Prime Minister in 2007 and
PMDU moved into the Treasury. There was a shift in emphasis — to 30 cross-cutting priorities
across multiple departments (with PMDU supporting the delivery of all 30 PSAs), and away
from targets (only a third of the 153 measures had targets).
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Alongside their use and development, critical views developed about PSAs that became
synonymous with problems of targets and performance measurement. This had a big effect
on the Conservative Party’s view of them. In 2003, the Public Administration Select
Committee (PASC) published On Target? Government By Measurement. It recognised that
much had been achieved by performance management:

The increase in accountability and transparency which targets have brought with them has
been valuable. Taxpayers and users of public services have a right to know how well their
services are being delivered and who is accountable for them."”

But PASC also focused on certain problems that then became firmly fixed in some minds.
These included the tension between those at the centre and those responsible for delivering
public services. But the impact of target-chasing became a particular theme, in terms of
creating perverse consequences and giving rise to cheating. There were particular problems
with targets in cross-cutting areas (e.g. the police putting more people in prison while the
prison service tried to reduce overcrowding). PASC recommended fewer, more relevant
targets focused on key outcomes; a wider consultation process including professionals and
service users; and a move from a ‘hit and miss’ approach ‘towards measures of progress

which will enable better and more intelligent comparisons by managers and users alike’."

David Cameron, leader of the Conservative Opposition, made his opposition to targets clear.
For example, in 2007 he told the Police Federation that ‘[t]argets, directives, inspection and
centralisation that take away your judgment and discretion’ were undermining ‘your morale
and your vocation’ and ‘professional responsibility by placing too heavy a burden of central
management and direction on the police’."” The Conservatives also had ideological and
practical objections to many of the outcomes measured by Labour. An example of this was a
PSA target to make older people happier, which government could not control and therefore
should not promise to deliver.”

Cameron was also setting out a new philosophy for government: not just ‘the Big Society’
but the post-bureaucratic state. This would be a state ‘properly focused on delivering its
responsibilities, while trusting individuals, families, businesses and communities to get on
with their lives’ instead of ‘the bureaucratic over-reach which sees the state trying to control
everything in sight, while not running anything right’:

In place of the bureaucratic age which sees wisdom, power and moral authority invested in
the state and its growing army of agencies and quangos we see a new post-bureaucratic age
where the information revolution and our new world of freedom makes it possible to put real
power in people's hands.”*

It was therefore no surprise when Cameron followed a different approach in government.
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The introduction of Business Plans

The Coalition abolished both Public Service Agreements and Prime Minister’s Delivery Unit
on entering government in 2010. The Implementation Unit, founded as part of the Cabinet
Office in 2012, ‘bore more than a passing resemblance’ to PMDU, but PSAs were dead.”

In a speech in July 2010, ‘We will make government accountable to the people’, Cameron
marked a clean break with the New Labour era. ‘Many of their intentions were right’,
Cameron told an audience of civil servants, but they went wrong in using techniques that
were ‘top-down’, ‘centralising’ and ‘above all, bureaucratic”:

In this system of bureaucratic accountability almost everything is measured or judged
against a set of targets and performance indicators, monitored and inspected centrally. The
evidence shows this hasn't worked.”*

The new Government would...

...replace the old system of bureaucratic accountability with a new system of democratic
accountability — accountability to the people, not the government machine.”

People would be given ‘the power to improve our country and public services, through
transparency, local democratic control, competition and choice’. For example, rather than
impressing DfE, teachers should impress local parents who would have a choice over where
to send their child.

This would require ‘radical reform’. Every Whitehall department would have a departmental
Business Plan. Part of this would be a Structural Reform Plan - these differed from PSAs...

...because in these plans you will not find targets — but specific deadlines for specific action.
Not what we hope to achieve - but the actions we will take.

They will show how each department plans to bring democratic accountability — how they
will create the structures that put people in charge, not politicians.

The new performance regime then, would shift from measuring outcomes — what the
Government wanted to see in the real world — against targets, to measuring whether actions
were completed against deadlines. The people would judge success, rather than government.

