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FINANCE COMMITTEE

 
AGENDA

 
8th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4)

 
Wednesday 2 November 2011

 
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in Committee Room 5.
 
1. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether to

take item 4 in private.
 
2. Draft Budget 2012-13 and Spending Review 2011 Scrutiny: The Committee

will  take  evidence  on  the  Scottish  Government's  Draft  Budget  2012-13  and
Spending Review 2011 from—

 
Sir Angus Grossart, Chairman, and Barry White, Chief Executive, Scottish
Futures Trust.
 

3. Draft Budget 2012-13 and Spending Review 2011 Scrutiny: The Committee
will  take  evidence  in  a  round  table  format  on  the  Scottish  Government's  Draft
Budget 2012-13 and Spending Review 2011 from—

 
Ron Ashton, Director of Neighbourhood Services, Angus Community
Planning Partnership;
 
Bronwen Cohen, Chief Executive, Children in Scotland;
 
John Downie, Director of Public Affairs, Scottish Council for Voluntary
Organisations;
 
Lorraine Gillies, Life Stages Programme Manager, West Lothian Council;
 
Maria Reid, Assistant Health Promotion Manager, South Lanarkshire
Partnership;
 
Catriona Renfrew, Director of Corporate Planning and Policy, NHS Greater
Glasgow and Clyde.
 

4. Draft Budget 2012-13 and Spending Review 2011 Scrutiny: The Committee
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will consider the evidence heard to date, in order to inform the drafting of its
report.

 
 

James Johnston
Clerk to the Finance Committee

Room T3.60
The Scottish Parliament

Edinburgh
Tel: 0131 348 5215

Email: james.johnston@scottish.parliament.uk
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The papers for this meeting are as follows—
 
Agenda item 2  

Paper by the Clerk FI/S4/11/8/1

Agenda item 3  

Paper by the Clerk FI/S4/11/8/2
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Finance Committee 
 

8th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4), Wednesday, 2 November 2011 
 

Scrutiny of the Draft Budget 2012-13 and Spending Review 2011: 
Capital expenditure  

 
 
Purpose 

1. The purpose of this paper is to provide background information for the 
evidence session with the Scottish Futures Trust (SFT). A paper from the SFT 
is attached (Annex A). In addition, the SFT will give oral evidence. 

Background 

2. The Scottish Government, in its Scottish spending review 2011 and draft 
budget 2012-13 states [p.4] that its ‘fundamental priorities’ of this budget are 
to— 
 

 accelerate economic recovery, to create the jobs our people need and 
to secure new opportunities through the low carbon economy; 

 deliver an ambitious public sector reform programme with a decisive 
shift in favour of preventative spend; and 

 deliver a Social Wage for the people at a time of acute pressures on 
household incomes. 

 
3. It also states that ‘infrastructure investment is critical to the Scottish 
Government’s purpose of increasing sustainable economic growth and to 
supporting a strong recovery’. It includes a commitment to prioritise capital 
spending. The Scottish Government states that it will ‘ensure maximum value 
for money from Scotland’s public infrastructure investment’. 

4. The SFT is an independent company, established by the Scottish 
Government in 2008, with a responsibility to deliver value for money across all 
public infrastructure investment. It operates at arm's length from the Scottish 
Government but works closely with the public sector to seek and deliver 
improved value for taxpayers. The Scottish Government believes (p28 of the 
draft budget document) that the SFT will ‘enhance value for money from 
capital investment, support the development of innovative financing methods 
and facilitate collaborative procurement and asset management across the 
public sector’. 

5. Chapters 4 and 13 of the Scottish spending review 2011 and draft 
budget 2012-13 cover capital and infrastructure. Table 13.15 indicates the 
SFT’s funding to 2014-15— 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf
http://www.scottishfuturestrust.org.uk/
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf
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6. The updated Infrastructure Investment Plan (p.32) is expected to be 
published by the Scottish Government in November. 

7. Members will recall that the Scottish Government announced it would 
offset some of the reduction in the capital budget by transferring £750m over 
the spending review period from the resource DEL to capital DEL. The 
Financial Scrutiny Unit has published a briefing for the Economy, Energy and 
Tourism Committee on this. A copy is attached (Annex B). 

8. Members will also recall the recent evidence session with Audit Scotland 
in respect of its report, Scotland’s public finance: Addressing the challenges. 
This report provides an overview of how public bodies are beginning to 
respond to the challenges of reduced expenditure while ensuring long-term 
sustainable services. Members will recall the points made by the Auditor 
General for Scotland in his oral evidence, around capital assets and 
maintenance (paragraphs 52-58 of the report). Some of the figures highlighted 
in that report are— 
 

 The Scottish Government has around 182 major capital projects 
planned or currently in progress, with a combined estimated value of 
£13–£15 billion, phased over a number of years. The Scottish 
Government is unlikely to be able to fund all of these projects through 
its capital budget and therefore reaffirmed its commitment to use 
private finance using the Non- Profit Distributing method to fund £2.5 
billion worth of capital projects.  

