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PROJECT BRIEF and OVERVIEW
Corporate governance can be defined as 

‘The framework of accountability to users, stakeholders and the wider community, within which organisations take decisions, and lead and control their functions, to achieve their objectives.’ 







(Audit Commission 2003)
Getting governance arrangements right is not just about box-ticking and satisfying auditors; failures of corporate governance arrangements contribute to avoidable, frequently spectacular and occasionally tragic business failure.
 (Audit Scotland, 2005; Davies 2003).

REMIT

The remit of this short review was to respond to the Gateway report recommendations concerning governance:

“Ensure that all Board members have a common understanding of their role in a Prince 2 environment (especially with respect to Challenge) and that the Management Group are comfortable in the Managing Successful Programmes environment. 
The Programme Board need to consider the roles and responsibilities of the Programme Manager, SRO and the management group to be clear about the accountability for delivering the aims, objectives and targets specified in the business case.” 

Gateway Review 0 (09/01/07)
It was agreed that the work on governance should include:
· A description of ‘best practice’ for Governance; policy and literature review, audit of current arrangements and informal meetings with some key stakeholders
· Draft Report to set direction and scope the workshop

· Workshop – a half day workshop for Programme Board and Management Group members to coincide with the next Scheduled Board meeting on 12 March 2007
· Final report including proposed remits for Board and Management Group together with other ‘constitutional’ documents considered necessary
METHOD

A suggested model of governance arrangements for the Telecare programme has been established based on a review of literature and best practice guidance. The principal sources of guidance are the Office of Government Commerce (OGC) PRINCE 2 and Managing Successful Programmes structures, but this has been tempered with a review of other corporate governance standards for the public, private and non-profit sectors and with relevant audit reports on lessons learned from other organisations and programmes. A judgement has been applied about what is proportionate for this scale of programme.

A review of programme documents and discussions with a number of stakeholders involved in the process enabled a comparison of the model to existing practice and identified gaps in current practice. The full analysis is at Appendix 1, together with a bibliography. 
Key themes were discussed at a workshop involving Programme Board and Management Group members. Roles and responsibilities and future agenda were particularly explored. 

The main conclusions from the exercise overall are explored below.
Key Deliverables and Recommendations

FUNCTION OF THE PROGRAMME BOARD
There is a difference between the Managing Successful Programmes (MSP) / PRINCE2 remit of Boards and that which is more commonly adopted for the governance of public, private and non-profit organisations.  
The OGC guidance is very clear that the Programme Board is a small, Executive function, chaired and controlled by the SRO, with whom all decision making and accountability rests. Other members (2) represent senior suppliers and senior users and there may be a project sponsor/funder also represented, but this authority is usually vested in the SRO. The PRINCE2 approach assumes a customer/supplier environment.
In managing organisations, we are more familiar with the non-executive model of a Board, where there is separation between executive and non-executive functions and where executives are held to account by non-executives. Membership is broader and representational and brings personal external expertise to bear on organisation governance and strategic development. 
It is considered that a ‘pure’ PRINCE 2/MSG approach is inappropriate here for the following reasons:

· the very broad strategic reach of this Development Programme

·  the multiplicity of stakeholders 
·  the need - through the Programme Board - to address some of the issues raised elsewhere in this paper
· The lack of a straightforward customer/supplier interface.

The model which is suggested here and in the detailed appendices combines the PRINCE/MSG and a more strategic, stakeholder-focussed Board.
This was subject to thorough discussion at the Workshop and the following conclusions and recommendations are offered here:

· The Management Group should continue to function as the key operational grouping, led by the Programme Manager, in managing the Telecare Development Fund and supporting individual partnerships, reporting to the SRO and at summary level, to the Programme Board. The SRO should no longer be a member of the Management Group.
· The Telecare Development Programme Board should focus on its strategic role; supporting the awareness and development of Telecare across Scotland. It should support and advise the SRO in discharging his Executive accountability for the realisation of benefits from the Development Fund. 

· Draft revised roles for the Board, its individual members and the SRO are attached at Appendix 2 for review and approval.
COMPOSITION OF THE BOARD
It is considered appropriate that the Board continues to reflect a breadth of stakeholder representation and personal expertise in the area. Membership was reviewed at the Workshop and a revised current list is attached at Appendix 3
User and Carer representatives had been invited onto the Programme Board. In the initial design stages of the Programme, the feedback is that these roles were very helpful and that the individuals felt involved and that ideas/concerns were reflected in the programme. As the Programme has progressed, the user and carer representatives have been unable to attend and now feel that attendance may not be the best use of their valuable time, but that alternative methods of involvement on specific issues is needed. Individual Partnerships are required to demonstrate engagement with users and carers in individual projects and this is part of the on-going assessment. Thought needs to be given as to how to ensure carer and user input at strategic level in the programme. National user and carer groups such as Coalition of Carers should be approached to discuss how best to engage users and carers at the strategic level against specific, items of the agreed agenda

Following the workshop and the clarification of roles, it was agreed to write to individual Board members to reiterate these roles and commitments and to seek confirmation of a willingness to continue to participate. 

