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Evidence to the Education and Culture Committee 
Scrutiny of the Draft Budget 2015-16 

 
Introduction 
 
1.1 The National Parent Forum of Scotland (NPFS) welcomes the 

opportunity to provide evidence for the Committee’s scrutiny of the 
draft budget. NPFS’ aim is to help ensure that every child maximizes 
their potential throughout their school life, and we were established in 
2009 to achieve this aim following the creation of parent councils in 
2006. NPFS has a membership consisting of representatives from 
each local authority area, and we work in partnership with national and 
local government and other relevant organisations to represent 
parents’ views at the national level. NPFS representatives contribute to 
a range of national working groups including the Curriculum for 
Excellence Management Board, Wood Commission and the GIRFEC 
National Implementation Support Group. We have also participated in 
leadership events to help agencies, schools and local authorities 
understand the needs of parents.  

 
1.2  Our evidence focuses on parents’ experiences and features the views 

of parents as reported to us at our local and national events, focus 
groups, annual conferences, and through our local authority 
representatives, who keep us informed of issues that have been 
discussed at local authority-level parent forums. We have concentrated 
on the questions that are of most relevance to parents. 

 
Questions 
 
2.1 Given recent trends in local authorities’ spending on schools, what are 

likely to be the main pressures on education budgets in financial year 
2015-16? Will there be any impacts on pupils and families; attainment; 
teacher numbers; the length and scheduling of the school week; 
teachers’ terms and conditions; developing and strengthening links 
between schools, colleges and employers; etc? 

 
2.2 As the evidence from Audit Scotland demonstrates, there is relatively 

little room for flexibility with regards to education budgets. The research 
shows that (in 2012/13) councils spent £4.8bn on education of which 
£3.8bn was allocated to primary and secondary schools. Of this, 68%, 
or around £2.6bn, went on staff costs. Significantly, councils’ spending 
went down by five percent in real terms from 2010/11 to 2012/2013. 
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Local authorities have dealt with this budget pressure through 
strategies such as employing fewer staff, reducing teacher training and 
cutting back on classroom time.  

 
2.3 The evidence from our local authority representatives is that 

maintenance budgets are being reduced, fewer non-teaching staff are 
being employed and peripheral activities are facing cuts. English as an 
Additional Language support is being reduced, for example, yet there is 
a growing need for this in many communities across Scotland.1 Some 
councils are struggling to provide adequate levels of Additional Support 
for Learning provision.  

 
  Pupils are likely to experience over-crowding, reduced support and a 

less pleasant learning environment as a result of these cuts. For 
example, reductions in the numbers of Classroom Assistants will have 
a negative impact on pupils who need additional support but will also 
affect other pupils as well, as teachers will have to give more attention 
to those needing extra help. NPFS local authority representatives have 
provided examples of situations such as special needs schools facing 
considerable overcrowding, resulting in gym halls having to be used as 
classrooms. 

 
2.4 In terms of the likely impact of budget cuts on families, the reality is that 

we do not have a level playing field and cuts will be felt more keenly by 
the most disadvantaged communities. For example, schools are 
increasingly expecting parents to fundraise not just for add-ons but for 
essential items such as pencils and paper. These expectations place a 
heavy burden on disadvantaged communities where incomes are 
already tightly stretched.  

 
2.5 It is not clear how the ambitions in the Raising Attainment for All 

programme can be fulfilled at the same time as cuts are being 
implemented. Budget cuts will be disproportionately felt by the most 
disadvantaged communities and in turn this will impact on pupil 
attainment. The danger is that inequalities will become entrenched. As 
the Audit Scotland report states, ‘councils […] need to understand the 
longer-term effect that budget reductions could have on efforts to raise 
attainment among pupils.’2 However, the report also notes that it is not 
necessarily how much councils spend that makes the greatest 
difference to raising educational outcomes, but rather, how they spend 
it. Targeting spending on the schools and pupils who need it most is 
likely to have the greatest impact.3  

 
2.6 In relation to supporting parental involvement, budget cuts potentially 

make the task of engaging with communities who have less social 

                                                        
1Count Us In, Education Scotland 2009 
http://www.educationscotland.gov.uk/Images/cuimnnus_tcm4-618947.pdf 
2 School education, Audit Scotland 2014, p.14 
3 Ibid, p.42 
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capital to draw upon and face barriers to participating in their child’s 
education even more challenging. Yet the evidence is that parental 
involvement in education is crucial in addressing the attainment gap – 
see 5.1 below for further discussion.  

 
2.7 With regards to the Commission for Developing Scotland’s Young 

Workforce recommendations on developing and strengthening the links 
between schools, colleges and employers, the Scottish Government 
faces a considerable challenge to deliver on expectations when the 
funding allocated to Further Education (FE) has effectively undergone 
a cut. The planned spending for FE in 2015-16 is £526m, plus £16.6m 
for taking forward the Commission’s recommendations. In 2010-11, for 
example, funding for FE was £580m. However, colleges are now being 
expected to do more, including delivering on the Scottish Government 
promise of a place in education, work or training for all 16-19 year olds. 
The effect of this has been larger class sizes and students being 
unable to get into their first choice courses. There is no increase in 
funding for bursaries for the poorest students, and if parents are to be 
encouraged to support young people into vocational options, then this 
issue is significant.  
 

3.1 Will the allocation to be provided via the 2015-16 Draft Budget be 
sufficient to enable local authorities to provide a quality education; 
meet all their statutory obligations in relation to schools; and deliver the 
Scottish Government’s national educational priorities? 

 
3.2 Local authorities will face considerable challenges to deliver on the 

Scottish Government’s national educational priorities and provide a 
quality education. The draft budget has little to say about the continued 
implementation of Curriculum for Excellence and the roll-out of the new 
Highers and Advanced Higher qualifications, which are being delivered 
in addition to all the other ongoing commitments.  

 
  As was discussed in the Committee’s evidence sessions on the 

implementation of the National qualifications, if we are to truly realise 
the ambitions of Curriculum for Excellence in relation to personalisation 
and choice, and not fall back to one-size-fits-all, this needs to be 
resourced. We must ensure that there are sufficient numbers of 
secondary teachers and resources in order to offer pupils the full range 
of pathways. 

 
3.3 There is a need to ensure that education policy ambitions are aligned 

with the reality of tightly-stretched budgets. For example, the 1+2 
Language policy, which is due to be implemented in 2020 and the 
planning for which is currently underway, expects pupils to be 
competent in two additional languages by time they leave primary 
school. It requires one additional language to be taught from P1 and 
another from P5. It is doubtful as to whether the programme will deliver 
on expectations without a large investment in teacher training. Local 
authorities are responsible for ensuring primary teachers are provided 
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with suitable training, but the current situation is that some local 
authorities are only providing 4 or 5 days of language training. 
Individual schools will be free to choose from any of the 12 proposed 
languages as this will not be nationally prescribed. However there will 
be greater expense and difficulty in delivering some languages, e.g. 
Mandarin or Arabic, without a considerable investment in teacher 
training, all of which needs careful consideration and planning. 

 
3.4 Nor are there details in the draft budget of any commitment to connect 

more schools to the new Fibre network. This is a particular issue for 
rural areas, as if they are unable to access a fast and reliable 
broadband connection, then pupils and their communities will face 
significant disadvantage. 

 
4.1     How are pupils, parents, teachers, and communities able to contribute 

 to discussions on— 
o the allocations that should be set out in the draft budget; 
o how these allocations should be spent on schools? 

 
4.2 In reality there is little opportunity for parents, let alone pupils or 

communities, to have any sort of real influence over budget allocations. 
Between the block grant and the funding formulas used by Local 
Authorities, which are highly complex, there is very limited room for 
manoeuvre, and Local Authorities' strategies for engaging parents in 
these discussions are not always effective. The most engaged parents 
are motivated to participate through parent councils and Local 
Authority-level parent forums, but the issue of how best to support all 
parents to have their say remains. Budget discussions presume a high 
level of understanding and many parents feel they lack the expertise 
and/or time to contribute to financial debates of this nature. This issue 
is particularly pressing in relation to hardest-to-reach parents and those 
who are new to Scotland and who are unfamiliar the model of parent 
engagement in Scotland.  

 
4.3 Parents’ involvement in budget decision-making should not be taken as 

tacit acceptance of cuts to staffing or other areas of the school budget, 
but realistically these are the issues that they will have to consider. 
NPFS' representatives have told us that when parent councils are 
engaged in budget discussions, they have suggested looking at areas 
such as teachers' terms and conditions and pensions, but that Local 
Authorities will not address these issues as they are nationally set. As 
previously mentioned, education budgets are mainly comprised of 
staffing costs and of this around 70% goes on teachers' salaries. This 
leaves local authorities with options such as cutting back on the 
number of classroom assistants, English as an Additional Language 
support and other areas, which there is an increasing need for and the 
loss of which may have a negative impact on addressing the 
attainment gap. Aside from staffing, this only leaves the possibility of 
cutting property costs such as facilities management, heating and 
maintenance. Procurement and working with other authorities are 
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areas that could potentially be looked at in greater depth. Options such 
as reducing the school week would be contentious, as parents would 
then face additional childcare costs. Many parents already have 
considerable difficulty in accessing suitable out of school care places. 
Local authorities are consulting with parents on out of school care as 
required by the Children and Young People (Scotland) Act 2014 but 
there is no duty on them to act on the findings.  

  
4.4 It is essential that school budget issues are also considered in the light 

of the Wood Commission recommendations on greater flexibility in 
senior phase, as this has implications for staffing and the school week. 
Greater use of FE and business partnerships are likely to result in a 
reduction in time spent in class, so there is an option to look at whether 
maintaining teacher numbers is sustainable, certainly in the senior 
phase. Again, it is essential that parents and pupils are fully informed 
about these developments and are able to have their say on the 
proposals.  

  
5.1  How will the draft budget advance the preventative spending agenda in 

relation to school spending? 
 
5.2 A truly preventative approach would require investment and support for 

parental engagement, as there is a considerable and growing body of 
evidence about the importance of parental involvement in raising 
pupils’ attainment levels4. Audit Scotland’s report lists parental 
involvement as one the key factors that play an important role in 
improving attainment (pp.32 and 35). However the report also notes 
that although there are more opportunities for parents to be involved in 
education, there are still a number of barriers to overcome. These 
include a lack of time, not receiving information or not knowing how to 
get involved, and a lack of opportunities to participate. This is a bigger 
issue than NPFS alone can hope to resolve, and as such we would 
argue that Scottish Government and Education Scotland need to do 
more to shift the balance of spending towards supporting parents to 
participate as partners in their child’s education, in partnership with 
NPFS and other relevant organisations. In many communities there is 
a need for considerable work to build capacity before parents feel they 
are at the stage where they can actively participate. Community 
capacity building for parents needs to tie in with the three year 
Community Learning and Development planning requirements for local 
authorities, as specified in the CLD Regulations 2013 and 
accompanying statutory guidance.  

 
Conclusion 
 
6.1 In summary, NPFS is concerned about the impact of budget cuts on 
pupils’ attainment and overall learning experience, and urges councils to look 

                                                        
4 See http://engagingwithfamilies.co.uk/evidence/supporting-the-home-
learning-environment/  
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at Audit Scotland’s recommendations on the factors that have the greatest 
impact on improving educational outcomes. It is important that councils’ 
decisions to make short-term savings do not have a negative longer-term 
impact on pupils’ learning. Spending should be targeted on where the 
evidence tells us it is likely to have the greatest impact, and that means 
focusing on the schools and pupils who are most in need, and on the factors 
that can have the greatest influence on raising attainment. One of these 
factors is the involvement of parents in education, and we would support a 
shift in spending towards strategies for supporting parents’ involvement and 
overcoming barriers to their participation.  
 
 
Barbara Schuler 
Policy Manager, NPFS 
policymanager@npfs.org.uk 
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EVIDENCE TO EDUCATION AND CULTURE COMMITTEE 
2015-16 DRAFT BUDGET 

 

SPTC is pleased to submit evidence to the Education and Culture Committee in response to its Call 

for Evidence regarding the Government’s 2015-16 draft budget.  

