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Foreword

By the Chairman of the Statistics Commission

This report by the Statistics Commission was initially issued in draft form as a

consultation document in October 2005. That initial draft prompted a number of

detailed comments and observations, many from government departments. We have

worked through these systematically, taking on board valid observations whilst

maintaining our independent perspective. We are now publishing the report in final

form and are very grateful to all those who took the trouble to write to us in the

course of its development.

As the report itself makes clear, the Statistics Commission is not seeking to

comment on the desirability or effectiveness of setting targets for government

departments and public services. That is a matter for others. Our concern is with the

statistical robustness of the targets that have been set.

“The odds of hitting your target go up dramatically when you aim at it.” That old

adage has some resonance here. In our terms, ‘aiming at the target’ means having a

transparent and objective way to measure how far you are away from the target to

start with and then to measure the progress being made towards it – which is what

we mean by statistical robustness. 

Robustness is more than just a desirable feature. The availability, credibility and

validity of data indicating progress against targets is fundamental to trust in the value

and integrity of the target setting process itself. We all acknowledge the valid

aspirations encapsulated by policy targets but we also know that, when it comes to

monitoring them, the devil really does lie in the detail. It is possible, for example, that

a target could mislead by having detailed measures which have only a tenuous link

to the real goals.

Given the number of top-level targets, and the range of subjects covered by them,

we decided that we could only approach the statistical issues ‘bottom up’ by

reviewing each target individually. Much of this report is taken up with – often quite

detailed – comments on these individual targets. This work has however highlighted

a number of more generic issues and enabled us to make some broad

recommendations.

The more general findings and recommendations are set out in Chapter 4. One of

these recommendations is particularly topical in view of the Chancellor’s

announcement in November 2005 of the Government’s plans to introduce legislation

to help build trust in official statistics. Recommendation (iv) is that more consideration

should be given to the adequacy of the statistical infrastructure to support the future
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evolution of statistical targets. We argue that what is needed is a robust cross-

government planning system for official statistics that can pick up the future data

requirements at the earliest possible stage. That is a goal, a target perhaps, that the

Statistics Commission would be happy to see government set for itself as it develops

plans for the future of the statistical service.

David Rhind, Chairman



vii

Executive Summary

The targets set by, and for, government departments are important to those

expected to deliver them, to clients of public services likely to be affected by

them and for those judging whether the administration of the day is delivering

on its commitments.

The Spending Review process has been accompanied by the creation of Public

Service Agreement (PSA) targets for government departments. Over 100 top-level

targets are associated with the allocation of resources from the 2004 Spending

Review. The National Audit Office, the Public Administration Select Committee, the

Social Market Foundation and the Royal Statistical Society have all produced reports

which comment on aspects of the PSA targets and the processes involved in setting

them and monitoring achievements.

The Statistics Commission has no locus in whether such targets are the best way

to achieve particular ends of government policy. Our concern is rather to assess

whether the statistical evidence to support PSAs is adequate for that purpose.

Hence our approach differs from other reviews which have examined the value of

targets per se. Nevertheless, we summarise, and have taken into account, what

these other bodies have said where this is relevant.

Given the number of PSA targets and the vast range of areas covered by them, the

question of whether the statistical underpinnings are adequate can only be answered

by reviewing every target. This we have done. The results have highlighted a number

of generic issues. From all this, we have drawn some lessons and made some high-

level recommendations.

The recommendations:

i. In the Annexes, we summarise our findings for individual targets, and identify

what we see as the key issues arising for each target. We recommend that

Government departments responsible for individual PSA targets should

consider and address the issues we have identified for their targets.

ii. Bearing in mind the report from the Royal Statistical Society and related

comments by others, we recommend that the ‘Technical Notes’ should be

developed into more comprehensive Target Protocols. These would include

the existing material in Technical Notes on target specification and

measurement, and on data sources, availability and timeliness. But they would

also cover broader issues including the rationale for the target, and indication

of data quality, historical data for key measures, and details of how

performance will be evaluated. A number of the 2004 Technical Notes already

provide a good deal of this contextual information, but many do not.



iii. The high-level PSA targets are intended to measure the desired outcomes from

government policies, in particular spending policies. Monitoring performance

against these targets should feed back into future policy decisions and into

managerial decisions. We recommend that a brief record be kept by

departments of the more substantive decisions (on policy, resources,

structures, management) that have been influenced by the monitoring of each

quantified PSA target.

iv. In view of the importance of PSA targets, we recommend that more

consideration should be given to the adequacy of the statistical

infrastructure to support their future evolution. What is needed is a robust

cross-government planning system for official statistics that can pick up

the future data requirements (to support the setting of targets) at the earliest

possible stage and feed those effectively into the allocation of departmental

resources.

v. To echo the conclusions of the National Audit Office (see Chapter 2) we

recommend that government departments should pay more attention to

data quality issues. As NAO states, the allocation of clear responsibility for

data quality and active management oversight of data systems would reinforce

the importance of data quality.

Some supporting findings

• Types of measure – targets should ideally be measurable, achievable and

realistic. The majority of PSA targets are specified as statistical targets and are

capable of precise measurement. Among these measurable, quantitative

targets, a few look to be more aspirational than clearly attainable. A number

are qualitative in nature and the evaluation of performance against them will

involve an element of judgement. However, we accept the reasons for the

adoption of qualitative targets in policy areas (eg defence, foreign policy) where

outcomes can be difficult to measure in quantitative terms.

• Clarity of target specification – whilst we generally find the specifications in

the Technical Notes adequate, there are some cases in which valid technical

points are not explained.

• Complexity of targets – complexity is often justified by the underlying

complexity of what the target is seeking to measure but it can become a 

serious obstacle to understanding.

• Sources of data for quantitative targets – we believe that the data used to

monitor targets should be collected, managed and published in line with the

National Statistics Code of Practice wherever this is practicable. We recognise

that there will be some cases where this is not applicable, for example where

viii



targets are measured by qualitative indicators. However, where targets are

based on internal departmental management information, there should be

regular and formal publication and quality assurance of the data.

• Sources of qualitative information – the transparency and independence of

the qualitative assessment of performance needs to be established in all cases.

Evidence to be used in the assessment should be clearly specified in the

Technical Note. Where the assessment is not independent of the department,

that assessment should at least be externally validated.  

• Timeliness of data on target measures – we regard long time-lags between

the end of the target period and the data becoming available as a serious

weakness but recognise that it may be unavoidable. PSA targets that relate to

a period finishing after the end of the Spending Review period (currently 2008)

should be supported by an ‘interim target’ for the end of the period.

• Availability of data for assessment of targets – for a number of targets,

outturn data are only available to the public when performance against the

target is reported formally. We would like to see the relevant statistical data

published independently of outturn against the target.

• Frequency of data – more frequent data, assuming they are of adequate

quality, enable more sensitive monitoring of progress against targets. Too often

targets are based on data that are only available occasionally and in a few

cases they have been set without any relevant data being available.

Government departments need to exercise considerable foresight in relation to

their own data needs – a point taken up in the broader recommendations

above.

ix



x
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1. The targets set by, and for, government departments are of obvious importance

– to those expected to deliver them, to those whose experience as clients of public

services is likely to be affected by them, and to those whose primary concern is

whether the administration of the day is delivering on its commitments. By the same

token, the availability, credibility and validity of data indicating progress against these

targets is fundamental to trust in the integrity of the target setting process.

2. So much has been written in recent years about the development and use of

high-level targets in government that it seems neither necessary nor wise to attempt

a fresh introduction to the Spending Review process, the role of Public Service

Agreements (PSAs), the rationale for such targets or the evolution of the current

system.

3. Nevertheless, many of the observations made by others bear repetition and

emphasis, not least to recognise their enduring relevance. This report therefore

summarises a number of important contributions, partly to establish the context for

our own observations. But our main focus is more specific, and perhaps more

technical, than that of most commentators. The Statistics Commission is concerned

primarily with the statistical robustness of the current set of top-level targets, and

with any implications for the future collection and management of official statistics.

4. With that brief in mind, this report looks closely at each of the current PSA

targets set in the 2004 Spending Review. It draws specific conclusions about

individual targets and a small number of broader conclusions about the PSA target

system as a whole and about the implications for official statistics. These broader

conclusions owe much to the work of others – see Chapter 2 – but are also

consistent with our more detailed analysis.

The Statistics Commission is concerned primarily with the statistical

robustness of the current set of top-level targets, and with any implications

for the future collection and management of official statistics.



5. The PSA White Paper published alongside the 2004 Spending Review set

more than 100 separate targets relating to the period 2005-08. The exact number

depends on the way that targets shared by more than one department are treated

(see Box 1: How many PSA targets?). Whatever way they are counted, the total is

substantially fewer than those set in earlier spending reviews. But many of the

current targets are ‘compound’ in nature – that is they consist of two or more distinct

sub-targets – so in practice the total number of identifiable top-level targets is rather

higher than it first appears. There are no PSA targets, as such, for the devolved

administrations which have their own target structures.

Box 1: How many PSA targets?

The annexes to this report identify a total of 102 separate PSA targets that were

set in the 2004 Spending Review, and give each target a specific number. These

numbers have been allocated as part of the process of compiling this report –

they are not used in the Treasury’s White Paper Public Service Agreements 

2005-2008 (July 2004), where the targets are set out.

There is some ambiguity about the exact number of these targets. The White

Paper refers to the Spending Review setting 110 targets, a slightly larger number

than the 102 listed in this report. The PSA White Paper itself actually lists 133

targets, grouped under 18 departments plus two cross-departmental programmes

(‘Criminal Justice System’, ‘Action Against Illegal Drugs’).

However, a number of departments’ individual targets are joint targets, for which

more than one department has responsibility (eg DfES target no 1, which relates

to the Sure Start programme, is also DWP target no 2). Where two or more

departments have identical PSA targets, and the target is acknowledged in the

White Paper to be a joint one, this report counts that target only once. This reduces

the number of separate targets to 109 – close to the Treasury’s figure of 110

targets.

Nevertheless this total of 109 (or 110) targets still includes some double counting,

reflecting the fact that departments may share joint delivery responsibility for sub-

targets, rather than for complete PSA targets. In some cases, what is a complete

PSA target for one department is only one element of a target for its partner

department. Where one department’s PSA target is completely subsumed within a

PSA target of another department, we opt not to count the subsumed target as a

separate target. There are seven such cases, so this reduces the total number of

targets to 102, the number identified in this report.

This does not remove all double counting of targets. Where two departments

share a joint sub-target, but then, when specifying the full PSA target, each

combine this joint sub-target with other sub-targets that are not shared, we count

two separate targets.

2



6. A full list of the current PSA targets – 102 following the counting conventions

we have adopted for shared targets – is given in Annex A, which also sets out a

summary assessment of each target.

7. Annex B presents a table of the targets in relation to eight distinct aspects –

defined in Chapter 3. Annex C goes into detail for each target in turn and includes

comments where appropriate on the data used to measure performance and its

availability. Annex D provides a list of acronyms and abbreviations used in the report.

8. A frequently-voiced criticism of the targets associated with previous spending

reviews was that many had been defined without sufficient consideration of the

Government’s ability to measure performance against them. This criticism cannot

however be levelled against the generality of the SR2004 targets. The Treasury now

insists on publication by each department of a Technical Note setting out a full

specification, including start and end dates, for each PSA target for which a

department has sole or joint responsibility, together with a clear indication of how

performance against that target will be measured. The current Technical Notes can

be accessed at: www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/spending_review/spend_sr04/psa/

spend_sr04_psaindex.cfm.

9. The Statistics Commission is not generally in a position to comment on the

‘fitness for purpose’ of individual targets – that is to say the extent to which the

indicators underlying the target reflect, and will help to shape, the intended

outcomes. So for example one target reads “by 2008, school absence is reduced by

8 per cent, compared with 2003”. The desired educational outcome is, we assume,

more than simply to reduce the recorded level of absence – but that reducing

absence is a necessary pre-condition for delivering educational goals. In that sense

there will remain a question over whether achieving the target level actually delivers

the desired goal. This kind of ‘measurement by proxy’ is very common in target

setting, but its implications are outside the scope of this report.

10. Nor can we normally say much about:

• whether any particular target looks realistic or achievable

• the extent of the leverage a department has to bring about the desired outcome.

We do however offer some comments of this kind where we believe we can do so

with confidence. For example, it seems to us unlikely that DfID is in a position to have

a significant impact on under-five mortality rates in sub-Saharan Africa (part c of target

57 in Annex A). We also comment on the practice of setting targets that require that

the entire population should achieve a certain threshold (for example, two of the DfES

‘floor targets’ for school performance require that in all schools at least x per cent of

pupils achieve a specified level of performance). Targets of this kind seem unlikely to

be achieved, unless they are set at a very low level (which we do not believe is the

case for the DfES targets). Targets that are not attainable create expectations that

cannot be fulfilled and leave departments open to unnecessary criticism.
3
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Chapter 2: External perspectives

11. As noted in Chapter 1, a great deal has already been written about the current

targets. We summarise below those observations of most relevance to our interest

from the following reports:

• Public Service Agreements: managing data quality, compendium report –

National Audit Office (March 2005)

• On Target? Government by Measurement – Public Administration Select

Committee (July 2003)

• Performance Indicators, Good, Bad and Ugly – report of the Royal Statistical

Society Working Party on Performance Monitoring in the Public Services

(October 2003)

• To the Point: A Blueprint for Good Targets – report of the Social Market

Foundation on the use of targets in public service (September 2005).

In addition, some pertinent observations from the Audit Commission are included at

the end of this chapter.

12. The National Audit Office (NAO) has a remit from the Government to review

the reliability of data systems underlying PSA targets at least once in their lifetime.

In March 2005, NAO published their first report on the validation of the PSA targets

for 2003-06 that were set in the course of the 2002 Spending Review. This reported

on the validation work completed in 2004, which covered the data systems used for

the PSA targets of seven departments and the cross-cutting Sure Start programme.