It was agreed that further representation needs to be sought as follows: 

· NHS 24

· Other senior NHS Board representation

· Telecare Services Association (TSA) representing the suppliers
· Voluntary sector representation (?CCPA)
PROGRAMME BOARD AGENDAS
The Board has been reacting to the speed of initial implementation of the Funding Programme and inevitably agendas have been reactive or short-term future focussed. An opportunity now presents to review the agenda and re-focus the Board on a longer term, strategic view. 
Board agendas should be future focussed where at all possible, with standing items relating to sign-off of project stages and consistently formatted, standardised performance management reports which are timely, relevant and reliable. As the evaluation framework is agreed and implemented and the Programme Plan developed, standardisation of reports should become more straightforward.
The workshop agreed and prioritised issues for future development, which are attached at Appendix 4.
ROLE OF CONSULTANTS
The pace of achievement in the programme has been remarkable and feedback clearly related this to the input of consultants filling programme initiation and management roles. However, there was some confusion about the roles of the various parties and it is considered helpful to clarify these here:
Brian Kerr – Assisting with programme management on an interim basis in the absence of a programme manager, in particular liaison with Programme Board and support to partnerships

Amanda Britain – Specialist Advisor. Was initially acting as programme manager, now handed to Brian. Manages the evaluation contract with YHEC and chairs the Research Advisory Group, also responsible for developing the Programme Plan and Quality Assurance Plan. This role is closest to the OGC Business Change Manager role (Appendix 5) and consideration should be given to incorporating this role description to assist with clear linkages into the managing Successful Programme environment

Tony O’Sullivan – assessment of VFM and benefits realisation in partnership bids, assisting in developing a monitoring framework. Revision of Business Case and development of a Risk Strategy from the existing Risk Register.
Grant Hughes is a full time manager of the JIT support team. He provides support to this Programme (through co-ordination, financial management and support to the programme management role) as well as to other JIT functions and liaison within the Scottish Executive.
STRATEGIC FIT
Whilst the business case makes clear some of the key policy connections, there was some lack of clarity about exactly how this programme feeds into the many related policy strands. There was agreement at the workshop that this, related to identifying a comprehensive list of stakeholders, should inform a revised communication plan. In addition to the reporting structure for the programme, it is suggested that a map of policy/stakeholder strands may be helpful. A first draft is attached at Appendix 6 for discussion. 
DOCUMENTS TO SUPPORT PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT AND GOVERNANCE
PRINCE2 is heavily driven by documentation, which is appropriate in a high risk, high investment IT procurement, but less so in this environment where most of the project management sits with individual partnerships and the financial investment is comparatively modest. The aim has been to identify a sensible sub-set of documentation which will be helpful, auditable and not top heavy. This list, its purposes and current status is at Appendix 7.
LEARNING FROM THE ENGLISH AND WELSH EXPERIENCE.
Contact has been made with Telecare programmes in England and Wales to establish whether there are lessons to be learned from governance structures elsewhere.

The English programme is managed in a very different way to the Scottish. Whilst there is a specific grant of £80m, it is not ring-fenced and has been allocated to Local Authorities with guidelines and support for its use, rather than tied to specific applications and projects. Monitoring will be through the Commission for Social Care Inspection, which will monitor numbers of people receiving preventative technology since the issue of the grant. The English Telecare Implementation Guidance, networking and the establishment of the PASA framework (which has been Gateway reviewed) have all been effectively engaged within the Scottish scheme. There is a Regional Centre of Excellence structure to support partnerships and a project management group focussing on efficiency savings in social care.
The Welsh Assembly grant of £9.8m is more similar in its application to the Scottish Executive funding, although it is not following a formal MSP/PRINCE2 and Gateway review process. The Welsh project board structure represents internal Welsh Assembly stakeholders. There is guidance for and formal assessment of grant applications, a formal evaluation commissioned from Imperial College and a Learning and Improvement network for partnerships which meets 4-6 times per year. The PASA framework is also being advocated to Local Authorities. By deciding to procure together across Wales, the Authorities are saving up to an estimated £2m. Because of late issue of funds, a ‘roll-over’ has been agreed (funds will not be claimed back by central government when they are under-spent in 2006/7), with the guarantee that the full funding will have been spent by the end of 2007/8. 

Following a recent audit by the National Assembly Audit Committee, strengthened grant management arrangements have been put in place, including an e-grant system and a revised training module focusing on effective management and monitoring of grant schemes. Arrangements are also in hand to establish a Community of Practice on grant management within the Assembly Government.
PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT INFRASTRUCTURE AT THE SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE.

There were a number of points which came from the Gap Analysis, which need to be fed back into the Scottish Executive Centre of Excellence/ central resource for programme management. However, it is not clear how this function, which is a recommended support within an organisation adopting a PRINCE 2/MSP approach, is provided.

A central source of advice, core documentation and structural approaches would certainly have assisted in the early development of the governance of this programme, in advance of Gateway review. This would provide core training and a focus for the collation and dissemination of Lessons Learned from other programmes. 
Equally, one of the main issues for the governance of the programme has been the lack of an internal programme manager at an early stage. On element of the difficulty in making this appointment has been Scottish Executive regulations on the use of Capital funding. However, if the PRINCE/MSP approach is mandatory for capital schemes of this size, some thought should be given to the facilitation/ programme management within capital spend.
CONCLUSION

The pace of approval and disbursement for the funding element of this Programme has inevitably led to an evolving, rather than a planned governance structure. This has not increased risk, but has resulted in some communication difficulties on occasion. Both the Gateway Review and the current phase of the programme have presented an opportunity to review the arrangements and to make adjustments to ensure that roles are clearly understood and owned and that the forward agenda is agreed and prioritised. 

TELECARE DEVELOPMENT GOVERNANCE ARRANGEMENTS

Appendix 1 

‘GAP’ ANALYSIS

Telecare Development Programme

Governance Model

GAP ANALYSIS

Introduction

A suggested model of governance arrangements for the Telecare programme based on a review of literature and best practice guidance has been established (left hand column). A judgement has been applied about what is appropriate for this scale of programme. The principal sources of guidance are the OGC PRINCE 2 and Managing Successful Programmes structures, but this has been tempered with a review of other corporate governance standards for the public, private and no-profit sectors and with relevant audit reports on lessons learned from other organisations and programmes. Sources are acknowledged at pages 16 and 17 of this document. A number of stakeholders currently involved in the process have also been interviewed to gain as comprehensive a picture as possible in the time available.

