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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

At the point of commissioning this project Capital Ambition was the Regional Improvement Partnership for London – from April 2008 Capital Ambition will be the Regional Improvement and Efficiency Partnership - serving the 33 councils and Greater London Authority group. Improvement Theme 2 of Capital Ambition’s Manifesto for Securing Leading Public Services in London, published in 2006 is “Efficiency, Equality and Credibility”. A target of 90% of all London councils attaining Level 4 of the Equality Standard for Local Government by the end of 2008 was set and this project was commissioned to assist in reaching that target. Fundamental to this is the belief that quality cannot be achieved without equality. 

The Equality Standard for Local Government was established in 2001 and revised in 2006. It is a voluntary Best Value Performance Indicator (BVPI) adopted by all the London authorities and so becoming part of the Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) star rating. The Equality Standard is again being revised and the future local authority performance assessment framework, while embedding the principles of meeting the needs of diverse communities, will not be specifically linked to the revised Equality Standard.

The Equality Standard currently has five levels. Level 4 requires authorities to have information systems in place, to have set targets and to be monitoring performance against those targets. When the target was set all Levels of Equality Standard were self-assessed. The 2006 revision of the standard introduced a requirement for external assessment at Levels 3 and 5. The external assessment at Level 3 needs to be completed before Level 4 can be obtained. 
In November 2006 Capital Ambition commissioned OPM to survey progress in all 33 councils and this identified a risk of only 78% meeting the target. Capital Ambition responded with The Equality Standard for Local Government in London Advisory and Support Project, setting up a steering group to manage this and employing Michael Bell Associates Research and Consultancy (MBARC) to deliver the project. This is the report of that project.

The project comprised three elements:

· Intensive tailored support for the eight authorities considered most at risk of failing to reach level 4.

· Engaging with and supporting the authorities planning to reach Level 4 but not yet having achieved it.

· Work with all authorities on the additional requirements of the revised Equality Standard and sustaining continuous improvement. The key additional requirements of the revised Equality Standard are the inclusion of age, sexual orientation and religion or belief in the framework.

Considerable progress has been made in the period with a 50% increase in the number of authorities at level 4 between 2006/2007 and 2007/2008. The projection of 94% attaining level 4 in 2008/2009, while realistic, remains ambitious, requiring 100% increase in twelve months. The rapid progress that is being made does face a number of barriers which are detailed in parts 4 and 5 of the report.

From April 2008 Capital Ambition will transition from London’s Improvement Partnership to the capital’s Improvement and Efficiency Partnership, following the publication of the Department of Communities and Local Government’s National Improvement Strategy, with an extended remit. Ministerial approval for the Capital Ambition Strategy to 2012 is expected at the time of finalising this report. It includes the commitment to “….support London authorities to achieve level 5 of the Equality Standard for Local Government (or equivalent) by 2012, and …. work with the IDeA to generate a pool of accredited Diversity Peers in London authorities.” 

The following are the report’s recommendations for the achievement of two targets:

· 90% of authorities declared at level 4 in their 31 March 2009 returns

· all authorities declared at level 5 (or equivalent) in their 31 March 2013 returns.

R1.
Capital Ambition should seek early and satisfactory resolution of the Equal Pay issue as its most pressing priority.

R2.
The event programme delivered in partnership with IDeA was well attended and well received. Provision should be made for an occasional seminar programme responding to common issues as they are raised by councils or other partners. Such events should also provide for an opportunity to both take stock of progress and celebrate achievements within, between and across authorities.

R3.
A significant number of authorities lack confidence in their competence and wish to share learning and problem solving. The Learning Set programme provided by MBARC was well received amongst participating authorities and there is a desire for these Learning Sets to be continued. We suggest a programme of Learning Sets should be commissioned targeted at authorities by level of attainment and geography to support authorities to 31st March 2009. These could be commissioned from authorities or from an outside body; the key requirements are knowledge of the ESLG (preferably practice based) and facilitation skills. It should be noted that the Learning Sets are potentially administratively burdensome.

R4.
West London has a vibrant sub-regional network providing for most of the support needs of individual authorities. It has also contributed significantly to the development of good practice across London and beyond. This should be investigated further to see if it could serve as a model in other sub-regions.

R5.
A number of authorities require some level of one-to-one support. Whilst some authorities were very enthusiastic about the support received from consultants (either through Capital Ambition or individually procured) we consider that peer based work should be the focus and Capital Ambition should seek to develop a service which can effectively broker such support between authorities.

R6.
There will continue to be a need to co-ordinate and monitor support programmes and progress towards the 2008 and 2012 targets. It will also be important to identify issues (e.g. equal pay) that may emerge from time to time and increase the risk of not meeting targets. We suggest that the ESLG Steering Group should continue in this role.

R7.
Capital Ambition should seek to work closely with IDeA on its review of the Equality Standard with a view to ensuring that:
· The timetable and reporting and consultation arrangements are agreed,
· The review links to concerns around relevance, particularly in relation to Local Area Agreements and statutory equalities duties;

· Creates “passports” between levels of attainment in the current ESLG and any levels in the new Equality Standard; and, 

· Links to Capital Ambitions new equality targets for 2012 to be developed from Performance Indicators with equality dimensions.

R8.
Capital Ambition should consider the most effective ways of ensuring councils’ ongoing commitment to the Equality Standard as a key part of their ability to demonstrate their continuing improvement in the delivery of quality services under the future performance assessment regime.

R9.
Consideration should be given to Capital Ambition funding the external assessment at Level 3 and 5 based on the peer assessment model. If commissioned by Capital Ambition through a service level agreement London authorities may have more leverage in ensuring timely delivery of the assessment service and may be able to secure economies of scale in terms of fees across London
. 
2 INTRODUCTION

2.1 The role of Capital Ambition

At the point of commissioning this project Capital Ambition was the Regional Improvement Partnership for London  serving London local authorities (including the Greater London Authority Group
), governed by a partnership board comprising representatives of London local authority leaders, chief executives, London Councils, the Greater London Authority (GLA) and its functional bodies, and senior representatives of other bodies.

From April 2008 Capital Ambition will become the capital’s Improvement and Efficiency Partnership, following the publication of the Department of Communities and Local Government’s National Improvement Strategy, with an extended remit
. 
Capital Ambition has published London’s Interim Improvement and Efficiency Strategy 2008–12 and sees itself as the hub of regional improvement and efficiency in the capital. Ministerial approval for this Strategy was received during the finalising of this report. 
Capital Ambition was established in 2006 to improve public services across the capital. As part of its commitment to improvement it established a number of key targets which overall aimed to ensure that:

· Every authority in London should have at least a two star rating
 by December 2008; and that

· At least 90% of authorities achieve a positive direction travel statement each year.