A further compendium report summarising the results for all the 2003-06 targets is

planned for 2006.

13. During 2004 the NAO examined over 60 systems, operated by eight

departments. These examinations revealed that departments had made variable

progress in establishing robust systems:

National Audit Office – Public Service Agreements: Managing Data Quality,

Compendium Report

“Many of the problems encountered by departments in collecting good

quality data arose because they had not given sufficient attention to data

quality issues.” – National Audit Office

4



• For 13 systems (20 per cent) departments were not collecting data for the

measures specified in their Technical Notes at the time of the validation work.

• This included systems for six well-established targets which had been rolled

over in the same or similar form from the previous round of PSAs and another

three systems where departments had stated that they did not intend to

report data.

• For a further 20 systems (31 per cent) there were weaknesses which

departments should address to reduce the risk of gaps or errors in reported

results over time.

14. Departments had identified some of the system weaknesses in their

performance reports, but often they did not explain gaps in reporting against 2003-

06 targets. Readers were, therefore, not warned to interpret results with care, given

the limitations in the underlying data systems.

15. Many of the problems encountered by departments in collecting good quality

data arose because they had not given sufficient attention to data quality issues,

rather than the system weaknesses being intractable or too expensive to remedy.

The NAO report highlights the following good practices that should be adopted

more widely:

• Managers should raise the profile of data quality issues. They could, for

example, allocate clear responsibilities for data quality and maintain active

management oversight of systems to reinforce the importance of data quality.

• They should plan and co-ordinate the data needs for new systems. Many

weaknesses stem from inadequate attention to data issues when PSA targets

are selected and specified. Departments should define the quality of data

needed for effective progress monitoring, and then assess whether existing or

new data systems can best meet the requirement.

• They should develop a corporate view of risks to data quality. This would

help ensure data quality issues are understood, actively monitored, effectively

managed and, where necessary, disclosed in performance reports.

• Systems must be adequately documented and updated for any

significant changes. Clear definitions of terms, well-documented controls and

unambiguous criteria for judging success enable systems to operate

consistently over time and provide the foundations for making robust

judgments of performance.

5
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• Managers should look for opportunities to apply low cost credibility

checks to data. Managers can check outturn data and trend data by

comparing them with other data sets covering similar or related aspects of

performance. Such controls are particularly valuable where departments’

systems draw on data which may be subject to sampling error, or data

provided by other organisations.

• Users of performance data must be made aware of limitations in

underlying systems. Identifying limitations and explaining their implications for

outturn results builds trust in public reporting by helping users make informed

assessments of reported results.

16. NAO have released a number of other reports that have looked at aspects of

PSA targets and the PSA framework. An earlier report in 2001, Measuring the

Performance of Government Departments, examined the challenges of developing

PSA targets and ensuring data quality, and found inter alia:

• Departments needed to develop and operate methods for obtaining assurance

on the quality of data.

• By drawing on established methods, departments could minimise the cost and

risk of obtaining new data.

• Departments could assist service providers by improving the usefulness of

existing data sources and cutting unnecessary data collection.

A more recent report, Joint Targets (2005), reviewed a selection of joint PSA targets,

and identified a number of obstacles to effective monitoring and reporting of

performance.

17. Among the recommendations of this report that are relevant to the Statistics

Commission’s interests are that:

• There should be increased consultation with those directly involved in delivery

of services when key national targets are set.

• Key national targets should be few in number and designed to secure basic

national entitlements.

Public Administration Select Committee – On target? Government

by Measurement

6



• The NAO and the Audit Commission should be involved as much as possible

in the target setting system.

• Users of services should be more systematically involved in the setting of

targets. This should include systematic monitoring of user satisfaction with

public services.

• There should be a shift in emphasis from absolute targets to measures of

progress in performance.

• The reporting of progress against PSA targets should be made more

consistent and comprehensive.

• Departments should be required to provide adequate supporting evidence to

back-up assessments made about target achievement.

18. The RSS Working Party stressed that performance monitoring when done

badly can be very costly, not merely ineffective but harmful and indeed destructive.

And its members argued that it is in everyone’s interests that Ministers, Parliament,

the professions, practitioners and the wider public can have confidence in the

performance monitoring process. The report argues that, before establishing a

performance monitoring system, a ‘PM protocol’ should be written. This, they argue,

should be an orderly record not only of decisions made but also of the reasoning or

calculations that led to those decisions. The protocol should cover objectives, design

considerations, the definition of indicators, sampling versus complete enumeration,

the information to be collected about context, the likely perverse behaviours or side

effects that might be induced, and also the practicalities of implementation.

Procedures for data collection, analysis, presentation of uncertainty and adjustment

for context, together with dissemination rules, should be explicitly defined and reflect

good statistical practice.

19. The report also notes that aspirational targets have a distinctive role but if not

rationally based may demoralise and distort. Anticipated and actual side effects of

performance monitoring, including on individuals’ behaviour and priorities, may need

to be monitored as an intrinsic part of the process.

20. The report recommended that independent scrutiny of performance monitoring

schemes for public services should be set up “as a safeguard of public

accountability, methodological rigour and of the individuals and/or institutions being

monitored”. Another recommendation was the reporting of measures of uncertainty

whenever performance data are published – examples given were school ‘league

tables’ and hospital star ratings.

Royal Statistical Society Working Party on Performance Monitoring in the

Public Services – Performance Indicators: Good, Bad and Ugly

7
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21. This report looks at the arguments for and against the PSA targets regime,

examining the way targets have been formulated and how performance against them

has been measured and reported.

22. The report argues that targets, used well, provide organisational focus,

embody the ambitions of government and offer a transparent account by which

services can be measured. But it also lists five criticisms which it describes as a

critical consensus:

i. There are too many targets.

ii. They are too rigid and undermine the morale of staff.

iii. They have perverse and unintended consequences.

iv. It is not always clear who is responsible for meeting the target.

v. The data are often not credible.

23. The fifth of these points is the most relevant to the Statistics Commission.

The report expands on it, saying that:

• A target is only as credible as the data on which it is assessed. But some

targets are based on data which are difficult to measure, some are hampered

by very poor quality of data and some are unreliable and subject to possible

manipulation.

• Many Technical Notes are vague and poorly defined. It is also not made clear,

within the Note, who is charged with measuring whether the target has

been met.

• The quality of the available data needs to be considered more closely when

targets are being set. It is not possible, however, to ensure that data comes

without imperfections. Where this is the case, there should be a clear

statement of the limitations of the data. “We support the suggestion by the

Royal Statistical Society that a protocol be issued with each PSA which sets

out how the problems we raise have been dealt with”.

Social Market Foundation – To the Point: A Blueprint for Good Targets

8



The Audit Commission perspective

24. The chief executive of the Audit Commission wrote to the Statistics

Commission in February 2005 offering a contribution to our review. As well as

drawing attention to the briefing paper Targets in the Public Sector published by the

Audit Commission in 2003, he highlighted concern about the number of changes

there had been in the indicators specified by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister

for local authorities. He also stressed that frequent changes of this kind made it

impossible to compare indicators over time and limit their usefulness. Whilst the local

authority indicators are substantially distinct from the PSA targets, the point about

frequent changes is well made.

25. The Audit Commission paper Targets in the Public Sector argues that targets

are invaluable when used well and as one part of a robust performance management

framework. It makes the case for a rebalancing from nationally set targets to targets

set by local organisations, but notes that nationally set targets are still required.

Whilst the focus of the report is on targets set for local authorities rather than PSA

targets, it makes a number of relevant points. In particular it argues for:

• a shift to national aspirations that are not always accompanied by targets

• a shift towards the more intelligent use of clusters of performance indicators

• a shift towards an approach that is more sensitive to issues of complexity,

diversity and equity

• and a shift to fewer nationally set targets and more targets set by localities.

9
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Box 2: Cascading targets

“The PSA framework is central to the Government’s strategy for delivering high

quality public services. PSAs set out the key priorities for Government, focusing on

the outcomes that really matter to the public. They send a clear message to the

public about what they can expect the Government to deliver, whilst focusing

departments on delivering results.” (PSA White Paper, 2004)

The PSA framework covers the full range of public services, including the payment

of social security benefits and other transfer payments. The high-level targets

cover nearly the whole of public spending, with the main exception of payments of

interest on government borrowing.

In many cases, PSA targets can be, and are, ‘cascaded down’ into sets of targets

for individual operational units, often at a local level eg schools, hospitals. The

high-level targets provide the starting point for detailed performance target setting.

Much of the previous comment on PSA targets that is summarised in this chapter

focuses on the role of target setting in performance management for public

services, and the central role that PSA targets play in this process.

There are pitfalls associated with ‘cascading down’ of targets, even where that is

operationally feasible. The Royal Statistical Society has highlighted some of these

in its reports Performance Indicators: Good, Bad and Ugly, which offers advice on

how not to set targets: “it is unwise to cascade targets by imposing the same

target on a class of 30 as nationally”, “it is unsmart to ignore uncertainty”.

But not all PSA targets are of the type where ‘cascading down’ into a series of

individual performance targets is feasible. In some cases, this is because delivery of

the target is by the central department, rather than by local operational units. For

example, the Treasury has a target for the overall position on the public finances (the

fiscal rules), which it has quite powerful levers – setting tax levels, setting public

spending plans – to help deliver. But operation of these levers is for the department;

there are no local delivery units to which the targets can be cascaded.

In other cases the PSA targets are essentially aspirational – they reflect the desired

outcomes that the Government is trying to achieve, but the department

responsible has only limited leverage to affect these outcomes. The DfID targets

based on the Millennium Development Goals provide an example of this kind of

target. Here, although reaching the targets depends on local delivery in a number

of countries in Africa and Asia, ‘cascading down’ would not be appropriate as

DfID has no authority to set performance targets at the local level.

10



Chapter 3: Analysis of the targets

The analytical framework

26. Our analysis of the 2004 PSA targets looks at the following eight aspects of

target composition:

i. Types of measure

ii. Clarity of target specification

iii. Complexity of targets

iv. Sources of data for quantitative targets

v. Sources of qualitative information

vi. Timeliness of data on target measures

vii. Availability of data for assessment of targets

viii. Frequency of data.

27. These headings are explained below. They serve to describe, and also to

establish a loose taxonomy for, the PSA targets as viewed from a statistical

perspective.

i. Types of measure used for each target. Not all PSA targets are set in terms of

quantitative measures. There are four main groups:

• quantitative measures with specified targets

• quantitative indicators, usually combined with others in a basket of

indicators for the purposes of the target

• qualitative targets and indicators

• discrete events (milestones), generally with a target date.

The data used to monitor targets should be collected, managed and

published in line with the National Statistics Code of Practice wherever

this is practicable.

11



Much discussion of PSA targets appears to assume they are all of the first

type. Most are, but by no means all. For around 30 per cent of targets, some

or all of the measures fall into one of the other three categories. The Audit

Commission provides a useful guide to what the different terms (targets,

indicators, standards, aspirations) are normally taken to mean in the report

Targets in the Public Sector (September 2003).

ii. Clarity of target specification, looking at whether the Technical Note

provides:

• clearly specified baselines and target dates

• definitions of any terms used in the target wording

• where more than one sub-target exists, a statement on how performance

against the target as a whole will be assessed.

In most cases, the Statistics Commission has found that the Technical Notes

adequately specify baselines and target dates, and define terms used in the

target wording. But they are not always explicit about how sub-targets will be

weighted together.

iii. Complexity of targets. Measurement of some targets is far more complex

than for others, for various reasons:

• use of a complex formula in the specification

• specification of a basket of indicators, sometimes with complex weighting

(or with weighting not specified)

• use of trends or averages in the specification.

Complexity in a target is usually justified by reference to the outcomes that the

target is trying to measure. But use of complex specifications can make it more

difficult for people to grasp what a target is about, and to monitor progress

towards it. Where trends or averages are used, there are further problems.

Firstly, there will generally be a delay before the outturn for the target measure

is known – the outturn for 2008 may be known in mid-2009 but if the target

relates to the three year average centred around 2008 the outcome will not be

known until mid-2010. Secondly, where trends are used, the initial estimate of

a trend value is often highly uncertain and subject to revision as more

information becomes available.
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iv. Sources of data for quantitative targets. Data can be from a number of

different types of sources:

• published National Statistics – that is statistics that are produced in

accordance with the National Statistics Code of Practice

• other regularly published official data (including statistics produced by

external bodies but then published by departments)

• departmental management information

• international data/statistics

• surveys commissioned on an occasional or ad hoc basis (and thus not

used as a regular data source for published statistics)

• special surveys/data collections designed for this purpose

• private sector data/surveys.

Validation of data quality for some of these data-types presents challenges. Only

a minority of targets – around a quarter – are measured entirely by National

Statistics, and, as a consequence, are validated by established NS quality

processes. International data for example – used in various targets – are not

easily validated. Nor are results from private sector surveys. The use of

occasional and ad hoc surveys, and of specially commissioned surveys and data

collections, also raise potential issues of quality. The Statistics Commission

believes that the data used to monitor targets should be collected, managed and

published in line with the National Statistics Code of Practice wherever this is

practicable.

v. Sources of qualitative information. For targets based on qualitative

information, the main issues concern the transparency and independence of

the assessment of performance. Is the evidence to be used in the assessment

clearly specified in the Technical Note? And to what extent is the assessment of

performance independent of the department which has an interest in the

outcome? Is it subject to independent audit? The Commission’s view is that in

most cases the specification of the qualitative indicators is sufficiently clear to

provide some assurance of transparency. But, for a few targets, details of the

qualitative information to be used in the assessment are withheld on the

grounds that the information is classified.

vi. Timeliness of data on target measures. For the majority of targets, outturn

data to measure performance is not available immediately – there is a lag

between the end of the target period and availability of data relating to it. For
13
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many targets this lag is a matter of a few months. But there are a number of

targets where the lag is much longer – in a few instances in excess of two

years. There are two possible approaches in such cases:

• accept the delay, and that as a result assessment of performance against a

target to be achieved for 2008 will not be possible until, say, 2011

• specify the target in terms of ‘out-of-date’ measures (eg where the lag on

data availability is three years, specify an end date of 2005 so that

performance against the PSA target for 2008 is assessed on the basis of

data for 2005).