This suggested model is then compared to existing practice and an attempt made to identify the gaps in current practice in order to enable conclusions and recommendations to be drawn for the full report. 

The model is based around three key areas:

1
:
Structure and Roles 
2
:
Processes and Controls 

3
:
Stakeholder Engagement and Communication
N.B.  Red, amber and green are used as indicators because of the familiarity with this approach. They are used within the context of this report and its brief, not in terms of programme sustainability. None of the issues addressed here are regarded in the Gateway Review as critical for immediate action or business critical risks. It should be noted that the model was drawn to focus particularly on areas identified for attention, and therefore to should be expected that a high proportion of points will need some action.

	STRUCTURE

	The programme has a clear structure and was actively designed specifically for this programme.
	Clear structure defined and documented specifically for the programme
	Will need to be updated to reflect changes below and currently does not include Research Advisory Group
	(

	Each governing group should have a statement of its roles and key functions and individual members should understand their duties and responsibilities and should have a statement defining them, including skills and competencies required.
	The main groups have defined and documented roles as does the programme manager post (vacant).
	Whilst individuals may be clear about their roles, there is some confusion about the roles of others. Individual board members have no role descriptions, nor does the SRO. Existing groups and individual roles need to be reviewed in the light of the Gateway Review and this framework
	(

	AGENDAS

	Meetings of the Programme Board are linked to programme milestones
	Programme Board meetings to date have been scheduled every 2 months, which has coincided with key decision points in a fast moving programme
	Programme plan being revised in PRINCE 2/MSP format. Future PB meetings should be linked to Milestones
	(

	The Programme Board should be supplied in a timely manner with information in a form and of a quality appropriate to enable it to discharge its duties. 
	There is no consensus on whether information provision is too much/too little or timely.
	Agreement needs to be reached on the type, format and timing of information to support the agenda and reviewed as part of PB meetings
	(

	The Programme Board spends enough time looking ahead - rather than looking back and strikes a balance between discussion about strategic planning and delivery of the programme.
	Agendas appear to be split approximately 50/50 between review and future items.
	There is acknowledgement that the future Board agenda needs to be more proactive and that a forward work plan needs to be agreed
	(

	MEMBERSHIP

	Key Stakeholders are identified as Sponsors and appointed by the SRO as Programme Board members, with specific remit to assist in decision-making and on-going progress of the programme. 
	PB has been drawn from Stakeholder identified through the Essential Connections programme and personal knowledge of the SRO. The 3 funding bodies are not all represented except through the SRO
	There is universal acknowledgement that the Board has grown organically, in response to demand and from an initial ad-hoc basis. Attendance at meetings has been patchy and there are issues about consistency, turnover and substitution. A more rigorous examination of the required representation and how to discharge that is needed.
	(

	There is a transparent procedure for the appointment of new members to the Programme Board.
	A letter of appointment and Board remit have been devised.
	
	

	The Programme Board is of a size that allows for efficiency and real strategic discussion
	The PB is larger than in the PRINCE2/MSP guidance 
	
	

	ACCOUNTABILITY

	Accountability relationships between all groups and individuals involved in the Programme are clear and understood
	Constitutional documents identify clearly drawn lines of accountability.
	Awareness of these documents is patchy and the tripartite nature of funding appears to make this less clear
	(

	The Programme Board provides the owner with stakeholder/technical input to decisions affecting the programme; ultimate authority and accountability resides with the SRO.
	The Programme Board is larger than guidelines allow, but functions broadly in this way.
	The difference between the Managing Successful Programmes and PRINCE design of Boards and the non-executive governance role of public, private and non-profit organisations is not clearly understood in this environment
	(

	Governance arrangements are robust enough to ensure that “bad news” is not filtered out of progress reports 
	Meetings of the PB and MG would appear to be open and challenging. One of the positive impacts of several part time roles is that no one person is able to exert undue influence
	
	(

	External consultants are accountable and committed to help ensure successful and timely delivery
	Remarkable progress has been made in a short time frame because of clearly accountable consultancy support
	Roles of consultants are not always clearly understood by other stakeholders in the process
	(

	Where Programme Board Members need to become involved in operational matters, they should separate their strategic and operational roles. 
	SRO quite involved – e.g. membership and chair of management group – in absence of a programme manager
	Different views of how the Board works would challenge this assertion. Need to determine appropriate model and then establish separation of roles
	(

	Everyone involved in the programme operates in accordance with the Standards of Public Life. They recuse themselves from decisions when they have conflicts of interest.
	No evidence to date of such conflicts from meetings or agenda. Where potential conflicts exist for PB, information has been anonymised, although partnerships are occasionally named in PB papers.
	Need to confirm whether PB members are happy/agree with this safeguard
	(

	It is clear to whom the SRO is accountable for the use of Programme resources, including finance, staff and equipment.

It is clear to whom the Programme Manager is accountable for the use of resources.
	It is clear that the SRO reports to the Ministerial Steering Group. Because of the tripartite nature of funding, this cannot be one individual. All funding interests are represented on the MSG. the programme manager post is clearly accountable to the SRO
	No
	(


	STRATEGIC FIT

	Programme objectives and benefits are clearly linked to overall strategic direction, delivery and operational activities for the organisation and to any shifts in priorities, including agreed measures of success.
	There is clear linkage to national policy.  The scope of the impact across many different policy strands needs constant two-way communication. 
	PB needs to spend a significant amount of its time on policy and strategic development and communication
	(

	There is a ‘map’ of cross-cutting relationships between this policy strand and those of other Departments/agencies. 