 

We are delighted that the Committee is taking forward its investigation into the funding of education, 

and in this case, schools. We believe the funding of schools to be thoroughly deserving of scrutiny: at 

the same time as we are experiencing extraordinary change in our education system, Scotland is also 

leading the way in terms of its curriculum and its drive towards greater community engagement. Part 

of that drive must be supported by greater understanding of how public services are funded and 

delivered, and it is only by shining the spotlight on these matters that we will make strides forward.  

 

1. Background 

 

SPTC is a long-standing parent-led membership organisation and charity providing help, advice and 

support to parents up and down the country. Our focus is on making parental engagement with 

education as good as it can be, by supporting parents and working with local authorities, schools and 

other stakeholders to build and share good practice. 

 

We have a network of more than 8000 individual parents and our membership comprises almost 2000 

Parent Councils and PTAs in state schools, representing tens of thousands of parents and carers. We 

have been working with BEMIS over the last 18 months to design and pilot the Gathered Together 

project, which aims to encourage greater involvement of parents from diverse cultural and ethnic 

backgrounds in their child’s school community. 

 

Given SPTC’s commitment to partnership working, we have productive relationships with a large 

number of local authorities, with which we work to provide support to parents and member parent 

groups. SPTC tries to represent a parental perspective in its communication with Parliament, 

Government and other stakeholders. 
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SPTC was part of Audit Scotland’s reference group in relation to its recent report on School Education 

in Scotland and we know the Committee is well aware of the findings presented in that report. We will 

therefore not rehearse Audit Scotland’s findings in this submission. 

 

2. Overview 

 

SPTC’s perspective in all matters relating to information for parents is that: 

a) public information is just that, meaning parents have a right to access information which is 

available in the public domain. 

b) there should be no filtering or selection. Parents should be respected as responsible partners 

in their child’s education. 

c) information must be made understandable to the lay person, explained in plain English and in 

a way which helps parents make the connections to their lived experience. 

 

Our first reflection on the document is therefore that while the budget is before the people of Scotland 

for consultation, very few lay people will be in a position to understand much of it.  This is not simply a 

matter of this Government’s budget – it is the reality for a great deal of information which historically 

has come from Government and other public bodies. It also sets the tone for much of the information 

which comes from local government. 

 

In short, from our perspective the accessibility of information across the board is a significant barrier 

to involvement of parents in matters relating to education. It is likely that at a national level, there are 

limited numbers of parents who are likely to have the time or inclination to delve deep. However, at a 

local authority or school level, parents are often interested to know what is happening in their area 

and how this compares with other councils: this can be evidenced by the FOI requests made to local 

authorities in order to gain information about spending on aspects of the service. 

 

We feel it is important to highlight, however, that parental involvement (eg on a parent council or in a 

consultative group at local authority level) should not be confused with parental engagement. Parental 

involvement is concerned with governance, systems and processes and is largely governed by the 

Parental Involvement legislation. Parental engagement on the other hand is all about the way in which 

parents (individually or in a group) participate in the learning of their child(ren), often in partnership 

with schools and other educators.  

 

3. Committee Questions 

 

In responding to the Committee’s Call for Evidence, we have restricted ourselves to those areas 

which refer to our constituency, ie parents and, on their behalf, children.  
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Question 1 
Given recent trends in local authorities’ spending on schools, what are likely to be the main 

pressures on education budgets in financial year 2015-16? Will there be any impacts on pupils 
and families; attainment; teacher numbers; the length and scheduling of the school week; 
teachers’ terms and conditions; developing and strengthening links between schools, colleges 

and employers; etc?  
 

The Audit Commission’s report clearly highlighted the drop in spending on education services by local 

authorities, and how this is being achieved ie primarily through reducing staff numbers. These 

reductions have been made at both school and centre: most significantly we have seen a significant 

reduction in the number of Quality Improvement Officers (QIOs), who work with schools to develop 

their practice and to help improvement. This is perhaps most significant post-inspection, where QIOs 

have worked closely with schools to address identified development needs or indeed weeknesse. 

Without this resource at head office, this is a significant concern in terms of the ability of schools to 

deliver the improvements identified by HMiE. 

 

Parental Involvement Officers, a role which came to the fore at the time of implementation of the 

Parental Involvement Act, have also been significantly impacted in recent years, with many officers 

now fulfilling a large number of roles (eg home education, consultations, complaints, early years), thus 

significantly diminishing their capacity to support parents and their involvement in schools. As a 

membership organisation for parent groups, SPTC has been able to fill this gap in a small way but our 

tiny team is no substitute for a locally based officer who has time to support parent groups on a 

sustained basis. The detrimental impact of this on parental involvement across the country is, we 

believe, significant. 

 

Local authorities have used many means to reduce spending, including: re-organisation of the school 

week to maximise teacher contact time; adoption of a Faculty model in schools to reduce the number 

of department heads; reduction in business managers; utilisation of senior managers and non-

specialist teachers to cover classes instead of paying for supply teachers (which is in itself difficult to 

find); re-organisation of council structures and departments to reduce staff numbers. 

 

Many of these strategies are entirely legitimate within the context of diminishing resources, however 

we have long been concerned that there had been a salami-slicing approach to services rather than – 

as we believe is required – an in-depth and strategic review and redesign of services, conducted in a 

transparent and consultative way.   

 

We believe Devolved School Management – which on the face of it gives control of school budgets to 

individual head teachers – has largely been a cosmetic exercise which, when staff and establishment 

costs are factored in, actually leaves school leaders with very little flexibility and control of their school 
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budget. In some cases, we know head teachers have been told they have a budget but with specified 

claw-back by the local authority (ie a negative budget)!  

 

The Wood Commission’s report has been widely welcomed and in quick time we have seen action 

towards adopting its recommendations: it is however early days and challenging to quantify exactly 

what the impact and resources needed will be. 

 

In relation to policy objectives, SPTC has made clear its concerns regarding the Named Person 

element of the CYP Act: putting to one side our concerns about the way in which the policy will impact 

on families, we believe the resource implications of implementing the policy have been 

underestimated and will in fact prove to be a significant drain on local authority/school resources. For 

example, we believe Police Scotland is already putting in place a policy which will mean that the 

Named Person will automatically be informed of any police engagement with that child.  

 

Finally, the implementation of the new SQA qualifications and CfE remains as a priority throughout 

the education system: as an organisation we have been very supportive of CfE but concerned about 

many aspects of its implementation, including the extremely variable quality of communication with 

parents. Notwithstanding that, there will be a further two years before the new qualifications are fully 

embedded in our schools, with significant implications for both young people and their teachers. We 

have seen in the last session the stresses and strains of implementing the Nationals: it is our sincere 

hope that the lessons are learned from that experience and the next two years are managed much 

more effectively at school, local authority and national level.  

 
 
Question 2 
How should schools, local authorities and the Scottish Government be preparing to deal with 
these spending pressures?  

 

SPTC has been increasingly concerned that in the process (outlined above) within local authorities, 

there has loss of focus on education and schools, as education becomes part of departments which 

encompass Children, Families, Leisure, Justice and a range of other services. We are concerned that 

this loss of focus is diminishing and diluting commitment to parental involvement at an authority level, 

which in turn impacts on school approaches. This to us undermines Government policy regarding 

parental involvement. 

 

We believe it is time to have a fundamental review of how education is provided to Scottish children: 

necessity is the mother of invention and as a country Scotland can be very inventive! Scotland should 

be determined to step up for its children and families, build on the principles of CfE and commit to a 

more responsive, transparent and values based school system, rooted in and engaged with the 

communities in which schools are located. 
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Just one proposal we are aware of, which would make a fundamental difference to our schools, 

children and school funding is the principle of setting the school starting age as 5 years: this move, it 

is argued, would reduce costs and improve outcomes for children at a stroke. High quality pre-school 

care costs less than school education and it has been argued that, as well as saving money, it would 

provide children who otherwise enter school aged 4 with a better start to their education, with long 

term benefits. 

 

A significant element of the education service review should, we believe, be a refresh of the principles 

and policies around parental engagement and involvement which supports both children and families, 

recognising that the welfare and wellbeing of children cannot be addressed outwith the context of their 

family and community, and that the needs and rights of parents and children are intrinsically 

connected. 

 

 
Question 3 
Will the allocation to be provided via the 2015-16 Draft Budget be sufficient to enable local 
authorities to provide a quality education; meet all their statutory obligations in relation to 
schools; and deliver the Scottish Government’s national educational priorities?  

 

We see opportunities for improvement through redesign and change, as outlined above. 

 

On a practical level, SPTC recently wrote to the Cabinet Secretary in relation to issues around 

teacher shortages.  The challenges being faced every day in Scottish schools – lack of supply 

teachers, over-commitment of senior management, unfilled teacher and head teacher posts – is 

possibly the worst kept secret in Scottish education and yet it affects the education of probably 

thousands of children and young people. While very few parents are aware of the situation, everyone 

involved in education at national and governmental level knows the reality. This is another instance of 

parents being kept in the dark in a deeply paternalistic and patronising way. 

 

After parental engagement, quality of teaching (and therefore teachers) impacts most positively on 

outcomes for young people: we cannot achieve good outcomes when our teaching population is 

inadequate or under these kinds of pressure. 

 

We are extremely pleased to note that the budget also highlights a commitment to funding advocacy 

and volunteer support for looked after children, a proposal SPTC made in 2011, in its evidence to the 

enquiry into the educational attainment of looked after children. We believe every child needs 

someone who is just mad about them: looked after children are no exception. 
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Question 5 
How do the Scottish Government and local authorities ensure that funding for schools is spent 
in a way that best delivers value for money?  

 

The Audit Scotland report made a number of recommendations in relation to best practice.  

 

However, by definition the Audit Scotland report measures only what is measurable. We think there is 

a need to also consider what is more difficult to measure, such as creativity, values, health and the 

impact of active parental engagement.  This is a challenge for schools, local authorities and Education 

Scotland to consider, and we particularly reference Education Scotland’s planned refresh of How 

Good is Our School. 

 

 

Question 6 
How are pupils, parents, teachers, and communities able to contribute to discussions on  

- the allocations that should be set out in the draft budget; 
    -     how these allocations should be spent on schools? 

 

For parents the most meaningful engagement is at school level, but the reality is that budget process 

at local authority and school level are often inaccessible or opaque. The Parental Involvement 

legislation entitles parents to be engaged, but the quality of communication from schools is key in 

making this a valid process.  

 

We believe any redesign of school education should specifically reflect the drive to involve 

communities more in decision making which affects them.  

 

 

Question 7 
How will the draft budget advance the preventative spending agenda in relation to school 
spending?  

 

As indicated earlier, high quality teaching and meaningful parental engagement are key to positive 

outcomes.  

 

Eileen Prior 

Executive Director 

Scottish Parent Teacher Council 

 

24 October 2014 
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Scrutiny of the Draft Budget 2015-16 
Written Evidence to the Education and Culture Committee 
 
Scottish Youth Parliament 
October 2014 
 

The Scottish Youth Parliament is the democratically elected voice of Scotland’s young 
people.1 Our vision is of a stronger, more inclusive Scotland that empowers young 
people by truly involving them in the decision-making process. Among the strongest 
youth representatives structures of its type, we provide young people with a 
democratic platform to affect change, based on a mandate, by facilitating 
engagement with key decision makers.2 

 

In working towards our aims, we support the following values: 

 

 Democracy – All of our plans and activities are youth-led, and we are 
accountable to young people aged 14-25. Our democratic structure and the 
scale of direct participation across Scotland give us strength and set us apart 
from other organisations. 

 

 Inclusion – We are committed to being truly inclusive. The Scottish Youth 
Parliament believes that all young people have a right to a voice, it doesn’t 
matter who we are or where we come from: we celebrate our diversity. 

 

 Political independence – We are independent from political parties. Only by 
working with all legitimate political parties can we make progress on the 
policies that are important to young people. 

