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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report explores the impact of two levels of training on Primary Authority (PA) provided by the Better Regulation Delivery Office (BRDO) to local authority inspectors. Specifically, we measure the extent to which training increases inspectors’ knowledge and understanding of the scheme. We use vignettes and two sets of positional questions to establish trained and untrained local authority inspectors’ understanding of the scheme itself and more broadly, the burden minimisation agenda that underpins it.
Primary Authority is a scheme administered by BRDO that enables businesses to form a legally recognised partnership with one local authority, known as its ‘primary authority’, which then provides robust and reliable advice for other local regulators (referred to within the scheme as ‘enforcing authorities’) to take into account when carrying out inspections or addressing non-compliance. Primary Authority came into effect in 2009 and extends to a broad range of areas of local regulation.
In 2010/11, BRDO introduced two training courses for local authority officers on Primary Authority. The first (known hereafter as level 1), ‘An Introduction to Primary Authority’, is aimed at officers in enforcing authorities and includes explanation of what is involved in becoming a primary authority. The second (known hereafter as level 2), ‘Making an Impact through Your Partnership’, is aimed at officers that are already supporting primary authority partnerships.
In March 2013, we gathered survey responses from 172 participants – 37 trained at level 1, 77 at level 2, and 58 untrained – a response rate of 30.4%. The respondents’ sample is representative of the universe of 565 officers whose details were held by BRDO in February 2013. The division of the respondents according to the treatment condition (i.e. training / non-training) produced two non-equivalent but comparable groups.
In terms of knowledge, all those surveyed – both trained and untrained subjects – display a sophisticated understanding of the scheme in almost all respects. That said, one area that could be developed in future training concerns the role of the enforcing authorities and the extent to which the power of their inspectors is changed or diminished where a PA partnership is in place.
Does training make a difference? With regard to the vignettes, training is not significant in explaining any of the answers. This is perhaps unsurprising. Vignette scenarios are designed to immerse respondents in a real life professional dilemma related to their job, we can argue that a one day training session could not be enough to influence deeply engrained professional routines. This argument is bolstered by the fact that the survey sample are heavily biased toward inspectors with a wealth of professional experience – 80% with more than 10 years of service.
We do however observe a significant influence of training in respondents’ answers to the positional statements. Crucially training, along with whether or not subjects are involved in a PA partnership, help explain differences in how inspectors understand the different roles of enforcing authorities and primary authorities in the scheme. Participation in training when combined with working in a PA partnership helps officers develop a deeper understanding about how to share burdens and manage regulatory relationships.
First and foremost, the inspectors learn about the PA through their involvement in it – learning by doing. But, learning through training does play a supportive role. The training combines with PA partnership to help inspectors review their professional identity and gain a more nuanced understanding of the different roles required by enforcing and primary authorities’ practice.

TERMS AND GLOSSARY
Primary Authority – the statutory scheme administered by BRDO – see www.gov.uk/brdo for more information
primary authority – a local authority that has chosen to enter into a primary authority partnership(s) with one or more businesses
enforcing authority – a term used to describe any local authority that is not the primary authority for a specific business that is in a partnership
Level 1: frequencies for the subsample of respondents trained at level 1 (An Introduction to Primary Authority)
Level 2: frequencies for the subsample of respondents trained at level 2 (Making an Impact through Your Partnership)
Trained: frequencies for the subsample of respondents trained at either level 1 or 2
Untrained: frequencies for the subsample of untrained respondents (N=58)
PA: frequencies for the subsample of respondents involved in one or more primary authority partnerships
Non-PA: frequencies for the subsample of respondents not involved in primary authority partnerships
Total: frequencies for the total sample
All frequencies are expressed in percentages


SECTION 1: SURVEY ADMINISTRATION AND RESPONDENTS
In this report we explore the impact of two levels of training on Primary Authority (PA) provided by the Better Regulation Delivery Office (BRDO) to local authority regulators. Specifically, we measure the extent to which training increases inspectors’ knowledge and understanding of the scheme.
On 26 February 2013, a hyperlink to an online survey (see annex 1) hosted by the University of Exeter was emailed to the 565 local authority inspectors and enforcement officers registered on the BRDO’s PA database. An email reminder was sent a week later, on 5 March 2013. The questionnaire remained accessible for a further week (until 13 March 2013).
In total, 172 useable[footnoteRef:1] questionnaires were returned: a response rate of 30.4%. This is an acceptable response for online surveys – this format frequently yields between 25-35%, and can be as low as 10%. [1:  We count only entirely completed questionnaires as ‘useable’. 48 respondents submitted partly completed questionnaires – with two-thirds of them terminating participation when they encountered the vignettes (N=32). Mid-survey break-off is common in all surveys, and especially typical where demanding survey tools such as scenario-based questions are used.] 

Given our interest in the impact of training on officers’ understanding of PA, the survey was sent to three groups differentiated by their level of training: those trained to level 1; those trained at level 2 and an untrained group as the control. Table 1 shows respondents by group; approaching two-thirds of our respondents had received training.
Table 1: Breakdown of Respondents by Training Level
	
	Complete Responses (N)
	% of Respondents

	Level 1
	37
	21.5

	Level 2
	77
	44.8

	Untrained
	58
	33.7

	Total
	172
	100



We also gathered biographical data. This allows us to appraise the representativeness of our 172 respondents and test whether knowledge of PA is the result of factors other than training.
Two questions of representativeness are important. The first concerns whether the sample of respondents is representative of the universe of UK local inspectors. Of the 12,500 staff employed in UK local authority regulatory services in 2011 (CIPFA, 2011), Primary Authority is relevant to the job roles of around 5000 inspectors (BRDO email communication, 9 August 2012). Regrettably, we lack fine-grained biographical information on this 5000; thus we are unable to draw firm conclusions about how closely our respondents match the wider universe.
The second question about representativeness is whether the respondents are representative of the sample to which the questionnaire was sent – i.e. the 565 officers registered on the BRDO’s PA database. Analysis, summarised in Table 2, shows that our 172 respondents are representative in this respect.
Respondents were not randomly assigned to training. The absence of random allocation is not entirely unusual in experimental research. But, in these ‘quasi’ experiments, we must ensure that when a significant effect of training is detected, it is not determined by other characteristics that already exist within the subsamples of respondents. Comparability tests confirm that the proportions of different biographical categories are the same across the groups.

Table 2: Analysis of Biographical Data across Subsamples and Database Population[footnoteRef:2] [2:  The absence of any data on the regulatory area of the 565 officers’ means that we cannot calculate comparability for that.] 