All relevant Departments/Agencies have been fully signed up.
	No map exists, but many of the key stakeholders are represented through the various programme groupings and Essential Connections
	Draft map attached
	(

	There is a direct link between the Programme Board’s priorities and those of individual partnerships
	The aims of the programme are clearly owned by local partnerships and even the applications which did not secure immediate release of funding demonstrated shared strategic values
	No
	(

	All proposed commitments and announcements are first checked for delivery implications
	The Telecare programme was officially launched by Malcolm Chisholm in August 2006 to significant press interest. All public announcements are approved via the Ministerial Steering Group.
	No
	(


	DECISION TAKING

	There is a rigorous, transparent process for taking decisions, having and using good quality information, advice and support
	Management group meets every two weeks, which is essential because of the different roles and part time involvement. Decisions are signed off at this and confirmed by PB 
	Some notes are taken from management team meetings, but more concrete decision log/action lists are needed
	(

	There is agreement on the types of decisions that are delegated to the management team and those that are reserved for the Programme Board. 
	The Management Team takes operational decisions and detailed decisions involving individual partnerships. The PB takes strategic decisions and agrees the frameworks within which the Management team operates
	Whilst this seems to be clearly understood, it may need to be exampled and reiterated to members as 
	(

	Strategic decisions and serious problems within the Programme are referred to the Programme Board and upward to the Ministerial Steering Group as appropriate, in a timely manner.
	Strategic framework decisions are taken by PB – e.g. criteria for assessments, approval and amendment of risk log. No more serious problems have occurred requiring escalation, but the structure exists to do this
	No
	(

	There is a central repository of decisions made throughout the programme to chart the history of decisions and allow newcomers to understand the background.
	Comprehensive minutes of PB are recorded, but there is no summarised decision log
	A high-level decision log, linked to the programme plan would be useful
	(


	RISK MANAGEMENT 

	The nature and extent of the risks facing the programme have been identified and the likelihood of occurrence assessed
	A first Risk Log was developed, discussed and amended by the Programme Board. This is being reviewed and re-worked into a full Risk Strategy by the Specialist advisor to the programme, linked to the re-development of the business case
	Yes, being addressed
	(

	The extent and categories of risk which the Ministerial Steering Group and Programme Board regard as acceptable for the programme to bear have been agreed and clearly communicated.
	
	
	

	Appropriate contingency plans and risk management strategies for dealing with the significant risks that have been identified have been developed and approved. 
	
	
	

	There is a mechanism in place to ensure that appropriate change or action occurs in response to any changes in the risks facing the programme.
	
	
	


	FINANCIAL CONTROL

	A clear methodology is used in determining the costs of achieving the programme’s objectives. Regular reviews of whether the programme funding is still adequate are undertaken
	The business case scales the proposed implementation of Telecare against the available funding. Funding of £8m is proportionate the English investment of £80m, although less than the Welsh £9.8m
	It would be fair to say that this is not a bottom-up costing exercise and that there are revenue costs and further scope for development that partners will need to manage themselves. Successful delivery of programme outcomes is expected to lead to efficiency savings and possibly to further capital funding
	(


	The implications of short-term funding for both delivery of overall objectives and project sustainability are carefully considered and mechanisms for ongoing maintenance and support put in place
	It is an expectation placed on partnerships that they demonstrate how sustainability of solutions
	
	

	There are clear structures in place for financial management (budgets, planning etc), finance administration (salaries, invoices, etc) and procurement.
	Internal controls for the authorisation and release of funds are followed and a detailed monitoring spreadsheet is kept up to date. 
	No
	(

	Financial reports are clear and easy to understand, enable the Programme Board to take appropriate decisions and provide sufficient evidence of assurance of budget compliance
	The PB does not receive financial reports, but progress reports in general terms.
	Regular summary financial reports should be available for the Programme Board
	(


	Signed agreements with delivery partners cover all important aspects of delivery, including a clear indication about the objectives, level, duration and ring-fencing of funding, the expected outcomes, monitoring arrangements and outcome assessment
	Design of signed forms of agreement is being completed
	No
	(

	BENEFIT MANAGEMENT

	There is a clear set of objectives and benefits (expressed as outcomes) in the business case, and a framework for the collection of information, measuring and monitoring of progress against their attainment and the impact of the initiative overall.
	The business case review is progressing in tandem with the specification and issue to partnerships of information templates, which are now agreed and which clearly link to programme objectives and benefits.
	No
	(

	Regular, timely, relevant and reliable performance management reports are prepared for the Board.
	Regular progress reports are provided to the PB in a standard format. These will improve upon the completion of the risk management strategy and revised business case and with receipt of the first monitoring returns from partnerships
	Standardised performance management reports should be prepared for the programme board, including summary financial information 
	(

	There is a clear methodology for assessing bids to ensure they meet agreed criteria, clear allocation of funds to delivery partners, assurance obtained over delivery partners' ability to deliver and their project planning and documented approval of successful bids. 
	Stage 1 and Stage 2 assessment processes have/are being conducted against clear criteria approved and documented with the PB. 
	No
	(

	The projected timing of achievement of results is realistic and not constrained by short term programme goals
	The timescale for assessment of outcomes  is intentionally longer than the programme duration and is being reflected in the programme plan, YHEC evaluation and, later, the JPPIAF
	No
	(

	There is a programme evaluation exercise which will not be "academic", but will change the organisation's management and implementation of projects.
	The YHEC study combined with the lessons learned through the Gateway review process are being incorporated into programme management design.
	It is not clear how the lessons learned from this programme feed back into SE-wide programme and grant management processes
	(