Cameron reiterated many of these points on launching the Business Plans in November
2010. Public Service Agreements, targets and ‘the whole of the public sector constantly
answering to Whitehall’ had created problems of bureaucracy, inefficiency and unintended
consequences, low morale and short-term thinking and short-term wins ‘at the expense of
long-term improvements’.*® Business Plans would shine ‘a bright light of transparency on
everything government does’ and allow the public to hold departments to account:

Because each of these Business Plans does not just specify the actions we will take. It also
sets out the information we will publish so that people can hold us to account — plain-English
details about the progress of the reforms and the results they are achieving...
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But how could this be done without targets?

[I know some people will say] isn’t there a danger that without targets breathing down your
neck, ministers will go native, the machine will slow down and nothing will actually happen?

But these plans won't allow that to happen... With this you'll be able to see month by
month the progress being made — not what we’re promising will happen but what we're
actually doing to make sure it does happen...

And publishing information about the progress we're making and the effect our reforms are
having is not targets, it’s just the basic information that the public needs to hold government

to account.”’

Despite the shift in focus from outcomes to actions, there would still be information about
the ‘effect’ of reforms, although they would not be target-driven.

Oliver Letwin, Minister for Government Policy, underlined this shift from measuring
outcomes to measuring actions under a department’s control. He told the Public Accounts
Committee that Business Plans ‘are the classical exposition, the definitive exposition, of
what it is that departments are meant to do that is within their control... to make a reality
of what is in the coalition programme for government.’”® This view of control was different
to a target regime: Cameron had previously stated that the job of politicians and civil
servants was merely ‘to create the conditions in which performance will improve’ (through
ensuring ‘professionals answer to the public’).”® Letwin made a similar point to the Public
Administration Select Committee:

The difference between a target regime and the Business Plans is that a target regime starts
with the assumption that there are things out there in the world, the things I've described,
policing streets, improving schools and so on, that you can specify in terms of a number. By
next year the number of x’s that will do y in Britain will be suchandsuch, and then that you
can drive the machine, somehow or other, and make this happen, and we think that produces
a mess. We think what happens is you end up with lots of people going and trying to make
things happen and discovering that there are all sorts of unintended consequences. We're
saying on the contrary, no. Let’s think about the structures within which people will get on
with the job and do it well. Let’s try to work out how to put those structures in place where
they aren’t.*

In front of the Public Accounts Committee, Letwin also emphasised that the Business Plans
were focused on the Coalition’s reforms: ‘they are not plans for the operation of business as

usua

L.””" David Normington, soon to depart as permanent secretary of the Home Office,

underlined that ‘they are not the whole story about what the Department does — and they
are not intended to be’, but rather concentrated on ‘the reform programme and the changes

the Government want to make.

132

Accountability to the public was vital, but the Business Plans had other uses and users. There
was the centre of government: Letwin told PAC that, although it was ‘not a question of
management, because [we] are not trying to manage each Department’, they were ‘a tool
for accountability to the centre in the sense of No. 10, the Cabinet Office and the Treasury

together, of each department for carrying out the Government’s programme’.

’ 33
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Danny Alexander, Chief Secretary to the Treasury, added that they were also ‘for you and for
other select committees, and for Parliament and for the public, to be kept abreast of how we
are getting on with delivering those things — so it is a tool of accountability.**

Departments, too, should use the Business Plans: Oliver Letwin said he hoped ‘they will have
the effect of enabling Departments to do what one hopes to do when one sets off in the
morning with one’s little list, namely to complete the list on time’ and had the ‘impression’
that ‘Ministers have come to see this process of having regular reviews and having the
documents, so they know what it is that they are trying to achieve, is actually quite a useful
way of managing their departments.’
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The place of impact indicators
The initial set of Business Plans published in November 2010 had five sections:

Vision

Coalition Priorities
Structural Reform Plan
Departmental Expenditure
Transparency.

=4 =4 =4 -8 A

‘Vision’ disappeared in the second of three ‘refreshes’ to the Plans in May 2012 (the others
came in May 2011 and June 2013).

Impact indicators form part of the transparency section, along with input indicators and
occasionally ‘other data’. Typically, input indicators are the cost of providing public services
— for example, at the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP), the ‘Unit cost of Jobcentre
Plus labour market support per customer’ and ‘Cost of maintaining each existing claim for
Basic State Pension’. Earlier versions of Business Plans described impact indicators thus:

Our impact indicators are designed to help the public to judge whether our policies and
reforms are having the effect they want.*®

Later refreshes — specifically, the June 2013 refresh for 2013-15 - introduced input and
impact indicators and other key data as one:

The Department has adopted the following input and impact indicators to help the public
assess the effects of our policies and reforms on the cost and impact of public services. These
indicators, and the other data specified here and in our Open Data Strategy, will be regularly
published online.*

Although there is little further discussion of the impact indicators in the Business Plans
themselves, hearings held by the Public Accounts Committee and the Public Administration
Select Committee in late 2010 and early 2011 give more detail.