	
	
	1) Trained group % (N=114)
	2) Untrained group % (N=58)
	3) Total sample % (N=172)
	4) Universe %
(N=565)
	One sample Chi-square test – exact test p-values

	
	
	
	
	
	
	1-4
	2-4
	3-4

	Gender
	Female
	54.3
	44.8
	51.2
	52.05
	.640
	.295
	.819

	
	Male
	45.7
	55.2
	48.8
	47.95
	
	
	

	
	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Length of professional experience
	< 20 years
	49.1
	53.4
	50.6
	51
	.709
	.793
	.939

	
	> 20 years
	50.9
	46.6
	49.4
	49
	
	
	

	
	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Role
	Team Leader
	17.5
	12.1
	15.7
	13.7
	.481
	.925
	.694

	
	Manager
	32.5
	29.3
	31.4
	30.9
	
	
	

	
	Officer
	47.4
	55.2
	50
	51.0
	
	
	

	
	Other
	2.6
	3.4
	2.9
	4.4
	
	
	

	
	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PA active
	Yes
	60.5
	62.1
	61
	63.5
	.560
	.892
	.526

	
	No
	39.5
	37.9
	39
	36.5
	
	
	

	
	Total
	100
	100
	100
	100
	
	
	



We now summarise five biographical data gathered from respondents: PA partnership status (PA active); gender; length of professional experience; current job role; and regulatory area. The data for each are separated into three subsamples: (i) those trained at level 1 versus level 2; (ii) those trained at any level versus untrained, and (iii) those who are involved in at least one PA partnership versus those who are not.
Respondents provided information on whether they are involved in a primary authority partnership with one or more businesses. In total 61% are in partnership and 39% not. The breakdown of this in terms of respondents’ level of training is summarised in the Table 3 below. 62.1% of the untrained officers are in a partnership.
Table 3: PA Partnership Status
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	Total

	PA
	37.8
	71.4
	
	60.5
	62.1
	61

	Non-PA
	62.2
	28.6
	
	39.5
	37.9
	39

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



In terms of gender, respondents are fairly evenly split across the different subsamples. Females are slightly more represented in the trained and PA subsamples.
Table 4: Gender
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Female
	43.2
	59.7
	
	54.4
	44.8
	
	53.3
	47.8
	51.2

	Male
	56.8
	40.3
	
	45.6
	55.2
	
	46.7
	52.2
	48.8

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Respondents were asked about their length of professional experience. As Table 5 highlights, about half have more than 20 years’ experience in all the subsamples.
Table 5: Length of Professional Experience
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	<1 year
	0
	1.3
	
	0.9
	0
	
	0
	1.5
	0.6

	1-2 years
	0
	1.3
	
	0.9
	1.7
	
	1
	1.5
	1.2

	3-5 years
	5.4
	1.3
	
	2.6
	8.6
	
	3.8
	6
	4.7

	6-10 years
	5.4
	16.9
	
	13.2
	17.2
	
	19.0
	7.5
	14.5

	11-20 years
	27
	33.8
	
	31.6
	25.9
	
	26.7
	34.3
	29.7

	>20 years
	62.2
	45.5
	
	50.9
	46.6
	
	49.5
	49.3
	49.9

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



We collected data about respondents’ current role and regulatory area. Tables 6 and 7 provide details about those variables.
Table 6: Current Role
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Officer
	45.9
	48.1
	
	47.4
	55.2
	
	53.3
	44.8
	50

	Team Leader
	13.5
	19.5
	
	17.5
	12.1
	
	12.4
	20.9
	15.7

	Manager
	40.5
	28.6
	
	32.5
	29.3
	
	32.4
	29.9
	31.4

	Other
	0
	3.9
	
	2.6
	3.4
	
	1.9
	4.5
	2.9

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Table 7: Regulatory Area
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Environmental Health
	59.5
	63.6
	
	62.3
	34.5
	
	51.4
	55.2
	52.9

	Trading Standards
	29.7
	32.5
	
	31.6
	58.6
	
	42.9
	37.3
	40.7

	Other[footnoteRef:3] [3:  None of those who selected ‘other’ work in Animal Health or Licensing. Each of these categories were included as a response option in the survey and neither selected by any respondents.] 

	10.8
	3.9
	
	6.1
	6.9
	
	5.7
	7.5
	6.4

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100





SECTION 2: FINDINGS PART I – PERCEPTIONS OF RESPONSIBILITY AND ROLE DIFFERENTIATION IN PRIMARY AUTHORITY
The survey is designed to gauge the effect of training on inspectors’ understandings. Two types of questions are used to explore respondents’ perceptions of the role differentiation implied by PA – vignettes and positional questions. Sections 2 and 3 outline the findings for each respectively.
This section outlines the three vignettes posed to respondents (survey questions 6 to 11). Vignettes are short stories that describe hypothetical dilemmas that respondents may face in their professional lives; the research team drew inspiration from the content and language used in similar vignettes at the two training days they attended[footnoteRef:4]. [4:  The three members of the team observed level 1 training on July 25th 2012 and level 2 on September 25th 2012, both events took place in the BRDO’s Birmingham offices.] 

At the heart of these vignettes is the question of where responsibility lies and which actor or actors are primarily responsible for problem ownership in a given set of circumstances. Accordingly, each vignette has two parts – one addressing respondents’ understanding of responsibility allocation and the other explores how much ‘say’ the various regulator actors have. These scenarios are designed to speak to those aspects of the training that emphasise the different ways in which regulatory risk is shared between businesses, the primary authority and the enforcing authority. The aim here is to explore respondents’ understandings of the scheme itself, and the extent to which training in the principles and practice of PA itself affects respondents’ ability to attribute responsibility for problem resolution to the appropriate actor(s).
The headline finding is that all respondents demonstrate an awareness of the principles of partnership and burden reduction that lie at the heart of PA. That said, one area that future training could usefully spend more time on concerns the role of the enforcing authority (EA) where a PA partnership is in place.
What impact, if any, does training in the scheme have on respondents’ answers to the three vignettes? In a nutshell, training at either level is never significant in explaining responses. Given that these scenarios, like those used in training, are designed to speak to the types of situations respondents face in their working lives it is perhaps unsurprising that a few hours of training has not been enough to influence their answers. This finding is supported by the fact that the sample of respondents was biased toward respondents with a wealth of professional experience – just under 80% have over 10 years of experience and nearly half more than 20 years. It makes sense that this experience, and deeply engrained professional understandings, would help officers navigate dilemmas of who owns risk and how much say actors have in regulatory enforcement.
The importance of existing professional experience in the field is underlined by three factors that are found to be significant predictors of responses to the vignettes: a respondent’s regulatory area; her role, and, most importantly, whether she is involved in a PA partnership were all significant in some of the response variation.
Table 8 summarises the statistically significant effects found for each part of the three vignettes’ answers[footnoteRef:5]. [5:  These are calculated using the chi-square exact test.] 