 

                                         
1 The Scottish Youth Parliament is comprised of 160 Members of the Scottish Youth Parliament who 
meet three times a year in national sittings to represent the views of their constituents by selecting 
campaign priorities, formulating policy and participating in Subject Committees. In the last Scottish 
Youth Parliament national elections, 67,000 votes were cast. In addition, there were almost 43,000 
responses to the consultation on your 2010 youth manifesto, “Change the Picture”. You can find out 
more information about SYP here: http://www.syp.org.uk/who-we-are-W21page-66-  
2 As demonstrated in Shephard, M. And Patrikios, S. (2012), Making democracy work by early formal 

engagement? A comparative exploration of youth parliaments in the EU, Parliamentary Affairs, Vol. 
66, No. 4, 2013, p. 752-771  
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 Passion – We believe that drive and energy are key to successful campaigning. 
We are passionate about the key issues and believe that young people are part 
of the solution, not the problem. 

 

 
 
Executive Summary 

 

 The Scottish Youth Parliament welcomes the opportunity to provide the 
Education and Culture Committee with written evidence, based on the views of 
young people, to aid its scrutiny of the Draft Budget 2015-2016. 

 

 Our response welcomes the Committee’s approach to its scrutiny with a 
particular emphasis on school spending and opportunities for preventative 
spending measures. We further acknowledge the difficult public finance 
conditions that Scotland has faced over the last few years. 
 

 We are concerned by the findings of the Audit Scotland report which highlights 
a declining trend in education and school spending by local government and the 
significant variation in spend per pupil. Early indications from estimates 
contained in this Budget point to a continuation in this trend. 
 

 A survey carried out by the Scottish Youth Parliament into the views of young 
people in relation to the Curriculum for Excellence point to problems in its 
implementation.  
 

 We believe that the Committee should consider the important interaction 
between the increased budgets for Training, Youth and Women’s Employment, 
the Education and Lifelong Learning, and the schools budget as facilitated by 
local government. We believe that there are important preventative spending 
opportunities by considering these links within the context of the 
recommendations made by the Commission for Developing Scotland’s Young 
Workforce. 
 

 The Scottish Youth Parliament would welcome the Committee’s consideration 
of how young people could be more meaningfully consulted, through a process 
of co-design and co-delivery, in how the funding for schools and education is 
allocated at a local level. We believe that engagement of this type results in 
more optimal and representative outcomes. 
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The context to our response 
 
 
The Scottish Youth Parliament welcomes the opportunity to submit written evidence 
to the Education and Culture Committee to aid their scrutiny of the Draft Budget 
2015-2016.  

 

Our submission is based on the policies selected and passed by our democratically 
elected Members of the Scottish Youth Parliament (MSYPs) at our tri-annual National 
Sittings, where MSYPs meet in plenary to debate policy issues of importance to their 
constituents. Our contribution is further grounded in the policy statements contained 
in our youth manifesto “Change the Picture”, which received almost 43,000 
consultation responses. Therefore, our remarks are shaped by the genuine views of 
young people. 

 

We welcome the approach taken by the Committee to its scrutiny of the Draft Budget 
2015-2016 with a particular emphasis on school spending. As such, our submission will 
seek to highlight the views of young people in relation to their priorities for education 
in the context of these budgetary proposals. 

 

We further acknowledge the difficult public finance situation experienced by the UK 
as a whole over the last number of years, and its affect on the Scotland’s allocation of 
UK public expenditure. In addition, we note the concerns raised in a recent report 
produced by Audit Scotland about the likelihood of continuing budgetary pressures on 
school spending as facilitated by local government.3 Our submission will not comment 
on the performance of particular local authorities, nor shall it comment on matters 
which may be construed as party political and outwith our role of highlighting the 
views of young people. 

 

As an organisation that fundamentally values the contribution young make to society, 
both in the present and in the future, we view any discussion on spending in the area 

                                         
3 Audit Scotland (2014), School Education, http://www.audit-

scotland.gov.uk/docs/local/2014/nr_140619_school_education.pdf, pg. 6  
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of education and employability as one of preventative spending: a key priority in the 
Committee’s approach to its scrutiny. By investing in our young people’s education, 
and reducing the adverse effect of poverty and inequality on educational attainment, 
we are investing in the future contributors to the Scottish economy. While we 
appreciate the Committee’s desire to focus on school spending specifically, we place 
significant value on the links between school education, and training and 
employability.  

 

Our submission will focus on four specific areas: firstly, highlighting the areas of 
importance in terms of education, training and employability, as informed by our 
ongoing consultation and engagement with young people; secondly, the experiences 
of young people in relation to the implementation of the Curriculum for Excellence in 
the context of school spending; thirdly, the importance of linking policy and spending 
in the areas of education and employability; and fourthly, the importance of 
meaningful consultation with young people in terms of the development and 
implementation of spending proposals.  

 

Educational priorities for young people 
 
As previously mentioned, the Scottish Youth Parliament provides a democratic and 
youth-led platform for young people to discuss the issues of importance to them. 
Members of the Scottish Youth Parliament raise issues of importance at our national 
sittings after ongoing dialogue with young people in their local communities. 
 
The following statements are taken from the Scottish Youth Parliament’s manifesto, 
which was informed by a mass consultation with young people, receiving almost 
43,000 responses:4 
 

“From primary level, schools should provide up-to-date and effective personal, 
social and sexual education, tailored to pupils’ specific needs and lifestyles.” 
 
“There should be an emphasis on the long term development of young people 
as part of the labour market, emphasising the provision and availability of 
apprenticeships and placements which will equip young people with important 
skills and experience on which to build careers.” 
 

                                         
4 Scottish Youth Parliament (2010), “Change the Picture”, http://www.syp.org.uk/our-manifesto-
W21page-82-. Our submission is also informed by other consultation exercises undertaken with young 
people in the areas of the implementation of the Curriculum for Excellence and the role of education 

in the development of Scotland’s Young Workforce.  
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“The success of Scotland’s students must not be compromised by financial 
worries. Immediate action needs to be taken to ensure students don’t face 
poverty and hardship in pursuit of their education.” 
 
“All young people should have the chance to participate in work experience.” 
 
“Education is not all about exams; Scotland’s young people should learn more 
about the law and how it affects them, sexual health and about Scottish 
culture and heritage amongst others.” 
 
“Tuition should remain free in further and higher education. Top-up fees are 
not an option for a society which puts ability to learn above ability to pay.” 
 

 
More recently, the Scottish Youth Parliament has been working with young people to 
inform the Commission for Developing Scotland’s Young Workforce and the Scottish 
Government’s revision of the Youth Employment Strategy. During this work, many 
issues were raised in terms of the importance of schools for future employability. 
 

School spending and the implementation of the Curriculum for 
Excellence 
 
As an organisation, we welcome the Scottish Government’s commitment to continue 
to provide Education Maintenance Allowance for young people between the ages of 
16-19 who may face financial barriers to remaining in full-time education after the 
age of 16.5 
 
In addition, we welcome the Scottish Government’s commitment to provide £330 
million for the Schools for Futures programme as an acknowledgement of the 
importance of infrastructure in providing an environment conducive to successful 
learning and development.6 
 
Noting the majority of education spending is contained in the local government block 
grant allocation, we are concerned about the findings presented in the report 
produced by Audit Scotland which highlights that spending on schools by local 
government has experienced a decline in real terms over the last number of years.7  
 

                                         
5 Scottish Government (2014), Scottish Budget: Draft Budget 2015-2016, http://www.audit-
scotland.gov.uk/docs/local/2014/nr_140619_school_education.pdf pg. 4 
6 Ibid pg. 6 
7 Audit Scotland, see note 3, pg. 8 
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We note with concern that local government spending on resource education spending 
is likely to fall between 2012-13 and 2014-15.8 The Scottish Youth Parliament recently 
conducted a survey with 62 young people to ascertain their experiences in relation to 
the implementation of the Curriculum for Excellence, and how prepared they felt to 
undertake the new examination structures.  
 
The results of this survey indicate that there have been significant problems with the 
implementation of the Curriculum for Excellence (CfE) from the perspective of young 
people.9 While it does not necessarily follow that this situation should be remedied by 
further resourcing, the impact of a funding reduction on the successful 
implementation of CfE and the new examination structures should be seriously 
considered, particularly if local government is achieving efficiency savings through 
staff reduction as suggested by the Audit Scotland report.10 
 
We further share concerns in relation to significant variation in spend per pupil noted 
by the report. While we understand that there are wider factors which influence 
spending, such as the need to take account of local circumstances and urban/rural 
differences, we believe the Committee should consider the impact of such variation 
on equality of educational outcomes in the context of this Budget.11 
 
 

Linking education and employability 
 
 
The Scottish Youth Parliament welcomes the introduction of Training, Youth and 
Women’s Employment as a new budget category, reflecting the restructuring in 
national government and the increased emphasis on youth unemployment, noting its 
potential for increased coherence between policy and spending.12 
 
As key contributors to the Commission for Developing Scotland’s Young Workforce, we 
further welcome the Scottish Government’s commitment to implement its 
recommendations with corresponding resources in this Budget.13 

                                         
8 Table 15.04 in the 2015-16 draft budget suggests that local government is forecast to spend around 
£4.6 billion in 2014-15, having spent around £4.8 billion in 2012-13 as highlighted by the Audit Scotland 
report. 
9 A summary of the survey findings are included in the Annex to this submission. 
10 Audit Scotland, see note 3. 
11 Ibid. Pg. 9-12 
12 Scottish Government, see note 5, pg. 70 
13 The Scottish Youth Parliament organised a discussion day with over 60 young people to consider the 
issues that the Commission should consider and submitted a report based on the findings to inform the 
Commission’s final report. 
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Our engagement with young people for the purposes of the Wood Commission 
demonstrated the key role secondary schools and colleges play in providing young 
people with the appropriate knowledge, experience and skills to gain successful 
employment in the future. Young people frequently cited the lack of investment in 
robust and substantive careers education and work experience at secondary school as 
a barrier to future employment, and the Wood Commission made several 
recommendations for improvement in this regard.14 
 
Given the pressures in local government budgets, we believe the interaction between 
spending in education, as facilitated by local government, and the spending in youth 
employability and skills development is critical for success moving forward. While we 
welcome the increased funding in Training, Youth and Women’s Employment overall, 
we believe that significant focus should be given to how this funding can be used to 
improve the link between education, skills and employability. 
 
We believe the relationship between these budgetary areas represents a key 
opportunity for effective preventative spending given its potential to deliver 
improvements to education that will ultimately create more successful economic 
participants in the future. Therefore, we view this as an area in which the Committee 
should give consideration. 
 
In addition, we note the importance placed on vocational education through high 
quality further education in Scotland, and the links between schools and colleges, by 
the Wood Commission.15 
 
While we welcome the commitment from the Scottish Government to deliver on its 
commitment to increase college funding to £526 million, we note that the overall 
budget for the Scottish Funding Council will experience a significant decrease in real 
terms.16 We believe that the Committee should give consideration to the impact this 
will have on the delivery on the recommendations made by the Wood Commission. 
 

 
 
 
 

                                         
14 Commission for Developing Scotland’s Young Workforce (2014), Final Report, 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0045/00451746.pdf, pg. 20-35  

15 Ibid pg. 20-35 
16 Scottish Government, see note 5, pg. 62 Table 7.02 & pg. 66 Table 7.06. 
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Effectively consulting young people 

 
A founding principle of the Scottish Youth Parliament is that young people should be 
meaningfully consulted about issues that affect them. We believe this consultation 
should take place at the beginning of policy development, fostering a process of co-
design and core delivery. 
 
The following statements are also contained in our youth manifesto: 
 

“All young people should be involved in the services which affect them and 
should have the opportunity to get involved in local decision making 
opportunities.” 
 
“Each local authority education committee should include pupil representatives 
as expert advisors.”  
 

In our experience of engaging with key national and local decision makers, we have 
found that where there is genuine and meaningful engagement with young people in 
policy development and decisions pertaining to spending allocations, the policy 
outcomes are more representative and optimal. On a national level, the Scottish 
Youth Parliament provides an appropriate and legitimate forum for this type of 
engagement. The same applies to local youth representative bodies, such as youth 
councils and youth forums for local policy development. 
 