	Outcomes are expressed with a clarity that will allow the SRO formally to close the programme and sign-off that the aims and objectives have been met and that lessons learned are documented and disseminated. 
	The timetable for the YHEC evaluation is for final evaluation to be submitted by June 2008
	Some difficulties have been experienced with the contractors and in establishing the necessary governance of the evaluation contract, but these have been resolved
	(

	PROGRAMME SUPPORT

	Programme support is available to act as an information hub, to provide administrative support, progress tracking and reporting, information management, financial accounting, risk and issue tracking, quality control, and change control
	The programme office is part time for this programme and supports the rest of the JIT, which is reasonable in view of the size of the programme
	The lack of a permanent Programme manager who is internal to the Scottish Executive, combined with the inevitable peaks and troughs of workloads puts a strain on the capacity of the programme support staff. There is no hub of expertise or experience in PRINCE 2 or Managing Successful Programmes
	(


	PROGRAMME PLAN

	There is a clear programme plan that is the key control document for the programme. covers the full period of the planned delivery and all business change required, and indicates the means of benefits realisation
	A Programme Plan is being developed in accordance with PRINCE 2 and Managing Successful Programmes guidance and acting on recommendations from the Gateway Review process
	Yes, but being progressed
	(

	The programme plan is founded upon realistic timescales, taking account of statutory lead times, and showing critical dependencies such that any delays can be handled. It contains:

· Project information including the list of projects (the Project Portfolio), their target timescales and costs, the grouping of projects into tranches and milestone review points. Summary of risks and assumptions identified against successful completion of the Plan. 

· Monitoring and control activities, information requirements to support this, performance targets and responsibilities for the reporting, monitoring and control activities.
	
	
	

	The programme is subject to review at key decision points and milestones, making certain that any recommendations or concerns from reviews are met or addressed before progressing to the next stage.
	
	
	

	Programme planning and control is effectively integrated with Risk Management and Benefits Realisation.
	
	
	

	Lessons learnt from relevant projects are being applied
	The English and Welsh experience is actively being used and relevant guidance and networking applied
	There is a need for an improved network of projects and programmes within the SE to assist programme managers and SROs in their roles
	(

	BUSINESS CASE

	The business case demonstrates clear linkage between the Telecare proposal and the achievement of organisational objectives
	The business case makes clear strategic and policy linkages
	No
	(

	The business case provides sufficient clarity so that stakeholders understand fully what the proposed investment will mean for the organisation
	The business case is very clear on both financial and quality of life benefits from the proposal
	No 
	(

	The business case is periodically reviewed to establish whether

· Programmes are still affordable

· Outcomes are still achievable 
· Projects are still demonstrating value for money
	The business case is currently under review
	In hand
	(


	INVOLVEMENT

	The views of all stakeholders including service users and carers are taken account of in the business case. Stakeholders agree with and are committed to the objectives and benefits
	The Telecare programme has emerged from an existing body of work founded solidly upon agreed policy direction across the Scottish Executive and work in partnership with all relevant key stakeholders. This is made clear in the business case and signed up to with funding from sponsoring Departments
	No
	(

	There is a clear process for involving all stakeholders at appropriate levels in the programme and in individual projects
	The design of the programme board, the on-going support to partnerships is intended to ensure the involvement of all relevant stakeholders. Expectations are placed on partnerships – tested through the assessment of bids – that projects will engage the views of users and carers and involve all partners 
	User and carer representation at the PB has not been possible to date and an alternative method of securing input at strategic level is required


	(

	Guidance for delivery partners should be provided in sufficient time to allow robust applications to be made. Sufficient time should be provided to allow delivery partners effectively to involve other partners.
	The speed of funding approval and the need to get the funding out to partnerships militated against longer lead times for applications, which would have been desirable. Involvement is on-going, however, and support to partnerships who have struggled with the process is being supplied. Early warning of potential future funding streams is being given
	No
	(


	COMMUNICATION PLAN

	A communication plan is in place which identifies all relevant stakeholders, puts in place mechanisms for consultation and communication and tests whether the communication process is effective
	A draft communication strategy is in place, which requires review. Information is designed to be regularly fed back via board members’ representational roles, JIT newsletters, Essential Connections Reference Group members and the website
	The communication strategy should be reviewed, discussed and re-launched
	(


	All stakeholders can see and understand the governance structure
	This has been circulated to the PB and this process will review and amend it
	Following review, the programme’s governance structure should be posted on the web site
	

	There are established channels of communication for individuals to report problems
	On-going formal and informal contact with partnerships is open and two way and should allow for the reporting of problems
	No
	(

	SUPPLIERS

	There is understanding of and contact with the supply industry at senior levels in the organisation in order to assess supply-side risks
	There is no supplier representation on the PB, but there is senior user expertise and the PASA framework allows for senior level involvement in negotiation and risk assessment 
	No
	(

	A “User Intelligence Group” co-ordinates requirements, acts as a source of networking and support to partnerships, provides feedback to procurement and researches innovative future products
	A Telecare network, building on that of the Dementia Centre and hosted by them has been formed. Amongst other issues, this will particularly address the need for sharing of experience and support around procurement
	No
	(

	National contracts are used for sector-wide collaborative procurement 
	The PASA contract has been adopted and partnerships asked to justify the Best Value case if not using it
	No
	(
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PROGRAMME STRUCTURE AND ROLE DESCRIPTIONS

TELECARE PROGRAMME – GOVERNANCE FRAMEWORK
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Ministerial Steering Group – Chaired by the Deputy Minister for Health and Community Care, this body acts as the link back to Ministers for the oversight and implementation of the Programme. Include JFIAG as well?