Table 8: Vignettes – Significance Tests Summary
	
	Training
	Gender
	Level of Professional Experience
	Role
	Regulatory Area
	PA / Non-PA Partnership

	Vignette 1a
	
	
	
	
	
	P=.086 V=.169

	Vignette 1b
	
	
	
	
	P=.002 V=.237
	

	Vignette 2a
	
	
	
	
	
	P=.034 V=.227

	Vignette 2b
	
	
	P=.081 V=.227
	
	
	P=.090 V.194

	Vignette 3a
	
	
	
	
	P=.027 V=.195
	

	Vignette 3b
	
	
	
	
	
	P=.007 V=.262


Table notes: P is the significance level. Where figures are in bold confidence is at the 95% level, where they are underlined it is at the relaxed 90% level. The Cramer’s V indicates the intensity of the correlation; values above .25 indicate a strong correlation and those above .15 a moderate correlation.

The findings for each vignette are offered in more detail below. Note that the underlining indicates the answer that the researchers believe represents the best fit with the principles of Primary Authority.
Vignette 1a concerns PA partnerships as mechanisms that can help ‘pull the business toward compliance’[footnoteRef:6] where the business and PA share responsibility for helping companies like ABCo tackle compliance challenges. [6:  Dunlop, field notes, 25 July 2012 Level 1 Training, Birmingham.] 

Box 1: Vignette 1a – Who is Primarily Responsible?
	‘Anytown Council has entered into a Primary Authority partnership for Health and Safety with ABCo Supermarkets PLC. ABCo operate 256 stores across 170 local authorities. While historically ABCo had a good record of compliance, it has recently taken over a number of smaller stores whose compliance record was poor’.

In your opinion, who is primarily responsible for helping ABCo tackle the compliance challenge?

Please choose only one of the following:
1. This is primarily a shared challenge – the business and inspectors of the Primary Authority must work together to meet this challenge (Business + Primary Authority)
2. This is primarily the responsibility of the business – before inspectors can assist, the business must first address this challenge (Business)
3. This is primarily the responsibility of the inspectors of both the Primary Authority and Enforcing Authority (Primary Authority + Enforcing Authority)
4. This is primarily the responsibility of the Enforcing Authority inspector (Enforcing Authority)



Respondents from both trained samples selected the most appropriate answer – #1. Indeed, as Table 9 illustrates, a high proportion of the untrained group also understood this key aspect of the scheme. Whether or not a respondent is trained has no impact on these very small differences. However, involvement in a PA partnership correlates significantly (though at the relaxed 10% level); those involved in PA partnerships tend to give the appropriate answer more frequently than those who are not yet in a partnership.
Table 9: Vignette 1a – Responsibility Allocation
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	1. Business + Primary Authority
	67.6
	63.6
	
	64.9
	62.1
	
	69.5
	55.2
	64

	2. Business
	29.7
	36.4
	
	34.2
	32.8
	
	29.5
	40.3
	33.7

	3. Primary Authority + Enforcing Authority
	2.7
	0
	
	0.9
	5.2
	
	1
	4.5
	2.3

	4. Enforcing Authority
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	
	0
	0
	0

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Each vignette contains a follow-up question as an additional check on understanding, see box 2 below.
Box 2: Vignette 1b – How Much Say?
	‘Anytown Council has entered into a Primary Authority partnership for Health and Safety with ABCo Supermarkets PLC. ABCo operate 256 stores across 170 local authorities. While historically ABCo had a good record of compliance, it has recently taken over a number of smaller stores whose compliance record was poor’.
In your opinion, how much say does ABCo have in how the legislation is interpreted?
Please choose only one of the following:
1. A lot of say
2. Some say
3. Little say
4. No say



In this case, we expected officers with training to be more likely than the untrained officers to respond that ABCo had at least ‘some say’ (#2.) in how the legislation was interpreted and less likely to say ‘no say’ (answer #4.). These expectations are not borne out. Again, as we see in Table 10 and as confirmed by correlation analysis, untrained officers are broadly in the same mind as those with PA training.
While there is no training effect here, the regulatory area in which a respondent works does correlate significantly, and rather strongly, with the responses given. Specifically, those working in Environmental Health see the business as having ‘a lot of say’ or ‘some say’ more frequently than their counterparts in Trading Standards.
Table 10: Vignette 1b – How Much Say?
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	1. A lot of say
	24.3
	28.6
	
	27.2
	17.2
	
	22.9
	25.4
	23.8

	2. Some say
	43.2
	40.3
	
	41.2
	43.1
	
	44.8
	37.3
	41.9

	3. Little say
	24.3
	23.4
	
	23.7
	34.5
	
	24.8
	31.3
	27.3

	4. No say
	8.1
	7.8
	
	7.9
	5.2
	
	7.6
	6
	7

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Vignettes 2a explores the changing professional competence that PA implies for enforcing authorities. Specifically, it presents a dilemma discussed in both training sessions where an inspection plan has been established by a primary authority leaving an officer from an enforcing authority (EA) unable to make unilateral changes where there is ‘one bad apple’ in their area[footnoteRef:7]. Rather, the EA officer must work with their PA counterpart (answer #3.) to negotiate a solution that fits the inspection plan and involves changes that can realistically be applied to all sites where the business operates. [7:  Dunlop, field notes, 25 September 2012 Level 2 Training, Birmingham.] 

Box 3: Vignette 2a – Who is Primarily Responsible?
	Play Centres R Us Ltd operates a chain of 41 children’s play centres across England and Wales. It has entered into a Primary Authority partnership with A.N. Other Council and established an inspection plan on Trading Standards. An inspector from an Enforcing Authority – Anyshire Council - is unhappy with the system for advertising of promotional discounts in their local Play Centres R Us site and wants to intervene.

In your opinion, who is primarily responsible for ensuring that the inspector’s concerns are addressed?