The Scottish Youth Parliament would welcome the Committee’s consideration as to 
how this could be taken forward within the context of its scrutiny of the Draft Budget, 
with specific reference to spending in schools. 
 
 

Contact 
 
 
Gareth Brown 
Public Affairs Co-ordinator 
Scottish Youth Parliament 
 
T: 0131 524 0816 
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E: gareth.b@syp.org.uk 
Visit www.syp.org  
Follow us on Twitter @OfficialSYP  

Annex A: Key findings from the Scottish Youth Parliament’s 
Curriculum for Excellence Survey 

 
Preparation for the new National 4 and/or 5 courses 
 
When respondents were asked whether they felt that their courses prepared them for the 
new National 4 and/or 5 exams, there was not a clear majority. While 38% felt prepared, 29% 
did not, and 33% were unsure.  

Notable comments included: 

 There were nowhere near enough resources. 

 Well I felt relatively prepared but I did feel like I was struggling to understand the 
new system… 

 Although my results worked out well, teachers and pupils were placed under massive 

pressure to teach and learn the courses.  

 

Additionally, 71% of those respondents who had taken the new National 4 and/or 5 courses 
believed that their teachers were not prepared. Only 18% reported that their teachers were 
prepared to teach the new courses, while 12% were unsure.  

Those surveyed stated: 

 I felt as though the teachers were not prepared to teach the new system as they did 

not fully understand the courses we were sitting. They openly admitted it, some of 

them. Also the textbooks not being ready on time did not help.  

 They were prepared only because of the actions they took themselves. They weren’t 

helped by the education board and lacked teaching resources for the new national 

courses.  

76% of respondents believed that their educational experience had been changed by the 
Curriculum for Excellence.  
 
Key comments included: 
 

 There is too much focus on analysis and evaluation, not giving us enough time for the 

course.  

 The SQA did not know what they were doing at points which made it difficult for our 

teachers. The SQA needed to have a clear plan before they implemented the change.  
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 I feel like the Curriculum for Excellence was rushed and unprepared. In the long run 

it will be and was beneficial and now the teachers do know what they are doing, it 

will help this year’s 4s and 5s. However, I think there were too many ambiguities last 

year and they should have waited.  
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Education and Culture Committee  

Scrutiny of the Draft Budget 2015-16 

Written evidence from YouthLink Scotland 

October 2014  

 

Introduction 

 

YouthLink Scotland welcomes the opportunity to submit written evidence to the Education and 

Culture Committee on the Scrutiny of the Draft Budget 2015-16. In our evidence we demonstrate 

the contribution youth work makes to the education of our young people and their future life 

chances and opportunities.  

 

Background to YouthLink Scotland  
 

YouthLink Scotland is the national agency for youth work. It is a membership organisation and is in 

the unique position of representing the interests and aspirations of the whole of the sector, both 

voluntary and statutory. 

 

YouthLink Scotland champions the role and value of youth work, challenging government at 

national and local levels to invest in the development of the sector for the benefit of our young 

people. 

  

Our vision is of a youth work sector for Scotland which offers sustainable, dynamic and accessible 

youth work opportunities that support young people to become successful learners, confident 

individuals, effective contributors, and responsible citizens. 

 

The Value and Purpose of Youth Work  

 

Youth work is an educational practice contributing to young people’s learning and development.  

Youth work engages young people as learners in their community and at times within their school.  

The purpose of youth work is to:  

 Build self-esteem and self-confidence 

 Develop the ability to manage personal and social relationships 

 Create learning and develop new skills 

 Encourage positive group atmospheres 

 Build the capacity of young people to consider risk, make reasoned decisions and take 

control 

 Develop a world view which widens horizons and invites social commitment.   
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Overview of youth work success within the Curriculum for Excellence 

 

Youth work changes young people’s lives, in particular those for whom formal education has not 

inspired or reached them. Youth work is firmly rooted in an ethos of health in body, mind and spirit.   

The Scottish Government’s ambition to make Scotland the best country to grow up in is one that we 

as a sector want to see realised. What lies at the heart of Minister’s ambitions is GIRFEC.    

 

Getting it right for every child is based on the core principle that a child or young person is safe, 

achieving, active, responsible, healthy, nurtured, respected and included. That principle however 

has been embedded in the bread and butter of youth work for over a century.   

 

Youth workers can often succeed in working with those young people hardest to reach where 

formal education has not managed to. There are countless examples across the country of where a 

youth work approach has opened that locked door for a young person, given them the respect, 

responsibility and the feeling of being included for the first time. 

 

It is a very different approach but one that works for young people as it is led by them and they 

choose to participate, this for many who have struggled with the formal structures of the education 

system, can be the catalyst for positive change.  

 

Youth work plays and will play a pivotal role in delivering the Government’s ambitions and we hope 

to see an increase in the number of young people engaged in programmes such as the Duke of 

Edinburgh Awards and other projects that encourage leadership skills, volunteering and citizenship. 

 

But there also has to be a transparent and unambiguous relationship between the youth work 

sector, national government and local government with the clear value of what youth work delivers 

understood and valued on a permanent basis.   

 

There are still some ‘good things’ in this world and youth work is one of them.  It clearly delivers on 

a wide range of national outcomes including those linked to Curriculum for Excellence and GIRFEC.  

 

We understand the current economic landscape that both national and local government are 

working within but the value of youth work to enhance a young person’s life chances cannot be 

underestimated and we would urge all local authorities and the Scottish Government to recognise 

our sector’s role through their forthcoming budgets as cuts to youth work provision could result in 

pressure on other services.  

 

It is clear from the overwhelming support from some 40 MSPs at our parliamentary reception last 

year that politicians from across the parties do understand the contribution youth work makes to 

their local communities.  Where youth work thrives, anti-social behaviour diminishes. Through 

funding from Cashback for Communities the Jack Kane centre in Edinburgh have been able to 
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deliver youth work programmes, and state “there has been a reduction in youth related incidents 

during the days and times activities were provided by Jack Kane.”1 

 

Almost a third of the MSPs across all parties at Holyrood signed our pledge for sustained and long-

term investment in youth work. That understanding needs to be enshrined in government and party 

policy across the political spectrum if the sector is to ensure a meaningful future.  

 

Impact on Young People  

 

Youth work makes a positive impact upon the lives of young people, by building skills and 

confidence.  The youth work sector supports the experiences and outcomes of Curriculum for 

Excellence.   

 

 National Voluntary Youth Work Organisations are working with over 385,000 young people 

across Scotland 

 This amounts to 31% of the overall population of 5-25 year olds AND 53% of young 

people 

 The majority of these young people 92% are 17 and under.2 

 

HMIe inspections have picked up that where schools are working in partnership with voluntary 

youth work organisations and with their own local authority youth work services, then the school 

and the pupils within it are greatly enriched.  The youth work approach can bring benefit to all 

young people, and can work very well for those young people for whom school is not working.   

 

Youth work enables young people to learn in a new way and extends young people’s appetite for 

learning beyond the formal curriculum.  This is achieved through the delivery of targeted 

interventions such as youth work in schools programmes, the delivery of outdoor education, youth 

awards programmes, employability, and citizenship education. Case-Studies of such 

interventions are contained as an appendix to this submission.     

 

YouthLink Scotland knows that these programmes are the result of effective partnerships, often 

with teachers and youth workers co-delivering interventions.  We are concerned that reduction in 

real terms to the schools budget could well put programmes such as these at risk.  As an 

organisation we aim for “all young people to have access to high quality youth work; and that 

Scotland’s ambition for its young people is supported by sustainable investment in youth work.3” 

We therefore call on the Scottish Ministers to support local authorities to take cognisance of the 

contribution that youth work makes alongside and in partnership with schools and to ensure that 

funding is allocated accordingly.   

 

                                                
1
 Scottish Government/YouthLink Scotland (2013) Cashback: Making Crime Pay. Edinburgh: YouthLink 

Scotland 
2 National Voluntary Youth Work Organisations (Scotland) Survey 2012 
3
 YouthLink Scotland (2013), YouthLink Scotland Strategic Plan 2013-18, Edinburgh: YouthLink Scotland 
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Youth Work as Early Intervention and Prevention  

 

We believe that youth work makes and can continue to make a contribution to prevention work and 

the reduction of inequalities.  We wish to support our membership to be engaged in community 

planning and to advocate for the value of youth work in preventing problems; such as low school 

attendance, low aspirations, and youth unemployment.  This is achieved by making use of youth 

work’s ability to:  

“build an in-depth understanding of people’s needs, strengths and aspirations through 

sustained dialogue; identify issues and solutions at an early stage; and identify barriers to 

participation and strategies for overcoming these.” 4 

 

Aileen Campbell MSP, Minister for Children and Young People said on 6th May 2014:  

“youth work represents the ultimate form of preventative spend.”  

 

Reduction in budgetary spend on Education would place a negative impact on the early intervention 

and preventative approaches that youth work offers.  For example the work of Home-School link 

partnerships where youth workers engage with the most vulnerable of young people to support 

their school attendance which in turn raises attainment.    

 

Specific programmes such as the “The Rock Challenge” (an educational performing arts initiative 

attended by 800 young people in Aberdeen) evaluated that following young people’s involvement in 

the programme of the 66% of young people who previously played truant from school, 17% have 

stopped their truanting behaviour.5   

 

Whilst this preventative approach is beneficial for society as a whole, the impact that youth work 

makes on the individual young person is often immeasurable, but we know that youth work 

changes lives.   

 

The Scottish Government has set out its ambitions for young people in the National Youth Work 

Strategy 2014-19.  To achieve the ambition, ensuring Scotland is the best place to be young and 

grow up in; the budget allocation must reflect this and go beyond learning just within the school. 

The recent trend, as identified by Audit Scotland, identifies that local authorities have seen a 5% 

reduction in spend in real terms, this has largely been achieved by reducing staff.  It is our concern 

that further reductions could well see vital youth work opportunities put at risk - rather than being 

recognised for their added value and preventative approach.   

 

We would support the use of existing national and local strategies and the national outcomes 

framework as an approach for schools, local authorities and government for preparing to deal with 

these spending pressures.  We would support an approach which engages directly with the 

experiences of service users and their families in decision-making.   

 

                                                
4
 Scottish Government (2012), Strategic Guidance for Community Planning Partnerships: Community 

Learning and Development, Edinburgh: Scottish Government  
5
 Scottish Government/YouthLink Scotland (2013) Cashback: Making Crime Pay. Edinburgh: YouthLink 

Scotland 
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Engaging with Young People as decision-makers  

 

YouthLink Scotland would welcome the opportunity for young people including school pupils to have 

the opportunity to contribute to discussions on budget allocations nationally and locally.  We believe 

that our membership is well placed to facilitate dialogue between young people and decision-

makers on this matter.  Specifically from our membership of local authorities we know there to be a 

network of youth voice organisations working locally who could meaningful engage in such 

discussion alongside pupil councils or other appropriate bodies.  Nationally the track-record of 

participation and rights work undertaken by ourselves and our members, Young Scot and Scottish 

Youth Parliament, could further the dialogue and meaningful engagement between the sector, 

young people and Ministers.   

 

There is a network of young people with expertise in grant-making who are skilled in prioritising 

funds and monitoring impact of resource.  These young people are part of the YouthBank Scotland 

network. YouthBank is a community enhancing, youth-led decision-making model that involves 

young people working with partners to establish a grant fund that is distributed to other young 

people for community benefit.  There are 400 young people who are grant makers and decision 

makers in Scotland’s 19 YouthBanks, most of whom are aged 12-19.  They will give over 117,000 

volunteer hours while distributing £113,000 to community initiatives run by other young people in 

their community. YouthBank inspires volunteers to see beyond community problems and create 

solutions; make a difference in their own community for the benefit of others; develop new skills 

and experiences; and share their skills and knowledge with others. 

 

Closing Remarks 

 

Youth work changes young people’s lives, in particular those for whom formal education has not 

inspired or reached them. We believe that youth work makes and can continue to make a 

contribution to prevention work and the reduction of inequalities. For this reason the Scottish 

Government’s ambition to make Scotland the best country to grow up in is one that we as a sector 

want to see realised. 