A detailed manifesto
 was developed for Capital Ambition which included a specific target for improvement by:

Collective and individual borough work to ensure that 90% of all London Councils
 get to level 4 of the Equality Standard by December 2008
.
The agenda is carried forward in London’s Interim Improvement and Efficiency Strategy 2008–12 with a commitment to “….support London authorities to achieve level 5 of the Equality Standard for Local Government (or equivalent) by 2012, and …. work with the IDeA to generate a pool of accredited Diversity Peers in London authorities.”
This agenda is driven by an overriding commitment to improving the quality of public services, their efficient delivery and equality in provision and the public credibility of London’s authorities. Achievement of quality must involve ascertaining the make-up of the local communities who are the authorities’ stakeholders as potential service users, employees, businesses and taxpayers. Delivering a quality service requires assessment of needs and an effective framework to assess delivery against those needs. Sustainable quality requires monitoring the developments in the community and ensuring that those are reflected in performance. Equality in service delivery and employment is an integral part of delivering quality services to citizens and businesses in local communities and to being a good employer. To achieve these targets Capital Ambition is committed to a model of delivery that includes investing in improvement, mutuality through peer support, review and intervention, sub-regional working and self regulation and Pan London scrutiny. This project has been undertaken in line with this model of delivery. 

While Capital Ambition was originally envisaged as a time limited imitative completing its work in March 2009. However, as seen above, its achievements in the two years since establishment and the introduction of the National Improvement Strategy have resulted in an extension of its programme and remit beyond this date and a substantial increase in financial resources.
Equality in service delivery and employment will remain a key theme for Capital Ambition, indeed it sees it as central to achieving its objectives, hence the title of this report:

No quality without equality

The implications of this extension to Capital Ambition for work on the Equality  Standard for Local Government are explored in section 4 (below).

2.2 The Equality Standard for Local Government

The Equality Standard for Local Government (ESLG) was developed in 2001 under the joint guidance of the Employer’s Organisation for Local Government, the Commission for Racial Equality, the Equal Opportunities Commission, the Disability Rights Commission and the Audit Commission. It was originally designed as a self-assessment framework that authorities could use to measure their progress in mainstreaming equality into all levels of their policy and practice. 

The implementation of the ESLG requires the involvement of local councillors, managers, staff and trade unions, and voluntary and community groups. The ESLG is divided into five levels relating to the achievement of key milestones in their equalities practice. These are: 

· Level 1: Commitment to a comprehensive equality policy 

· Level 2: Assessment and consultation 

· Level 3: Setting equality objectives and targets 

· Level 4: Information systems and monitoring against targets 

· Level 5: Achieving and reviewing outcomes 

Once an authority has reached Level 5, the Equality Standard provides a framework for continuous improvement. 

In 2006 the ESLG was reviewed and updated. At the time this review was designed to reflect developments in legislation and extend equalities beyond gender disability and race to include sexual orientation, religion and belief and age. In March 2007 the revised Equality Standard and updated guidance was produced
. 

At the time of publication of the revised ESLG key changes identified in the new ESLG were:

· From 2009, the extension of the Equality Standard to include all six equality strands, with overall performance determined by the strand with the lowest level of achievement. 

· A new requirement for external assessment at levels 3 and 5 integrating age, sexual orientation and religion / belief into level 3 claims from 2008/2009’s BVPI declarations. 

It should be noted that in the course of this support service other subtle changes have been identified, most notably in relation to equal pay, some of which may have far reaching consequences for authority’s capacity to progress through the ESLG levels. This is explored in subsequent sections of this report.
It was envisaged that authorities would have a choice about how external assessment was carried out. These options were to include peer review, a scrutiny review, or a review by the IDeA. In practice only the option of external assessment through the IDeA was available for the period of the Capital Ambition funded support service although in January 2008 peer review mediated by the IDeA was launched. Again this is explored in subsequent sections of this report.

Finally it should be noted that the IDeA have commenced a further review of the ESLG. At present a number of options have been floated, including reducing the number of Levels from 5 to 3. No definitive date for the completion of this review and the publication of a revised Equality Standard are yet available.

2.3 The ESLG and “Star Ratings”

The Equality Standard is a voluntary Best Value Performance Indicator (BVPI 2a) and can therefore contribute to an authority’s overall performance (star rating) within the Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA). Nationally the vast majority of authorities have opted to include the ESLG amongst their BVPIs and all London authorities have done so.

As with all BVPIs, performance on the Equality Standard is reported via self-assessment in March each year. Confirmed figures are published by the Audit Commission in December of the same year. 

This is the last year in which the CPA regime will be in place. It is being replaced with a different range of performance indicators that seek to capture not only an authority’s performance but the outcomes achieved within the local authority area. Consequently, whilst understanding and responding to the needs of diverse communities is perhaps an even more important factor underpinning many of the new indicators, the ESLG itself will lose its status as a BVPI.

There have been concerns amongst officers leading on equalities issues that this change may lead to work on the ESLG being de-prioritised. In carrying this work forward it will be important to link progress on the ESLG to the wider challenges authorities face in responding to diversity and equalities issues.

SUPPORT PROVIDED

2.4 Setting the Scene

In November 2006, Capital Ambition commissioned OPM to provide an accurate picture of current progress against the Equality Standard in London, determine projected levels of performance by December 2008, identify key challenges and barriers to progress, and make recommendations about how Capital Ambition could support London authorities to improve their performance. 

The OPM study involved a number of activities including: a web survey of equalities leads in London boroughs; contact with all 33 councils to determine projections for 2007/8; case studies involving leaders, chief executives, and/or equalities leads; telephone interviews with equalities leads in a further six authorities; interviews with support/networking organisations; and a workshop for equalities leads, to validate findings and help develop recommendations. 

This research
 identified that although there had been progress between March 2005 and autumn 2006 there was a substantial risk that only 76% of authorities would be at Level 4 or above by the end of 2008 against a Capital Ambition target of at least 90%. The report went on to identify a number of barriers and common challenges faced by authorities and made a number of recommendations and observations which informed the development of the support programme reported on in this document.

In subsequent sections of this report we draw upon the OPM research to illustrate the progress made by authorities in the intervening period.