Please choose only one of the following:
1. This is primarily a shared challenge – the business and inspectors of the Primary Authority must work together to meet this challenge (Business + Primary Authority)
2. This is primarily the responsibility of the business – before inspectors can assist, the business must first address this challenge (Business)
3. This is primarily the responsibility of the inspectors of both the Primary Authority and Enforcing Authority (Primary Authority + Enforcing Authority)
4. This is primarily the responsibility of the Enforcing Authority inspector (Enforcing Authority)



The findings suggest uncertainty among both those with either level of training and those without. As highlighted in Table 11, in all cases more respondents treat this as the responsibility of the business and PA than the officers of the PA and EA. This uncertainty echoes what the research team observed at the level 1 and 2 training events where participants posed a variety of questions to the instructor about what happened to the EA inspector where a PA partnership had been established.
Table 11: Vignette 2a – Responsibility Allocation
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	1. B + PA
	45.9
	53.2
	
	50.9
	48.3
	
	54.3
	43.3
	50

	2. B
	10.8
	6.5
	
	7.9
	5.2
	
	2.9
	13.4
	7

	3. PA + EA
	40.5
	33.8
	
	36
	37.9
	
	38.1
	34.3
	36.6

	4. EA
	2.7
	6.5
	
	5.3
	8.6
	
	4.8
	9
	6.4

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Again, no training effect is found but whether or not a respondent is involved in a PA partnership significantly and strongly correlates with responses with non-PA respondents being slightly more oriented to allocate the responsibility to the business.
We should not overstate the uncertainty, however. The follow-up question (vignette 2b) asks how much say the enforcing authority has in this scenario. The responses outlined in Table 12 reveal an appreciation by a majority of respondents that the EA officer does still have ‘some say’ or ‘a lot of say’. These responses correlate significantly with two variables – respondents’ level of professional experience and whether or not they are involved in PA partnership (though only at the relaxed 10% level). With respect to the latter predictor, the statistical test shows that those participants not involved in a PA partnership see the EA officer as having ‘a lot of say’ and ‘some say’ more frequently than those who are active in a PA. This echoes our observations at the training sessions where the question of what happens to the EA was a recurring theme.


Box 4: Vignette 2b – How Much Say?
	Play Centres R Us Ltd operates a chain of 41 children’s play centres across England and Wales. It has entered into a Primary Authority partnership with A.N. Other Council and established an inspection plan on Trading Standards. An inspector from an Enforcing Authority - Anyshire Council - is unhappy with the system for advertising of promotional discounts in their local Play Centres R Us site and wants to intervene.

In your opinion, how much say does the Enforcing Authority officer have in getting the company to reappraise their practice in this site?

Please choose only one of the following:
1. A lot of say
2. Some say
3. Little say
4. No say



Table 12: Vignette 2b – How Much Say?
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	1. A lot 
	21.6
	16.9
	
	18.4
	19
	
	13.3
	26.9
	18.6

	2. Some 
	51.4
	48.1
	
	49.1
	53.4
	
	55.2
	43.3
	50.6

	3. Little 
	21.6
	33.8
	
	29.8
	20.7
	
	28.6
	23.9
	26.7

	4. No
	5.4
	1.3
	
	2.6
	6.9
	
	2.9
	6
	4.1

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Vignette 3a covers the scenario of inspection plans that lead to no inspections – a possible pathology of the burden reduction and risk prioritization at the heart of PA. This ‘worst case scenario’ was raised in both sessions we observed, with participants concerned that implementation of inspection plans could end up being ‘owned’ by no one – as EA and PA assume that the other is monitoring delivery.

Box 5: Vignette 3a – Who is Primarily Responsible?
	Electrical retailer – Wired-Up Ltd – operates a chain of 30 stores across the North of England. Historically, the company has an excellent record of compliance and is keen to reduce the number of inspections undertaken at its stores. It has entered into a Primary Authority partnership and established an inspection plan with agreed procedures on Health and Safety.

In your opinion, who is primarily responsible for ensuring that the inspection plan is carried out?

Please choose only one of the following:
1. This is primarily a shared challenge – the business and inspectors of the Primary Authority must work together to meet this challenge (Business + Primary Authority)
2. This is primarily the responsibility of the business – before inspectors can assist, the business must first address this challenge (Business)
3. This is primarily the responsibility of the inspectors of both the Primary Authority and Enforcing Authority (Primary Authority + Enforcing Authority)
4. This is primarily the responsibility of the Enforcing Authority inspector (Enforcing Authority)



The findings go some way to allaying these concerns. Table 13 shows that a majority of officers with some level of training agree that the responsibility is a shared one between the PA and EA (answer #3.) – the most appropriate answer. At 37.9%, our untrained sample is some way behind their trained counterparts. The overall picture is mixed – with both the EA alone, and the Business and PA, being earmarked as responsible to ensure implementation of the plan.
Table 13: Vignette 3a – Responsibility Allocation
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	1. B + PA
	24.3
	29.9
	
	28.1
	32.8
	
	28.6
	31.3
	29.6

	2. B
	2.7
	2.6
	
	2.6
	5.2
	
	3.8
	3
	3.5

	3. PA + EA
	51.4
	49.4
	
	50
	37.9
	
	45.7
	46.3
	45.9

	4. EA
	21.6
	18.2
	
	19.3
	24.1
	
	21.9
	19.4
	20.9

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Again there is no training effect in this case. Rather, the only predictor which shows a significant correlation is respondents’ regulatory area with those in the Environmental Health being generally more attracted to answer #1 and their Trading Standards counterparts to answer #4.
The follow-up question asks how much say respondents think the business – Wired-up – would have about the level of inspection it received on Health and Safety. Respondents are clustered around ‘some’ and ‘a little say’ (Table 14). Again, whether or not the respondent was part of a PA partnership is the only significant predictor found for this item. Those subjects who are involved in a PA give the business ‘a lot of say’ and ‘some say’ more often than those who are not part of a partnership.


Table 14: Vignette 3b – How Much Say?
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	1. A lot
	16.2
	16.9
	
	16.7
	19
	
	15.2
	20.9
	17.4

	2. Some
	32.4
	49.4
	
	43.9
	44.8
	
	54.3
	28.4
	44.2

	3. Little
	40.5
	24.7
	
	29.8
	22.4
	
	22.9
	34.3
	27.3

	4. No
	10.8
	9.1
	
	9.6
	13.8
	
	7.6
	16.4
	11

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100




SECTION 3: FINDINGS PART 2 – PROFESSIONAL ROLES AND IDENTITIES
The second part of the survey uses two sets of positional questions to explore and compare participants’ views on the role of inspectors from enforcing authorities and those of the primary authority. The aim here is to record both the views of the respondents, and explore the impact of training. Specifically, our hypothesis is that training – especially up to level 2 – may lead to an enhanced awareness of the multiple identities implied by better regulation in general and PA in particular.
To test this, we conducted correlational analyses and non-parametric tests. We did so using training, PA participation and the biographical variables as predictors. The main findings are summarised in Table 15.
Table 15: Positional Questions – Significance Tests Summary
	
	Training
	Gender
	Level of Professional Experience[footnoteRef:8] [8:  Level of professional experience is split into two groups those with less than 20 years and those with more than 20 years.] 