 

Case-Studies  

 

Extracted from “Building Capacities through Experiences and Outcomes: Youth work and schools 

partnership – Curriculum for Excellence”.  Published by YouthLink Scotland in September 2011.   

 

YMCA Mentoring Programme 

YMCA delivered a mentoring programme for high-risk young people in three local authority 

areas seeking to build the four capacities of curriculum for excellence in partnership with 

schools, social work and police.  The programme recruited, training and matched 60 

volunteer mentors with young people aged 8-14 years who were at risk of moving deeper 

into the criminal justice system.  A third of the referrals came from schools.   
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A majority of the referrals have either been excluded regularly from school, were 

demonstrating aggressive and disruptive behaviour, or were on an alternative education 

programme.  Twenty-one had poor attendance records, with some only engaging with 

school on a very limited basis.   

 

An evaluation by Dundee University found that 86% of the young people had significantly 

improved their behaviour and attitudes.  The researchers concluded: “The evidence is that 

this works in many cases, and that attendance levels have improved, pupils have returned to 

normal timetables, disruptive behaviour in schools has reduced and exclusions have fallen.” 

 

The YMCA was found to have generated a social value of £1.05million for an investment of 

just under £108,000 across the three locations.   

 

 

South Ayrshire Council – Positive Attitudes to Alcohol Peer Education Project 

This CLD (community learning and development) and school Peer Education Project is part 

of a partnership response to young people’s alcohol misuse within South Ayrshire.  Teams of 

S6 pupils were trained in: 

 Team Building and Leadership 

 Alcohol Awareness 

 Confidence and Resilience 

 Child Protection 

 Classroom Management 

The young people then develop and deliver a four week interactive programme to S1 pupils 

within the curriculum for excellence framework covering personal safety and health, coping 

strategies to deal with peer pressure, exam stress, and family issues.   

 

The programme consistently receives positive evaluations from the S1 pupils who enjoy the 

interactive teaching style and demonstrate retention of learning six months and one year 

after the programme has been delivered.  The S6 pupils can incorporate the Platinum Youth 

Achievement Award (SCQF Level 7) to their learning achievements.  

 

 

For further information please contact Susan Hunter, Senior Policy and Research Officer. 

shunter@youthlinkscotland.org or 0131 313 6815. 
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EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTE OF SCOTLAND 
 

RESPONSE TO THE CONSULTATION FROM THE SCOTTISH  
 

PARLIAMENT’S EDUCATION AND CULTURE COMMITTEE ON  
 

THE 2015-16 DRAFT BUDGET 

 
 

 
1. The Educational Institute of Scotland welcomes this opportunity 

to provide this written response to the consultation initiated by 
the Scottish Parliament’s Education and Culture Committee. 

 
2. The EIS has very real concerns regarding the content of the 

Draft Budget for financial year 2015-16 and Committee members 
will be familiar with the recent Audit Scotland report which sets 

out the real terms spending on education across all of Scotland’s 
32 Local Authorities. 

 

3. The EIS offers the following specific comments on the questions 
posed by the Education and Culture Committee in its consultation 

document: 
 

a) Real Terms Spending 
 

Audit Scotland reveals that, in real terms, spending fell in 
every Scottish Council bar one in the period (South 

Lanarkshire). Whilst, in these time of austerity, we have all 
become familiar with the exhortation to “achieve more with 

less”, the EIS is of the view that a continued real terms fall in 
education spending will impact detrimentally on pupils and 

families and upon educations staff. The consideration of a 
reduction in the length of the pupil week in primary school – 

which the EIS would resist vigorously - is an example of how 

budget considerations might directly damage the educational 
prospects of our children.   

 
b) Variations across Scotland 

 
There are significant and unacceptable variations on spend 

per pupil across Scotland. Whilst some variation is inevitable, 
given differing geographies and population densities, a 

minimum provision which ensures equality of access is 
essential.  

 
c) Loss of Posts 
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The Audit Scotland report indicates the loss of posts across 

the whole of Scottish education.  At a time of significant 
curricular change a 22% drop in Quality Improvement posts 

threatens the role of Councils in promoting change and 
supporting teachers. 

 
d) Posts not included in Audit Scotland Report 

 
The Audit Scotland report has not set out the reduction in 

posts in Psychological Services and Instrumental Music 
teaching, which the EIS believes are both significant in scale 

and potentially damaging to the educational experience of 
many pupils. 

 
e) Teacher Numbers 

 

The 2011 Pay and Conditions Agreement provided a 
protection on teacher numbers.  It is, however, important to 

note the following statistics.  In 2007 there were 692,215 
pupils and 55,100 teachers.  In 2013 the figures were 

673,530 pupils and 51,078 teachers.  While the pupil numbers 
are standing at 97.3% of the 2007 figures, the number of 

teachers stands at 92.7% of the 2007 figure.  Over the same 
period the Pupil-Teacher ratio has risen from 13.0 to 13.5. 

The workload crisis in Scottish, which the Education 
Committee is familiar with, is not unrelated to the reduction in 

teacher numbers which has occurred over the past period. 
Further reductions may challenge the ability of local 

authorities to deliver statutory functions.  
 

f) Teachers’ Pay 

 
External research commissioned by the EIS in 2012 indicated 

that teachers’ pay had lagged behind the final element of the 
2001 settlement (in 2003) by 6.5% (CPI) or 12% (RPI). 

International comparisons, such as the recent OECD Report 
Education at a Glance, provide further evidence that pay 

levels for Scottish teachers are declining relative to teachers’ 
salaries in other countries around the world, and also relative 

to salaries in comparable graduate professions. This is likely 
to present future challenges in the recruitment and retention 

of high-quality graduates into the teaching profession. A 
recent EIS Health and Well-Being survey indicated that fewer 

than 1 in 2 teachers would recommend  teaching as a career 
to young people -  statistic which should cause concern for all 

involved in Scottish Education. 
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g) Statutory Provision and Supply Cover 

 
There is a very real risk of failure to meet statutory provisons.  

On a weekly basis, in parts of Scotland, pupils could be sent 
home through a lack of availability of supply teachers.  

Currently, this does not happen primarily due to teacher 
goodwill and staff reluctance to allow pupils’ learning to be 

negatively affected by lack of supply cover. Such goodwill 
cannot be presumed and increased workload and declining 

living standards will bring an increased risk of teachers not 
being prepared to provide cover beyond their contractual 

requirements. 
 

 
 

h) Secondary Subject Provision 

 
In secondary schools shortages of specific subject teachers 

and covered by School supply and this can impact on 
examination preparation particularly. 

 
i) Early Years provision 

 
Declining budgets in recent years have led a significant 

number of local authorities to reduce the number of qualified 
nursery teachers deployed in nursery schools and nursery 

classes within primary schools. This had led to wide variations 
in early years provision, which is intended to provide a quality 

early start to education in line with the 3-18 framework of 
CfE. 

 

j)   School and colleges 
 

CfE Senior phase, and more recently the report of the Wood 
Commission, lays great emphasis on the link between school 

and college for many post 15 students. The reality is that 
school-college liaison budgets have been a victim of austerity 

pressures and progress in this area will be limited if additional 
resource is not provided.  

 
k)  Additional Support Needs  

 
The EIS is aware, from member feedback, of significant 

pressures around the provision of adequate additional 
support. Whilst the Institute supports the principle 

surrounding the presumption of mainstreaming, achieving this 

aim is possible only where the additional support resource is 
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provided, also, and this is not happening. There appears to be 

evidence, also, that the provision of special schooling is being 
disproportionately squeezed in order to meet financial 

pressures. Clearly, this has a negative impact on the quality 
of the learning experience.  

 
 

4. In conclusion, whilst the EIS recognises the difficulties 
surrounding public sector expenditure we have a clear view 

that the current budget proposals represent a significant 
challenge to the continuing success of Scottish Education.   

 
 

 
 

___________________________________ 
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Education, Lifelong Learning and Culture Committee  
Written Evidence  

Scrutiny of the Draft Budget 2015-16 
24 October 2014 

 
1. The NASUWT welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the Scottish 

Government on how the draft budget will affect education in Scotland, in particular 

spending in primary and secondary schools. 

 

2. The NASUWT is the largest teachers’ union in the UK and the fastest growing 

teachers’ union in Scotland. 

 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
 

3. The NASUWT understands that the draft budget of the Scottish Government is in 

the context of the Westminster Government’s flawed economic strategy of 

ideologically driven cuts to funding.  

 

4. However, through a number of significant omissions and policy decisions by the 

Scottish Government, education in Scotland has been placed in an increasingly 

fragile position over a number of years because:  

 

(a) the education budget has not been ring-fenced, leaving individual authorities 

able to divert key resources from schools and providing limited accountability 

in relation to the overall education budget; 

 
EVIDENCE 

SUBMISSION 
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(b) there is no real enforcement mechanism between central and local 

government in circumstances where an individual council signs up to an 

agreement and then reneges on these commitments after the funds have 

been handed over; and  

(c) an enforced council tax freeze for the eight consecutive years limits local 

authority options in raising additional revenue. 

 

5. While it should be viewed as a positive step forward that in this current Draft 

Budget, a proportion of spending will be funded by revenues from two taxes 

established by the Scottish Government to replace existing UK taxes, the draft 

budget nevertheless accepts that the proposal is ‘intended to be revenue neutral’ 

and will ‘generate the same level of revenues which we forecast the predecessor 

UK taxes would have generated in Scotland in 2015-16, had they continued to be 

charged here’; meaning simply a redistribution of the burden of taxation, rather 

than any increase.  Furthermore, given that the block grant adjustment for the 

devolved taxes has yet to be agreed with the UK Government, it is possible that 

Scotland could end up financially worse off following these changes.  

 

6. The Audit Scotland Report listed a number of councils’ strategies and approaches 

to reducing their education spending, which included employing fewer staff, 

changes to teacher terms and conditions, increasing classroom teaching time, 

seeking efficiencies in school transport and reducing training budgets. The Report 

further noted that ‘Council education services are likely to continue to face 

budgetary pressures and they need to be alert to the potential impact of increased 

workloads on remaining staff’.  

 

7. The Scottish Government is facing a ticking time bomb on teacher workload.  In 

the last year, there can be no doubt that the implementation of the new 

qualifications has driven up teacher workload and bureaucracy. Teacher workload 

has already escalated to an unsustainable degree, without further workforce 

reductions being factored in. 

 

8. The NASUWT has welcomed the CfE Working Group on Tackling  

      Bureaucracy Report, which was published in November 2013, and its  
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      recommendations, including: 

 

 Education Scotland using the inspection process to challenge unnecessary 

bureaucracy in schools, reducing its own bureaucratic requirements and 

providing clearer advice and support to schools on CfE implementation; 

 reducing verification procedures for new qualifications and supporting 

teachers and school leaders more effectively in qualification delivery; and 

 streamlining local audit and accountability requirements to the most critical 

areas of CfE implementation. 

 

9. The recommendations set out in the Report should have already begun to be 

addressed in current School Improvement Plans. However, there is no evidence 

that this has happened. A recent NASUWT survey found that 59.6 per cent of 

teachers were unaware of the Working Group’s existence. This Report could have 

fundamentally improved the working lives of teachers but insufficient priority has 

to date been given to its effective implementation.  Reduced funding for 

education, resulting in fewer teaching staff, will compound an already 

unsustainable workload situation. 

 

10. The NASUWT also considers the comment that ‘the Scottish Government expects 

every public body to deliver efficiency savings of at least 3 per cent per annum 

during the course of the current spending review’ to be unacceptable.  Local 

authorities have been trimming the fat year on year and simply put there are no 

further efficiencies to be made; any future reduction in spending is a cut and to 

brand it an ‘efficiency saving’ merely supports the UK Coalition Government’s 

austerity measure agenda. 

 

 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS 
 
QUESTION 1: Given the recent trends in local authorities’ spending on schools, 

what are likely to be the main pressures on education budgets in the financial 
year 2015-16?  Will there be any impact on pupils and families, attainment, 
teacher numbers, the length and scheduling of the school week, teacher terms 
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and conditions, developing and strengthening links between schools, colleges 
and employers etc.? 
 