Neither approach is very satisfactory and, where they occur, we regard long

time-lags as a significant weakness.

vii. Availability of data for assessment of targets. In some cases the data

required to measure performance are readily available from published sources.

In other cases they are only available when the department reports progress (in

departmental reports and on the Treasury website). There are four main

categories of data, grouped by availability:

• regularly published statistics

• published surveys

• other public releases of information

• PSA reporting only.

We would like to see the statistical data required for measurement of PSA

targets published independently of the outturn against the target, wherever

possible. This is the case for only around one-third of PSA targets. For the

remainder, part or all of the relevant outturn data are only available from the

department’s PSA reporting and are not published elsewhere.

viii. Frequency of data. Are the data available quarterly or annually, or only from

one-off data collections? Frequently updated data make monitoring easier.

However only a minority of PSA targets are measured by data series of

quarterly or higher frequency. Most are measured by series of annual or less

frequency, limiting the sensitivity with which progress can be monitored.

14



28. Our analysis of individual targets is set out in the Annexes to this paper, most

fully in Annex C. Some observations on aspects of the 2004 targets, based on this

analysis, follow below. References to individual targets in this section, and

subsequently in the report, use the unique identifying numbers from Annex A.

Government departments are referred to by their standard acronyms – these are

also listed in Annex A.

Adequacy of technical notes

29. Each PSA target is accompanied by a Technical Note setting out a

specification, together with an indication of how performance against that target will

be measured. Most of these Technical Notes were made available within a few days

of publication of the 2004 White Paper – suggesting that specification and

measurement issues were properly considered as part of the development of the

targets.

30. However, there were still a few instances in which a PSA target was set without

an identified means of measuring performance against it. Examples include the two

DfT targets for reducing inter-urban and urban congestion (targets 21 and 24), where

the original (Summer 2004) Technical Note simply stated that the department was

‘developing better measures’, and that new targets would be specified in 2005.

(These targets were specified a year later in July 2005, and a revised Technical Note

has been published).

31. Another example is the DEFRA target for the farming and food industries

(target 72a). The Technical Note states that progress is to be measured by four

indicators, but only gives details and a target for one of these indicators – the other

three are “not yet ready to go ‘live’”. This remains the position (February 2006). One

virtue of the prompt publication of the Technical Notes is that it has helped to

highlight those targets where basic measurement issues remained to be resolved.
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Use of qualitative targets

32. Despite our preference for well-specified quantitative targets, we recognise that

qualitative ones are not necessarily undesirable. In some policy areas, it can be

difficult to express desired outcomes in terms of measurable quantities – examples

include foreign policy and defence – and we do not think it right to try to force these

outcomes into a quantified framework. Instead performance is often best assessed

against qualitative indicators. In such cases, performance can often be expressed in

terms of a ‘traffic light’ assessment (green/amber/red, where green means ‘on track’).

33. A target based around qualitative information should not be assessed against

exactly the same criteria as a statistical target. For example, in considering clarity of

target specification, it needs to be recognised that such a target will not be precisely

measurable and assessment of performance will necessarily involve an element of

judgement. But qualitative targets can be assessed against other attributes of a

statistical target, including ‘quality’.

34. The characteristics of an ‘ideal’ qualitative target would include:

• clear specification of the evidence to be used for assessment of performance

(eg in a list of qualitative indicators), and of the sources for this information

• transparent reporting of the assessment against the specified indicators

• independent audit of information sources for the assessment and, where

possible, of the assessment itself

• prompt availability of assessments, and of the information required to

make them.

35. Six PSA targets are measured almost entirely by qualitative information. A

further 12 targets partly rely on non-quantitative information (qualitative indicators or

event milestones). For the most part, Technical Note specifications for these targets

comply with the first characteristic of an ideal qualitative target – a clear specification

of the evidence to be used for assessment, and of its sources. The main exceptions

are certain targets relating to defence and foreign policy where that information is

classified. (These targets are discussed further in paragraphs 69 to 70 below.) It is

too early to make an assessment of the targets against the other characteristics in

the preceding paragraph.
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Aspirational targets

36. A target may be described as aspirational if it relates to outcomes that the

department wishes to see realised, but has few or no policy levers to influence. The

DfID targets on progress towards the Millennium Development Goals in Africa and

Asia (targets 57 and 58) are a good example. DfID’s ability to directly influence under-

five mortality rates in sub-Saharan Africa is very limited.

37. The issues raised by targets of this kind are not statistical. The target itself may

be well specified and precisely measurable, though in the DfID example there may be

questions about data quality and timeliness. But aspirational targets do raise issues

of accountability and relevance; if the department has little ability to influence the

outcome, it cannot be held accountable if the target is missed. So the value of

stating such targets is debatable. 

38. Another kind of aspirational target is one that acts as an ultimate goal to work

towards, without necessarily ever expecting to attain it. An example is the DH target

on hospital waiting times (target 17), which will be missed if, after the end of 2008, a

single NHS patient waits more than 18 weeks from GP referral to hospital treatment.

39. Whilst we recognise that aspirational statements are an accepted part of the

business of political leadership, we are not convinced of the value of setting

aspirational targets in PSAs. Targets should be achievable and realistic. Whilst

specifying an ‘ultimate goal’ might be appropriate as part of an overall strategy – for

example, the Government’s aim to eradicate child poverty by 2020 – it does not

follow that the corresponding PSA target should adopt exactly the same form.

Instead the PSA might set a target that is a stretching but achievable milestone along

the road to the final goal. In practice, the success of DH in reducing hospital waiting

times will be judged not on whether or not the target is literally met, but on the size

of the margin of failure. We believe that the PSA should target the size of that

margin, eg no more than 0.5 per cent of patients wait more than 18 weeks,

measured over a calendar year.

Using National Statistics for PSA targets

40. The Statistics Commission believes that the data used to monitor targets

should be collected, managed and published in line with the National Statistics Code

of Practice wherever practicable. We recognise that there will be cases where this is

not practicable. It will not be practicable where targets are measured by qualitative

data or the occurrence of discrete events. Neither is it likely to be practicable where

targets are measured by international comparisons that rely on data from non-UK

sources.
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41. Data quality issues relating to the use of non-National Statistics data sources

are discussed later in this Chapter (see paragraphs 57 to 70). We accept that there

will be circumstances under which there will be no suitable data within current official

statistics. In these cases measurement of targets may need to rely on other data

sources – ad hoc surveys or management information – or on newly commissioned

surveys or data collections. But even in these circumstances it should be possible to

meet many of the requirements of the National Statistics Code of Practice; the aim

should be to adhere as closely as possible to that Code and for there to be a public

statement to explain non-compliant aspects.

Contrasting with an ideal target

42. Considered purely on the basis of measurability and data validation, the ideal

PSA target might be expected to have the following characteristics:

• simplicity and clarity of the target specification

• assurance of data quality

• availability of outturn data.

43. Only a small number of the 102 PSA targets fully meet these tests – most fall

short on more than one count, though, in some respects, this may be inevitable. Our

ideal target is a statistical one, capable of precise measurement – and thus allowing

unambiguous evaluation of performance. Not all the current set of PSA targets are

statistical targets in this sense.

44. The following paragraphs offer some observations on features of the current

PSA targets, organised around the three attributes of an ideal target.

Target specification

45. In an ideal world, each policy outcome should be related to a single quantitative

target, with a clearly specified target level, and a date by which this target is to be

realised. Also, where needed (such as when the target is a percentage change), there

should be a clearly specified baseline for the target to be measured from.

46. But this is not an ideal world. Amongst the 2004 PSA targets, simple targets

are in a minority. The quantitative targets that currently exist are specified with very

different degrees of complexity. Some are multiple, involving two or more data series.

Others are comparative, comparing one data series against one or more other series

– sometimes even against an average of a number of other series. Some targets

specify baskets of several indicators (over 20 in one case) for measuring performance.

In such cases, the specifications are not always clear about the implicit weighting

between the various indicators in assessing performance. Some other targets require

the distillation and analysis of the directly observed data, by specifying the use of

trends or averages calculated over a number of years. This contradicts the principle

that all such targets should be calculated in a transparent and replicable way.
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47. One type of complexity arises when targets are to be measured by a basket of

indicators. An extreme example is the DTI target for the UK research base and

innovation performance (target 63), measurement of which involves 23 separate

indicators, each with a specific target, and the achievement of four event

‘milestones’. Other examples are DTI’s target for gender equality (target 67) and

DEFRA’s target for accessibility of services in rural areas (target 72b). The usual

justification for this multiple indicator approach is that it is needed to properly capture

the wide range of aspects that a particular target may be seeking to affect.

48. The ‘multiple indicator’ approach aims for more comprehensive coverage of a

wide range of outcomes deemed to be relevant to the target in question. It contrasts

with what might be termed the ‘single indicative indicator’ approach, whereby a

single indicator is selected as indicative of a range of relevant outcomes. Examples

of the ‘single indicative indicator’ are:

• the DfES targets for school performance (targets 4, 5 and 8), which focus on

Key Stage and GCSE test scores as a measure of school performance

• the CJS targets on crime and conviction rates (targets 35 and 37), and to a

lesser extent on fear of crime (target 36), which focus on a small number of

measures from published crime statistics

• and the DH targets for mortality rates and health inequalities (the different parts

of targets 13 and 14), which set targets for mortality rates from specific

causes, and for some key determinants of health inequalities.

49. We accept that there are differences of view about the desirability of simplicity

in a target. The Royal Statistical Society has warned against “amalgamation of

indicators into a single summary figure”, which it believes “should be resisted as far

as possible”. Others have pointed out that collapsing data into a single measurement

will usually result in loss of information. We recognise and understand these

arguments.

50. We maintain that, in the context of PSA targets and other things being equal, a

simple target is to be preferred. The 2004 White Paper Public Service Agreements

2005-2008 describes the aim of PSAs as setting out “the key priorities for

Government”; they focus on “the outcomes that really matter to the public”. PSA

targets are intended to measure progress on these ‘outcomes that really matter’; to

do this, they do not need to capture information on every single outcome that policy

might conceivably be seeking to influence. The ideal PSA target is a simple measure

of the key outcome that policy in that area is seeking to realise. In many cases such

a measure may not be available. However some of the benefits from target setting at

this high level will be lost if the number of measures that have to be monitored is not

kept small.
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51. Complexity in a target is frequently justified on the grounds that it is required to

properly reflect the policy objectives. For example, for some seven separate targets

in the economic policy area (targets 38, 62, 66, 79, 83, 90, 92), spanning four

different departments (HMT, DTI, DWP, ODPM), the target wording and/or Technical

Note specifies that measurement should be ‘over the economic cycle’ or ‘taking

account of the economic cycle’. The argument for this formulation is straightforward

– the economy (and key economic variables such as GDP, unemployment, the

Government’s fiscal balance) behaves cyclically, and policy objectives need to take

account of it. But in terms of target measurement, the result is often to turn a simple

target (‘increase the employment rate’, ‘maintain the (fiscal) current balance in

balance or surplus’) into something that is much more challenging to measure and

assess, and to comprehend.

52. Introduction of an adjustment for the economic cycle brings with it three

different complications:

• Performance against the target is no longer directly measurable from published

data – it requires the calculation of the cyclical adjustment.

• Initial estimates of performance against target are subject to revision as a result

of new analysis (of the economic cycle), as well as from new data – thus

increasing uncertainty about the position.

• Official assessment of the economic cycle, including its definitive dating, is not

presently performed independently, but by HMT – who are also partly or wholly

responsible for delivery of all but one of the targets in question.

53. Use of simpler trend specifications such as centred averages poses fewer

problems but will nevertheless delay final assessment of performance against target.

The DH targets for mortality rates are already set for 2010 rather than for 2008 but

the additional specification that they will be measured by a three year centred

average means that outcomes against the target will not be known until late 2012.

54. A rather different aspect of specification is the number of examples of ‘zero

targets’, ie targets that specify an aim of complete elimination of something, or that

the entire population achieve a certain threshold. Examples are: some (but not all) of

the DfES ‘floor targets’ for school performance (targets 5b and 8b – ‘in all schools, at

least x per cent of pupils achieve …’); the DH target for hospital waiting lists (target

17 – ‘no one waits more than 18 weeks’); and the ODPM target for decent housing

(target 33a – ‘bring all social housing into a decent condition’).

55. In the earlier discussion of aspirational targets (paragraph 39), we say that

targets should be achievable and realistic. Targets that require 100 per cent

compliance are intrinsically unlikely to be met. Taken literally, they look almost
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impossible to achieve: it requires just a single exception (one school out of c.3,400

where less than 20 per cent of pupils achieve five GCSEs, one hospital patient

waiting more than 18 weeks for treatment) for the target to be failed. Better targets –

stretching but still achievable – could have been set by specifying targets in terms

of small numbers (of schools below the threshold, of patients waiting more than

18 weeks), rather than zero values.

56. The above point has now been recognised for the long-term child poverty

target (‘eradicate child poverty by 2020’), where the Technical Note for PSA target 78

observes that eradication does not mean achieving zero values for the child poverty

measures used in the PSA target. (NB: The PSA target itself relates to 2010-11, and

involves a specified percentage reduction in child poverty, not reduction to zero.)

Assurance of data quality

57. Ideally, there should be independent quality assurance of the data used to

measure performance against the target. The use of National Statistics in measuring

performance against a target provides a degree of reassurance that the data are of

reasonable quality. However only a minority of targets are measured by National

Statistics.