	Role
	Regulatory Area
	PA / Non-PA Partnership
	Training + PA[footnoteRef:9] [9:  This explores the combined effect of training and PA partnership status.] 


	Positional 12.1
	U=2815.5 p=.045
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positional 12.2
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positional 12.3
	
	U=3198.0p=.048
	U=3121.0 p=.026
	
	
	
	

	Positional 12.4
	U=2753.0 p=.024
	
	
	
	H(2)=11.183 p=.003
df=2
	
	

	Positional 12.5
	
	
	
	
	
	U=2603.0
p=.001
	

	Positional 12.6
	U=2751.0 p=.028
	
	
	
	H(2)=8.388 p=.015
df=2
	U=2766.0 
p=.006
	H(2)=11.100 p=.011
df=3

	Positional 12.7
	
	
	
	H(2)=12.554 p=.006
df=3
	
	U=2996.0
p=.041
	

	Positional 12.8
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positional 12.9
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positional 13.0
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positional 13.1
	U=2538.5 p=.003
	
	U=2973.5 p=.008
	
	H(2)=10.292 p=.006
df=2
	U=2977.5
p=.034
	H(2)=11.215 p=.011
df=3

	Positional 13.2
	
	
	
	
	H(2)=6.547
p=. 037
df=2
	U=3004.5
p=.040
	

	Positional 13.3
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positional 13.4
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Positional 13.5
	
	
	
	H(2)=8.435
p=.034
df=3
	
	
	

	Positional 13.6
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Table notes: U denotes the results of the Mann-Whitney test used to test the independence of two samples; H(2) denotes the results of the Kruskal-Wallis test (chi-square used to test the independence of k>2 samples); p denotes statistical significance (only values p<.05 are reported – i.e. at 95% confidence level), and df are the degrees of freedom of the grouping variable.

The first set of positional questions (survey questions 12.1 to 12.7) concern the role of an enforcing authority. For each of the seven statements, participants were invited to strongly disagree; disagree; agree or agree strongly.
Box 6: Question 12 – Positional Statements on Enforcing Authorities
	12. An Enforcing Authority’s main role is to:
12.1. provide advice to businesses to enable them to comply with the law
12.2. establish sufficient safeguards to ensure that citizens are protected
12.3. help businesses manage regulatory risk
12.4. improve standards and safety
12.5. reduce the number of inspections
12.6. prevent over-compliance
12.7. minimize regulatory burdens



Q12.1.	The first statement (Box 6) addresses the role of the EA as a key player in ensuring that businesses have the advice they need to comply. As Table 16 shows, the overwhelming majority of subjects who received a level of PA training agreed or agreed strongly that EA’s main role was to provide businesses with advice. Most untrained participants (69%) thought the same, although more than the 30% of them disagreed or strongly disagreed as compared with 14% in the trained subsample. Further analysis shows that training does have an impact here. We observe statistically significant differences between the answers of trained (at both levels) and untrained respondents; with those who are trained ‘agreeing’ or ‘strongly agreeing’ more frequently than those who are not.
Table 16: Statement 12.1 – An Enforcing Authority’s main role is to provide advice to businesses to enable them to comply with the law
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	2.7
	6.5
	
	5.3
	6.9
	
	6.7
	4.5
	5.8

	Disagree
	5.4
	10.4
	
	8.8
	24.1
	
	14.3
	13.4
	14

	Agree
	48.6
	40.3
	
	43
	32.8
	
	40
	38.8
	39.5

	Strongly agree
	43.2
	42.9
	
	43
	36.2
	
	39
	43.3
	40.7

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100




Q12.2.	The second item concerns the role of the EA in safeguarding citizen protection. Perhaps not surprisingly, a consensus emerges that agrees or strongly agrees with the statement (Table 17). No training or other effects are found to be significant.
Table 17: Statement 12.2 – An Enforcing Authority’s main role is to establish sufficient safeguards to ensure that citizens are protected
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	10.8
	5.2
	
	7
	6.9
	
	7.6
	6
	7

	Disagree
	13.5
	10.4
	
	11.4
	17.2
	
	9.5
	13.4
	11

	Agree
	32.4
	36.4
	
	35.1
	46.6
	
	40
	37.3
	39

	Strongly agree
	43.2
	48.1
	
	46.5
	36.2
	
	42.9
	43.3
	43

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q12.3.	The third positional statement concerns the role of EA in helping businesses manage regulatory risk. Again, a consensual picture emerges around ‘agree’ and ‘strongly agree’ (Table 18). Although, as with 12.1 on assisting business with compliance, nearly a quarter of untrained subjects disagree. Analysis reveals that male respondents and subjects with more than 20 years’ experience tend to ‘strongly agree’ and ‘agree’ significantly more frequently than females, and those with less than 20 years of experience.


Table 18: Statement 12.3 – An Enforcing Authority’s main role is to help businesses manage regulatory risk
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	5.4
	6.5
	
	6.1
	3.4
	
	6.7
	3
	5.2

	Disagree
	16.2
	13
	
	14
	24.1
	
	12.4
	25.4
	17.4

	Agree
	51.4
	51.9
	
	51.8
	55.2
	
	55.2
	49.3
	52.9

	Strongly agree
	27
	28.6
	
	28.1
	17.2
	
	25.7
	22.4
	24.4

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q12.4.	The fourth statement asserts that an EA’s main role is to improve standards and safety. Again, the majority of respondents ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ (Table 19). The only unexpected figure is that the untrained sample strongly agree in lower numbers than their trained counterparts – 27.6% versus 48.6% (level 1) and 41.6% (level 2).
Further analysis highlights the presence of statistically significant differences according to respondents’ training level. The same holds true for regulatory area – where the magnitude of association is noticeable. Those who are trained (at both levels), and those working in Environmental Health or other areas ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ more frequently than their untrained counterparts and those in Trading Standards.
Table 19: Statement 12.4 – An Enforcing Authority’s main role is to improve standards and safety
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	5.4
	5.2
	