Senior Responsible Owner – (Mike Martin, Director JIT) The SRO takes executive responsibility for the delivery of the programme aims and benefits as set out in the business case and within the funding allocated. The Senior Responsible Owner is responsible for ensuring the governance arrangements are effective is chair of the Programme Board.

Telecare Programme Board:  The high level, strategic decision making body for the Programme.  

Management Group – The Management Group has been established to be responsible for ensuring that necessary information and advice is made available to the Board and that decisions of the Board are efficiently implemented.  The primary focus for the Management Group is oversight of the Telecare Action Plan, ensuring it contains all the required actions and monitoring/reviewing the implementation of actions.

Essential Connections Reference Group:  This is a wider forum of people interested in promoting effective health, housing and social care working and has a wider remit (beyond Telecare) to advise and influence the JIT Essential Connections Programme.  The initial idea for a Telecare programme originates with this Reference Group.  The Reference Group is not a formal, direct part of the governance framework, but rather is available as a “sounding board” and a forum to discuss emerging issues and ideas.

National Programme Manager – This post will be responsible for delivery of the Telecare programme through local health and social care partnerships.  

Telecare Specialist Adviser (Amanda Britain – JIT Action Group/Craigforth Consultants) – The Specialist Adviser role has been created to support the SRO both with the provision of information/advice regarding development options for the programme and undertaking direct development work necessary to progress the implementation of the programme.

Research Advisory Group – A group which steers the monitoring and evaluation framework fro the Programme and manages the contract with the external evaluators, York Health Economics Consortium.

Telecare Network - There is also a network of local health and social care partnerships facilitated through the Dementia Services Centre allowing shared learning and providing a vehicle for development opportunities. 

The following pages identify detailed individual and group roles and responsibilities:

REMIT OF THE HEALTH & COMMUNITY CARE MINISTERIAL STEERING GROUP

Purpose

The purpose of the Health & Community Care Ministerial Steering Group is to ensure political ownership and leadership of all tripartite working between the Scottish Executive, NHSScotland and Local Government.  The group will give strategic direction and provide a forum for high level discussion on all appropriate cross cutting policies including the Joint Future Agenda, community care policy, health improvement and other areas of appropriate 3‑way interest. The Group can refer any matter it deems appropriate to the Joint Future Implementation and Advisory Group or to any other appropriate implementation vehicle.

Membership

The membership of the Health and Community Care Ministerial Steering Group is:  

Lewis Macdonald, Deputy Minister, Health & Community Care

George Lyon, Deputy Minister, Finance, Public Service Reform and Parliamentary Business

Pat Watters, President of COSLA

Eric Jackson. East Ayrshire Council

Kevin Woods, Chief Executive of NHS Scotland

Rory Mair, Chief Executive, COSLA

Peter Bates, Chair, NHS Tayside

Sir John Arbuthnott, Chair, NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde

Tony Taylor, Chair, NHS Borders

Garry Coutts Chair, NHS Highland

Corrie McChord, Stirling Council

Douglas Reid, East Ayrshire Council

Jim Dickie, Director of Social Work - North Lanarkshire Council

Mike Martin, Joint Improvement Team

Secretariat
Jane Kennedy, COSLA

David Meikle, Scottish Executive

Linda Watters, Scottish Executive

HD Officials and Secretariat

The Joint Future Unit and COSLA officials will provide the secretariat to the Health and Community Care Ministerial Steering Group and these arrangements will be reviewed on the 1 April 2004.  Health Department and COSLA officials in attendance will be determined by the scope of the agenda.  

Communications

A map of communications will be produced to underpin information flowing from Health and Community Care Ministerial Steering Group. 

Chair

The Ministerial team for Health and Community Care will chair the Group. 

TELECARE – SENIOR RESPONSIBLE OWNER – ROLE DESCRIPTION
Job Title:
Telecare – Senior Responsible Owner (SRO) 

Job Purpose:
The SRO is responsible for ensuring that the Telecare programme meets its objectives and delivers the programmed benefits. The SRO is the owner of the overall strategic change that is being supported by the programme. The SRO ensures that the change maintains its business focus, has clear authority and that the context, including risks, is actively managed.

Reporting Arrangements: The SRO reports to the Ministerial Steering Group

Key Duties:

Ensure that the Telecare change programme meets its objectives and delivers the projected benefits

· ensure agreement amongst stakeholders as to what the objectives and benefits are;

· ensure strategic fit of the programme objectives and benefits
obtain commitment from stakeholders to the delivery of the benefits;

· monitor delivery of the objectives and benefits taking appropriate action where necessary to ensure their successful delivery. 

Ensuring that the programme is subject to review at appropriate stages (i.e. at the key decision points identified for the OGC Gateway Process and at other points he considers necessary.)

· Making certain that any recommendations or concerns from reviews are met or addressed before progressing to the next stage.

Own the programme brief and business case

· Oversee development of the brief for change and business case and ensure that the aims of the planned change continue to be aligned with the business

· Secure the necessary investment for the business change. 

Development of the programme organisation structure and logical plans
· Ensuring that there is a coherent organisation structure, logical plan(s) and appropriate programme management arrangements

· Appointing board members and identifying and meeting their development needs. Encourage active engagement by all the members of the board 

Monitoring and control of progress

· Monitoring and controlling the progress of the business change at a strategic level 

· Receiving and acting on regular reports from the Programme Manager on progress of the business change, giving advice, taking decisions and communicating with senior stakeholders as appropriate

· Chairing the programme board and setting its agenda 

Formal programme closure

Formally closing and signing off the programme and ensuring that the lessons learned are documented within the 'end of programme' evaluation report

Post implementation review

Ensuring that the post implementation review takes place, the output is forwarded to the appropriate stakeholders and the benefits have been realised: the SRO is responsible for commissioning and chairing these reviews and ensuring the relevant personnel are consulted and involved in the review process. 