58. A substantial number of targets rely on departmental management information

that is only published in the context of the department’s performance against that

target. Some targets – generally those involving international comparisons, but also

some for departments (eg DfID) with an international policy focus – rely on

international statistics, generally compiled by OECD, or the UN and its agencies, or

the World Bank/IMF. A few targets rely on private sector data collection. For a

number of targets, where a suitable data source was not readily available, a new

survey or data collection has been commissioned.

59. There are inevitable questions over data quality where non-published

management information, international statistics, private sector data and new

surveys/data collections are used. However it is sometimes possible to address

these questions as long as the data have been published on a regular basis. Even

where the data source is one of the international agencies (OECD, UN, Eurostat,

World Bank) or a regular private sector survey, there may be some information

available that will enable assessment of data quality.

60. However for a number of targets, data for measurement comes from a survey

that has been conducted on an irregular and/or infrequent basis – in some cases, on

one occasion only. Typically the most recent survey will be used to establish a

baseline and a repeat survey will be scheduled at some point over the next few years

to collect outcome data to evaluate performance against target. Examples of targets
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that partly or wholly rely on such surveys for measurement include the DTI targets for

protecting competitive markets, for gender equality and for ethnic diversity,

employment relations and choice in the workplace (targets 64, 67 and 68).

61. Occasional surveys do not generate regularly compiled and published

statistics. This may make it more difficult to judge the quality of the data, and their

fitness for purpose as the baseline for a PSA target. These difficulties will increase

where the data for a target are to come from a new survey or data collection – as is

the case for a number of the targets. Even if a new survey follows best practice in its

methodology and design, lack of an established track record means that there will

inevitably be initial uncertainty about data quality.

62. Examples of targets to be measured by new surveys or data collections are the

Home Office target on voluntary and community engagement (target 40), for which a

‘voluntary and community index’ is to be constructed from a new series of surveys

conducted with the recently created ‘State of the Sector Panel’; and the DCMS

target on participation of priority groups in sport and arts activities (target 76), where

all four sub-targets are to be measured from a new national survey of culture. leisure

and sport (called ‘Taking Part’).

63. This report has already noted a few instances in which a PSA target was set

without an identified means of measuring performance against it (see paragraph 30).

In a number of other cases the Technical Note specified the measure to be used for

the target – but then went on to note that the measure in question did not as yet

exist. For example, in the case of the HO/AAID target for reducing the harm caused

by illegal drugs (target 38a), the original Technical Note specified that the target was

to be measured by a ‘Drugs Harm Index’, to be constructed from health and crime

data, which was ‘under development’ at the time. This index has since been

published for the first time (May 2005), but publication of data has not yet been put

on the timely basis promised in the Technical Note.

64. As well as raising issues about assurance of data quality, the use of a

completely new measure or data source poses problems for target setting – how to

set a quantitative target for a measure for which there is as yet no information on

recent levels or trends. One answer is to postpone actual target setting until data

from the new measure is available to set a baseline. However the more popular

approach seems to be to fix the target (as a percentage or directional change)

regardless of the absence of any baseline data or knowledge of trends. So the target

for increasing participation in sport and arts (target 76) involves achieving a series of

2 per cent and 3 per cent increases in various measures of participation by 2008

(presumably on 2005, the first year of the new survey – but the Technical Note does

not actually specify the baseline). The rationale for setting such precise targets in the

absence of any data is not clear.
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65. Departmental management information, which is used in measurement of a

significant number of PSA targets, is generally not published on a regular basis and

is not well understood outside the department. The absence of independent quality

assurance can thus be an issue. Because departments control all the relevant

information, there can sometimes be a perception that they only release what they

want to release when they want to release it. A clear target specification that sets out

in detail how the target is to be measured can help to assuage such concerns about

transparency, though cannot completely eliminate them.

66. DfID’s target on bilateral aid and aid projects (target 61) is an example of a

management information-driven target that is clear and well-specified, despite the

fact that measurement of success is entirely on the basis of DfID financial and project

management information, and data for monitoring progress against the target are

only available externally through standard PSA reporting. Nevertheless the targets are

quantitative and the information that needs to be reported is clear.

67. Other examples of targets that rely on management and performance

information include most of the targets of the FCO and MOD. The FCO target for

consular and entry clearance services (target 56) is a further example that is clear

and well-specified but some of the other FCO targets are less so. These include a

group of targets (targets 50, 51, 52 and 54) where success is measured by

scorecards of mostly qualitative proxy indicators, for which data sources are not

always specified. Reporting against these targets is necessarily more subjective than

for the quantitative targets, as it will consist of a series of qualitative assessments by

the department of progress against the proxy indicators, together with an overall

assessment. As a result, evaluation of the outcome may be less demonstrably valid.

68. The key quality issues here, and with all targets where the measures are largely

qualitative, concern the transparency and independence of the assessment. In this

respect it is helpful if the Technical Note spells out both the indicators to be reported

on and the information sources for those indicators. The four FCO targets mentioned

in the previous paragraph each include a list of proxy indicators, but in general the

Technical Note provides little information on data sources for their assessment. (The

department has subsequently stated that data sources for the scorecard indicators

will be reported in future Autumn Performance Reports).

69. Even less information is provided for the joint target on the European security

agenda (target 47) that FCO shares with MOD, where the Technical Note states that

“progress against this target will be measured against classified scorecards”. No

information is given as to the content or coverage of these classified scorecards. We

assume that, when the departments come to report against this target, the extent of

progress will be declared without publication of the supporting evidence.
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70. The Technical Note for the MOD target on operations and military tasks (target

44) is more forthcoming, in that it describes in some detail the kind of assessment

that is undertaken (“the success of operations .. will be judged against the Military

Strategic Objectives given to each relevant commander …”) and the process by

which the assessment is reached (“assessment of success is performed through a

formal review process under the Operational Tasking Group …”). But in the end, as

with the European security agenda target, the department’s assessment of

performance has to be taken on trust. The national security reasons for this are clear

and unobjectionable. But it is also clear that the assessment of performance against

these targets lacks transparency. This example illustrates the difficulty of fitting these

areas of public service activity into the PSA targets approach, a key element of which

is public accountability for performance against pre-defined and measurable

objectives.

Availability of outturn data

71. Ideally, outturn data for assessing performance against a target should be

available promptly, so that performance can be assessed quickly once the target

date has passed. A reasonable expectation, for annual data series, might be that

outturn data should be available within six months of the end of the time period to

which it relates.

72. The 2004 Spending Review set public expenditure plans for the three years

from 2005-06 to 2007-08, and the PSA targets set in that Review are intended to

measure the outcomes achieved as a result of those expenditure plans. Thus the

natural target date for a 2004 PSA target is 2008, or financial year 2007-08.

73. The majority of targets do have a target date of 2008, or 2007-08. But a

substantial minority of targets (around 20 per cent) have target dates later than this –

typically 2010 or 2010-11. This is quite often a reflection of an existing government

policy or strategy – for example, the joint DTI/DEFRA/DfT target for reducing

greenhouse gas emissions (target 65a) has a target date of 2010 because that is the

target date for the UK’s commitment under the Kyoto agreement.

74. The practice of setting PSA targets consistently with existing Government

policy commitments is sensible enough. Indeed it would be confusing if PSA targets

were to be set entirely independently from previous policy. However specifying target

dates of 2010 or beyond for PSA targets relating to the period 2005-08 is likely to

complicate and delay evaluation of performance against the targets overall.

75. One of the PSA targets (target 94a, joint between HMT and Cabinet Office) is

to meet all the (other) PSA targets. The Technical Note says that this target will be

assessed once 90 per cent of the targets have been reported on, but on the basis of

the analysis in Annex B, this point will not be reached before 2011. Even then, some

target outcomes would still be preliminary and subject to revision.
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76. An earlier assessment of the overall outturn might be possible if, as a general

rule, PSA targets with target dates beyond 2008 were to include, as well, interim

targets for 2008 that are consistent with the longer term commitments and

objectives. This has been done in a number of cases, but by no means all.

77. More generally there is an issue as to whether the PSA targets which relate to

spending plans for the three year period 2005-08 should be limited to outcomes for

2008 or earlier. A case can certainly be made for accepting a fairly wide spread of

outcome dates, allowing for the lags that may exist in some areas between public

spending and the outcomes that spending is intended to deliver. But that does

jeopardise the measurability of overall success or failure of the 2004 PSA targets at

least until after a few years have elapsed (by which time the answer is likely to be

only of historical, rather than operational, significance).

As a footnote to this chapter, it is worth noting one other problem that can arise with

data availability. In some cases, where there is a complex target specification, the

component data series might be independently published, but performance against

the target can still only be assessed through PSA reporting. The complexity can

counteract the apparent availability of the data.
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Chapter 4: Findings and
recommendations

78. Our findings relating to individual targets are included in Annexes A to C of this

report which address progressive levels of detail. However, we make the following

summary observations:

• Types of measure. Targets should ideally be measurable, achievable and

realistic. The majority of PSA targets are specified as statistical targets, and are

capable of precise measurement. But a number are qualitative in nature, and

the evaluation of performance against them will involve an element of

judgement. Among the measurable, quantitative targets, most specify

outcomes that look to be achievable and realistic, if in some cases stretching.

But a few look to be more aspirational rather than clearly attainable – they

represent the ultimate goal that policy is working towards, rather than an

objective that might be expected to be achieved within the target timescale.

The qualitative targets are mostly in areas (eg defence, foreign policy) where

policy outcomes can be difficult to measure in quantitative terms. As long as

PSAs need to cover these areas, the adoption of some essentially qualitative

targets is perhaps inevitable. We are less convinced about the value of setting

PSA targets that are more in the way of statements of aspiration, rather than

setting them at levels that there is some chance of reaching. Targets should be

achievable and realistic, we think it would be better in some cases to leave

statements of aspiration as just that.

• Clarity of target specification. Whilst we generally find the specifications in

the Technical Notes adequate, there are some cases in which technical points

are not explained, for example how multiple elements of a complex target are

to be combined.

• Complexity of targets. Complexity is often justifiable given the underlying

complexity of the concepts that the target is seeking to measure. But it can

become a serious obstacle to comprehensibility. For example, use of certain

measures of trend is likely to introduce uncertainty, and possibly confusion, into

the assessment of performance.

• Sources of data for quantitative targets. We believe that the data used to

monitor targets should be collected, managed and published in line with the

National Statistics Code of Practice wherever this is practicable. We recognise

that there will be some cases where this is not applicable, for example where

targets are measured by qualitative indicators, or by international comparisons

that rely on data from non-UK sources. However, where targets are based on
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internal departmental management information, there should at least be regular

and formal publication and audited quality assurance of the data. And the aim

should be to adhere as closely as possible to relevant provisions of the Code.

• Sources of qualitative information. The transparency and independance of

the qualitative assessment of performance needs to be established in all cases.

The evidence to be used in the assessment should be clearly specified  in the

Technical Note. Where the assessment is not independant of the department

which has an interest in the outcome, that assessment should at least be

externally validated.

• Timeliness of data on target measures. We regard long time-lags between

the end of the target period and the data becoming available as a serious

weakness but recognise that it may be unavoidable in some cases. PSA

targets that relate to a period finishing after the end of the Spending Review

period (currently 2008) should be supported by an ‘interim target’ for the end

of the period.

• Availability of data for assessment of targets. For a number of targets,

outturn data are only available to the public when performance against the

target is reported formally. We would like to see the relevant statistical data

published independently of outturn against the target.

• Frequency of data. More frequent data – assuming they are of adequate

quality – enable more sensitive monitoring of progress against targets and thus

provide more opportunity for managerial intervention to guide operational

decisions towards achieving the target. Too often targets are based on data

that are only available occasionally and in a few cases they have been set

without any relevant data being available. Government departments need to

exercise considerable foresight in relation to their own data needs – a point

taken up in the broader recommendations which follow.

79. Drawing together the findings of our analysis and the relevant observations in

the reports quoted in Chapter 2, we offer the following recommendations:

i. In our analysis, which has drawn on the Technical Notes published for each

target and on discussions with departments, we have looked at the

specification and measurement of each target and at data quality and

availability. In the Annexes to this report, we summarise our findings for

individual targets, and identify what we see as the key issues arising for each

target. We recommend that Government departments responsible for

individual PSA targets should consider and address the issues we have

identified for their targets.
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ii. Bearing in mind the thrust of the report from the Royal Statistical Society

(Performance Indicators: Good, Bad and Ugly) and the related comments by

the Social Market Foundation and others, we recommend that the ‘Technical

Notes’ should be developed into more comprehensive Target Protocols.

As well as the material currently in Technical Notes, these should cover broader

issues:

• a clear statement of the rationale for selecting the chosen target

• some indication of data quality, especially where data for target

measurement are not published National Statistics. This might record

where data systems have already been validated by NAO

• historical data for key measures, as a guide to how stretching is 

the target

• details of how performance against the target will be evaluated, including a

clear specification of succes criteria where multiple indicators are used,

and the expected date when all outturn data required for a final evaluation

will become available.

A number of the 2004 Technical Notes already provide some background

information, but many just provide information on target specification,

measurement and data.

iii. The high-level PSA targets are intended to measure the desired outcomes from

Government policies, in particular from the public spending plans set in the

Spending Review. Monitoring performance against these targets should feed

back into future policy decisions – including decisions not to change policy if

the target is on track. Any target where monitoring does not appear to

influence managerial or policy decisions should be the subject of close scrutiny.

We therefore recommend that a brief record be kept by departments of the

more substantive decisions (on policy, resources, structures, management)

that have been influenced by the monitoring of each quantified PSA target.

This is a desirable discipline for any statistical output, it supports the

assessment of the impact of the target, and may help to deter the

inappropriate creation of quantified targets. In making this proposal, we

recognise that the level of record keeping involved needs to be contained and

reasonable, taking account of the circumstances. A possibility would be to

place a responsibility for maintaining a record on an identified senior official in

the department, and leave the details to them.
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iv. In view of the importance that PSA targets, and other high-level targets, have

in the management of the economy and the development of social and

economic policy, we recommend that more consideration should be given

to the adequacy of the statistical infrastructure to support the future

evolution of such targets. It is highly undesirable to set a target and only then

to think about the availability of data needed to measure progress against it.