11. The Scottish Government must acknowledge that short-term, swift and deep cuts 

will result in a long-term detriment to the education of children and young people. 

Education develops the knowledge and skills a country needs to build its way out 

of recession and it is therefore vital that it is funded appropriately.  

 

12.  A tidal wave of cuts has and continues to hit Scotland as austerity measures 

implemented by the Coalition Government filter down. Critical  entitlements to 

additional support for pupils for example, are under continued threat. Taking 

Glasgow as one of many potential illustrations, almost £50 million of savings were 

sought by 2015 meaning there will be 1,000 more job loses on top of the 3,000 

posts which have been shed since 2010.  The local authority in Glasgow 

proposed to save £2.4 million through reducing the number of teaching staff 

specially trained to provide support for pupils with additional support needs. It is 

inevitable that children and young people, who currently have additional support 

needs, may in the future not have access to them and thousands of children could 

lose essential support. 

 

13.  The NASUWT recommends that Equality Impact Assessments are routinely used 

by both the Scottish Government and local authorities to assess the full impact of 

any budgetary proposals on pupils, families and the school workforce.   

 

14. One of the significant difficulties for the Scottish Government in assessing the 

national picture is the variations in funding priorities across each local authority, 

which stems from the removal of education ring-fencing.  It is certainly likely to be 

the case that the current draft budget will negatively impact pupils and families, 

attainment and teacher numbers and put increased pressure via the Scottish 

Negotiating Committee for Teachers (SNCT) and the Local Negotiating 

Committees for Teachers (LNCTs) on teacher terms and conditions as well as the 

length and scheduling of the school week.  However, this picture may be varied 

across the country as each local authorities may choose a different area to cut 
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and pupils and teachers could be subject to a postcode lottery of education 

provision. 

 
QUESTION 2: How should schools, local authorities and the Scottish 
Government be preparing to deal with these spending pressures? 
 
15. The NASUWT proposes the following measures: 

(a) reinstatement of the ring-fencing for education budgets in each local authority; 

(b) increasing the use of shared services across local authorities to provide 

savings across the country; 

(c) the introduction of central government compliance mechanisms to ensure 

local authorities do not divert money from education;  

(d) the setting of specific and measurable targets for local authorities, tied into an 

effective enforcement mechanism; 

(e) greater incentivisation of flexible working to local authorities, for example, 

through a central government funding matrix; 

(f) guaranteed sustained spending in real terms within education; 

(g) guaranteed maintenance of teacher numbers across each local authority, 

including peripatetic specialists; 

(h) a statutory basis for reduced class sizes across all ages and stages; 

(i) a statutory basis for terms and conditions for teachers which would return 

supply teachers to the same terms as other teachers. 

 

16. In addition to these measures the NASUWT believes there should continue to be 

full disclosure of financial data and statistics relating to all and any future Scottish 

Government economic funding proposals. 

  

17. The NASUWT also formally requests direct involvement in all workforce planning 

discussions and the development of future policies in this area as well as a 

commitment from the Scottish Government and Convention of Scottish Local 

Authorities (COSLA) to continue to work with the teacher trade unions via the 

SNCT. 
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QUESTION 3: Will the allocation to be provided via the 2015-16 Draft Budget be 
sufficient to enable local authorities to provide a quality education; meet all 
their statutory obligations in relation to schools; and deliver the Scottish 
Government’s national educational priorities? 
 
18. Scotland benefits from a world renown education system, and this is in no small 

part due to the commitment, dedication and hard work of the teaching profession 

who have repeatedly gone above and beyond to ensure pupils receive the best 

educational experience possible; their efforts over the past year in supporting the 

implementation of a new qualifications framework being one such example.  As 

highlighted above, however, the current reliance on goodwill in the face of 

excessive workload is unsustainable and the Draft Budget does not in any way 

address this issue. 

 

19. Unfortunately, some of national priorities on education referenced in the Draft 

Budget are quite vague, in particular those referencing Curriculum for Excellence.  

It is inevitable in the context of a 5 per cent reduction in education spending by 

councils between 2010/11 and 2012/13, that many national commitments will be 

placed under increasing pressure as the following examples illustrate. 

 

20.  In 2003, Scotland’s First Minister was committed to placing music ‘at the heart of 

young people’s learning’ and intended that by 2006 all school children would have 

had access to a year’s free music tuition by the time they reached Primary 6. 

Unfortunately this vision has not been sustained and local authorities, in light of 

the funding restrictions, are increasing charges for instrumental music teaching to 

as much as £340 a year, dropping fee exemptions and cutting instructor posts.  

Young people have lost their entitlement to a broad and balanced curriculum and 

access to a creative subject in which they may excel. 

 

21. The Scottish Government, further to the Children and Young People (Scotland) 

Act 2014, have made additional funds available to increase the annual provision 

of 475 hours’ pre-school education for three-and four- year-olds to a minimum 

annual provision of 600 hours’ early learning and childcare for three-and four-

year-olds and looked-after two-year-olds.  There is a wealth of evidence which 
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demonstrates that investment in early years education and early intervention will 

pay dividends in the long term for children and young people’s outcomes, as well 

as saving costly interventions in later phases of education and adult life. While 

welcoming a preventative spending approach, Scottish children will nevertheless 

remain disadvantaged compared with their counterparts in England. In England, 

42 per cent of two-year-olds benefit from free nursery education, compared with 

15 per cent in Scotland from August 2014.  

 

22.  The NASUWT welcomes investment in school infrastructure. The construction of 

new schools is essential to ensure working and learning environments fit for the 

21st century for pupils and staff alike. The NASUWT would not support any 

reduction in the previously proposed investment; any funding shortfall, whether as 

a result of slippage or flowing from cuts to capital budgets, would be of genuine 

concern. 

 
QUESTION 4: The Scottish Government’s National Performance Framework 
(NPF) “provides a strategic direction for policy making in the public sector, and 

provides a clear direction to move to outcomes-based policy making”. How has 

the NPF helped the Scottish Government and education authorities move 
towards ‘outcomes-based policy making’ in relation to schools? 
 
23. While the NPF sets out a number of worthy strategic objectives and national 

outcomes, the national indicators can nevertheless be a blunt tool in assessing 

the success of the education system in Scotland. The NASUWT would be 

concerned if ‘improving levels of educational attainment’ and ‘increasing the 

proportion of schools receiving positive inspection reports’ were the only 

indicators that the Scottish Government were considering in education policy 

planning. To do so would move Scotland closer to the high stakes accountability 

model utilised in England and the NASUWT believes there is in fact consensus 

across all education stakeholders in Scotland that such a model should be 

avoided.  The Union believes that open communication and dialogue along with a 

desire for consensual policy development is in fact the best way to move forward 

in relation to school policy making.   
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QUESTION 5: How do the Scottish Government and local authorities ensure 
that funding for schools is spent in a way that best delivers value for money? 
 
24. The Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) originally estimated that 400,000 more 

children would be forced into poverty between 2010 and 2015 as a result of the 

Coalition Government’s economic and social policies.  The estimate is that over 

200,000 more children will be plunged into poverty in the next three years, with 

over one million more children in poverty by 2020. There is a direct link between 

poverty and low educational attainment and addressing poverty in the context of a 

health and housing strategy must be a priority. Funding policies to reduce child 

poverty should not be seen as a cost but as a saving, an investment in all of our 

futures. 

 

25. More than half of all school children in the UK living in poverty are not receiving 

free school meals. In its 2007 election manifesto the Scottish National Party 

(SNP) pledged to deliver free meals for all P1 to P3 pupils.  However it later 

introduced flexibility, suggesting that councils could prioritise free school meals for 

children in the 20 per cent most deprived areas.  Due to the tough financial 

climate, much of the ground the Scottish Government gained in widening access 

to free meals has been lost. West Dunbartonshire Council, for example, scrapped 

universal free school meals from early primary provision.  Therefore it is 

welcomed that there is a commitment in the Draft Budget to ‘implement our 

commitment to free school meals for all P1 to P3 children worth around £330 for 

each of around 170,000 children’.   

  

26. Three quarters of teachers now report regularly experiencing children coming to 

school so hungry that they lack energy and are unable to concentrate.  It is 

welcomed that the Scottish Government wishes to work with partners, including 

trade unions, to respond to tackling inequality.  The NASUWT agrees that early 

intervention at local level is key to delivering improved outcomes for people and 

ensuring long-term fiscal sustainability by reducing demand on services. 

  

27. Part of the challenge in addressing poverty and raising attainment is the hidden 

costs of education.  The following areas present financial challenges for parents 
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and contribute to a two tier system for those who can afford the additional costs 

and those who can’t: the cost of school uniform, PE and educational equipment; 

lunchtime arrangements and the costs of food; the cost of educational visits and 

activities; the cost of extra-curricular activities; the cost of travel to and from 

school. 

 
QUESTION 6: How are pupils’ parents, teachers and communities able to 
contribute to discussions on (i) the allocations that should be set out in the 
draft budget and (ii) how these allocations should be spent in schools? 
 
28. Locally, teachers voices are able to be heard via LNCT and other local 

negotiating arrangements within each local authority.  Unfortunately there remains 

insufficient accountability and transparency on a number of national commitments 

set out within the Draft Budget.  It is unclear what the promised financial support 

for implementation of Curriculum for Excellence will mean in real terms to 

classroom teachers on the ground. The Draft Budget states it will ‘continue to 

support the introduction of Curriculum for Excellence (CfE), Scotland’s approach 

to learning and teaching.  In particular, we will support the development by the 

Scottish Qualifications Authority (SQA) of new qualifications to reflect and support 

the CfE approach’ but this, as a commitment, is quite vague.  Equally there is 

insufficient detail on what ‘continue our commitment to funding improvements in 

the quality of teaching an leadership in the teaching profession’ will mean to 

individual teachers; The NASUWT would wish for the Scottish Government to 

provide funding for all masters level learning and ensuring funding for continuing 

professional learning is maintained, but the wording is too woolly to infer either of 

these policy outcomes. 

 
QUESTION 7: How will the Draft Budget advance the preventative spending 
agenda in relation to school spending? 
 
29. Investment in early years is undoubtedly a key aspect of the preventative 

spending agenda.  However, despite a commitment by the Scottish Government 

to provide ‘access to a nursery teacher for every nursery-age child’ and 

considerable evidence demonstrating the long-term impact of trained teachers in 

Agenda item 1 EC/S4/14/25/1

42



  

 
NASUWT 

The fastest growing teachers’ union in Scotland 
10 

pre-primary settings, many local authorities are diluting or dismantling their 

nursery provision.  Local authorities have been undermining standards in 

nurseries by employing fewer teachers and more nursery nurses.  In the six years 

to 2011 the number of teachers had fallen by 12 per cent to 1,500.  Statistics from 

2012 suggested that one in four nursery-age children in Scotland did not have 

access to a qualified teacher.  The situation continues to deteriorate: Angus 

Council announced it intended to transfer all its nursery teachers to primary 

classrooms to save £119,000 in 2014-15.  The loss of experienced, qualified 

nursery teachers deprives children of expert support at a crucial stage in their 

development.  Greater priority needs to be given to increasing, or at least 

maintaining, qualified teachers in nursery. 

 

Chris Keates 

General Secretary  
 

For further information on the Union’s response, contact Jane Peckham, National 

Official (Scotland): 

 

 

NASUWT Scotland 

35 Young Street North Lane 

Edinburgh 

EH2 4JD 

0131 226 8480 

www.nasuwt.org.uk  

nasuwt@mail.nasuwt.org.uk  
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Call for Written Evidence on the Scottish Government Draft Budget 2015/16  24/10/14 
 
We are very pleased that the Scottish Government has given a reassurance on teacher numbers for 2015/16 
however there are several areas where the lack of support surrounding a teacher’s role impacts hugely on 
his/her ability to concentrate fully on the learning and teaching of young people. 
There is nowhere else to cut staff or resource budgets within schools or in education centrally in order to 
maintain a healthy and safe working environment for all involved or to deliver the improvements to which we 
all aspire.   
 
