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Education and Culture Committee 

Children and Young People (Scotland) Bill 

Glasgow City Council 

1. We very much welcome this opportunity to submit written evidence on the above 

Bill. We would wish to reiterate our continued support for the objectives and 

principles of the Bill, but would wish to make a number of comments on the 

potential implications of its implementation. 

2. In general terms we continue to have real concern about the funding of the Bill. 

Our officers were involved in work on costing the implications of the Bill. In 

relation to the proposal to increase available early years provision to 600 hours, 

we agreed that the costings from the Scottish Government were broadly accurate 

and have received confirmation that this section will be fully funded, although no 

actual figures per local authority have been provided.  

3. Also in general terms much of the detail of the act is being left to secondary 

legislation so it is difficult to comment in detail on what impact the act is going to 

have. 

4. A further general point is that we have some concerns regarding governance and 

a potential shift from local to central government governance and accountability. 

In particular Section 17 which relates to children’s services planning. The powers 

proposed in this section for Scottish Ministers to direct local authorities is a 

significant shift from the previous Children (Scotland) Act 1995, and is potentially 

much more far reaching, where Scottish Minsters could ultimately direct local 

authorities to provide and plan children’s services in a particular way. We would 

welcome further discussion on this point in relation to governance. 

5. Glasgow is one of only two local authorities which currently provides 570 hours 

per year of free early years education and childcare. However, there remain 

challenges which will impact on staffing, accommodation and partnership 

contracts to enable 600 hours to be delivered. 

6. Glasgow is already taking positive steps to embed the rights of children and 

young people in line with UNCRC, including our ambition to be a Child Friendly 

City through UNICEF UK Child Rights Partner Programme. 

7. The concerns around funding centre on the proposals for named persons, kinship 

care orders and increasing duties for looked after children from 21 to 25. In 

relation to kinship care the Scottish Government estimate a cost of £2.6m across 

Scotland for implementation costs with no recurring cost. In considering the 

potential cost to GCC, we estimated a cost for assessment and start up if all of 

our carers were to apply for the new order of £0.442m, with some of this recurring 

dependent on the nature of ongoing support. In addition the cost of supporting 

carers to apply for the new order is unknown, but if we based this on costs to 

support Adoption orders, there would be a considerable cost to the Council. It 

would appear the assumption is that once carers have applied for the order and 

receive a start up grant then they would no longer be in receipt of payment from 



49 

the Local Authority. It is difficult therefore to estimate how many kinship carers 

would apply for the new order. Moreover, without a definition of support the 

assumption that this may not include financial support could be challenged by 

carers. 

8. In relation to the funding of the proposal to increase the age of support to care 

leavers from 21 to 25, the Scottish Government have estimated a national 

funding requirement of £3.87 in 2015/16, £4.03 in 2016/17, £4.03 in 2017/18 and 

£1.77m in both 2018/19 and 2019/20. We estimated the costs of providing this 

additional support in Glasgow to be £0.353m in 2015/16 rising to an additional 

annual cost of £1.4m. We based our costing on the average financial payment for 

young people and costs associated with additional staffing to provide an aftercare 

service to young people. 

9. Named person – it is anticipated that further guidance on the role and function of 

the named person will be provided. Early indications are that NHS will take 

responsibility for all pre school children with Education holding lead responsibility 

for all children of school age. The GIRFEC strategy group in Glasgow is currently 

developing procedures for the universal implementation of the named person’s 

role in three pilot learning communities, St Rochs, Eastbank and Drumchapel. We 

will need reassurance that further guidance will be available. Some concern has 

also been raised that there may be potential confusion with the title of named 

person currently used in mental health services. 

10.  In respect of S37 regarding the child's plan and the management of same. We 

remain strongly of the opinion that secondary legislation needs to ensure that the 

Child’s Plan replaces the current requirements for planning under Additional 

Support Act (2004). Unless the Bill provides this clarity we will continue to have a 

separate planning process and document for children and young people who 

have additional needs as defined under the Act. At subsection 5 there is provision 

to allow Scottish Ministers to make further orders regarding the management of 

the plan. It would be helpful to have further provisions in relation to for instance 

the transfer of the plan between authorities. 

11. With regards to the provision of counselling services in part 9 of the act, there is 

no definition of 'eligible child'. This is the starting point of the obligation to provide 

services so the definition of this should not be left to secondary legislation. As 

things currently stand we are to provide undefined counselling services to parents 

or those with PRR (parental rights and responsibilities) of an undefined group of 

children. Accordingly it is difficult to know the potential impact of this section. 

12. Part 10 of the Bill relates to kinship care. Section 64 makes it an absolute 

obligation that kinship care assistance is made available by the local authority but 

again there is no definition of the term “kinship care assistance”. In the Adoption 

and Children (Scotland) Act 2007, there was some attempt to define certain terms 

for instance 'adoption support service' and the same should reasonably apply 

here. 

13. S65 sets out what a kinship care order is. It is encouraging that the Scottish 

Government made changes to the original proposals following consultation in 
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relation to the creation of a new kinship care order. This section deems that any 

residence order granted in favour of a qualifying person or any order under s11(1) 

of the 95 Act giving the right to dictate residence to a qualifying person, is 

deemed to be a 'kinship care order'. Qualifying person is defined in s65(2) but 

further clarity is required on the definition of ‘related’. It is proposed that the 

interpretation is one similar to the definition of 'relative' in s119 of the 2007 act. 

14. There needs to be some requirement for assessment by the local authority and a 

discretion on the local authority as to who should be able to gain assistance from 

them. This is also being left to secondary legislation. S66(3) and (4) allows the 

Scottish Ministers to make further provision about a number of matters including 

how or when kinship care assistance is to be provided, when a child is eligible 

etc. It is arguable that these issues are too important to leave to secondary 

legislation. It is interesting to note that in our liaison with kinship carer groups they 

are also looking for further clarity of these issues. 

15. In conclusion, Glasgow City Council welcomes the objectives and principles of 

the new Bill, much of which will reinforce the ongoing multi agency work based on 

improving outcomes for children and families that is already underway in 

Glasgow. However, we remain concerned about a number of aspects of the Bill 

and in particular issues around governance and funding. We would very much 

welcome the opportunity to provide oral evidence to the Committee. 

Glasgow City Council 
1 July 2013 