What is needed is a robust cross-government planning system for official

statistics that can pick up the future data requirements (to support the setting

of targets) at the earliest possible stage and feed those effectively into the

allocation of departmental resources. This would help ensure that the cost

implications of setting particular targets are fully explored; new data collection

and new surveys are almost invariably expensive, yet appears to have been

quite a common consequence of target setting.

v. To echo the conclusions of the National Audit Office (see Chapter 2), we

recommend that government departments should pay more attention to

data quality issues. As NAO states, the allocation of clear responsibility for

data quality and active management oversight of data systems would reinforce

the importance of data quality.
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Annex A: List of targets with Statistics Commission comments on
technical aspects

This Annex lists the PSA targets set in the 2004 Spending Review, together with a brief comment for each

target on any technical issues regarding specification, measurement and data quality and availability. A fuller

analysis for each target is available in Annex C. In all there are 102 targets listed (see box on page 2 of this

report for an explanation as to how this number is arrived at). Each target is given a number; these identifying

numbers are then used throughout this report and its annexes.

Targets in government documents, eg the PSA White Paper and the Technical Notes, are usually identified by

the Public Service Agreement under which they are specified as a target, and by their number within that PSA.

For example, the Department for Education and Skills’ target for primary school performance (target no 4 in

this report) is target no 6 for the DfES PSA (DfES 6). A number of targets are joint targets, which appear as

targets under more than one PSA (eg the Sure Start programme target for children’s development at the

Foundation Stage is both DfES target 1 and DWP target 2). Each joint target is counted as a single target in

this report, and given a single number.

There are 20 PSAs in total – 18 departmental PSAs and two cross-departmental PSAs. A full list is given

below, together with the acronym for that departmental group or cross-cutting PSA. These acronyms are used

throughout this Annex and the rest of this report.
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Departmental PSAs Acronym

Department for Education and Skills DfES

Department of Health DH

Department for Transport DfT

Office of the Deputy Prime Minister ODPM

Home Office HO

Department for Constitutional Affairs DCA

Crown Prosecution Service CPS

Ministry of Defence MOD

Foreign and Commonwealth Office FCO

Department for International Development DfID

Department of Trade and Industry DTI

Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs DEFRA

Department for Culture, Media and Sport DCMS

Department for Work and Pensions DWP

Northern Ireland Office NIO

HM Treasury HMT

HM Revenue and Custom HMRC

Cabinet Office CO

Cross-cutting PSAs

Criminal Justice System CJS

Action Against Illegal Drugs AAID
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Table 1: List of targets with comments on technical issues
Dept No Measure Issues

1 DfES 1
+
DWP 2

a. “by 2008, 50% of children reach a good level of
development at the end of the Foundation stage”

b. “reduce inequalities between the level of development
achieved by children in the 20% most disadvantaged
areas and the rest of England”

Target cannot be measured from
published statistics.

Baseline is 2005 – aspects of target
specification subject to revision once
baseline data is available.

2 DfES 2
+
DWP 3

a. “increase the stock of Ofsted-registered childcare by 10%”

b. “increase the take-up of formal childcare by lower income
working families by 50%”

c. “introduce by April 2005 a successful light-touch childcare
approval scheme”

Data on ‘Ofsted-regulated childcare’
and ‘formal childcare’ are from
different sources – consistency
cannot be guaranteed.

DfES 3 See target 15.

DfES 4 See target 15.

3 DfES 5 a. “narrow the gap in educational achievement between
looked after children and that of their peers”

b. “by 2008, 80% of children under 16 who have been
looked after for 2.5 or more years will have been living in
the same placement for at least 2 years, or are placed for
adoption”

Target clearly specified.

4 DfES 6 a. “by 2006, 85% of 11 year olds achieve level 4 or above
[in English and maths], with this level sustained to 2008”

b. “by 2008, the proportion of schools in which fewer than
65% of pupils achieve level 4 or above [in English and
maths] is reduced by 40%”

Target clearly specified.

5 DfES 7 a. “by 2007, 85% of 14 year olds achieve level 5 or above in
English, maths and ICT (80% in science) nationally, with
this level of performance sustained to 2008”

b. “by 2008, in all schools at least 50% of pupils achieve
level 5 or above in each of English, maths and science”

Target b. requires 100% of schools
to reach a particular level – not
realistically attainable.

6 DfES 8 “by 2008, school absence is reduced by 8% compared with
2003”

Target clearly specified.

7 DfES 9
+
DCMS 1

a. “the percentage of school children [5 to 16 year olds] in
England who spend a minimum of two hours each week
on high quality PE and school sport within and beyond
the curriculum increases from 25% in 2002 to 75% by
2006 and to 85% in 2008”

b. “[as above] to at least 75% in each School Sport
Partnership by 2008”

Target is measured for schools in
School Sport Partnerships only –
Partnerships will not cover all
schools until September 2006.
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Dept No Measure Issues

8 DfES 10 a. “by 2008, 60% of those aged 16 to achieve the
equivalent of 5 GCSEs at grades A* to C”

b. “in all schools at least 20% of pupils to achieve this
standard by 2004, rising to 25% by 2006 and 30% by
2008”

Target b. requires 100% of schools
to reach a particular level – not
realistically attainable.

9 DfES 11 a. “increase the proportion of 19 year olds who achieve at
least level 2 by 3 percentage points between 2004 and
2006, and a further 2 percentage points between 2006
and 2008”

b. “increase the proportion of young people who achieve
level 3”

Baseline for target b. will not be
known until February 2007.

Population denominator for target b.
remains to be settled.

10 DfES 12 “reduce the proportion of young people not in education,
employment or training by 2 percentage points by 2010”

Target is clearly specified.

11 DfES 13 a. “improve the basic skill levels of 2.25 million adults
between the launch of Skills for Life in 2001 and 2010,
with a milestone of 1.5 million in 2007”

b. “reduce by at least 40% the number of adults in the
workforce who lack NVQ2 or equivalent qualifications by
2010 … 1 million adults to achieve level 2 between 2003
and 2006”

Quality assurance may provide a
challenge for data measuring target a.

12 DfES 14 a. “by 2010, increase participation in higher education
towards 50% of those aged 18 to 30”

b. “make significant progress towards fair access”

c. “bear down on rates of non-completion”

Targets for participation and for fair
access are not specified precisely.

13 DH 1 a. “by 2010, increase life expectancy at birth in England to
78.6 years for men and to 82.5 years for women”

b. “reduce mortality rates from heart disease and stroke and
related diseases by at least 40% in people under 75”

c. “a 40% reduction in the inequalities gap [for mortality
rates from heart disease, etc] between the fifth of areas
with the worst health and deprivation indicators and the
population as a whole”

d. “reduce mortality rates from cancer by at least 20% in
people under 75”

e. “a 6% reduction in the inequalities gap [for mortality rates
from cancer] between the fifth of areas with the worst
health and deprivation indicators and the population as a
whole”

f. “reduce mortality rates from suicide and undetermined
injury by at least 20%”

TN requires that an average of data
from 2009-2011 be used for the end
year, which will delay evaluation.

14 DH 2 a. “reduce health inequalities by 10% by 2010 as measured
by infant mortality”

b. “[reduce health inequalities by 10% by 2010 as measured
by] … life expectancy at birth”

TN requires that an average of data
from 2009-2011 be used for the end
year, which will delay evaluation.
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Dept No Measure Issues

15 DH 3
+
DfES 3
(part d)
+
DfES 4
(part c)
+
DCMS 2
(part c)

a. “reduce adult smoking rates to 21% or less by 2010”

b. “reduce prevalence [of smoking] among routine and
manual groups to 26% or less [by 2010]”

c. “halt the rise in obesity among children under 11 by 2010”

d. “reduce the under-18 conception rate by 2010”

The target is clearly specified.

16 DH 4 a. “offer a personalised care plan for vulnerable people most
at risk”

b. “reduce emergency bed days by 5% by 2008”

Measure for target a. is not specified.

No details of ‘exclusions’ for target
b. measure.

17 DH 5 “by 2008 no one waits more than 18 weeks from GP referral
to hospital treatment”

Target that requires 100% of patients
wait 18 weeks or less is not
realistically attainable.

Complete data to measure target not
yet available.

18 DH 6
+
AAID 2

a. “increase the participation of problem drug users in drug
treatment programmes by 100% by 2008”

b. “increase year-on-year the proportion of [problem drug]
users successfully sustaining or completing [drug]
treatment programmes”

Target coverage should include
prisoners but data problems need to
be resolved.

19 DH 7 “sustained annual national improvements in NHS patient
experience by 2008, as measured by independently
validated surveys”

Not clear how information from
individual surveys will be combined
to arrive at an assessment of overall
performance.

20 DH 8 a. “increase the proportion of old people being supported to
live in their own home by 1% annually in 2007 and 2008”

b. “increase by 2008 the proportion of those supported
intensively to live at home to 34% of the total of those
being supported at home or in residential care”

Specification of target a. may need
to change when data from grant-
funded organisations is available.

21 DfT 1 “by 2007-08, make journeys more reliable on the strategic
road network”

Target was not defined until July
2005.

22 DfT 2 “improve punctuality and reliability of rail services to at least
85% by 2006, with further improvements by 2008”

The target is clearly specified.

23 DfT 3 a. “by 2010, increase the use of public transport (bus and
light rail) by more than 12% in England compared with
2000 levels”

b. “growth in [the use of public transport] in every region” [by
2010]

Measurement of target b. will not
start until 2008.

24 DfT 4 “by 2010-11, the 10 largest urban areas will meet the
congestion targets set in their Local Transport Plan relating
to movement on main roads into city centres.”

Target was not defined until July
2005. Individual LTP targets remain
to be agreed.
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Dept No Measure Issues

25 DfT 5 a. “reduce the number of people killed or seriously injured in
Great Britain in road accidents by 40% … by 2010
compared with the average of 1994-98”

b. “reduce the number of children killed or seriously injured
[in road accidents] by 50% [by 2010 compared with the
average of 1994-98]”

c. “tackle the significantly higher incidence [of road accident
deaths and injuries] in disadvantaged communities”

Target dates and geographical
coverage for part c. are completely
different from part a. and b. – in
effect two separate PSA targets.
Wording does not make this clear.

26 DfT 6
+
DEFRA 8

“meet the Air Quality Strategy targets for carbon monoxide,
lead, nitrogen dioxide, particles, benzene and 1.3 butadiene”

The target is clearly specified.

DfT 7 See target 65.

27 ODPM 1 “work with departments to help them meet their PSA floor
targets, in particular narrowing the gap in health, education,
crime, worklessness, housing and liveability outcomes
between the most deprived areas and the rest of England,
with measurable improvement by 2010”

Varying target dates for indicators
specified in TN mean performance
against target may not be easy to
assess.

28 ODPM 2
+
DTI 7
(parts a,
b, c)
+
HMT 6
(parts a,
b, c)

a. “make sustainable improvements in the economic
performance of all English regions by 2008”

b. “over the long term, reduce the persistent gap in growth
rates between the regions”

c. “demonstrate progress [in making sustainable
improvements in economic performance] by 2006”

d. “establish Elected Regional Assemblies in regions which
vote in a referendum to have one”

There are measurement issues
arising from the lack of regional
growth data and use of trend
growth.

Assessment of target c. is largely
through ‘supporting indicators’ and
partly judgemental and qualitative.

29 ODPM 3 a. “by 2010, reduce the number of accidental fire-related
deaths in the home by 20%”

b. “[by 2010, reduce] the number of deliberate fires by 10%”

The end date figure for the target is
specified as an average of data for
the years 1999-2010.

30 ODPM 4 “by 2008, improve the effectiveness and efficiency of local
government in leading and delivering services to all
communities”

Ambiguity about the precise
measurement of performance
against the overall target. Baseline
for target is 2005.

31 ODPM 5 “achieve a better balance between housing availability and
the demand for housing, including improved availability, in all
English regions”

Assessment of overall progress is
subjective, as how indicators are to
be combined is not specified.

32 ODPM 6 “the planning system to deliver sustainable development
outcomes at national, regional and local levels through
efficient and high quality planning and development
management processes, including achievement of best value
standards for planning by 2008”

Assessment of overall progress is
subjective, as how indicators are to
be combined is not specified.

Some indicators not yet specified.

33 ODPM 7 a. “by 2010 bring all social housing into a decent condition
with most of this improvement taking place in deprived
areas”

b. “for vulnerable households in the private sector, including
families with children, increase the proportion that live in
homes that are in decent condition”

Target a. requires 100% of ‘social
housing’ to reach a specific
condition. Is this realistically
attainable? And can it be measured
by a sample survey?
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Dept No Measure Issues

34 ODPM 8 “lead the delivery of cleaner, safer, greener public spaces and
improvement of the quality of the built environment in
deprived areas and across the country, with measurable
improvement by 2008”

Measurement of target in relation to
‘deprived areas’ is not precisely stated.

Some subsidiary targets are not fully
specified.

35 HO 1
+
CJS 1

a. “reduce crime by 15% [by 2007-08]

b. “[reduce crime] further in high crime areas, by 2007-08”

The target is clearly specified.

36 HO 2
+
DCA 2
+
CPS 2
+
CJS 2

a. “reduce [the public’s] fear of crime”

b. “build confidence in the criminal justice system without
compromising fairness”

The target is clearly specified.

37 HO 3
+
DCA 1
+
CPS 1
+
CJS 3

“increase the number of crimes for which an offender is
brought to justice to 1.25 million by 2007-08”

The target is clearly specified.

38 HO 4
+
AAID 1

a. “reduce the harm caused by illegal drugs”

b. “substantially increase the number of drug misusing
offenders entering treatment through the criminal justice
system”

Reporting of Drug Harm Index
(measure for target a.) is not yet on a
timely basis.