	5.3
	1.7
	
	3.8
	4.5
	4.1

	Disagree
	5.4
	5.2
	
	5.3
	13.8
	
	7.6
	9
	8.1

	Agree
	40.5
	48.1
	
	45.6
	56.9
	
	50.5
	47.8
	49.4

	Strongly agree
	48.6
	41.6
	
	43.9
	27.6
	
	38.1
	38.8
	38.4

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q12.5.	The fifth positional statement concerns the enforcing authority’s role to reduce the number of inspections. A key aspect of PA involves burden reduction. We are interested in the extent to which local authority regulators outside a primary authority partnership view this as part of their role.
As Table 20 illustrates, respondents were split – with just under two-thirds registering some level of disagreement (64%) and around one-third agreement (36%). Only minor differences exist between the subjects’ responses across the groups. Being in a PA partnership significantly correlates with positive responses to this question. Subjects in a partnership are more likely to ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ with the statement than those who are not in a PA.
Table 20: Statement 12.5 – An Enforcing Authority’s main role is to reduce the number of inspections
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	18.9
	18.2
	
	18.4
	20.7
	
	13.3
	28.4
	19.2

	Disagree
	54.1
	36.4
	
	42.1
	50
	
	42.9
	47.8
	44.8

	Agree
	24.3
	37.7
	
	33.3
	25.9
	
	37.1
	20.9
	30.8

	Strongly agree
	2.7
	7.8
	
	6.1
	3.4
	
	6.7
	3
	5.2

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q12.6.	The sixth statement suggests the EA’s main role is to prevent over-compliance. This concerns the need to minimise burdens and deliver cost savings by alerting a business to potential over-compliance or ‘goldplating’. It was clear from training that neither EA nor PA are to dissuade businesses from aiming for best practice, but authorities should alert them to what ‘satisfactory’ minimum standards are in a particular context.
The frequencies reveal a mixed picture across the groups between those who agree and disagree (Table 21). Indeed, untrained respondents ‘disagree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ noticeably more frequently than trained subjects. For this item, correlation analyses suggests that training does have a crucial role to play with trained officers answering ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ more frequently than untrained ones. Moreover, the regulatory area in which respondents work prompts significant differences in the observed answers, as did whether or not they were part of a PA partnership. Those in PA partnerships tend to ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ that an EA’s main role is to prevent over-compliance more frequently than those who are not involved in PA. Training and being in a PA partnership also combine to exert a joint effect – with the presence of both together eliciting a positive response.


Table 21: Statement 12.6 – An Enforcing Authority’s main role is to prevent over-compliance
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	18.9
	10.4
	
	13.2
	20.7
	
	10.5
	23.9
	15.7

	Disagree
	48.6
	39
	
	42.1
	50
	
	44.8
	44.8
	44.8

	Agree
	32.4
	39
	
	36.8
	22.4
	
	34.3
	28.4
	32

	Strongly agree
	0
	11.7
	
	7.9
	6.9
	
	10.5
	3
	7.6

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q12.7.	The final positional statement asserts that EA’s main role is to minimise regulatory burdens. While, in all cases, most respondents ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’, those trained at level 2 do so in greater numbers (Table 22). This is not the result of training however. Rather, tests show statistically significant differences across different professional roles of subjects and PA partnership status. Moreover, the PA active condition prompts differences in the observed answers. Those in more senior roles – team leaders and managers – and those involved in PA partnerships tend to ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ more frequently than officers not yet involved in PA partnerships.
Table 22: Statement 12.7 – An Enforcing Authority’s main role is to minimise regulatory burdens
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	13.5
	3.9
	
	10.5
	12.1
	
	8.6
	14.9
	11

	Disagree
	27
	11.7
	
	25.4
	25.9
	
	23.8
	28.4
	25.6

	Agree
	43.2
	49.4
	
	45.6
	44.8
	
	46.7
	43.3
	45.3

	Strongly agree
	16.2
	35.1
	
	18.4
	17.2
	
	21
	13.4
	18

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Our second set of positional statements (questions 13.1 to 13.6) concern the main role of the Primary Authority. Again, participants are invited to strongly agree; disagree; agree or agree strongly for each of the six statements contained in Box 7.


Box 7: Question 13 – Positional Statements on Primary Authorities
	13. A primary authority’s main role is to:
13.1 direct inspectors in neighbouring authorities to focus on particular aspects of business practice
13.2 provide a route for enforcing authorities to make specific requests of a business in their area
13.3 provide businesses with professional advice
13.4 work with business to establish suitable standards
13.5 increase firms’ compliance with regulation
13.6 help businesses interpret the law



Q13.1.	The first statement explores a key aspect of PA – the PA may direct EA inspectors to focus on particular aspects of business practice using an inspection plan. Table 23 summarises subjects’ responses.
The results show that this principle is clearly understood by respondents. Nonetheless, a higher number of untrained respondents ‘disagree’ than their trained counterparts. There is a significant and fairly strong correlation in this respect. Moreover, the differences are statistically significant, with those who are trained (at either level) tending to ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ more often than those untrained. This indicates a training effect as for this item.
It is not only training that influences response in this case. Respondents’ length of service, regulatory area of work, and whether or not they are involved in a PA partnership all influence their views. Specifically, those who have been working in the profession for less than 20 years; belong to the Environmental Health or ‘other’ areas, and are involved in PA partnerships tend to ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ more frequently than those outside these criteria.
Training and being in a PA partnership also combine to exert a joint effect – with the presence of both together elicits a positive response more than any other condition.
Table 23: Statement 13.1 – A primary authority’s main role is to direct inspectors in neighbouring authorities to focus on particular aspects of business practice
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	2.7
	3.9
	
	3.5
	5.2
	
	3.8
	4.5
	4.1

	Disagree
	8.1
	11.7
	
	10.5
	27.6
	
	8.6
	28.4
	16.3

	Agree
	51.4
	49.4
	
	50
	44.8
	
	55.2
	37.3
	48.3

	Strongly agree
	37.8
	35.1
	
	36
	22.4
	
	32.4
	29.9
	31.4

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q13.2.	A second statement suggests that the PA’s main role is to provide a route for enforcing authorities to make specific requests of a business in their area. This statement explores respondents’ understandings of how PA and EA inspectors work together under the scheme.
The responses captured in Table 24 are consensual, with around 80% of all groups ‘agreeing’ or ‘strongly agreeing’ that the PA can act as a channel for requests. There is no training effect in this case. Rather, whether or not subjects are part of a PA partnership is significantly and moderately correlated with responses. Moreover, statistically significant differences are found with respect to the regulatory area; respondents working in Trading Standards and those not involved in PAs tend to ‘strong agree’ or ‘agree’ more frequently than those involved in a PA and those working in Environmental Health.
Table 24: Statement 13.2 – A primary authority’s main role is to provide a route for enforcing authorities to make specific requests of a business in their area
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	5.4
	3.9
	