2.5 The Support Programme

To ensure that Capital Ambition’s target that 90% of authorities have attained Level 4 by the end of 2008 Capital Ambition established an ambitious programme of support. This programme of support was overseen by a Steering Group of Equalities Officers from a range of London Authorities and it played a vital role in ensuring that the interventions were relevant to authorities. Further information on the Steering Group can be found at section 6 below.

2.5.1 Programme of Work by MBARC

In the summer of 2007 Michael Bell Associates Research & Consultancy (MBARC) were commissioned to provide a programme of support across London. This comprised around 60 days of support divided across three strands:

· The first strand focused on intensive, tailored support to the eight authorities that are at risk of not attaining level 4 of ESLG

· The second strand related to engaging with and supporting those authorities that are currently planning to attain Level 4 by March 2008 but who have not done so

· The third strand involved working with all authorities (including those at Level 4 & 5) on addressing the challenges of the additional equalities strands in 2009 and focussed on changes to ensure sustainability (e.g. moving from process to resident based outcomes and empowering local people to deliver and sustain equalities work).

The programme of work evolved over time and was adapted to meet the specific and expressed needs of authorities and included:

Strand One

Strand One consisted of an intensive rage of tailored support being offered to the nine authorities most at risk of not attaining level 4 (the offer was taken up by seven authorities). It commenced with a diagnostic phase – involving review of key documentation and initial meeting with lead equality officer to determine the programme of support. This programme of support included:

· Matching the authority with a higher performing authority with some common demographic, geographical and / or political characteristics.

· Both one-to-one advice provided by a consultant at Michael Bell Associates and group support for West London authorities.

· Participation in one of two Learning Sets (a South London Group and a North and East London Group).

Strand Two

This strand related to engaging with and supporting the eighteen authorities that were planning to attain Level 4 by the end of 2008 but who had not yet done so and was designed to ensure that they all meet their aspirations for Level 4. It also commenced with a diagnostic phase, although this was telephone based and did not involve review of supporting documentation. The programme of support to these authorities was similar to that offered in Strand One although the time allocation to individual authorities was considerably less.

Strand Three

The final strand sought to address issues relating to the longer term sustainability of the ESLG and concerns raised in the OPM report (e.g. that the ESLG was overly process driven and did not relate clearly to everyday authority concerns.

Two working groups were established for lead equality officers with distinct remits:

· Group One – to focus on the challenges arising from the extension of the ESLG to other equalities groups (age, sexuality and religion/faith).

· Group Two – to focus on the challenge of public engagement in the longer-term delivery and scrutiny of the equalities.

It should be noted that less support than anticipated was provided to authorities in West London due to the existence of a vibrant sub-regional partnership. This group not only provided the focus for support to participating authorities but has also developed a range of good practice materials which are of wider interest. For example, the partnership has addressed a key criticism of the ESLG by mapping its requirements against a range of statutory duties. West London authorities were well represented in the strand three work.

2.5.2 Programme of Work by IDeA

IDeA provided a range of support services to authorities through Capital Ambition. This included one-to-one consultancy support to five authorities in the spring and summer of 2007 and a programme of events for all authorities through autumn 2007 to spring 2008.

The topic list was determined by Capital Ambition’s ESLG steering group and was based upon findings from the diagnostic phases of work undertaken by Michael Bell Associates. All events were well attended and feedback indicated that they were well received by participants. Further information on the programme of work provided in partnership with IDeA is available from Capital Ambition.

PERFORMANCE AGAINST THE EQUALITY STANDARD
2.6 Progress Towards the Target

The OPM report in January 2007 identified that substantial progress had been made between 2004 and 2006 but that there was a considerable risk that Capital Ambition would not meet its target of 90% of authorities are Level 4 or above by the end of 2008. In this section we provide an update on progress and further projections against the target
.

On the basis of actual returns between 2004 and 2007, anticipated declarations at 31st March 2008 and projected declarations for 31st March 2009 it is suggested that Capital Ambition’s target is attainable.

Table One: Number of Authorities by the Level of attainment

	
	L1
	L2
	L3
	L4
	L5
	% at Level 4

 or above

	 2004-05

(Actual)
	12
	13
	5
	1
	2
	9%

	 2005-06

(Actual)
	2
	17
	10
	3
	4
	19%

	 2006-07

(Actual)
	0
	13
	11
	7
	4
	31%

	 2007-08

(To be declared)
	0
	1
	18
	11
	6
	47%

	 2008-09

(Projected)
	0
	0
	1
	23
	11
	94%


Progress between 31st March 2007 and 31st March 2008 does represent a 50% increase on the previous year. However, this projection is not without substantial risks. In January 2007 OPM reported that 76% of authorities expected to declare at Level 4 or above by 31st March 2008; the actual figure (including those who will be undertaking external assessments between April and June 2008) is in fact 47%. 

Progress towards the attainment of Level 4 is represented graphically below:
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2.7 Barriers to Progress

In January 2006 OPM detailed a range of challenges and barriers to progress. These included:

· involving staff in equalities issues, 
· developing appropriate and comprehensive data collection and monitoring systems 
· designing effective procedures for external scrutiny. 

Of these, at March 2008, data collection and monitoring systems remain a common concern. Staff involvement and external scrutiny have now been overtaken by a number of additional concerns identified over the last nine months. These include:

· Limited specialist staff resources to undertake all of the necessary work, most notably expressed in the outer London boroughs, but resources overall remain a concern.

· Changes to the local authority assessment regime with the ESLG losing its visibility as a BVPI. There have been widely held fears that this will lead to a loss of political and senior management commitment to the ESLG although in most cases this fear has not yet been realised.

· Continuing concerns about the overall relevance of the ESLG, particularly its emphasis on process over outcomes and lack of integration with authorities’ statutory duties in relation to equalities
. However, discussions about the future of the ESLG in aimed at resolving these concerns have themselves de-stabilised some of the work in some authorities. Discussions about a further revision to the ESLG have, in some cases, created a level of uncertainty which has undermined efforts of officers to progress work.

· Concerns around the possible hostility to all or some parts of the equalities agenda by political leadership. This concern was most commonly expressed by officers in some of the authorities that had changed political control in May 2006. Whilst the level of political “buy-in” may still raise some concerns, fears about hostility of members to the agenda (except in respect of extending the ESLG to some of the new equalities groups) appear to have diminished. 

· A wide range of concerns have been expressed about the nature of the external assessment regime now required at levels 3 and 5 of the ESLG  and its management:

· The cost of external assessment provided by IDeA has been a considerable hurdle. At a minimum cost of £10,000 this represents a potential burden of £20,000 per authority for level 3 and level 5 assessments - or more than £720,000 across London
.