The areas in which we have particular concern are: 
 
1 lack of supply, particularly subject-specific supply to cover classes during absence; 
 
2   problems caused by the expectation to release teachers for developmental, SQA activities and CPD 

due to lack of supply; 
 
3   pressure on school budgets resulting in problems in resourcing new courses (esp. Higher); 
 
4   insufficient time to allow staff to carry out activities expected by SMT/local authorities/SQA.  The 

Working Time Agreements in schools don't have sufficient time available to let all these things 
happen. 

 
5   lack of exemplars of good timetabling models to move from 2+2+2 to 3+3. Training/debate on this 

would be helpful for SMT/HTs; 
 
6   Schools are presently presenting new Higher for the first time and beginning planning for Advanced 

Higher, or will be introducing new Higher and Advanced Higher next year.  An additional development 
day (on top of the one already promised) would be welcomed.  There were 2 last year, for N4 and N5, 
but this year is new Higher, the Gold Standard with high accountability. 

 
7 The reduction in support staff in schools, i.e. admin and pupil support, is having a detrimental knock-

on effect on teaching.  For example, Faculty Heads are now expected to check off their departmental 
orders.  Where does this come in the list of priorities when considering pupil referrals, organising 
cover classes etc?  Also, due to the lack of First Aiders in school because of redundancy of learning 
assistants the only First Aider left in school is a teacher who is pulled out of class several times a day 
to administer First Aid.   

 
8 The reduction in pupil support staff in particular is having the effect of increasing tension in the 

classroom leading to more violent incidents as behavioural needs pupils are not sufficiently 
supported. 

 
9 The reduction in head office staff, especially QIOs and HR mean that investigations, absence 

management, discipline and grievance procedures are taking much longer than agreed which has a 
stressful effect on all concerned as problems are not rectified in a reasonable timescale.   
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Scottish Government Draft Budget 2015-16 - Planned Spend on School Education  

INTRODUCTION 

This paper provides background information to assist the Committee’s consideration of 
local authority budgets for school education. It focuses mainly on trends in revenue budget 
estimates between 2011/12 and 2014/15.  It looks first at factors largely outwith local 
authority control that have a large impact on the cost of school education before looking at 
trends in spending up to 2014/15 and trends in staff numbers up to 2013 (which is the 
latest data available). 

SUMMARY  

Local authorities plan to spend £4.6bn on education in 2014/15, of which, £4.1bn is 
budgeted for school education.   This is a reduction of over 5% on school education in real 
terms compared with 2011/12. There was relatively little change between 2013/14 and 
2014/15 when total planned school spend increased by 0.73% in cash terms and fell by 
1.44% in real terms (table 4.)   

In such a large budget, even these relatively small annual changes in budget are 
significant amounts of money.  A 1% change in a budget of £4bn is £40m, equivalent to the 
salary of over 1,000 teachers. 

A large part of the spend on schools is pre-determined by demographic trends, national 
agreements on teacher numbers and national agreements on teachers' pay.  Teachers' 
salaries make up around half of local authority spending on school education (chart 3).  
Unless class sizes are to rise, an increase in pupil numbers will increase the demand for 
teachers.  The number of pupils is already increasing in primary schools and is projected to 
increase in secondary schools from 2017 (chart 2).   

Due to demographic trends alone, spend on primary schools might therefore be expected 
to have been increasing and to continue to increase in 2015/16.  An agreement was made 
in 2011 that local authorities would maintain teacher numbers in line with pupil numbers.  
The local government settlement letter this year said that while a more outcomes based 
measure would be sought for 2015/16, the commitment on teacher numbers would 
continue in the meantime, but without the financial sanctions that had applied in previous 
years. 
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The next largest area of revenue spend is non-teaching staff, which makes up around 18% 
of education revenue spend (chart 3).  There has been a relatively large reduction in 
budgeted spend on this group.  Data on some of these staff is collected through the 
teacher census.  This found  a small reduction in the total number of school support staff 
since 2010 (chart 6), but this masks large changes for particular staff groups (table 7).  

NATIONAL INFLUENCES ON SPENDING  

As teachers' salaries make up such a large part of local authority spend on education 
(around half), agreements on teachers' pay and any target on teacher numbers will have 
large financial implications.  Because these are set at a national level, this limits local 
authorities' discretion on their spending decisions. 

Teacher numbers agreement 

In 2011, the Scottish Government and COSLA agreed that the local authority budget 
settlement was, in part, dependent on local authorities agreeing: 

to maintain teacher numbers in line with pupil numbers and secure places for all 
probationers under the teacher induction scheme (Scottish Government news 
release, February 2013)  

If local authorities failed to do so, then the Scottish Government would hold back money 
from the funding settlement.  The total amount that might have been held back was £39m.   

In 2015/16, while maintaining teacher numbers is still a priority, there are no sanctions if 
councils fail to meet the target.  The draft budget document for 2015/6 restates the priority 
on teacher numbers, but does not mention any sanctions.  Instead it says: 

Agreement has also been reached that the Scottish Government and Local 
Government will work in an inclusive process with others towards reaching an in-
principle agreement to an educational outcomes-based approach subject to the 
completion of work which is satisfactory to both parties.  This first phase of this work 
will be completed by 1 March 2015. (p.148, 2015/16 draft budget document). 

The local government settlement letter includes the following text:  
 

. . . While the work to reach an in-principle agreement [to an outcomes based 
approach to educational outcomes which considers a broader range of indicators of 
educational improvement including teacher numbers] is on-going, the sanctions in 
relation to teacher numbers are suspended for 2015-16.  If a new agreement is not 
reached for 2015-16 there will be a continued Scottish Government commitment to 
maintain teacher numbers in line with pupil numbers at a national level. (Local 
Government Finance Settlement letter, John Swinney to local authorities, October 
2014) 

 

The financial support to be distributed by the Scottish Government to local authorities will 
be the subject of consultation with COSLA and set out in a Scottish Local Government 
finance Circular early in December.  Indicative allocations to local authorities were issued 
in July 2014.  This does not give a breakdown by service – there is no provisional 
education allocation.   

 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/News/Releases/2013/02/swinney-outlines-local-government-settlement110220
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/News/Releases/2013/02/swinney-outlines-local-government-settlement110220
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Government/local-government/17999/11203/Topics-Government
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Teachers' pay agreement 
Teachers' pay is negotiated at a national level through the Scottish Negotiating Committee 
for Teachers1 (SNCT).  If individual local authorities want to change the amount they spend 
on teachers they can, to some extent, alter the staffing numbers and grade distribution but 
cannot alter the basic 'unit cost.'  In the mid 2000’s teachers' pay increased considerably 
following the McCrone agreement.  However, recent increases have been below inflation.  
Teachers received a 1% pay rise in 2013 and 2014. The table below shows the 2014 
salary ranges for teachers, promoted posts (not including conserved payscales) and some 
‘centrally employed’ posts. 
 
Table 1: Teacher salary scales, 2014 
Post From To 
Probationer £21,867  

Classroom teacher £26,235 £34,887 

Chartered Teacher £35,964 £42,768 

Principal Teacher £38, 034 £49,080 

Deputes and Heads £43,137 £84,201 

Education Support Officer £39,606 £46,572 

Quality Improvement Officer £50,418 £56,259 

Educational Psychologist £39,144 £49,791 

Music Instructor £24,267 £32,359 

 

Chart 1 below shows that nearly three quarters (72%) of school based teachers are on the 
main, classroom teacher grade. 

Chart 1: Teachers by grade, 2013. 

 

Shows primary and secondary school teachers by grade in 2013.  ‘Teachers’ includes probationer teachers.  
Source: Scottish Government teacher census 2013 table 3.4 

                                                
1
 this includes representation from teacher unions, Scottish Government and local government 
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DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS 

Another important factor outwith local authority control, is the changing number of school 
pupils. As mentioned, one of the main drivers of the cost of education is the number of 
pupils and its relationship to the number of teachers.  Until 2010, school budgets were 
assisted by the fact that pupil numbers were falling but they are now rising.  The chart 
below shows the annual change in pupil numbers since 1998 and projected change up to 
2018.  It shows that primary school pupil numbers fell between 1999 and 2010, but have 
been increasing since 2011 and are projected to continue to increase over the next five 
years.  Secondary school pupil numbers have been falling since 2004 and are projected to 
continue to fall until starting to increase in 2017. 

Chart 2: Change in pupil numbers, 1999 to 2013 and projections to 2018 

 

NB.  The chart shows the change in pupil numbers compared to the previous year.  Includes primary, 
secondary school pupils only.  Source:  Pupil Census 2013, supplementary data, pupil projections (August 
2014). 
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Primary school pupil numbers rose 3.3% between 2010 and 2013, but this was not evenly 
spread throughout Scotland.  The local authorities with the largest % increase are listed 
below: 

Edinburgh 9.27% East Lothian 5.59% 

Falkirk 6.92% Midlothian 5.37% 

Orkney 6.36% West Dunbartonshire 5.20% 

Aberdeen  6.29%   

 

Scottish Government pupil projections show that there will be 6% more primary school 
pupils in 2018 than in 2013.  The increases are expected to be largest in Aberdeen (28%), 
Dundee (26%) and Glasgow (16%).  On the other hand, local authorities with falling school 
rolls may face pressures to close schools.  Only five local authorities are expected to have 
fewer primary school pupils in 2018 compared with 2013.  These are: Eilean Siar (-11%), 
Argyll and Bute (-4%), East Renfrewshire (-6%), Inverclyde (-2%) and Moray (-3%) 
(Scottish Government pupil census, Scottish Government pupil projections).   

In addition to a general rise in population, there is also an increase in the proportion of 
pupils deciding to stay on to fifth and sixth year at secondary school.  In 2007, 76% of 
pupils stayed on to S5 and 44% to S6.  By 2013, this had risen to 86% and 60% 
respectively.   Over time, if this trend continues, this will put more pressure on secondary 
school budgets as rolls increase.  

More pupils means more demands on local authority budgets, mainly through a need for 
more teachers. 

LOCAL AUTHORITY PLANNED AND ACTUAL SPEND ON EDUCATION 

Local authority education budgets include schools, pre-school education and community 
education.  Before looking at in more detail at schools, which is the focus of the 
Committee’s budget consideration this year, the following two tables give the broader 
context of the total local authority education budget and actual spend. 

In 2014/15, planned expenditure on education is expected to increase by around 1% in 
cash terms (representing a decrease of 1% in real terms) (Table 2 below).  Overall, since 
2011/12, education planned spend has decreased by 5.67% in real terms.  Most of this is 
the effect of inflation as the decrease in cash terms is only 0.18%.   

Table 2: Change in local authority education planned spending 2011/12 to 2014/15 
  Cash 2014/15 Prices 

  £000's 
change on 
previous year £000's 

change on previous 
year 

2011/12 £4,622,717   £4,891,713   

2012/13 £4,612,629 -0.22% £4,801,005 -1.89% 

2013/14 £4,565,486 -1.03% £4,665,927 -2.89% 

2014/15 £4,614,546 1.06% £4,614,546 -1.11% 

change since 2011/12 -£8,171 -0.18% -£277,167 -5.67% 
sources: CIPFA budget estimates, Scottish Government POBE and budget estimates for 2014/15, HM 
Treasury deflator. 
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Data on actual expenditure is only available up to 2012/13.  This shows that actual spend 
dropped by 4.3% in real terms in 2011/12, but by less 1% in 2012/13.   

Table 3: Local authority actual expenditure on education, 2010/11 to 2012/13 
  Cash 2014/15 Prices 

  £000's 
change on previous 
year £000's 

change on previous 
year 

2010/11 £4,676,514   £5,037,201   

2011/12 £4,555,671 -2.58% £4,820,766 -4.3% 

2012/13 £4,594,610 0.85% £4,773,548 -0.8% 

source: Scottish Government LFR. Uses net education spend with ring fenced grants added back in. HM 
Treasury deflator. 