According to Kris Murrin (director of Downing Street’s Policy and Implementation Unit),
while still in draft, the indicators were ‘the best available data that Departments have
suggested maps most accurately to the reforms and will give the greatest amount of clarity
on what is happening out there across the system’ without putting ‘big and very costly new
data requirements on the system’. She reiterated that they were not designed to cover the
totality of a department’s business - ‘the business plan impact indicators are not in any way
meant to be a summary of all the data that is going to be provided’ — but were supposed to
reflect the structural reforms in the rest of the Business Plan.*

This data should be readily useable by the public. As Oliver Letwin told the Public Accounts
Committee that he had a ‘responsibility’ to ‘produce impact data and outcome data that is
readily usable, readily comparable...[so that] you can see what outcomes there are, how
they are moving, in a sensible way.” And in ‘an internet age — and | am not sure we have
collectively yet caught up sufficiently with this’, people...
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...will do much better things with this data than we can do ourselves. And what Danny is
saying is it is not peripheral, it is not an add-on; actually, when you look at what people are
already beginning to do in just a few days with the crime maps, you discover the power of
this. Once people have that power in their hands, they will start to use it and they will
produce conclusions that are uncomfortable for us, and that is good for us.*

He was ‘really astonished by some of the assumptions’ in Whitehall as to ‘how complicated
it is, not in 1920 or 1990 or 2000, but in 2011 to gather data virtually real-time and be able
to interrogate it relatively easily’. The internet was ‘jolly nifty’ in allowing people with just ‘a
quite simple PC’ to ‘mash it up extremely well’.** Danny Alexander, too, hoped that
transparency would mean the impact indicators and other data would ‘be comparable

between Departments so that Committees and others can make comparisons’.”'

Long-term, this data should also be available on a much more granular level: not just ‘how
many schools are achieving what, how many hospitals are curing people of this or that, and
also what money has gone in to achieving those results’, but actually to ‘be able to drill all
the way down and actually find out right down to the level of the individual entity — school,
hospital, police force, whatever it may be — how it’s performing in detail’.*

Many of the questions from both select committees focused on how the success of the
government’s reform programme could be judged. For one MP, the Business Plans were
‘frankly... just how Government roll out their programme’ with ‘nothing distinctive’ to ‘give
us a handle on whether or not the reforms have been successful’.* How would the
government judge success in lieu of targets? And ‘how [did] the milestones connect up with
the impact or input or output indicators that you've got?’*

Letwin’s answer to PAC came in three parts. First, had the government ‘done the things we
set out to do and translated them into legislative, administrative actions?’ Again, much of
this hinged on what was in the department’s control. Letwin had told PASC that the ‘defect’
of the PSA ‘target regime’ was seeking ‘to establish a set of things in the external world that
it was hoped Government would achieve’ and then pull levers to achieve them, only to find
‘the levers very often have nothing at the other end’. ** Business Plans, by contrast, 'set out,
in a very clear-minded, extremely acceptable way and very transparent way, the things that
are under [departments’] control — the administrative changes, the legislative changes — and
hold themselves to account for doing that’, setting out ‘very clearly the inputs and the
outcomes that are achieved and then allows others to judge whether the mix is good, bad or

indifferent'.*

Accordingly, when Letwin and Francis Maude ‘first sat down to think about all this’, they
came to the conclusion that ‘it would be better to try to organise things so that the
Government machine had as its immediate objectives the fulfilment of certain actions that
are actually within the control of Government to fulfil’.*’ This setting out, not only of a
policy objective but ‘the steps administratively they are going to take in order to achieve
that’, was a ‘novel’ approach, according to Danny Alexander.*®

Second, ‘are the things that should flow from those changes, according to our view,
happening on the ground?’ For example, ‘have the academies and free schools that we say
will come about, come about?’*
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Third was to look at the ‘to look at the inputs and outcomes’.*

You will be able to say, “Yes, you did what you said you were going to do in terms of
legislation and administration. Yes, there were free schools and academies,” you might say,
“But we don’t judge that you did enough good in terms of the outcomes.” We will enable you
and the rest of the public to have that information very straightforwardly, so those
judgments can be made.”’

