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SOLACE RESPONSE TO JOINT INSPECTORATE CAA REVIEW PROCEDURE CONSULTATION DOCUMENT

We welcome the publication of proposals for review arrangements.  In earlier responses we have emphasised the importance of maintaining confidence in the developing CAA process during the first period of implementation, occurring as it does in the context of political uncertainties which may affect the future arrangements.  We believe that the demanding nature of the process and the restricted timetable for implementation is likely to lead to a substantial number of areas of disagreement.  It is to be hoped that many of these will be resolved during the development of judgements and statements but, given the restricted timetable of this first year of implementation, we are concerned that there may still be a significant number of substantial disagreements at the point at which area and organisation assessments are published.  In this context a strong review process, which carries the confidence all partners, is vital.

Early publication of the proposed review process is therefore very welcome.  We broadly welcome the approach.  The following comments are offered in the spirit of suggestions as to how it might be strengthened.

Paragraph 5 – We welcome the commitment to independence in the Review Panel.  We believe that such independence could be compromised by other contacts than engagement in the disputed decision.  We suggest that membership of the Review Panels should be signed off with the LSP concerned.

Paragraph 8 – We accepted the conceptual design of the CAA process should allow the majority of challenges to be dealt with informally during the development of judgements.  We are concerned, however, that the compromises and restrictions on the process during the development of the 2009 assessments will weaken this process.  We believe that there may be a substantial number of calls for review once the final assessments are made available.  

Paragraphs 10-13 – We suggest that there should be an independent peer involvement with the Review Office, given its powerful role in creating Review Panels.

Paragraph 14 – There may be other reasons why a prospective member of a Review Panel will be compromised other than simple engagement in the original assessment.  We suggest that there should be a requirement that membership of Review Panels should be agreed with the LSP concerned.

Paragraph 16 – The decision not to award a green flag may also give rise to calls for a review.

Paragraph 17 – Established review processes by other inspectorates do not have the full confidence of local partners.  It would be helpful to review and re-state these processes alongside the establishment of the Joint Inspectorate CAA Review Procedure.

Paragraph 18 – The decision not to award a green flag should also be grounds for a review.

Paragraph 19 – The principle underlying this proposal is understood but we think there may be a particular need to be open to additional evidence during the 2009 process, given the time constraints referred to above.

Paragraph 25 – The limit of 5 working days for submission of a review request is unrealistic in our view.  If authorisation is to come through the LSP and its Chair it will need to be based on consultation with a range of partners and they will have individual needs to agree their response to a disputed CAA finding.

Paragraph 27 – The time limit is particularly inappropriate if it is to include the development of fully evidenced written grounds for the review application. 

Paragraph 28 – The significant power of the Review Office is apparent in this paragraph.  Our earlier point re inclusion of a peer in the decision making at this level is emphasised.

Paragraph 29 – It is not clear whether it is intended that the papers considered by the Review Panel should simply be the 2500 word ‘written grounds’.  We believe that there should be a wider scope for appropriate evidence to be put forward.

Paragraph 30 – It is not appropriate that there should be any possibility of publication of joint assessments whilst a review is taking place.

Paragraphs 36-38 – We reiterate our earlier point that the scope for resolving differences during the development of CAA findings is acknowledged as an important part of the CAA design but is likely to be compromised during the 2009 process. 

Paragraphs 39-41 – The table setting out responsible Inspectorates is helpful.  We reiterate our earlier point that it will increase confidence between local public sector partners and the Inspectorates if all review and appeal procedures were to be re-assessed and set onto a common conceptual basis, alongside the Joint Inspectorate CAA Review Procedure.

If we can contribute further to the development of these review proposals we would be pleased to do so.

Rob Vincent

On behalf of SOLACE CAA Working Party