· Even where authorities have been prepared to pay for external assessment there have been considerable frustrations that this was not available at a time of their choosing but was offered months later. A typical comment made was “We will be declaring at Level 3 again this year. The plan was to declare at Level 4 but the lateness of our IDeA review last year slowed this down”.
· Where authorities have not been prepared to pay for this external assessment an alternative peer-based review was supposed to provide an alternative. However, this was not launched until January of this year. At this point it has a 12 week lead-in time and still attracts a fee of £2,950. One authority developed its own peer assessment process and undertook its external review in autumn 2007. This approach attracted considerable interest across London. The majority of authorities planning to undertake Level 3 assessment in 2008/9 intend to make use of a peer assessment model.

· Some authorities have also expressed concerns that the IDeA assessment regime may by overly focused on “ticking boxes” and not consider whether the authority is addressing the “spirit” of the ESLG. However, we have no evidence that this is the case from authorities that have been assessed by the IDeA and their advice to Local Authorities is consistently that they should not follow such an approach. 

· The Level 5 peer assessment process is not developed yet, and that although it doesn’t directly relate to the Capital Ambition target, it has raised questions for those sensibly developing strategic action plans to take them beyond level 4 to attaining and sustaining level 5.
2.8 Further Issues
We have noted some further obstacles to rapid progress:

a lack of confidence by officers and authorities in the work they are currently doing. This has been characterised as “unconscious competence” whereby an authority is progressing in actuality more rapidly than it believes and is judging its performance against a standard of excellence rather than one which sees attainment as satisfying the requirements. 
· IDeA’s interpretation of the requirements in relation to Equal Pay mean a substantial number of authorities will be unable to attain Level 3 and progress beyond within the next 12 months. It also raises significant questions about the validity of the declarations of a number of authorities that have already declared at Level 3 and beyond before external assessment became a requirement. This issue is explored in more detail in subsequent sections.

MOVING FORWARD

2.9 Feasibility of Reaching Projected Levels

It is clear that there has been substantial progress across London in authorities moving towards Level 4 and beyond, not withstanding the challenges that they have faced. Over the past four years the number of authorities meeting Capital Ambition’s target has increased from 9% (three authorities) to 47% (seventeen authorities) and the number at Level 5 has tripled from two to six. 

Half of all authorities (eighteen) expect to declare at Level 3 at 31st March 2008 or within three months of that date. The experience of authorities who have attained Level 4 and above is that progress can be fairly rapid from Level 3 to Level 4, particularly where authorities consider the ways in which their equality targets can be monitored as part of their work to attain Level 3. Indeed one authority is considering moving from Level 2 to Level 4 in a single joint internal and external assessment process. 

Arrangements for external assessment at Level 3 have significantly delayed progress over the past year for a number of authorities, but there is no requirement for external assessment at Level 4 and therefore these external factors should not provide further delays.

Only one authority has indicated that it may not attain Level 4 within the time-scale but a significant number have expressed a range of reservations and many do not yet have detailed plans as they will develop these after they have secured Level 3. It should also be noted that a number of authorities have expressed a desire for continued support and consider that this will be important for them to progress to Level 4.

In addition, MBARC as the support providers, have had only limited contact with three at risk authorities. Our assessment of their progress is based upon our initial diagnostics and third party reports.

Whilst, on balance, we conclude that it is reasonable to expect that Capital Ambition will achieve its target of 90% of authorities at Level 4 or above by 31st March 2009 it remains an area of risk. More than three authorities failing to declare at Level 4 will mean that Capital Ambition’s targets are not met. 

2.10 A Key New Risk

In section 4.3 above we highlighted concerns in relation to Equal Pay and the ability of authorities to secure assessment at Level 3 and move beyond. In common with practice prior to the launch of the revised ESLG in 2007 the expectation had been that IDeA assessments would identify equality issues that need to be addressed in a wider review without requiring formal completion of a full pay and grading review. Other actions such as implementing single status would provide additional evidence of progress sufficient to attain Level 3.

The Equality Standard requires authorities to:

“Conduct an equal pay review and plan for equal pay adjustment” (3.4.3).

IDeA’s advice to one authority interprets this as meaning that: 

“For Level 3, you need to have completed the pay review (which should have been completed as part of the NJC national agreement by end of March 2007) and agreed an action plan to resolve the issues that emerge, and ideally started implementing it”.

In common with many parts of the country a significant number of authorities in London have failed to meet deadline of March 2007. On this basis a number of authorities preparing for Level 3 assessment will fail and it is also worth noting that a number of authorities that have declared at Level 3 (prior to the introduction of external assessment) and above are also not compliant with the interpretation of the requirement shown above. Because of the significant number of authorities who have secured Level 3 or beyond we suggest that the strict application of this interpretation may discredit the ESLG process.

We have established that this interpretation is included in the training for peer assessors. Currently guidance to assessors is not to proceed with an assessment visit if a clear breach in requirements is identified at the desk-based stage. 

For those authorities about to undertake external assessment who have not completed an equal pay review as set out by the IDeA we have advised that they raise the issue with their assessor and confirm that the on-site assessment will proceed and should they pass in all other areas that they are given a provisional “pass” pending resolution of this issue.

Without satisfactory resolution of this issue there is no prospect that Capital Ambition will meet its target by 31st March 2009. 

2.11 Towards 2012

Capital Ambition was established in 2006 as London’s Improvement Partnership, publishing its Manifesto for Securing Leading Public Services in London (available on the Capital Ambition website). Its achievements in the two years since establishment include supporting London’s authorities to become one of the best performing areas of the country in terms of local authority services. In January 2008 the Department for Communities and Local Government published the National Improvement and Efficiency Strategy, as a consequence of which Capital Ambition’s remit has been extended. From April 2008 Capital Ambition constitute London’s Improvement and Efficiency Partnership, with an increase in financial resources and an extended programme of work to 2012.
In March 2008 it published London’s Interim Improvement and Efficiency Strategy 2008 to 2012 receiving Ministerial approval during the finalisation of this report.  It continues to position equality as a key theme and has established new targets in this area. 

In relation to the ESLG Capital Ambition now seeks to support authorities to ensure that all attain Level 5 of the ESLG (or equivalent) by 2012. 

It will also establish goals for performance indicators in the new performance framework, including meeting the needs of diverse communities which will be reflected in authorities’ Local Area Agreements.