The impact indicators thus meant that the Business Plans were not just ‘the checklist of
actions, but also the measurement of the effects’. As Letwin put it in front of PASC:

It is not a success to have completed an administrative act; it is a necessity as part of a
process, but the success at the end of the day, coming back to my previous remarks, is, five
years from now, is there more social mobility than there was originally? And that comes
back to the transparency issue. This is a very carefully thought through method of trying to
help Government to achieve its goals, but in the end it will be judged by whether it achieves
its goals, not by whether it has done things on a checklist.*

In his evidence to PAC, Letwin distinguished between ‘the outcome in school x or school y’,
which the government was not responsible for, and ‘the outcome of the school system as a
whole’ where the government was * responsible for making sure that at the end of the period
of these reforms, things are improving, more children are getting better results and more
children are moving on to jobs and so on. Those sorts of things are the indicators that we
described at the beginning.”?

‘In the end’, according to Letwin, ‘what we or each individual secretary of state hopes to be
judged by is not whether they’ve taken certain administrative actions but whether they’ve
achieved certain results for the country.”*

These ‘outcome measures’ were the ‘real test’.”> But they would not be targets — as the PSAs
had shown, those ‘outcome targets’ lead to the ‘whole machine of the state’ being brought
to bear if they were likely to be missed. This led to ‘short-termism and, ultimately, to poor
longrun performance’. Instead, Business Plans were about ‘whether the long-run trends in all
of these many areas are moving in the right direction’;® 'l would ask the Committee and,
indeed, the public in general to recognise that that is the process we are going through and
that this is a long-term approach.”” For ultimately, under the new system, it would be up to
the public, and others including parliamentarians, to judge performance:

our judging it is not terribly interesting to anybody, because people do not take much notice
of how | judge myself. You will be able to judge. The public will be able to judge. The public
will be able to see what has been done, what the outcomes were, how much has been spent
and then take a view. They will either re-elect us or not re-elect us. That is the pressure that
we are under.*®

As a whole, the Business Plans would bridge the outputs and the outcomes, enabling select
committees ‘and others to judge that and to haul us over the coals, if you think we are not
doing that. And you could look at inputs and outcomes and say, “They do not seem to
match”’>® This was in spite of Letwin’s admission that...
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...the secretaries of state and permanent secretaries who have a responsibility for one of
these particular Business Plans will have set for themselves, in many cases, their ambition for
what the outcomes that are measured look like. | suppose in a sense I'm saying what you
were saying, but the difference is that we haven't told them what those should be, and
indeed, they don’t need to disclose to us what they will be.

Such an approach would require ‘robust self-evaluation’, but ultimately that would be

‘enforced... by transparency, so there’s nowhere to escape to’.*°

Impact indicators, then, were not the primary focus of Business Plans - the actions in the
immediate control of the department were. Nonetheless, they were designed to allow the
public to assess the effects of coalition policies and reforms — not against targets, but in
general trends. In the next section, we attempt to analyse how departments have performed
against them, and how useable and useful they are.
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Analysis
Movement in the indicators

Figure 2.1: Number of impact indicators by department
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According to the Number 10 Transparency website, which provides the public with a portal
to all departmental Business Plans, there are 207 impact indicators across government. The
number varies across departments: the Department for Education (DfE) has the most with
28, which is eight more than the next highest department, the Department for Business,
Innovation and Skills (BIS). DfE has more than four times as many as the Ministry of Defence
(MoD), which has the fewest (six). We looked at what has happened to all 207 indicators
since 2010.

Wh a t we didnot do

Behind every one of those 207 impact indicators is its own extensive story — of the people,
places and pounds sterling it reports, the quality of each measure and the caveats to each
dataset. We have not been able to go into the detail of all of these.

As such, we do not engage in discussions about whether these are the right things
departments should be measuring, or the accuracy or integrity of the datasets or measures,
which we acknowledge may sometimes be controversial.®’ Nor are we able to dive into
intentions or results for each indicator in depth, which might give different results.
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Nor are we able to give credit for the other data that departments may use and how well
they publish and present it. This is an exercise in evaluating departments against the
indicators explicitly set out by the government and the data through which they see the
world, according to the cross-government performance management framework.