Problem resolution and referral

· Referring serious problems upwards to top management and/or Ministers as necessary and to suppliers in a timely manner

· Regular consultation with stakeholders and sponsors

· Ensuring that the communication processes are effective and linkages are maintained between the change team/s and the organisation's strategic direction.

Person Specification

An SRO needs to:
· take responsibility - including putting things right when they go wrong, and ensuring that recognition is given when they go right 

· have a good understanding of the business issues associated with the programme 

· be active, not a figurehead 

· have sufficient experience and training to carry out SRO responsibilities

An SRO must be someone who will:
· broker relationships with stakeholders within and outside the programmes

· deploy delegated authority to ensure that the programme achieves its objectives 

· provide advice and guidance to the programme manager(s) as necessary 

· give the time required to perform the role effectively 

· negotiate well and influence people 

· be aware of the broader perspective and how it affects the programme 

· network effectively 

· be honest and frank about programme progress

· acknowledge their own skill/knowledge gaps and structure the programme board and programme management team accordingly 

· have a suitable track record of delivery and received relevant training or had previous experience of the role.

TELECARE PROGRAMME BOARD – REMIT AND MEMBERSHIP
Remit
The National Telecare Programme Board shall hold primary responsibility for the strategic development of the National Telecare Programme.  The Board advises and supports the SRO in the management of the Telecare Development Fund. Specifically the Programme Board shall:

i.
ensure there is an effective, fit for purpose governance and management framework in place to enable the Programme to be effectively implemented;

ii.
ensure the roles, responsibilities and accountabilities of individuals and groups is clearly specified;

iii.
ensure that key decisions and actions are taken in accordance with the agreed framework and there are appropriate accountability arrangements;

v.
ensure there is regular and appropriate reporting to the Board on development proposals, implementation of board decisions and utilisation of Programme resources;

vi.
be responsible for advising the SRO and Ministers on the development of policy and determination of the strategic direction of the Programme;

vii.
delegate the operational decision making responsibilities necessary to implement the Programme to the Programme Management Group
viii.
ensure that key stakeholders agree that guidance to partnerships on the use of funding and processes for evaluating submissions are fair and in line with the programme's objectives
ix.
Oversee the evauluation of the Programme, delegating  operational responsibility for this to the Research Advisory Group (RAG) 
Working Arrangements

The Board shall meet quarterly
The Chair shall be the SRO, who is the accountable Executive for the Telecare Programme Fund
Board attendance shall be monitored and reviewed
TELECARE – PROJECT BOARD MEMBER – ROLE DESCRIPTION
Purpose:
The Programme Board establishes vision, scope, and strategic objectives. 

Key Duties:

The Project Board, through the SRO as executive is responsible for:

· Providing overall strategic guidance for the project and ensure that the programme’s vision, mission and values and activities remain true to its objectives.

· Setting out the functions of sub-committees, other staff and agents in clear delegated authorities, and monitor their performance.

· Agreeing all major plans

· Authorising any major deviations from the agreed stage plans

· Signing off the completion of each stage, including the deliverables, and giving approval to start the subsequent stage

· Communicating information about the project to the organisation(s) and stakeholder groups as necessary

· Resolving any conflicts escalated by the project team, client or supplier

· Agreeing the high level project tolerances for time, quality and cost

· The risk(s) associated with the project and taking action to mitigate risks identified
· Reviewing its own and the programme’s effectiveness, and take any necessary steps to ensure that both continue to work well
· Approving the end project report and the lessons learned report

· Ensuring that a post implementation review (or post project review) is scheduled and takes place

Person Specification

A Project Board Member should:
· act according to high ethical standards, and ensure that conflicts of interest are properly dealt with 

· acknowledge their own skill/knowledge gaps

· give the time and energy required to perform the role effectively 

· be aware of the broader perspective and how it affects the programme 

· broker relationships with stakeholders within and outside the programme.

TELECARE PROGRAMME MANAGEMENT GROUP – REMIT AND MEMBERSHIP
Remit
The Telecare Programme Management Group shall be accountable to the Programme Board and operate within the authority delegated from the Board.  Specifically, the Management Group shall:

i.
provide information, advice and guidance to the Programme Board in such a manner to enable the Programme Board to make informed and objective decisions;

ii.
provide the Programme Board with regular monitoring information to enable the Board to be satisfied the Programme is being effectively implemented;

iii.
monitor and review progress with implementation and bring to the attention of the Board any strategic issues or concerns that may be identified;

iv.
develop proposals for policies, procedures, guidance and practical arrangements to ensure effective implementation and submit to the Programme Board for their consideration/determination;

v.
develop and maintain an Action Plan covering all the key activities required to successfully deliver the telecare programme, and monitor and review progress on a regular basis.

vi.
ensure there is appropriate information and guidance available to local partnerships and other stakeholders;

vii.
to develop information, awareness and expertise in telecare to support the effective design and development of the Programme;

viii.
to provide direction to and receive reports from the Specialist Adviser and the National Programme Manager.

Working Arrangements
The Management Group shall meet at a frequency agreed by the Group, but no less than once every 6 weeks.

The Management Group shall be formal advisers to the Programme Board.

The Group shall agree a person to Chair meetings and the Chair will be responsible for agreeing the agenda and meeting arrangements.