This presents a significant challenge for London’s authorities. At 31st March 2009 we anticipate 11 authorities (around 30%) will be at Level 5. A programme of support will be required to meet the needs of 25 authorities to progress to Level 5. 

2.12 Recommendations

In developing these recommendations we are keen to ensure that arrangements are made that will contribute to:

· At least 90% of authorities attaining Level 4 by 31st March 2008; and

· All authorities attaining Level 5 (or equivalent) by 31st March 2013.

These recommendations have been developed with the assistance of the ESLG Steering Group and with substantial input by a number of individual authorities.

As identified in this report, the issue of IDeA’s interpretation of the ESLG’s requirement in relation to Equal Pay need to be resolved quickly. Without satisfactory resolution Capital Ambition will not meet its target of 90% attaining Level 4. Indeed we suggest that a failure to resolve this satisfactorily may lead to the ESLG being discredited in the eyes of many authorities. 

R1.
Capital Ambition should seek early and satisfactory resolution of the Equal Pay issue as its most pressing priority.

Whilst substantial progress has been made, a significant number (53%) of authorities remain at risk of not attaining Level 4 by 31st March 2008. Capital Ambition should make provision for continued support. The next set of recommendations provide a range of support options identified by authorities as their preferences.

R2.
The event programme delivered in partnership with IDeA was well attended and well received. Provision should be made for an occasional seminar programme responding to common issues as they are raised by councils or other partners. Such events should also provide for an opportunity to both take stock of progress and celebrate achievements within, between and across authorities.
R3.
A significant number of authorities lack confidence in their competence and wish to share learning and problem solving. The Learning Set programme provided by MBARC was well received amongst participating authorities and there is a desire for these Learning Sets to be continued. We suggest a programme of Learning Sets should be commissioned targeted at authorities by level of attainment and geography to support authorities to 31st March 2009. These could be commissioned from authorities or from an outside body; the key requirements are knowledge of the ESLG (preferably practice based) and facilitation skills. It should be noted that the Learning Sets are potentially administratively burdensome.

R4.
West London has a vibrant sub-regional network providing for most of the support needs of individual authorities. It has also contributed significantly to the development of good practice across London and beyond. This should be investigated further to see if it could serve as a model in other sub-regions.

R5.
A number of authorities require some level of one-to-one support. Whilst some authorities were very enthusiastic about the support received from consultants (either through Capital Ambition or individually procured) we consider that peer based work should be the focus and Capital Ambition should seek to develop a service which can effectively broker such support between authorities.

R6.
There will continue to be a need to co-ordinate and monitor support programmes and progress towards the 2008 and 2012 targets. It will also be important to identify issues (e.g. equal pay) that may emerge from time to time and increase the risk of not meeting targets. We suggest that the ESLG Steering Group should continue in this role.

The current IDeA review of the ESLG whilst addressing concerns with the Equality Standard has led to some anxieties in individual authorities

R7. Capital Ambition should seek to work closely with IDeA on its review of the Equality Standard with a view to ensuring that:
· The timetable and reporting and consultation arrangements are agreed,
· The review links to concerns around relevance, particularly in relation to Local Area Agreements and statutory equalities duties;

· Creates “passports” between levels of attainment in the current ESLG and any levels in the new Equality Standard; and, 

· Links to Capital Ambitions new equality targets for 2012 to be developed from Performance Indicators with equality dimensions.

The report highlights concern over commitment to the ELSG when it is no longer a BVPI. The revised Equality Standard, if it links to Local Area Agreements and statutory duties, should be an integral part of planning to meet the needs of diverse communities and a powerful tool for assessing and demonstrating the quality of work carried out in meeting those needs. The Interim Improvement and Efficiency Strategy for London sets the goal of all authorities attaining level 5 (or equivalent) by 2012.

R8.
Capital Ambition should consider the most effective ways of ensuring councils’ ongoing commitment to the Equality Standard as a key part of their ability to demonstrate continuing improvement in their delivery of quality services under the future performance assessment regime.

Finally, concerns in relation to both the cost and management of the assessment process by IDeA should remain an area of interest and activity for Capital Ambition.

R9.
Consideration should be given to Capital Ambition funding the external assessment at Level 3 and 5 based on the peer assessment model. If commissioned by Capital Ambition through a service level agreement London authorities may have more leverage in ensuring timely delivery of the assessment service and may be able to secure economies of scale in terms of fees across London
. 

APPENDICES

3 APPENDIX 1: CAPITAL AMBITION’S ESLG STEERING GROUP

The Steering Group comprised:

· Jane Brown – LB of Walthamstow

· Martin Garnar – LB of Enfield

· Celia Golden – LB of Hounslow

· Michael Keating – LB of Tower Hamlets

· Suzanne Rose – Capital Ambition (sponsor)
· Michael Bell – Michael Bell Associates (in attendance)

Its terms of reference are set out below:

Project Governance


[image: image2]
Purpose

· To ensure that the project defined and described in the MBA submission is delivered in accordance with the timetable  and key objectives (as amended by agreement)

· To provide a steer to MBA in relation to project delivery, methodology and outcomes in order to reach the Capital Ambition target (90% authorities attaining level 4 by end 2008)

Responsibilities
· To provide a steer to the project manager on project delivery, 

· To advise on the needs for revisions to the project deliverables

· To represent stakeholder needs and views

· To promote engagement with the project

· To advise on issues that may affect the reputation and integrity of the project and Capital Ambition

· To provide quality assurance for authorities and Capital Ambition

4 APPENDIX 2: CURRENT & PROJECTED LEVELS OF ATTAINMENT

	Authority
	Level at 31/03/06
	Level at 

31/03/07
	Level at 31/03/08

	Projected Level at 31/03/09

	Notes

	Barking & Dagenham
	3
	3
	4
	5
	Expect to declare at L4 in early Summer 2008 and L5 by March 2009.

	Barnet
	3
	3
	4
	4/5
	Expecting L4 in Spring 2008.

	Bexley
	2
	2
	3
	4
	Expecting L3 in Spring 2008. Expect progress to L4 within one year of L3 assessment.

	Brent
	2
	2
	3
	4
	Expecting to complete L3 and L4 assessments in Spring 2008  

	Bromley
	1
	2
	2
	3
	Expecting L3 self assessment in late Summer 2008 and external validation at L3 by March 09.

	Camden
	3
	4
	4
	4/5
	Will maintain L4 assessment at March 2008 timetable for progress to L5 not finalised.

	City of London
	2
	2
	3
	4
	L3 assessment completed in Autumn 2007.