What we did

We took the most recent set of impact indicators published for each department on the
Number 10 Transparency website. In some cases, departments may have published results
for a slightly different set of indicators in annual reports or other publications. We do not
count these.

We give two scores for each indicator:

1 improvement since 2010
1 improvement over the latest reported time period.

We tried to track down the underlying data for each impact indicator even where they could
not be accessed from the Number 10 Transparency website, as of 27 March 2015. We
encountered numerous problems:

1 we could not find the underlying data for many indicators in annual reports or on the
department’s website — and some were extremely difficult to find anywhere.

1 inmany cases, it wasn’t even clear what the underlying source data was — the data
did not seem to exist outside a department’s annual report, and no further details
were given.

1 numbers for the same reporting year differed between different annual reports.

1 data was not available in an open format even though it clearly existed.

In line with the Government’s stated intentions, very few specific targets for performance

against impact indicators are given. As such, for all indicators, we simply look at whether

scores have improved or declined from when the Coalition entered government in 2010 to
date, and over the latest reported time period:

Green indicates an improvement.

Amber indicates no change, or where there is a mixed picture according to different
aspects of an indicator.

Red indicates a decline.

Dark grey indicates a lack of comparable data. This includes:

T
T

== =

0 for change since 2010 and change over period, where the desired direction of
travel is not obvious

0 for change since 2010 and change over period, where we have only one data
point

0 for change since 2010, where we have only two data points, both post 2010
(e.g. one 2012, one 2013) — where we have three or more data points, all since
2010 (e.g. 2012-14), we have counted change since the first data point.
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In nearly all cases, we have made an assumption about which direction departments want
the indicators to head in. Although (given the lack of targets), this is not always explicit, it is
usually reasonably obvious.

These are crude measures. There may be indicators where a reasonably high score, ‘steady
state’ or very small decreases are acceptable. For example, the Department for Communities
and Local Government (DCLG) says it ‘would not expect [accepted planning applications] to
reach 100% as this would indicate all applications being accepted. A high and consistent
approval rate would indicate good performance’.®” Conversely, in other areas, very small
changes could bring larger real-world or political costs. However, in lieu of benchmarks,
baselines or sensible counterfactuals in nearly all cases — and given the sheer volume of
indicators — we believe this is the fairest and most consistent way of analysing the indicators.

We acknowledge that, in evidence to select committees, government ministers said that
impact should properly be measured over a long-term period. However, they also make
reference to the electorate being able to judge the government on their performance and
these are the indicators against which departments report (or are supposed to).
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What we found
Figure 2.2: Movement in impact indicators, 2010 to 2015
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According to our analysis, more than half of all indicators across government have headed in
the desired direction since 2010. All of DECC’s indicators — which include spare capacity of
the UK’s gas and electricity networks, the number of households in fuel poverty in England,
consumption of renewable energy across the UK and greenhouse gas emissions — have
shown improvement. DCMS’s indicators showed improvement across the board (number of
overseas visitors, number of people employed in the creative economy, charitable giving to
DCMS-sponsored museums and galleries) with one exception — the proportion of children
participating in competitive sport.
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However, there were improvements across under 50% of the indicators for seven
departments — Mo}, DfE, BIS, FCO, HO, the Treasury and MoD - saw improvements across
fewer than 50% of their indicators. At MoD and MoJ, more than 40% of their indicators have
headed in the wrong direction since 2010 - including a falling percentage of deployable
personnel and falling service personnel satisfaction at MoD, and rising reoffending rates at
MoJ. We could not find comparable data for a significant percentage of the indicators for
some departments, including DfID (50%), DfE (50%), HO (40%), the Treasury (40%), and
CO (nearly 40%).

Three departments had one indicator where we could not determine what the desired
direction of travel was: the percentage of troops that had been deployed at MoD; nitrogen
soil balance at the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra); and
‘departmental DEL [departmental expenditure limit] outturn v final plans’ at the Treasury
which gives no indication of what is actually being measured or why.

Figure 2.3: Movement in impact indicators, latest reporting period
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If we just look at movements over the latest reported period, we see the indicators for the
same two departments at the top - DECC and DCMS - and a number of the same
departments (MoD, the Treasury, HO and FCO) towards the bottom. The Department for

TransEort (DfTi indicators move ui to third, as the number of urban triis under five miles
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