The Senior Responsible Owner shall act as line manager for the National Programme Manager.
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CURRENT PROGRAMME BOARD MEMBERSHIP 

CURRENT PROGRAMME BOARD MEMBERSHIP 

Mike Martin

Chair and SRO

Colin Anderson

ADSW

Ron Ashton

Director of Community Services, Angus Council

Jonathan Clark
 
Scottish Enterprise

Colm Cunningham
Associate Director, Dementia Services Centre 

Julie Haslett
 
Social Work Services Policy Division, Scottish Executive

Iain Hunter

Scottish Centre for Telehealth 

Lyn Jardine

Chartered Institute of Housing 

David Kelly 
 
Director, Health and Social Care Partnership, West Lothian

Barbara Lindsay

COSLA 

Stewart Watt

ADSW
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TELECARE DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME

AGENDA 12- 18 MONTHS (in priority order)

STRATEGIC DIRECTION:
= 1.
Response and follow-up

· Telecare as part of service – service assessment and review

· Promotion of good models

· Ensure integration of Telecare into person centred approach

· Review of contact centres/services – 

· Develop strategic proposals to rationalise nos. contact centres (?role of NHS 24)

· Convergence with Telehealth

= 1.
Best Value
· Evidence of savings and improvements

· Demonstrate how funding can be mainstreamed

· Exploit procurement benefits across an element of Telecare (i.e. call centres, response services)

· Demonstrate/evidence to support SBC

· Audit or assess charging policies

2. Standards, Inspection and Regulation

· Developing common standards

· Negotiating with inspection agencies for an integrated joint inspection process

· (connects to outcomes/best value re: best practice)

3. Innovation and Development 

· Promoting new applications
· Engaging with providers/understanding the market
· Seeking development funds
· Identifying/highlighting best practice from Scotland, England and Wales, Europe, World and beyond
4. Communication and Market

· Comprehensive information onto website and other means
· Dialogue/ engagement programme with key stakeholder segments (e.g. users, carers, suppliers, service providers, clinicians, etc)

· Promotion of new markets/opportunities

· Evangelise to promote confidence (e.g. selling outcomes) in Telecare services

5. Programme Board

· Complete the work of the workshop

· Review/monitor/develop as required

· Confirm membership of Board 
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ROLE OF BUSINESS CHANGE MANAGER

Purpose

· The business change manager role is primarily benefits-focused. The role is responsible, on behalf of the Senior Responsible Owner, for defining the benefits, assessing progress towards realisation, and achieving measured improvements. 

· The business change manager role must be 'business side' in order to bridge between programme and business operations. 

· Where the programme affects a wide range of business operations, more than one business change manager may be appointed, each with a specific area of the business to focus on. 

· Business change managers require detailed knowledge of the business environment, and direct business experience. In particular, they need an understanding of the management structures, politics and culture of the organisation(s) involved in the programme. They need effective marketing and communication skills to sell the programme vision to staff at all levels of the business 

· Business change managers should have some knowledge of relevant management techniques, for example: 

· Business change techniques, such as business process re-engineering 

· Benefits identification, modelling and management techniques 

BCM Specific responsibilities

· Ensuring that the interests of the sponsoring group are met by the programme 

· Obtaining assurance for the sponsoring group that the delivery of new capability is compatible with the realisation of benefits 

· Working with the programme manager to ensure that the work of the programme, including the scope of each project, covers the necessary aspects required to deliver the products or services that will lead to operational benefit(s) 

· Working with the programme manager to identify projects that will contribute to realising benefits and achieving outcomes 

· Identifying, defining and tracking the benefits and outcomes required of the programme 

· Ensuring that maximum improvements are made in the existing and new business operations as groups of projects deliver their products into operational use 

· Leading the activities associated with benefits realisation and ensuring that continued accrual of benefits can be achieved and measured after the programme has been completed 

· Establishing and implementing the mechanisms by which benefits can be delivered and measured 

· Preparing the affected business areas for the transition to new ways of working
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DRAFT

Map of Policy Connections

DRAFT 

Map of Policy/Stakeholder Connections for Telecare Development Programme
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Programme Documentation

Programme Documentation

	DOCUMENT
	PURPOSE
	STATUS

	Business Case
	Justification and objective for project. Secures funding and updated throughout programme
	Review of initial business case underway TO’S

	Programme Plan
	An overview of the total Programme. Identifies major control points, such as stage boundaries and identifies actions, resource requirements and total costs. The programme plan is revised as the programme progresses. It is a major control document for the Project Board to measure actual progress against expectations.


	In preparation AB


	Decision/Change log
	A record of project decisions, available for reference. This includes decisions taken after e-mail discussion, other telephone or direct meetings within the project, and decisions taken by project board, management or research advisory groups
	Not developed or agreed ?GH/prog manager 

	Project organisation structure
	Provides directions, management, control and communication and ensures clarity about linkages within and outside of the programme
	Being revised MJW

	Role Descriptions
	
	Being revised MJW

	Risk Strategy
	Information about all project risks, their analysis, counter measures and status
	Being revised TO’S

	Quality Assurance Plan
	Identifies techniques and standards to be applied in ensuring product/service quality
	Drafted AB

	Benefits Realisation Plan
	4 main aspects:
· Appraisal of benefits being sought
· Assessment of bids

· Monitoring of progress 

· Evaluation of outcomes
	Combination of the work being done with Partnerships on assessing bids and of the YHEC evaluation contract. AB/TO’S

	Communication Strategy
	Defines all parties interested in the programme. Describes the means and frequency of two-way communication with them throughout the programme
	A first draft plan has been prepared. Needs to be reviewed. GH

	Final Programme Evaluation Report
	How well the programme achieved its objectives
	Part of the contract with YHEC AB

	Post Implementation Review/ Lessons Learned report
	How well the programme was managed and transferable learning
	Gateway review process and SRO responsibility at end of Programme MM
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