39 HO 5
+
DCA 3

“reduce unfounded asylum claims” The target is clearly specified.

40 HO 6 “increase voluntary and community engagement, especially
amongst those at risk of social exclusion”

Data for one element of target from
new surveys – little known about
data quality.

41 HO 7 a. “reduce race inequalities”

b. “build community cohesion”

Baseline for target b. set for a future
year.

DCA 1 See target 37.

DCA 2 See target 36.

DCA 3 See target 39.

42 DCA 4 “by 2009-10, increase the proportion of care cases being
completed in the courts within 40 weeks by 10%”

The target is clearly specified.

43 DCA 5 a. “increasing advice and assistance to help people resolve
their disputes earlier and more effectively”

b. “increasing the opportunities for people involved in court
cases to settle their disputes out of court”

c. “reducing delays in resolving those disputes that need to
be decided by the courts”

The reporting period for survey
results that measure success for
target a. is not clear.

CPS 1 See target 37.

CPS 2 See target 36.
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Dept No Measure Issues

44 MOD 1 “achieve the objectives established by ministers for
operations and military tasks in which the United Kingdom’s
Armed Forces are involved, including those providing
support to our civil communities”

The target is to achieve objectives
established by Ministers – but it is
not stated what those objectives are.
This makes evaluation of performance
difficult and not transparent.

45 MOD 2
+
FCO 3
+
DfID 5

“by 2007-08, improved effectiveness of UK and international
support for conflict prevention … where the UK can make a
significant contribution, in particular Africa, Asia, the Balkans
and the Middle East”

Targets are mostly qualitative.

46 MOD 3 “generate forces, which can be deployed, sustained and
recovered at the scales of effort required to meet the
Government’s strategic objectives”

Assessment process is internal to
MOD, but has been audited by NAO.

47 MOD 4
+
FCO 5

“play a leading role in the development of the European
security agenda, and enhance capabilities to undertake
timely and effective security operations, by successfully
encouraging:

• a more efficient and effective NATO

• a more efficient and effective ESDP

• and enhanced European defence capabilities

Proper scrutiny of this target is not
possible as much detailed
information is withheld on security
grounds.

48 MOD 5 “recruit, train, motivate and retain sufficient military personnel
to provide the military capability necessary to meet the
Government’s strategic objectives”

Some ambiguity as to whether
Services need to stay within manning
balance thresholds throughout
period to 2008 for target to be met.

49 MOD 6 “deliver the equipment programme to cost and time” The target is clearly specified.

50 FCO 1 “deter, check and roll back programmes for the development
of WMD and related delivery systems in countries of
concern, and … reduce the supply of, and demand, for such
weapons world-wide”

All scorecard measures are
qualitative.

51 FCO 2 “reduce the risk from international terrorism so that UK
citizens can go about their business freely and with
confidence”

All scorecard measures are
qualitative.

FCO 3 See target 45.

52 FCO 4 “a reformed and effective (post-enlargement) EU, as
measured by progress towards achieving UK policy priorities
including a robust and effective CFSP which complements
NATO”

All scorecard measures are
qualitative with one partial exception.

FCO 5 See target 47.

53 FCO 6
+
DTI 8

a. “by 2008, deliver a measurable improvement in the
business performance of UK Trade & Investment’s
international trade customers, with an emphasis on new
to export firms”

b. “maintain the UK as the prime location in the EU for
foreign direct investment”

There is some ambiguity in the
specification for one indicator.
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Dept No Measure Issues

54 FCO 7 “increase understanding of, and engagement with, Islamic
countries and communities and … work with them to
promote peaceful political, economic and social reform”

All scorecard measures are
qualitative.

55 FCO 8 “promote sustainable development, underpinned by
democracy, good governance and human rights, particularly
through effective delivery of programmes in these and related
fields”

Data sources for assessing progress
not always made clear.

56 FCO 9 a. “effective and efficient consular … services, as measured
by specific underlying targets”

b. “effective and efficient … entry clearance services, as
measured by specific underlying targets”

Timescales for targets not clearly
specified.

Some data to be collected through
new sample survey with no track
record.

57 DfID 1 “Progress towards the MDGs in 16 key countries in Africa”:

a. “a reduction of 4 percentage points in the proportion of
people living in poverty across the entire region, against
the 1999 baseline”

b. “an increase in primary school enrolment by 18
percentage points and an increase in the ratio of girls to
boys enrolled in primary schools by 5 percentage points,
both against their 2000 baseline”

c. “a reduction in under-5 mortality rates for girls and boys
by 8 per 1000 live births, against the 2000 baseline, and
an increase in proportion of births assisted by skilled birth
attendants by 11 percentage points, against the 2000
baseline”

d. “a reduction in the proportion of 15-24 year old pregnant
women with HIV”

e. “enhanced partnership at the country and regional level,
especially through the G8, to increase the effectiveness of
aid and ensure that international policies support African
development”

Baseline for target d. not clear.

No measurable indicators for target e.

Quality of international data is difficult
to verify.

58 DfID 2 “Progress towards the MDGs in 9 key countries in Asia”:

a. “a reduction in the proportion of people living in poverty of
5% points in East Asia and the Pacific and of 8% points in
South Asia, both against their 1999 baseline”

b. “an increase in net primary school enrolment by 8%
points and an increase in the ratio of girls to boys by 5%
points, both against their 2000 baseline”

c. “a reduction in under-5 mortality rates for girls and boys
by 24 per 1000 live births and an increase of 15% points
in the proportion of births assisted by skilled birth
attendants, both against their 2000 baseline”

d. “prevalence rates of HIV infection in vulnerable groups
being below 5%; a tuberculosis detection above 70% and
a tuberculosis cure treatment rate greater than 85%”

Some data for target d. has limited
coverage in key countries.

Quality of international data is difficult
to verify.
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Dept No Measure Issues

59 DfID 3
Parts b
and c are
also parts
of
HMT 8
(target 93)

“improved effectiveness of the multilateral system”:

a. “…increase the proportion of EC official development
assistance (ODA) to low-income countries from its 2000
baseline figure of 38% to 70% by 2008”

b. “90% of all eligible Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
committed to poverty reduction that have reached
Decision Point by end 2005 receive irrevocable debt relief
by 2008”

c. “international partners work effectively with poor countries
to make progress towards the United Nations 2015
Millennium Development Goals”

d. “improved effectiveness of United Nations agencies and
the humanitarian aid system”

Many indicators for targets c. and d.
are qualitative.

Quality of international data is difficult
to verify.

60 DfID 4
+
DTI 5
Part of
target (on
CAP
support)
forms part
b of
Target 73
(DEFRA 5)

“… significant reductions in EU and world trade barriers by
2008, leading to improved opportunities for developing
countries and a more competitive Europe”

Measurement involves complex
calculations of average tariffs by one
of departments involved.

Part of target will need rethinking if
Doha round is not ‘successful’.

Data to be used for some measures
of success not fully specified.

DfID 5 See target 45.

61 DfID 6 a. “ensure that the proportion of DfID’s bilateral programme
going to low-income countries is at least 90% over the
period 2005-08 …”

b. “…achieve a sustained increase in the index of DfID’s
bilateral projects evaluated as successful”

Measurement against target
dependent entirely on internal
management information systems.

There is some ambiguity of
measurement of target b.

62 DTI 1
+
HMT 4

a. “demonstrate further progress by 2008 on … raising the
rate of productivity growth over the cycle”

b. “… [demonstrate further progress by 2008 on] improving
competitiveness and narrowing the gap with our major
industrial competitors”

Basing targets on trends can be
problematic. It is difficult to date
economic cycle turning points until
years later so measurement delayed.

HMT are joint owner and provide
critical data (on cycle) for
assessment.

63 DTI 2 “improve the relative international performance of the UK
research base and increase the overall innovation
performance of the UK economy making continued progress
to 2008”

No indicators specified yet for one of
‘attributes’ of target.

Long time lag for some data so
performance being measured on
out-of-date data.

Some international data sources not
fully specified.
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Dept No Measure Issues

64 DTI 3 “promote fair competitive markets by ensuring that the UK
framework for competition and for consumer empowerment
and support is at the level of the best by 2008, measuring
the effectiveness of the regime through international
comparisons, supported by a broader evidence base”

A significant role is given to results
from new research only recently
started.

Measurement of success against
target is vague in a number of
places.

65 DTI 4
+
DfT 7
(part a)
+
DEFRA 2
(part a)
+
DEFRA 7
(part c)

a. “reduce greenhouse gases to 12.5% below 1990 levels in
line with our Kyoto commitment and move towards a
20% reduction in carbon dioxide emissions below 1990
levels by 2010, through measures including energy
efficiency and renewables”

b. “maintain the reliability of energy supplies”

c. “eliminate fuel poverty in vulnerable households in
England by 2010 in line with the Government’s Fuel
Poverty Strategy objective”

d. “ensure the UK remains in the top three most competitive
energy markets in the EU and G7”

‘Move towards’ formulation of
carbon dioxide part of target a. is
imprecise.

Timing for target d. is unclear.

DTI 5 See target 60.

66 DTI 6 a. “an increase in the number of people considering going
into business”

b. “an improvement in the overall productivity of small firms”

c. “more enterprise in disadvantaged communities”

It is difficult to date economic cycle
turning points until years later so
measurement of target c. may be
delayed.

Timing for target c. is unspecified.

DTI 7 See target 28.

DTI 8 See target 53.

67 DTI 9 “by 2008, working with other departments, bring about
measurable improvements in gender equality across a range
of indicators”

Most targets led by other
departments; not clear how overall
performance will be assessed.

68 DTI 10 “by 2008, promote ethnic diversity, cooperative employment
relations and greater choice and commitment in the
workplace, while maintaining a flexible labour market”

Data sources for three of the five
sub-targets (various occasional
surveys) are new and/or untested.

69 DTI 11 a. “reduce the civil nuclear liability by 10% by 2010”

b. “deliver annual 2% efficiency gains from 2006-07”

c. “ensure successful competitions have been completed for
the management of at least 50% of UK nuclear sites by
end 2008”

Targets not operative until 2005-06,
so baselines for targets a. and b. are
in the future.

70 DEFRA 1 a. “achievement of positive trends in the Government’s
headline indicators of sustainable development”

b. “progress [by the UK] towards delivering the World
Summit on Sustainable Development commitments,
notably in the areas of sustainable development and
production, chemicals, biodiversity, oceans, fisheries and
agriculture”

c. “progress towards internationally agreed commitments to
tackle climate change”

Not specified how overall
performance will be measured, both
for targets a. and b. separately and
for overall PSA target.

No target date for assessment of
performance for targets a. and b.

No measurable targets for target c.
other than event milestones.

DEFRA 2 See target 65.
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Dept No Measure Issues

71 DEFRA 3 a. “reverse the long-term decline in the number of farmland
birds by 2020, as measured annually against underlying
trends”

b. “bring into favourable condition by 2010 95% of all
nationally important wildlife sites”

Target a. has long timescale; use of
trends for measurement will delay
assessment against target further.

72 DEFRA 4 a. “reduce the gap in productivity between the least well
performing quartile of rural areas and the English median
by 2008, demonstrating progress by 2006”

b. “improve the accessibility of services for people in
England’s rural areas”

Unlikely that some concept of rural
areas is being used consistently
through all indicators for target b.

DEFRA is responsible for target b.
but not for any of the nine services
to which the indicators relate.

73 DEFRA 5
Part b is
also part
of target
60 (DfID 4
and DTI 5)

a. “deliver more customer-focused, competitive and
sustainable farming and food industries”

b. “secure further progress via CAP and WTO negotiations in
reducing CAP production-linked support”

No targets yet for three out of four
target a. indicators.

Complex calculations of average
tariffs needed for target b. are
undertaken by DEFRA – the
department responsible for the
target.

74 DEFRA 6 “enable at least 25% of household waste to be recycled or
composted by 2005-06, with further improvement by 2008”

TN does not give precise definition of
‘further improvement’ by 2008.

DEFRA 7 See target 65.

DEFRA 8 See target 26.

75 DEFRA 9 “To improve the health and welfare of kept animals, and
protect society from the impact of animal diseases,
through …”

a. “sharing the management of risk with industry”

b. “… a reduction in the prevalence of scrapie infection (from
0.33% to 0.20%) by 2010”

c. “a reduction in the number of cases of BSE detected by
both passive and active surveillance to less than 60 in
2006, with the disease being eradicated by 2010”

d. “a reduction in the spread of bovine TB to new parishes
to below the incremental trend of 17.5 confirmed new
incidents per annum by the end of 2008”

No data as yet for target a.

Some questions about data for
target b.

DCMS 1 See target 7.

DCMS 2 See target 15.
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Dept No Measure Issues

76 DCMS 3 a. “by 2008 … increase the number [from priority groups]
who participate in active sports at least twelve times a
year by 3%, and increase the number who engage in at
least 30 minutes moderate intensity level sport at least
three times a week by 3%”

b. “[by 2008] … increase the number [from priority groups]
who participate in an arts activity at least twice a year by
2%, and increase the number who attended arts events
at least twice a year by 3%”

c. “[by 2008] … increase the number [from priority groups]
accessing museums and galleries collections by 2%”

d. “[by 2008] … increase the number [from priority groups]
visiting designated historic environment sites by 3%”

Data from new survey. No figures yet
available.

No data for baselines yet available so
not clear how target percentages
were chosen.

77 DCMS 4 “by 2008, improve the productivity of the tourism, creative
and leisure industries”

Measurement uses ‘low level results’
from a sample survey, but not taken
into account in target setting.

78 DWP 1
+
HMT 7

(part a)

a. “halve the number of children in relative low-income
households between 1998-99 and 2010-11, on the way
to eradicating child poverty by 2020”

b. “reduce the proportion of children living in workless
households by 5% between Spring 2005 and Spring
2008”

c. “increase the proportion of Parents with Care on Income
Support and income-based Jobseeker’s Allowance who
receive maintenance for their children to 65% by March
2008”

TN for target a. sets out three ‘tiers’
of measures of child poverty – but
the PSA target includes a quantitive
target for only one of these
measures.