	Croydon
	4
	3
	3
	4
	External validation for L3 to be sought early in 2008. Progress to re-establish L4 assessment should be rapid.

	Ealing
	2
	3
	3
	4
	Expect L4 by December 08 

	Enfield
	2
	2
	3
	4
	Pending outcome of external assessment in March 2008

	GLA
	5
	5
	5
	5
	N/A

	Greenwich
	3
	4
	4
	4/5
	N/A

	Hackney
	2
	2
	3
	4
	Expect L3 by May 2008 and L4 by December 2008.

	Hammersmith & Fulham
	2
	3
	3
	4
	Confident of attaining L4 by Summer 2008

	Haringey
	2
	3
	3
	4
	Plan to declare at L4 in September 2008

	Harrow
	3
	4
	4
	5
	Expect to declare L5 by end of 2008

	Havering
	2
	2
	3
	4
	Should attain L4 by end 2008

	Hillingdon
	2
	3
	3
	4
	Expect to attain Level 4 by September 2008

	Hounslow
	3
	3
	4
	4/5
	Timetable for progress to L5 not finalised

	Islington
	3
	4
	4
	5
	Expect to attain L5 by Oct 2008. However, staff changes may impact upon this target.

	Kensington &  Chelsea
	4
	5
	5
	5
	N/A

	Kingston upon Thames
	2
	2
	3
	4
	N/A

	Lambeth
	2
	2
	3
	4
	Expect to self declare at L3 in March 2008 but external assessment later in the 2008

	Lewisham
	5
	5
	5
	5
	N/A

	LFEPA
	4
	4
	5
	5
	N/A

	Merton
	3
	4
	4
	5
	Expect to declare at L5 in September 2009.

	Met Police (MPA)
	2
	2
	3
	4
	Expect to attain L3 by April/May 2008 and will progress on to L4. 

	Newham
	5
	5
	5
	5
	N/A

	Redbridge
	2
	2
	3


	4
	Expect to attain L3 in April 2008 and will then progress on to L4

	Richmond upon Thames
	2
	2
	3
	4
	External validation of L3 assessment in May 2008

	Southwark
	3
	4
	4
	4/5
	N/A

	Sutton
	2
	2
	3
	4
	Expect to attain L3 in Summer 2008 and will then progress on to L4

	Tower Hamlets
	5
	5
	5
	5
	N/A

	Waltham Forest
	3
	3
	4
	5
	Expect to attain L5 by March 2009 

	Wandsworth
	2
	3
	4
	4/5
	N/A

	Westminster
	2
	3
	3
	4/5
	Completed external assessment for L3 in 2007/8 and expect to attain L4 by October 2008. 


5 APPENDIX 3: DEVELOPING PRACTICE NOTES

As part of the work supporting local authorities in London to reach Level 4 of the ESLG, Michael Bell Associates held a series of developmental work streams with a small number of equalities officers to look at new challenges faced by authorities around the Equality Standard in coming years. They seek to address some of the issues relating to the longer term sustainability of the ESLG, including concerns raised in the OPM report. They are not intended as comprehensive guidance but as a collection of idea pieces to provoke thought and challenge and as such aim to recharge work on the ESLG with the vision, inspiration and leadership that will be necessary beyond 2008 to meet the new Capital Ambition target of all authorities in London reaching Level 5 (or equivalent) by 2012. 

5.1 Practice Note 1: Rolling out the Equality Standard to New Equality Groups

From 2009 all authorities working to the ESLG will be required to “roll-out” the Equality Standard to include anti-discrimination policies for:

· Age,

· Religion or belief

· Sexuality.

This Advice Note separates issues for authorities in “extending equalities” under four themes:

1. Community Engagement

2. Service Delivery

3. Human Resources

4. Procurement

Overview of Issues Relating to the New Equality Groups

· In discussions, most authorities felt most comfortable in dealing with age discrimination and felt that this would be the least challenging of the new equality groups. Strategies for community engagement in relation to older people or young people were, in most cases, in place. Service provision was often structured to meet the needs of different age communities. Most HR functions monitored age as a matter of course – although this did not always translate into any action. The relevance to procurement was more tangential, although developing and supporting youth-led businesses may be an area for further consideration.

· There were a few concerns around religion or belief. Work undertaken in relation to race may be largely applicable to this new strand, particularly in terms of HR, although there were concerns that may not be entirely applicable. For example in relation to community engagement how, should non-believers/humanists be accommodated? Similarly, in relation to service delivery and procurement there were concerns that accommodating religion or belief may “dis-accommodate” other equality groups, most notably those relating to sexuality.

· There were felt to be substantial concerns in relation to sexuality. This included deciding which areas were relevant to consider, high-level political objections in some authorities and reluctance amongst some parts of the public/staff to answering questions on their sexuality. 

Guidance Note: Getting Started

In developing your approach to extending equalities you should consider the following issues: 

· Each local authority has very different community characteristics and different levels of community cohesion. Core census data provides some information in all new equality areas, but it is of variable quality (except in relation to age). Other tools exist for quantifying communities (e.g. NATSAL2
 for Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual communities).

· Staff and resources for equalities work vary significantly between authorities. Good practice needs to be based on understanding of limited capacity and resources.

· There is a need to establish a local authority specific Business Case for each new equality strand under each of the four themes (community engagement, service delivery, human resources and procurement) and use this as the basis of establishing targets and the purpose of monitoring.

· Need to apply ‘test of relevance’ to equalities actions. Important to acknowledge need to prioritise monitoring of key services and not apply same approach to every service. This may be based on e.g. size of contract, importance of service etc, LA priorities and strategy.

· Monitoring is not always about setting ‘hard’ targets for every area – not always relevant or useful, it may be more useful to have ‘soft’ targets, aspirational targets.

· Ensure community engagement methods are fresh and relevant.

Guidance Note: Theme 1 - Community Engagement and Consultation

In establishing your “business case” for community engagement and consultation with the new equalities strands you may want to ask the following questions:

· What is the size of the new equality communities in your authority?

· How does this profile differ from other parts of London or the rest of England/ the UK (e.g. overall London has much younger population than the rest of the country, however, some of the outer London boroughs have growing numbers of much older people)?

· Are there any national priorities or targets that your authority must be met that you will find difficult to deliver on if you don’t engage these new communities (e.g. an authority is unlikely to meet its teenage pregnancy targets if it does not have a strategy for engaging young people)?