	4.4
	5.2
	
	7.6
	0
	4.7

	Disagree
	10.8
	16.9
	
	14.9
	13.8
	
	13.3
	16.4
	14.5

	Agree
	51.4
	48.1
	
	49.1
	55.2
	
	54.3
	46.3
	51.2

	Strongly agree
	32.4
	31.2
	
	31.6
	25.9
	
	24.8
	37.3
	29.7

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q13.3.	Third, respondents are asked to consider that a PA’s main role is to provide business with professional advice. No significant effects are uncovered for any of the predictors and the frequency data summarised in Table 25 reveals an overwhelming consensus around the advisory function of the PA.
Table 25: Statement 13.3 – A primary authority’s main role is to provide businesses with professional advice
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	0
	1.3
	
	0.9
	0
	
	1
	0
	0.6

	Disagree
	0
	2.6
	
	1.8
	3.4
	
	1
	4.5
	2.3

	Agree
	29.7
	31.2
	
	30.7
	24.1
	
	27.6
	29.9
	28.5

	Strongly agree
	70.3
	64.9
	
	66.7
	72.4
	
	70.5
	65.7
	68.6

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q13.4.	Similarly, there are no statistically significant effects in the responses to the fourth positional statement which posits that the PA’s main role is to work with business to establish suitable standards. Table 26 shows the majority in ‘agreement’ and ‘strong agreement’ is overwhelming.
Table 26: Statement 13.4 – A primary authority’s main role is to work with business to establish suitable standards
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	0
	1.3
	
	0.9
	0
	
	1
	0
	0.6

	Disagree
	2.7
	0
	
	0.9
	6.9
	
	2.9
	3
	2.9

	Agree
	40.5
	33.8
	
	36
	31
	
	32.4
	37.3
	34.3

	Strongly agree
	56.8
	64.9
	
	62.3
	62.1
	
	63.8
	59.7
	62.2

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q13.5.	Our fifth statement, that a PA’s main role is to increase firms’ compliance with regulation, is again uncontroversial (Table 27). Analysis reveals statistically significant differences in the answers across respondents’ roles. Specifically, managers and those employed in other positions tend to ‘strongly agree’ or ‘agree’ more frequently than officers and team leaders.
Table 27: Statement 13.5 – A primary authority’s main role is to increase firms’ compliance with regulation
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	0
	1.3
	
	0.9
	0
	
	1
	0
	0.6

	Disagree
	5.4
	2.6
	
	3.5
	0
	
	1.9
	3
	2.3

	Agree
	37.8
	33.8
	
	35.1
	36.2
	
	33.3
	38.8
	35.5

	Strongly agree
	56.8
	62.3
	
	60.5
	63.8
	
	63.8
	58.2
	61.6

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Q13.6.	Finally, respondents ‘agree’ or ‘strongly agree’ with the statement that a PA’s main role is to help businesses interpret the law. There are no statistically significant differences in the answers across different levels of training or any other factor.
Table 28: Statement 13.6 – A primary authority’s main role is to help businesses interpret the law
	
	Level 1
	Level 2
	
	Trained
	Untrained
	
	PA
	Non-PA
	Total

	Strongly disagree
	2.7
	1.3
	
	1.8
	0
	
	1
	1.5
	1.2

	Disagree
	2.7
	3.9
	
	3.5
	5.2
	
	3.8
	4.5
	4.1

	Agree
	37.8
	35.1
	
	36
	41.4
	
	35.2
	41.8
	37.8

	Strongly agree
	56.8
	59.7
	
	58.8
	53.4
	
	60
	52.2
	57

	Total
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	
	100
	100
	100



Trained respondents completed an additional question: ‘Finally, since attending the training in the Primary Authority scheme run by the BRDO, to what extent has your knowledge improved in the area of providing Primary Authority advice?’

Respondents could select one of the following answers: 
1. Not improved
2. Slightly improved
3. Improved
4. Moderately improved
5. Significantly improved

This question controls the responses with those of the BRDO’s own evaluation questionnaires completed after the training sessions. Table 29 summarises the comparison, and suggests that participants are more optimistic about the extent to which their knowledge had improved when they complete the course evaluations immediately following the training session (this optimism bias is something that is noted in studies of training evaluations).
Table 29: Has Your Knowledge Improved? In-House and Survey Response Comparison
	
	Level 1
	BRDO In-House Survey Level 1
	Level 2
	BRDO In-House Survey Level 2

	Not improved
	10.8
	{ 16.2
	0.3
	{ 0.9
	5.2
	{ 23.4
	0
	{ 1.9

	Slightly improved
	5.4
	
	0.6
	
	18.2
	
	1.9
	

	Improved
	40.5
	{ 83.7
	9.8
	{ 91.1
	24.7
	{ 76.7
	8.3
	{ 87.5

	Moderately improved
	5.4
	
	54
	
	18.2
	
	41.7
	

	Significantly improved
	37.8
	
	27.3
	
	33.8
	
	37.5
	

	No Response
	-
	8
	-
	10.6

	Totals
	100
	100
	100
	100





CONCLUSIONS
Our empirical analysis shows the absence of a strong training effect – something not surprising, given the characteristics of our sample. Our sample of 565 inspectors can be considered as innovators. The 172 respondents self-selected to participate in a demanding questionnaire and nearly 50% of these respondents have more than 20 years of professional experience. We might expect such engaged and experienced professionals to be knowledgeable about the specifics of a new initiative in their world and the wider regulatory agenda.
But, this does not mean there is no role for training in PA at all. While the vignette analysis finds no training effect, three of our four statistically significant positional items suggest that training may provide greater awareness of the different roles implied by innovations such as the PA scheme. Training served to reassure inspectors that alerting businesses to over-compliance is the appropriate course of action in the burdens reduction context (item 12.6). Moreover, it provided explicit clarification on a contentious area of the scheme – the direct effect of PA over EA, under certain conditions (items 12.1 and 13.1).
Thinking beyond the specifics of PA, the findings provide evidence to suggest that the regulatory philosophy endorsed by different governments since the publication of the Hampton Report in 2005 has become embedded in the public sector. Whether trained or not, local authority inspectors have absorbed the burdens reduction message and, specifically, they have understood that this implies a differentiation of regulators’ roles in risk regulation.