DWP 2 See target 1.

DWP 3 See target 2.

79 DWP 4
+
HMT5
(part a)

“over the three years to Spring 2008, and taking account of
the economic cycle”:

a. “demonstrate progress on increasing the employment
rate”

b. “increase the employment rate of disadvantaged groups
(lone parents, ethnic minorities, people aged 50 and over,
those with the lowest qualifications and those living in the
local authority wards with the poorest initial labour market
position); and significantly reduce the difference between
the employment rates of the disadvantaged groups and
the overall rate”

Not stated precisely how the
economic cycle will be taken into
account in assessing the trend in the
employment rate over the target
period.

80 DWP 5 “by 2008, improve health and safety outcomes … through
progressive improvement in the control of risks in the
workplace”

Use of more than one data source
for some targets means data
conflicts possible – resolving these
will introduce an element of
qualitative judgement into the
assessment.
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Dept No Measure Issues

81 DWP 6 “by 2008, be paying Pension Credit to at least 3.2 million
pensioner households, while …ensuring that at least 2.2
million of these are in receipt of the Guarantee Credit”

The target is clearly specified.

82 DWP 7 a. “by 2008, 15.4 million individuals are regularly issued a
pensions forecast”

b. “[by 2008] 60,000 pension traces are undertaken a year”

Measurement is entirely from
departmental management
information.

83 DWP 8 “Over the three years to March 2008:”

a. “remove barriers to [the] participation [of disabled people]
in society … through increasing awareness of the rights of
disabled people”

b. “increase the employment rate of disabled people, taking
account of the economic cycle, and significantly reduce
the difference between their employment rate and the
overall rate, taking account of the economic cycle”

Not stated precisely how the
economic cycle will be taken into
account in evaluating performance
against part b. of this target.

84 DWP 9 a. “reduce the average time taken to process a Housing
Benefit claim to no more than 48 days nationally and
across the bottom 15% of Local Authorities to no more
than 55 days, by March 2008”

b. “increase the number of cases in the deregulated private
rented sector in receipt of Local Housing Allowance to
740,000 by 2008”

c. “increase the number of cases in receipt of the Local
Housing Allowance where the rent is paid directly to the
claimant to 470,000 by 2008”

Some questions over how
performance against Local Housing
Allowance targets will be measured.

85 DWP 10 “reduce overpayments from fraud and error in Income
Support and Jobseekers’ Allowance and in Housing Benefit”

Baselines for some sub-targets are
set for a future year.

86 NIO 1 a. “increase confidence in the police throughout all parts of
the community in Northern Ireland by 3% by April 2008,
to be measured by a composite suite of measures on
public views on the fairness and effectiveness of the
police and policing arrangements”

b. “increase the Catholic representation in the police service
to 30% by 2010 as proposed by Patten with an interim
target of 18.5% by March 2006”

Change of data source for 2 of 7
indicators introduces potential
discontinuity into composite indicator
time series.

87 NIO 2 “increase confidence in the criminal justice system
throughout all parts of the community in Northern Ireland by
3% by April 2008 to be measured by a composite suite of
measures on public views on the fairness and effectiveness
of the criminal justice system”

Target clearly specified.

88 NIO 3 a. “reduce domestic burglary by 2% by April 2005 and by
15% by April 2007”

b. “reduce theft of and from vehicles by 6% by April 2005
and by 10% by April 2007”

c. “by April 2008, reduce the rate of reconviction by 5%
compared too the predicted rate”

Target clearly specified.
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Dept No Measure Issues

89 NIO 4 “ensure that the annual cost per prisoner place in Northern
Ireland falls to £82,500 by 2007-08, with interim targets of
£86,290 for 2005-06 and £85,250 for 2006-07”

Target clearly specified.

90 HMT 1 “demonstrate by 2008 progress on the Government’s long-
term objective of raising the trend rate of growth over the
economic cycle, by at least meeting the Budget 2004
projection”

Some problems with the use of trend
data, based on analysis of the
economic cycle, as basis for target.

91 HMT 2 “inflation to be kept at the target as specified in the remit
sent by the Chancellor of the Exchequer to the Governor of
the Bank of England (provisionally 2% for the 12-month
increase in the Consumer Price Index)”

Criteria for success not well defined.

Chancellor retains power to reset this
target at will.

92 HMT 3 a. “over the economic cycle, maintain public sector net debt
below 40% of GDP”

b. “[over the economic cycle, maintain] … the current
balance in balance or surplus”

Specification of measurement for
target b. is complex.

Uncertainty about dating of
economic cycle means timing for
measuring performance against
target b. is not clear.

Dates for economic cycle decided by
HMT.

HMT 4 See target 62.

HMT 5 See target 79.

HMT 6 See target 28.

HMT 7 See target 78.

93 HMT 8
parts b
and c are
also parts
of DfID 3
(target 59)

“promote increased global prosperity and social justice...”

a. “increase the number of countries successfully
participating in the global economy on the basis of a
system of internationally agreed and monitored codes and
standards”

b. “90% of all eligible Heavily Indebted Poor Countries
committed to poverty reduction that have reached
Decision Point by end 2005 receive irrevocable debt relief
by 2008”

c. “international partners work effectively with poor countries
to make progress towards the United Nation 2015
Millennium Development Goals”

d. “work with our European partners to achieve structural
reform in Europe, demonstrating progress towards the
Lisbon goals by 2008”

Measurement of target a. is
imprecisely specified

Many indicators for target c. are
qualitative.

Target d. not fully specified.

94 HMT 9
+
CO 1
(part a)

a. “work with departments to help them meet their PSA
targets … [keeping within the fiscal rules]”

b. “[and their] efficiency targets amounting to £20 billion a
year by 2007-08, keeping within the fiscal rules”

Some issues around how – and
when – ‘success’ will be measured
for target a.

95 HMT 10 “deliver a further £3 billion saving by 2007-08 in central
government civil procurement”

Complex rules (though NAD
approved) for measuring ‘value for
money gains’.
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Dept No Measure Issues

96 HMRC 1 “by 2007-08. reduce the scale of VAT losses to no more
than 11% of the theoretical VAT liability”

Question about future publication of
estimates of VAT liability and VAT
losses.

97 HMRC 2 a. “by 2007-08 reduce the illicit market share for cigarettes
to no more than 13%”

b. “by 2007-08, reduce the illicit market share for spirits by
at least half”

c. “by 2007-08, hold the illicit market share for oils in
England, Scotland and Wales to no more than 2%”

No baseline set for target b. (spirits).

No details in TN for measurement
and data of target c. (oils).

98 HMRC 3 “by 2007-08, reduce underpayment of direct tax and
National Insurance Contributions by at least £3.5 billion
a year”

No external input to assessment of
performance – internal assessment
using data from department’s
management systems.

99 HMRC 4 “by 2007-08 increase the percentage of Self Assessment
returns filed on time to at least 93%”

Target clearly specified.

CO 1 See target 94.

100 CO 2 a. “by April 2008 … build the capacity of the Civil Service to
deliver the Government’s priorities by improving
leadership, skills and diversity”

b. “on diversity, meet the specific targets:

• 37% women in the SCS

• 30% women in top management posts

• 4% ethnic minority staff in the SCS

• 3.2% disabled staff in the SCS

Not stated how various indicators will
be combined in order to arrive at an
overall assessment of performance
against the target.

101 CO 3 “by April 2008, ensure departments deliver better regulation
and tackle unnecessary bureaucracy in both the public and
private sectors”

Assessment of success against the
target is partly qualitative.

CJS 1 See target 35.

CJS 2 See target 36.

CJS 3 See target 37.

AAID 1 See target 38.

AAID 2 See target 18.

102 AAID 3 “reduce the use of Class A drugs and the frequent use of
any illicit drug among all young people under the age of 25,
especially among the most vulnerable young people”

Meaning of ‘vulnerable’ is imprecise
– coverage of ‘vulnerable’ groups
differs between two data sources.
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Annex B: Summary of 2004 PSA targets

Explanation of table

This Annex presents, in the form of a table, a summary of the main features of the measures used for the

individual PSA targets set in the 2004 Spending Review. More detail is provided in Annex C, which consists of a

series of short notes on each of the 102 targets. The entries in each column of the table are described below.

Department number

This column gives the department(s) responsible for each target and the target’s number in that department’s PSA.

(Annex A has a list of PSAs.) Where two or more departments are listed, the target is a joint one. In some cases, a

department may be (jointly) responsible for only part of a target – this is indicated.

Measure

This column provides a very brief description of each target and sub-target.

Type of measure

This column indicates whether the measure of a target is quantitative (N), qualitative (Q) or the occurrence of a

specified event(s) (E). The vast majority of targets are quantitative.

Complexity of target

This column gives an indication of the complexity of measurement of each target and sub-target:

• A simple target has a single measure.

• Multiple targets involve two or more measures.

• A comparative target involves the comparison of one measure with another.

• A target may be measured by a basket of indicators, each of which may have its own associated target.

• In a few cases, measurement of the target is not specified in the Technical Note.

This column also indicates where a target is measured by a multi-year average and/or a trend, rather than by a

single year’s outturn; where a simple target has been set for an index that involves a complex calculation; and

where some or all of the indicators specified are qualitative.

Data source

This column indicates the type of data source used for measurement of the target. Data sources for measuring

targets can be:

• National Statistics (NS)

• Other (non-NS) published statistics and data
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• Departmental management information (MI)

• Occasional and ad hoc surveys, with a frequency less than annual (and which therefore are not regular

statistical data sources). This includes new surveys established for the specific purpose of measuring the target

• International data and statistics (Int).

Availability

This column shows whether or not the data required to measure the target are published independently of

assessment of performance against the target. Options are:

• Published – the data are released separately in a statistical release or in survey results, or are publicly available

in some other way

• PSA reporting – the data are/will be published when the department reports performance against PSA targets

in its departmental report and/or Autumn performance report (also in the summary monitoring of performance

against targets available on the Treasury website)

• Departmental assessment – assessment of performance against this target will involve a substantial degree of

subjective judgement by the department (eg because some or all of the indicators are qualitative).

Target date and timeliness

This shows the target date for each target and sub-target, and gives an indication as to how soon following the end

of that time period the data needed to measure outturn against the target are expected to be available. Most targets

are measured by annual data, which can relate either to the calendar year (CY), or to the financial year (FY – April to

March), or in the education area to the academic year (AY – September to August). 

[NB Financial year and academic year dates are referred to in this column by the calendar year in which the last

month of the year falls. So, for example, 2008 FY refers to financial year 2007-08 ending in March 2008, and 2008 AY

to the academic year 2007-08 ending in August 2008.] In a few cases, the target date is for a specific quarter (Q),

rather than a year. [NB Most of the cases where a quarterly target has been set involve data from the Labour Force

Survey (LFS), and are for the Spring quarter (March to May) – this is recorded here as Q2.]
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Table 2: Summary of 2004 PSA targets1

1 N = Numerical, quantitative Q = Qualitative (ie not quantitative) NS = from a National Statistics source 
Other = a non-National Statistics source MI = an internal departmental Management Information source 
Svy = Survey(s) Int = International DE = Discrete event E = Event Es = Events Not spec = Not specified

Dept no Measure Type Complexity
of target

Data
source

Availability Target date
& timeliness

1 DfES 1
+
DWP 2

a. Foundation stage level

b. Foundation stage
inequalities

N

N

Simple

Comparative

Other

Other

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 AY; 
<6 months

2008 AY; 
<6 months

2 DfES 2
+
DWP 3

a. Ofsted registered
childcare

b. Formal childcare 
take-up

c. Childcare approval
scheme

N

N

N+E

Simple

Simple 2 year
average

Indicators,
including Es

Other

NS

MI

Published

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 FY;
<6 months

2008 FY;
<1 year

2008 FY; Not
specified

3 DfES 5 a. Looked after children –
attainment

b. Looked after children –
stability

N

N

Indicators,
comparative

Simple

NS

NS

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 AY;
<1 year

2008 FY;
<1 year

4 DfES 6 a. Key stage 2
performance

b. Key stage 2 floor
target

N

N

Simple

Multiple

NS

Other

Published

Published

2008 AY;
<6 months

2008 AY;
<6 months

5 DfES 7 a. Key stage 3
performance

b. Key stage 3 floor
target

N

N

Simple

Multiple

NS

Other

Published

Published

2008 AY;
<6 months

2008 AY;
<6 months

6 DfES 8 School absence N Simple NS Published 2008 AY;
<6 months

7 DfES 9
+

DCMS 1

a. PE & school sport time

b. PE/school sport floor
target

N

N

Simple

Multiple

Survey

Survey

Published

Published

2008 AY;
<6 months

2008 AY;
<6 months

8 DfES 10 a. GCSEs performance

b. GCSEs floor target

N

N

Simple

Multiple

NS

Other

Published

Published

2008 AY;
<6 months

2008 AY;
<6 months

9 DfES 11 a. 19s reaching level 2

b. 19s reaching level 3

N

N

Simple

Simple

NS

NS

Published

Published

2008 AY;
<6 months

2008 AY;
<6 months

10 DfES 12 Young people
unemployed

N Simple NS Published 2010 CY;
<6 months
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Dept no Measure Type Complexity
of target