· Are there any priorities within your Local Area Agreement that are targeted at these communities or that require the engagement of these communities in order for your authority to meet its objectives and plans?

· What do you already know about these communities? Does this tell you about any preferences they may have for methods of engagement?

· Has the authority undertaken any work in the past targeted at these communities that can provide you with learning opportunities? Are there any existing mechanisms for engaging the new equality strands e.g. voluntary and community?

Good Practice Examples

A number of authorities have commissioned research to develop a more accurate picture of the needs of new equalities groups, particularly more hidden communities, such as Lesbian, Gay Bisexual and Transgendered (LGBT) people. Recent examples include Lewisham and Lambeth. In other areas work has been undertaken by the local PCT with input from the local authority (e.g. Brent and Harrow). 

Building trust with new equality communities is important. Building upon the research with LGBT communities in the borough, Lewisham supported the development of a new forum and jointly promoted LGBT history month. It has now established and tested new accessible consultation methods.

The voluntary sector at both a local and national level can also provide assistance with consultation. A number of West London inter-faith groups have made places available to the British Humanist Association.

Local Age Concern branches can provide valuable ways of accessing older people, and, in most authorities there are a variety of younger people’s organisations – often participating in Youth Councils.

One outer London Borough without commercial or voluntary sector agencies working specifically with LGBT communities works with a lesbian and gay centre in a neighbouring borough which is used by its LGBT residents. Whilst the outer London Borough doesn’t directly fund this service its local PCT does and they are happy to work with the authority on behalf of their community.

Guidance Note: Theme 2 - Service Delivery

In developing your business case for Service Delivery a similar range of questions to those asked under theme one need to be addressed. In addition it is important to:

Identify the statutory requirements in relation to discrimination in the provision of services.

Understand the profile of both current users and potential/eligible users of services against the new equality strands and undertake a gap analysis.

In addition, to get started we recommend that you identify the top ten service areas most likely to be used by the new equality groups and identify any ways in which access to, or the quality of, the service provided may be affected by an individuals sexuality, age, religion or belief. Your consultative process should be used to help you identify the top ten service areas.

Some of these may have already been identified by national guidance or good practice. For example, do you schools have effective strategies for combating homophobic bullying?
Other areas may not always be obvious. For example, do your care homes make any provision for older LGBT people?

Good Practice Guidance

Sources of additional help in relation to both statutory duties and good practice in service delivery can be found for the different equality groups:

www.ageconcern.org.uk particularly in relation to older people (but also covers age discrimination for younger people).

www.stonewall.org.uk for LGBT people.

www.humanism.org.uk in relation to engaging people with faith and no religion or faith

Guidance Note: Theme 3 - Human Resources

Establishing the business case in relation to human resources for the new equality groups is perhaps more straightforward. The case has been developed for the “traditional” equalities groups and includes both legal requirements to prevent discrimination and good practice to maximise the investment in your workforces and reduce recruitment costs etc. Similarly a workforce that more accurately reflects the local community may be better supported by residents and provide more culturally appropriate (and therefore efficient and effective) services and contribute to your community cohesion goals.

It should be noted that a number of authorities reported that their HR functions gathered a lot of data but in some cases did not report them or make use of them in workforce planning.

Good Practice Examples

Monitoring and target setting for LGBT staff in HR policies has been identified as one of the biggest challenges. In some areas there are barriers to staff publicly identifying their sexuality or participating in community specific forums.

Lewisham are developing a multifaceted approach to this area which will include a variety of contact points to LBGT staff and the community. The council hope to develop “virtual” internet-based forums for various staff groups including LGBT staff.

Stonewall have prepared extensive guidance on this issue for employers and are keen to work with individual authorities to provide direct support on HR issues through their “Diversity Champions” programme:
http://www.stonewall.org.uk/workplace/default.asp   

Guidance Note Theme 4: Procurement

In establishing your business case for extending equalities in procurement to the new equalities groups you may wish to consider the following issues:

· What can engagement with the new equalities strands add to your best value approach to competitive tendering? Does it extend the possible market of providers, improving service provision and reducing costs? 

· How can it contribute to your approach to effective commissioning, for example contribute to your needs assessment, assist in developing improved service specifications and reviewing service delivery?

· Are there savings in developing common sets of paperwork at PQQ stage?

· Does your authority have other economic development priorities that your procurement policy could contribute to e.g. developing and sustaining more start-up businesses amongst minority communities, young people etc?

· Will this work contribute to the capacity building of small businesses in your area and develop good employment practices that avoid discrimination and litigation.

In procurement there are three critical stages:

· Pre-procurement activity

· Tendering and the procurement process

· Contract monitoring 

Good Practice Examples

Pre-Procurement Activity – Barnet, Lambeth and Lewisham have developed capacity building programmes and training to build an inclusive provider base. This includes work to enable the organisation to understand equalities and monitoring, the tendering process and key documentation required.

Tendering & Procurement Processes – A number of authorities have developed Pre-Qualification Questionnaires that include the new equalities groups. Good examples of PQQ’s that could be adapted by other authorities include: Lewisham, Hammersmith & Fulham, Lambeth & Croydon. Transport for London, as part of the Greater London Authority group was also identified as a good practice organisation in this regard.

Contract Monitoring – this has proved to be more challenging for many authorities. However, good practice examples do exist. Lewisham’s Commissioning Service for Children & Young People has developed a useful monitoring framework to ensure external providers of services are monitoring equalities groups.
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5.2 Public & Community Engagement

General Learning Points:

· Engagement model should reflect and respond to local needs and community diversity. Key to this is knowing and understanding the community you are engaging with.

· Ensure engagement is inclusive and continually review this.

· Engagement should reflect priorities in your Community Plan and this should assist in identifying the priority communities you need to engage with.

· Establishing an engagement process is not a “one-off” you need to constantly refine and revise your processes and targets to reflect need to include and reach new communities.

· You need to use various methods of public engagement not just one – what works with older people may not work with LGBT communities. Once methodologies are established they need to be continually ‘refreshed’.

· You need to avoid engagement only by the ‘mad, bad and sad’ and need to be able to recognise and address this as soon as it happens. You should ensure that engagement forums don’t just focus on personal concerns of those attending but reflect wider community needs – this requires ongoing work to encourage new people to attend forums and keep them informal in structure.

· You can make use of local authority powers to cease an engagement/consultation exercise if it is failing to active its outcomes. 

Good Practice Example

Tower Hamlets had local forums for engagement, based on local neighbourhoods. These became dominated by certain groups and were not representative of TH communities. The Council moved to eight Local Area Partnerships (LAPs) and now engagement is based around that model. Each LAP Agreement has individual targets for community engagements based on local needs and demographic data. 