As mentioned, just over half of education spend is made up of teaching staff costs (52%).  
The next two largest categories of spend are other employees (18%) and premises related 
costs (11%). Premises related costs include repairs and maintenance of buildings, energy 
costs, rents, water services, fixtures and fittings and cleaning2. Together, these three 
elements make up around four fifths of revenue spend.  While staff costs will be affected 
by trends in public sector pay and changes in pupil numbers, premises related costs will be 
subject to quite different pressures, including inflation in utility costs. 

Chart 3: Largest elements of education revenue spend  

 
source: Scottish Government local finance statistics, annex B. Shows % of total net expenditure of £4,553m 
in 2011/12 and £4,595m in 2012/13. 

 
The focus of the Committee's budget scrutiny is spending on schools and so the remainder 
of this paper looks only at school spending, looking at budget estimates and staff numbers.   

 

 

 

                                                
2
 guidance notes to completing 2009/10 local financial returns. 
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LOCAL AUTHORITY PLANNED SPEND ON SCHOOLS 

Table 4 shows that planned spending on schools fell over 5% in real terms between 
2011/12 and 2014/15. There was relatively little change between 2013/14 and 2014/15 
when total planned school spend increased by 0.73% in cash terms and fell by -1.44% in 
real terms.  

Within this, planned spend fell by 8% in secondary schools and 3.5% in primary schools, 
between 2011/12 and 2014/15 (in real terms).  Given the fact that pupil numbers are falling 
in secondary school, it might be expected that spend here would reduce.  The below 
inflation pay settlement in the public sector will also enable budgets to fall slightly in real 
terms without necessarily affecting staff numbers.  The largest reduction is in school non-
teaching staff, where planned spend fell 17% between 2011/12 and 2014/15.  (Staff 
numbers are considered further below). 

Table 4: Planned spend on schools and staffing, 2011/12 to 2014/15.  £000’s 2014/15 prices. 

£000's real 2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 2014/15 

% change 
2011/12 to 
2014/15 

primary 1,786,434  1,771,107  1,752,027  1,723,450  -3.53% 

secondary 2,024,941  1,949,428  1,892,040  1,859,975  -8.15% 

special 534,856  543,950  526,620  527,329  -1.41% 

total schools 4,346,231  4,264,485  4,170,687  4,110,753  -5.42% 
of which:           

primary school teaching staff 1,067,297  1,049,212  1,031,584  1,022,910 -4.16% 

secondary school teaching staff 1,209,445  1,167,159  1,132,368  1,096,020 -9.38% 

school non-teaching staff 799,217  753,944  698,591  662,955 -17.05% 

source: CIPFA budget estimates, Scottish Government POBE workbook 2014/15, HM treasury deflator. 

 
Chart 4: Real terms reduction in school planned spending. £bn. 2014/15 prices. 

 

source: CIPFA ratings review estimates, Scottish Government POBE workbook,  HM treasury deflator.  
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http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Local-Government-Finance/ReturnPOBE/POBE2014Workbook


 8 

One indication of whether staffing budgets are keeping up with changing pupil numbers is 
how spend per pupil is changing.  Local authorities budgeted to spend £2,675 per pupil on 
primary school teachers in 2013.  In cash terms this is £78 less per pupil (2.83% less) than 
they had done two years previously.  The per pupil spend on secondary school teachers 
barely changed.  In contrast, the per pupil spend on non-teaching staff fell by £112 per 
pupil.  The figures in table 5 ignore inflation, because public sector pay has not kept pace 
with general inflation.   

Table 5: Planned staffing spend per pupil, 2011/12 to 2013/14 (cash prices) 

  2011/12 2012/13 2013/14 
£ change, 11/12 to 
13/14 % change 

primary teachers £2,753 £2,719 £2,675 -£78 -2.83% 

secondary teachers £3,847 £3,820 £3,832 -£15 -0.39% 

school non-teaching 
staff £1,126 £1,079 £1,015 -£112 -9.90% 

source: CIPFA budget estimates, Scottish Government pupil census.  Cash rather than real terms figures 
have been used to reflect the below inflation pay increases in the public sector.  i.e the pay bill has increased 
by less than general inflation.  School non-teaching staff per pupil is based on all pupils in primary, secondary 
and special schools. Figures are rounded. 

Budget estimates therefore suggest that spending in secondary schools is, in general, 
reflecting the current decline in pupil numbers, but that spending in primary schools is not 
quite keeping up with increases in pupil numbers.  There have been significant reduction to 
budgets for school non-teaching staff, but the data available makes it difficult to identify 
exactly what these cuts have been and what impact they have had.   

The remainder of this paper therefore looks in a bit more detail at staffing numbers. 

TEACHER NUMBERS 

Pupil:teacher Ratios 

Maintaining the number of teachers in line with pupil numbers means maintaining the 
pupil:teacher ratio.  The Scottish Government website states that: 

Despite current budgetary constraints we have secured an agreement with local 
authorities that they will maintain teacher numbers in line with pupil numbers.  Both 
the 2012 and 2013 pupil and teacher censuses indicated that the overall (primary 
and secondary) pupil/teacher ratio had been maintained at the 2011 level, thus 
demonstrating successful delivery of the commitment. 

The chart below shows how the pupil:teacher ratio has changed since 2009.  It shows that, 
since 2011, it has increased in primary schools from 16.1 to 16.5 but decreased in 
secondary schools from 12.3 to 12.2. (Latest data is for September 2013). 

 

 

 

 

 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2012/12/2355/0
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/12/4199/0
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Chart 5: Pupil teacher ratio 2009 to 2013. 

 

source: teacher census 2013.  ‘publicly funded’ includes centrally employed teachers, but not pre-school 
teachers. 

If the 2013 pupil:teacher ratio was to be maintained, then, because pupil numbers are 
rising, the number of teachers employed in primary schools will have to increase over the 
next few years.  On the other hand, because pupil numbers in secondary schools are 
expected to continue to fall until 2017, then the 2013 ratio could be maintained for the next 
couple of years with fewer secondary school teachers.   

It would be expected therefore that there would be increased budgets for primary schools 
over the next few years, merely to cope with the increase in pupil numbers.   

Total teacher numbers have fallen in recent years.  Because the commitment to maintain 
teacher numbers in line with pupil numbers was made in 2011, table 6 below includes the 
% change in pupil and teacher numbers since then.  Compared to 2011, there are 0.4% 
fewer primary school teachers, even though there are 3% more primary school pupils.  The 
change is less marked in secondary schools where pupil numbers have fallen by 2.7% and 
teacher numbers by 2.3%.   

Table 6: Teacher numbers 2009 to 2013 

  2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 
% change 
2011 to 2013 

% change in 
pupil numbers 
2011 - 2013 

primary 23,243 23,095 22,813 22,685 22,905 0.4% 3.0% 

secondary 25,371 24,776 24,241 23,980 23,695 -2.3% -2.7% 

special 1,985 1,913 1,973 2,026 2,020 2.4% 0.2% 

total based in 
schools 50,599 49,784 49,027 48,691 48,620 -0.8% 0.5% 
centrally employed 772 714 881 1,716 1,170 32.8%   

school + centrally 
employed 51,371 50,498 49,908 50,407 49,790 -0.2%   

pre-school 1,630 1,524 1,461 1,386 1,288 -11.8%   

total incl. pre-
school 53,001 52,022 51,369 51,793 51,078 -0.6%   

source: Scottish Government teacher census 2013, table 1.1 
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SCHOOL SUPPORT STAFF 

School support staff includes posts like administrators, classroom assistants, library staff, 
school nurses and technicians.  Unlike teachers, school support staff do not have 
nationally agreed pay, nor are there national targets on staff numbers.  This gives local 
authorities more flexibility to determine how much is spent.  The teacher census shows 
that the total number of school support staff recorded fell slightly (2%) between 2010 and 
2013.   

This relatively small change in numbers of school support staff contrasts with a large 
reduction in estimated spend on ‘school non-teaching staff’ (see table 4 above).  However 
part of the reason may be differences in the posts included in the local finance returns 
compared with the teacher census.  For example, school janitors and cleaners are not 
included as ‘support staff’ in the teacher census, but would be included in the local 
authority finance return as ‘school non-teaching staff.’ 
   
The following looks at trends in the teacher census results for school support staff, but with 
the caveat that this may not capture all ‘school non-teaching staff.’ 

Chart 6 shows that there are more support staff in primary than in secondary schools.  
Numbers of support staff have not changed very much in primary schools.  In secondary 
schools, there was a large increase in support staff in 2011, which has since fallen back to 
below the 2010 figure.   

Chart 6: Primary, secondary and special school support staff 2010-2013 

 
source: Scottish Government teacher census 
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and whether they are in primary or secondary schools.  The small total reduction shown in 
chart 6 above, masks large changes within particular staff groups.  For example, in 
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7). The next largest group is classroom assistants where, although total numbers have 
hardly changed, this is because reductions in primary schools posts have been balanced 
by increases in secondary and special schools.  Numbers of administrative staff have 
fallen in both primary and secondary schools but increased in special schools.   
 
Table 7: Change in largest groups of school support staff 2010 – 2013 
    2010 2013 change % change 
 Additional support  6,017 6,496 479  8.0% 

 of which  secondary 1,805 1,716 -89  -4.9% 

  primary 3,240 3,826 586  18.1% 

  special 972 954 -18  -1.9% 

Administration 4,705 4,556 -149  -3.2% 
of which secondary 1,842 1,702 -140  -7.6% 

  primary 2,693 2,647 -46  -1.7% 

  special 170 207 37  21.8% 

Classroom assistant 5,434 5,476 42  0.8% 
of which secondary 833 948 115  13.8% 

  primary 4,215 3,996 -219  -5.2% 

  special 386 532 146  37.8% 

Technician secondary 1,192 1,073 -119  -10.0% 
source: Scottish Government teacher census, 2010, 2013. 

CENTRALLY EMPLOYED STAFF 

Not including visiting teachers or the supply pool, there are around 2,000 centrally 
employed staff,  i.e they work with school pupils and/or schools but are based in central 
local authority offices.  This includes educational psychologists, welfare officers and quality 
improvement officers.  Overall, numbers are down by a fifth since 2010, but this varies by 
the type of post.  For example, the number of educational psychologists has remained at 
around 400 but the number of quality improvement officers has fallen by 22%. 

Table 8: Centrally employed staff, 2010 to 2013 

 
2010 2011 2012 2013 change 2010 to 2013 

Education centre 153 120 135 28 -82% 
Outdoor centre 65 63 66 51 -22% 
Educational Psychologist 401 390 411 401 0% 
Education Welfare officer 50 125 66 89 78% 
Quality Improvement Officer 472 383 402 369 -22% 
Peripatetic: Music Instructor 662 636 652 589 -11% 
Other 800 903 565 580 -28% 
total 2,603 2,620 2,297 2,107 -19% 

 
 
From the above it is clear that some staff groups are relatively small in number but have 
had large proportional reductions in staffing.   In terms of numbers rather than 
percentages, the largest changes between 2010 and 2013 were the reductions by around 
1,000 secondary school teachers and a similar (992) reduction in non-teaching centrally 
employed staff.  Secondary school support staff reduced by about half this amount.     Not 
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all staff groups have had numbers reduced.  The main increase has been in centrally 
employed teaching staff, which increased by 456 staff between 2010 and 2013.   
 
Table 9: Change in numbers of staff, 2010 to 2013 
  2010 2013 change 
Primary teachers    23,095            22,905  -190  

Primary support staff        12,067  11,999  -68  

Secondary teachers        24,776            23,695  -1,081  

Secondary support staff          7,265              6,806  -459  

Special school teachers          1,913  2,020 107  

Special school support staff          1,990              2,118  128  

Centrally employed teachers             714              1,170  456  

Other centrally employed staff          3,106  2,114 -992  

Pre-school teachers           1,524       1,288  -236  

total     -2,335  
source: Scottish Government teacher census 2010,2013 

 
Chart 7 illustrates the very different size of the different staff groups, and the level of 
change between 2010 and 2013. 
 
Chart 7: Change in numbers of staff, 2010 to 2013. 
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