Data
source

Availability Target date
& timeliness

11 DfES 13 a. Adult basic skills total

b. Adults with NVQ2+

N

N

Simple

Multiple

MI

NS

PSA
reporting

Published

2010 CY;
<6 months

2010 CY;
<6 months

12 DfES 14 a. HE participation rate

b. HE fair access
progress

c. HE non-completion
rate

N

N

N

Simple

Multiple

Simple

NS

Other

Other

Published

PSA
reporting

Published

2010 AY;
<1 year

2010 AY;
<6 months
2010 AY;
<6 months

13 DH 1 a. Life expectancy

b. Heart disease mortality

c. Heart disease
inequalities

d. Cancer mortality

e. Cancer inequalities

f. Suicide mortality

N

N

N

N

N

N

Simple,
3 year avge

Simple,
3 year avge

Comp,
3 year avge

Simple,
3 year avge

Comp,
3 year avge

Simple,
3 year avge

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

NS

Published

Published

PSA
reporting

Published

PSA
reporting

Published

2010 CY; 
1-2 years

2010 CY; 
1-2 years

2010 CY; 
1-2 years

2010 CY;
1-2 years

2010 CY;
1-2 years

2010 CY;
1-2 years

14 DH 2 a. Inequality infant
mortality

b. Inequality life
expectancy

N

N

Comp,
3 year avge

Comp,
3 year avge

NS

NS

Published

Published

2010 CY;
1-2 years

2010 CY; 
1-2 years

15 DH 3
+
DfES 3 (part)
+
DfES 4 (part)
+
DCMS 2 (part)

a. Adult smoking total

b. Adult smoking
manuals

c. Obesity in children

d. Under-18 conception
rate

N

N

N

N

Simple

Simple

Simple,
3 year avge

Simple

NS

NS

NS

NS

Published

Published

Published

Published

2011 FY; 
1-2 years

2011 FY;
1-2 years

2010 CY; 
1-2 years

2010 CY; 
1-2 years

16 DH 4 a. Personalised care
plans

b. Emergency bed days

N

N

Not spec

Simple

Not
specified

Other

Not
specified

Published

Not specified

2008 FY; 
<1 year

17 DH 5 Waiting times N Simple NS +
other

PSA
reporting

2008 CY;
<6 months

18 DH 6
+
AAID 2

a. Drug treatment
participation

b. Drug treatment
success

N

N

Simple

Simple

NS

NS

Published

Published

2008 FY; 
<1 year

2008 FY;
<1 year
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Dept no Measure Type Complexity
of target

Data
source

Availability Target date
& timeliness

19 DH 7 NHS patient experience N Indicators Survey PSA
reporting

2008 FY;
Not specified

20 DH 8 a. Old people home
support

b. Intensive home
support

N

N

Simple

Simple

NS

NS

Published

Published

2008 FY; 
<1 year

2008 FY; 
<1 year

21 DfT 1 Inter-urban congestion N Simple Other PSA
reporting

2008 FY; 
<6 months

22 DfT 2 Rail services

punctuality

N Simple Other Published 2008 FY; 
<6 months

23 DfT 3 a. Public transport use
level

b. Public transport use
regions

N

N

Simple

Multiple

NS

NS

Published

Published

2011 FY; 
<6 months

2011 FY; 
<1 year

24 DfT 4 Urban congestion N Multiple Other PSA
reporting

2011 FY; 
<1 year

25 DfT 5 a. Road accidents

b. Road accidents
children 

c. Accidents
disadvantaged
communities

N

N

N

Simple

Simple

Comparative

NS

NS

NS

Published

Published

PSA
reporting

2010 CY; 
<6 months

2010 CY;
<6 months

2005 CY; 
<1 year

26 DfT 6
+
DEFRA 8

Air quality targets N Multiple Other Published 2010 CY;
<6 months

27 ODPM 1 Social exclusion gaps N Indicators inc
comp

NS +
other

Published Various;
Various

28 ODPM 2
+
DTI 7 (part)
+
HMT 6 (part)

a. Regional growth rates

b. Comparative growth
rates

c. Economic
performance

d. Regional assemblies

N

N

N +
Q

E

Multiple, use
trends

Comp, use
trends

Indicators, inc
qual

Simple

Other

Other

NS, Other,
Mgt

MI

Published

Published

Departmental
assessment

Departmental
assessment

2008 CY; 
1-2 years

2008 CY; 
1-2 years

2006 CY; 
not spec

2008 FY; 
<6 months

29 ODPM 3 a. Fire-related deaths

b. Deliberate fires

N

N

Multi, 11& 5yr
averages

Simple

NS

NS

Published

Published

2010 FY;
<1 year

2010 FY; 
<1 year

30 ODPM 4 LG effectiveness

& efficiency

N Indicators Other PSA
reporting

2008 FY,
< 1 year

31 ODPM 5 Housing supply/demand N Indicators NS +
other

PSA
reporting

Various;
<6 months
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Dept no Measure Type Complexity
of target

Data
source

Availability Target date
& timeliness

32 ODPM 6 Sustainable development N Indicators NS +
Other

PSA
reporting

Various;
<1 year

33 ODPM 7 a. Social housing
condition

b. Housing vulnerable
households

N

N

Simple +
Comp targets

Simple

Other

Other

PSA
reporting

Published

2011 FY; 1-2
years (main)

2011 FY; 
1-2 years

34 ODPM 8 Public spaces deprived
areas

N Indicators,
multiple

NS +
Other

PSA
reporting

2008 FY; 
<1 year

35 HO 1
+
CJS 1

a. Reduce crime

b. Crime in deprived
areas

N

N

Simple

Comparative

NS

NS

Published

Published

2008 FY; 
<6 months

2008 FY; 
<6 months

36 HO 2
+
DCA 2
+
CPS 2
+
CJS 2

a. Fear of crime

b. Confidence in CJS

N

N

Multiple

Multiple

NS

NS +
Survey

Published

Published

2008 FY; 
<6 months

2008 FY; 
<1 year

37 HO 3
+
DCA 1
+
CPS 1
+
CJS 3

Number of convictions N Simple NS Published 2008 FY; 
<1 year

38 HO 4
+
AAID 1

a. Harm caused by illegal
drugs

b. Drug offenders into
treatment

N

N

Simple

Simple

Other

MI

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 FY; 
<1 year

2008 FY; 
<6 months

39 HO 5
+
DCA 3

Unfounded asylum claims N Simple NS Published 2008 FY; 
<6 months

40 HO 6 Voluntary
engagement

N Multiple Survey PSA
reporting

2007 FY; 
<1-2 years

41 HO 7 a. Race inequalities

b. Community cohesion

N

N

Indicators

Indicators

Survey

Survey

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2007 CY; 
<1 year

2007 CY;
<1 year

42 DCA 4 Care cases completion
time

N Multiple MI PSA
reporting

2010 FY; 
Not specified

43 DCA 5 a. Legal advice &
assistance

b. Out of court
settlements

c. Court proceedings
delays

N

N

N

Simple

Simple

Simple

Survey

MI

MI

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 FY;
Not specified

2008 FY;
<6 months

2008 FY; 
<6 months
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2 Details of data sources to be published in FCO annual performance report – see Annex C.

Dept no Measure Type Complexity
of target

Data
source

Availability Target date &
timeliness

44 MOD 1 Military operations
objectives

Q Indicators
(qual)

MI Departmental
assessment

Not specified

45 MOD 2
+
FCO 3
+
DfID 5

Conflict prevention
support

Q + N Indicators,
most qual

MI + int Departmental
assessment

2008 FY; 
Not specified

46 MOD 3 Deployment of forces N Multiple MI PSA
reporting

2008 CY; Not
specified

47 MOD 4
+
FCO 5

European security
agenda

Q Indicators

(qual)

MI Departmental
assessment

Not specified

48 MOD 5 Military personnel N Multiple NS + MI PSA
reporting

2006 FY; 
<6 months

49 MOD 6 Defence equipment
programme

N Multiple MI PSA
reporting

2008 FY; 
<6 months

50 FCO 1 WMD and delivery
systems

Q Indicators
(qual)

Not specified
in TN2

Departmental
assessment

Not specified

51 FCO 2 International terrorism
risk

Q Indicators
(qual)

Not specified
in TN2

Dept
assessment

Not specified

52 FCO 4 Reformed & effective EU Q Indicators
(qual)

Not specified
in TN2

Dept
assessment

Not specified

53 FCO 6
+
DTI 8

a. UKTI customers
business perf

b. Foreign direct
investment

N

N

Multiple

Multiple

MI, 
Survey

MI + Int

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 FY; 
Not specified

2008 FY; 
Not specified

54 FCO 7 Islamic countries
engagement

Q Indicators
(qual)

Not specified
in TN2

Departmental
assessment

Not specified

55 FCO 8 Democracy governance
rights

N + Q Indicators, inc
qual

Intl + MI PSA
reporting

2008 FY;
Not specified

56 FCO 9 Consular & entry
clearance

N Indicators MI, Survey PSA
reporting

2008 FY; 
Not specified

57 DfID 1 a. Poverty in Africa

b. School enrolment
Africa

c. Infant mortality Africa

d. HIV pregnant women
Africa

e. Aid effectiveness
Africa

N

N

N

N

E + Q

Simple

Multiple

Multiple

Simple

Indicators
(qual)

Int

Int

Int

Int

Int

Published
(intl)

Published
(intl)

Published
(intl)

Published
(intl)

PSA
reporting

2008 CY; 
>2 years

2008 CY;
1-2 years

2008 CY;
1-2 years

2008 CY; 
<1 year

2008 CY; Not
specified
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Dept no Measure Type Complexity
of target

Data
source

Availability Target date
& timeliness

58 DfID 2 a. Poverty in E Asia/
Pcfc, S Asia

b. School enrolment Asia

c. Infant mortality Asia

d. HIV prevalence, TB
cure Asia

N

N

N

N

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Multiple

Int

Int

Int

Int

Published
(intl)

Published
(intl)

Published
(intl)

Published
(intl)

2008 CY; 
>2 years

2008 CY; 
1-2 years

2008 CY; 
1-2 years

2008 CY; 
1-2 years

59 DfID 3 a. EC ODA low-income
proportion

b. HIPC debt relief

c. UN 2015 MDGs
Progress

d. UN agencies
effectiveness

N

N

N +
Q

N +
Q

Simple

Simple

Indicators, inc
qual

Indicators, inc
qual

Int

Int

MI + Int

MI + Int

Published
(intl)

Published
(intl)

Departmental
assessment

Departmental
assessment

2008 CY; 
1-2 years

2008 CY; 
<6 months

2009 CY;
Not specified

2009 CY;
Not specified

60 DfID 4 +
DTI 5

EU & world trade barriers N Indicators MI + Int PSA
reporting

Various;
various

61 DfID 6 a. DfID aid low-income
proprtn

b. Successful DfID
projects

N

N

Simple

Simple target,
index

MI

MI

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 FY; 
Not specified

Not specified

62 DTI 1
+
HMT 4

a. Productivity growth
rate

b. Productivity gap

N

N

Simple, use
trends

Multiple com

Other

NS + Int

Published

Published

2008 CY;
Not specified

2008 CY;
1-2 years

63 DTI 2 Research base relative
intl performance

N +
E

Indicators,
inc Es

MI, Int,
survey,
prv

PSA
reporting

Various;
Various

64 DTI 3 a. UK framework for
competition

b. Consumer support

N

N +
Q

Simple

Indicators, inc
qual

Survey

MI + Int

PSA
reporting

Departmental
assessment

2008 CY;
Not spec

2008 CY;
Not specified

65 DTI 4
+
DfT 7(pt)
+
DEFRA 2
+
DEFRA 7(pt)

a. Greenhouse gas
emissions

b. Energy supplies
reliability

c. Fuel poverty

d. Competitive energy
market

N

N

N

N

Multiple, 5
year average

Multiple

Simple

Indicators

NS

Other

Other

Other

Published

Published

PSA 
reporting

Published

2010 CY; 
>2 years

2008 FY;
<6 months

2010 CY;
1-2 years

2010 CY;
1-2 years

66 DTI 6 a. People going into
business

b. Small firms
productivity

c. Enterprise
disadvantaged
communities

N

N

N

Simple

Comparative

Simple, use
trends

Survey

NS

NS

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 CY;
<6 months

2008 CY; 
1-2 years

2008 H1; 
<6 months
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Dept no Measure Type Complexity
of target

Data
source

Availability Target date
& timeliness

67 DTI 9 Gender equality N Multiple inc
indicators

NS + non
survey MI

PSA
reporting

Various;
Various

68 DTI 10 Labour market
conditions

N Multiple Surveys+
NS

PSA
reporting

Various;
Various

69 DTI 11 a. Civil nuclear liability

b. Nuclear clean-up
efficiency

c. Nuclear sites
management

N

N

N

Simple

Simple

Simple

Other

MI

MI

Published

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2011 FY; 
<6 months

2008 FY; 
<6 months

2009 FY; 
<6 months

70 DEFRA 1 a. Sustainable dev.
indicators

b. Sust. dev. intl.
commitments

c. Climate change
commitments

N

N +
Q

Q +
E

Indicators

Indicators

Indctrs (ql) +
Es

NS, Other,
mgt

Int inc
qual

MI + int

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

Departmental
assessment

Not specified

Not specified

2008 CY;
Not specified

71 DEFRA 3 a. Farmland birds
numbers

b. Wildlife site conditions

N

N

Simple, use
trends

Simple

NS

Other

PSA
reporting

Published

2020 CY;
<1 year

2010 FY; 
<6 months

72 DEFRA 4 a. Rural productivity gap

b. Rural services
accessibility

N

N

Comparative

Multiple comp

NS

NS +
Other

PSA
reporting

PSA
reporting

2008 FY;
1-2 years

2008 FY;
Various

73 DEFRA 5 a. Farming & food
industries

b. Progress on CAP
support

N

N

Multiple
(comp)

Indicators

Int data

MI + int

PSA
reporting; 

PSA
reporting

2010 CY; 
1-2 years

Various;
Various

74 DEFRA 6 Household waste
recycling

N Simple NS Published 2008 FY; 
<1 year

75 DEFRA 9 a. Risk mangmnt kept
animals

b. Scrapie infection
prevalence

c. BSE cases detected

d. Spread of bovine TB

N

N

N

N

Survey

Simple

Simple

Simple

Not
specified

Other

Other

NS

Not
specified

Published

Published

PSA
reporting

2014 CY;
Not specified

2010 CY;
<1 year

2010 CY; 
<6 months

2008 CY; 
<6 moths
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