Alongside LAPs, Tower Hamlets has a Residents Panel, general consultative forums for older people, LBGT community, interfaith forums and a Disability Access group. It also uses third sector organisations as a means of reaching many communities. In most case Tower Hamlets has clear terms of reference for each group to ensure everyone is clear of role and remit. 

Engagement & the ESLG

Some local authorities have set up complex engagement processes around the ESLG to meet the requirements of the Equality Standard. However, in most cases existing engagement processes can be used for ESLG purposes – the ESLG is not just about equalities but is about driving up the quality of customer services and making sure that all residents are getting the services they need. Other sources to support engagement can include:

· Analysing complaints as part of your engagement strategy

· Drawing data from your annual residents survey

Engagement is part of mainstreaming equalities and is an essential part of the “place shaping agenda” required as part of the Comprehensive Area Assessment.

Building on other types of Engagement or Consultation

· To avoid public “consultation fatigue” it makes sense to co-ordinate public engagement and look at opportunities to share engagement and consultation exercises within the local authority and with other public bodies, in particular the PCT.

· Sometimes the public will engage better if the authority takes a “back seat” and processes are led by outsiders – either voluntary sector agencies or consultants. This is particularly the case where there may be a lack of trust between a particular community and the authority.

· Staff can also be part of your community engagement and you can test out ideas with Staff Forums – many will be local residents and all are stake-holders in the services delivered. 

· Opportunities for engagement aren’t always through formal events – you can undertake engagement at community festivals etc and this has the added advantage of the authority being seen to care about that community with participation a two-way street.

Good Practice Example

Tower Hamlets has developed a Consultation Calendar which as a tool for all its local partners to plan, co-ordinate and share consultation exercises.

Scrutiny & the Role of Members

· Councillors are elected to represent communities and as such they often have access to hard to reach communities. Whilst this should be part of your engagement strategy it is not sufficient in itself as the nature of role and political priorities cannot always be fully or truly representative. For example a Muslim councillor may feel uncomfortable or unable to articulate and represent the needs of LGBT Muslim residents.

· Local Authority Scrutiny Process can also be a useful part of engagement, providing alternative opportunities for voices to be heard and issues to be raised

Good Practice Example 

Enfield used its scrutiny process for member led reflection on refugee and asylum seekers issues which facilitated public engagement and provided for effective myth-busting on these issues.

Skills & Staffing

· Local authority officers are not always familiar with consultation and engagement processes and mechanisms.

· There are a range of skills needed in leading engagement exercises and staff should be trained to undertake these – a bad engagement process is worse than no engagement and can do lasting damage to an authority in the eyes of that community.

·  Problems can arise if groups are overloaded with many and complex issues. There can be a presumption that communities being engaged with fully understand the issue when they may not. 

· Many engagement and consultation exercises start without a clear plan as to how results are going to be adequately and usefully recorded, analysed and fed back.

Good Practice Example

Enfield has developed an Engagement Checklist this provides staff across the local strategic partnership with guidance on how to undertake public engagement and includes a database which is regularly updated on external contacts for consultation purposes.

Feedback

· Absence of feedback and reporting of outcomes of engagement and consultation exercises results in reluctance of communities participating in future exercises. 

· Those involved need to know the difference, if any, their participation made. 

· It is as important to explain what has not changed as a result of the engagement as what has changed.

Good Practice Example

British Transport Police have a Deaf and Disability Consultation Group – if this group makes a recommendation to the BTP they are guaranteed a response to identify what action has been taken on the recommendation or a reason why no action was to be taken. This enabled the group to believe their contribution was valued and the BTP were accountable.

The group also identified Ten Key Principles to Public Engagement:

· Adequate Planning

· Communication and Consultation

· Sufficient Resources

· Appropriate structure and organisation (to the exercise)

· Clear outputs and outcomes

· Ability to manage expectations (and anxieties) and needs of all participants e.g. confidentiality rules, accessible space etc.

· Make best use of existing resources and processes – avoid duplication

· Share best practice

· Ensure continuous improvement

· Ensure lead staff have appropriate skills and abilities. 
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� On present costings securing external assessment on the peer assessment model for all authorities at Level 5 by 2012 will cost in excess of £100,000 (£360,000 if a peer assessment is not used). 


� The Greater London Authority, Transport for London, the London Fire & Emergency Planning Authority, the London Development Agency and the Metropolitan Police Authority. 


� Unless otherwise stated “Capital Ambition” in this report refers to the original Capital Ambition which commissioned the report.


� Under the Comprehensive Performance Assessment (CPA) regime. 


� “Capital Ambition: A Manifesto for Securing Leading Public Service in London – A Regional Improvement Strategy for London local government” (January, 2006).


� This definition includes all 32 London and Royal Boroughs and City authorities, the Corporation of London, the Greater London Authority, the London Fire & Emergency Planning Authority and the Metropolitan Police Authority.


� To align this target with the date of authorities’ declarations this target date is now interpreted as 31st March 2009.


� The revised ESLG can be downloaded at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.idea.gov.uk/idk/aio/6531086" ��http://www.idea.gov.uk/idk/aio/6531086� 


� “progress on the Equality Standard for Local Government in London Councils” (OPM, Jan.2007)


� Please note that direct comparisons between the OPM research and the findings in this report need some caution. The OPM research reported on London councils only, whilst this support service and the findings relate to the 33 local authorities (including the Corporation of London) and also include the GLA, LFEPA and MPA.


� This is not a universal concern, a number of officers are enthusiastic about the ESLG and report that it has provided them with an invaluable structure through which they can engage both members and colleagues.


� Those authorities declaring before 31st March 2007 are not required to undergo external assessment but are “encouraged” to do so.


� On present costings securing external assessment on the peer assessment model for all authorities at Level 5 by 2012 will cost in excess of £100,000 (£360,000 if a peer assessment is not used). 


� A significant number of authorities have undertaken the majority of preparatory work for Level 3 external assessments. This column therefore includes changes to the assessment level expected in the first quarter of 2008/9 where authorities have indicated that they are attempting to arrange external assessments.


� These projections include both authorities own assessments and those of the consultants based upon their knowledge of the authorities progress.


� National Survey of Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles II: National Centre for Social Research, 2003. Further information at � HYPERLINK "http://www.avert.org/hsexu1.htm" ��http://www.avert.org/hsexu1.htm�  
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