Annex 1	SURVEY

Email Subject Line	Primary Authority Scheme – Your Views

[image: ]				[image: ][image: ]

LOCAL AUTHORITY OFFICERS AND THE PRIMARY AUTHORITY SCHEME


We are a team of regulation researchers from the University of Exeter. Working with the Better Regulation Delivery Office (BRDO), we are interested in getting a better understanding of your experience of the Primary Authority scheme.

We are asking for 10 minutes of your time to take an anonymous online survey. As the primary authority experts, your views are valuable to us; please express your opinions freely.

Your participation in this short questionnaire is voluntary and responses completely anonymous and confidential. You can discontinue your participation at any point.


Thank you very much for your time and help!
Click NEXT to begin...


1) Gender
Please choose only one of the following:

· Male
· Female

2) How long have you worked as an inspector / enforcement officer?
Please choose only one of the following:

· Less than 1 year
· 1-2 years
· 3-5 years
· 6-10 years
· 11-20 years
· More than 20 years

3) What is your current position?
Please choose only one of the following:
· Assistant
· Officer
· Team leader
· Manager
· Other _______

4) What sector do you work in?
Please choose only one of the following:
· Trading standards
· Environmental health
· Animal health
· Licensing
· Other _______

5) Are you involved in a Primary Authority partnership with one or more businesses?
Please choose only one of the following:
· Yes
· No
· Don’t know


6) Consider the following scenario:

‘Anytown Council has entered into a Primary Authority partnership for Health and Safety with ABCo Supermarkets PLC. ABCo operate 256 stores across 170 local authorities. While historically ABCo had a good record of compliance, it has recently taken over a number of smaller stores whose compliance record was poor’.
In your opinion, who is primarily responsible for helping ABCo tackle the compliance challenge?

Please choose only one of the following: 
· This is primarily a shared challenge - the business and inspectors of the Primary Authority must work together to meet this challenge
· This is primarily the responsibility of the business - before inspectors can assist, the business must first address this challenge
· This is primarily the responsibility of the inspectors of both the Primary Authority and Enforcing Authority
· This is primarily the responsibility of the Enforcing Authority inspector


7) Consider again the previous scenario:

‘Anytown Council has entered into a Primary Authority partnership for Health and Safety with ABCo Supermarkets PLC. ABCo operate 256 stores across 170 local authorities. While historically ABCo had a good record of compliance, it has recently taken over a number of smaller stores whose compliance record was poor’.
In your opinion, how much say does ABCo have in how the legislation is interpreted?
Please choose only one of the following:
· A lot of say
· Some say
· Little say
· No say

8) Consider the following scenario:
Play Centres R Us Ltd operates a chain of 41 children’s play centres across England and Wales. It has entered into a Primary Authority partnership with A.N. Other Council and established an inspection plan on Trading Standards. An inspector from an Enforcing Authority - Anyshire Council - is unhappy with the system for advertising of promotional discounts in their local Play Centres R Us site and wants to intervene.

In your opinion, who is primarily responsible for ensuring that the inspector’s concerns are addressed?

Please choose only one of the following:
· This is primarily a shared challenge - the business and inspectors of the Primary Authority must work together to meet this challenge
· This is primarily the responsibility of the business - before inspectors can assist, the business must first address this challenge
· This is primarily the responsibility of the inspectors of both the Primary Authority and Enforcing Authority
· This is primarily the responsibility of the Enforcing Authority inspector

9) Consider again the previous scenario:
Play Centres R Us Ltd operates a chain of 41 children’s play centres across England and Wales. It has entered into a Primary Authority partnership with A.N. Other Council and established an inspection plan on Trading Standards. An inspector from an Enforcing Authority - Anyshire Council - is unhappy with the system for advertising of promotional discounts in their local Play Centres R Us site and wants to intervene.

In your opinion, how much say does the Enforcing Authority officer have in getting the company to reappraise their practice in this site?

Please choose only one of the following:
· A lot of say
· Some say
· Little say
· No say

10) Consider the following scenario:
Electrical retailer - Wired-Up Ltd - operates a chain of 30 stores across the North of England. Historically, the company has an excellent record of compliance and is keen to reduce the number of inspections undertaken at its stores. It has entered into a Primary Authority partnership and established an inspection plan with agreed procedures on Health and Safety.

In your opinion, who is primarily responsible for ensuring that the inspection plan is carried out?

Please choose only one of the following:
· This is primarily a shared challenge - the business and inspectors of the Primary Authority must work together to meet this challenge
· This is primarily the responsibility of the business - before inspectors can assist, the business must first address this challenge
· This is primarily the responsibility of the inspectors of both the Primary Authority and Enforcing Authority
· This is primarily the responsibility of the Enforcing Authority inspector

11) Consider again the previous scenario:
Electrical retailer - Wired-Up Ltd - operates a chain of 30 stores across the North of England. Historically, the company has an excellent record of compliance and is keen to reduce the number of inspections undertaken at its stores. It has entered into a Primary Authority partnership and established an inspection plan with agreed procedures on Health and Safety.

In your opinion, how much say does Wired-Up have about the level of inspection it receives on Health and Safety?

Please choose only one of the following:
· A lot of say
· Some say
· Little say
· No say



12) An ENFORCING AUTHORITY’S main role is to:
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly agree

	Provide advice to businesses to enable them to comply with the law
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Establish sufficient safeguards to ensure that citizens are protected
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Help businesses manage regulatory risk
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Improve standards and safety
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Reduce the number of inspections
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Prevent over-compliance
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Minimize regulatory burdens
	o
	o
	o
	o



13) A PRIMARY AUTHORITY’S main role is to:
Please choose the appropriate response for each item:
	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Agree
	Strongly agree

	Direct inspectors in neighbouring authorities to focus on particular aspects of business practice
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Provide a route for enforcing authorities to make specific requests of a business in their area
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Provide businesses with professional advice
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Work with business to establish suitable standards
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Increase firms’ compliance with regulation
	o
	o
	o
	o

	Help businesses interpret the law
	o
	o
	o
	o



14) [footnoteRef:10] Finally, since attending the training in the Primary Authority scheme run by the BRDO, to what extent has your knowledge improved in the area of providing Primary Authority advice? [10:  This question was only included for those samples that had participated in either level 1 or level 2 training.] 


Please choose one of the following: 
6. Not improved
7. Slightly improved
8. Improved
9. Moderately improved
10. Significantly improved


---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Submit Your Survey

Thank you for completing this survey
---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
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