 In 2010-11, annual unitary payments across the public sector in 
Scotland were £838 million, with £439 million of this relating to local 
government projects. This is equivalent to around 3% of the Scottish 
Government’s revenue budget. By 2024-25, annual unitary payments 
for projects completed and currently in progress, will peak at over £1.1 
billion in cash terms. 

 In recent years, councils have been borrowing more to fund capital 
expenditure resulting in total borrowing of £9.4 billion in 2009-10. 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=6411&mode=pdf
http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/docs/central/2011/nr_110825_scotlands_public_finances.pdf
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Between 2004-05 and 2009-10, councils’ level of borrowing for capital 
spending increased from 27% to 63% of annual capital spending. 

 
Conclusion 
 
9. A more detailed examination of how well the Scottish Government is 
managing its capital investment programme and associated risks is provided 
in the Audit Scotland report, Management of the Scottish Government’s 
capital investment programme (January 2011). 
 
10. The Committee is invited to consider the attached papers. Members may 
wish to seek clarification on any points with the witnesses. 
 
 

 
Fergus D. Cochrane 

Senior Assistant Clerk to the Committee 
  

http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/docs/central/2010/nr_110127_capital_investment.pdf
http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/docs/central/2010/nr_110127_capital_investment.pdf
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Scottish Parliament Finance Committee 
Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13 
Note from the Scottish Futures Trust 

1. Introduction 
The Scottish Futures Trust (SFT) is an independent company, established by but operating at arms’ 
length from, the Scottish Government with a responsibility to deliver value for money across all public 
infrastructure investment. You have asked us to provide evidence to the Committee in relation to the 
capital expenditure issues within the spending review / draft budget. This brief note is intended as a 
basis for that discussion on 2 November. The note is structured around the 2010 recommendations of 
the Independent Budget Review which remain a useful format for discussing issues relating to capital 
investment. 

The capital figures for the spending review period are contained in Chapter 4 of the Government’s 
Spending Review and Draft Budget document and we do not propose to repeat them here. Overall we 
comment that: 

a) Capital budgets are shown to fall by 36% from 2010/11 to 2013/14 in real terms. The fall is closer 
to 50% from the peak in 2009/10 as shown in the historic table from the 2010/11 budget 
document (Annex 1). It is this overall decline that concerns the construction industry at a time 
when private sector capital investment remains low. 

b) These unprecedented budget cuts are concurrent with the two largest capital projects ever 
undertaken in Scotland- the £1.7 - £2.3bn Forth Replacement Crossing and the £842m New South 
Glasgow Hospital. Budgets for more routine projects and essential maintenance therefore face a 
proportionately even greater squeeze. 

c) The economic importance of capital investment remains, and we concur with the Government’s 
commitment to use every policy lever to expand the capital programme. 

2. Independent Budget Review Recommendations 
The Capital chapter of the 2010 Independent Budget Review made 6 recommendations (Annex2). The 
first three of these relate to: ensuring prioritisation of investment and maintenance are coordinated 
and aligned to national priorities; improving capital procurement and using all available financing 
options. We strongly agree with these recommendations and indeed the order in which they are 
made: make sure investment is directed to where it makes the most difference to strategic priorities; 
spend the money available wisely and seek additional sources of financing where it is prudent to do so. 

2.1. Prioritisation 
At times of capital scarcity, investment prioritisation is increasingly important as every £ invested must 
contribute to the long term interests of Scotland - underpinning economic growth and delivering 
assets that future generations will thank us for. Capital investment is a long-term activity with every 
new asset having an intended life greater than a parliament, and the majority with an intended life of 
greater than a generation. The Draft Budget document implies through its budget allocation a capital 
prioritisation as shown in the following table. This excludes investment from revenue to capital 
transfers (approx £800m) and potential borrowing powers as these are not allocated to specific 
portfolios in the document: 
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Portfolio Level 3 Cum    
C-DEL 

NPD 
Capital1 

RAB1 Total  Percentage 

Infra and Capital Rail 1,309  250 11702 2,729  20.6% 

Local Government Total 2,532      2,532  19.1% 

Infra and Capital Roads 1,591  750   2,341  17.7% 

Health & Wellbeing Health   1,561  750   2,311  17.5% 

Infra and Capital Housing & Regen 742      742  5.6% 

Education Learning 262  450   712  5.4% 

Education Funding Council 254  300   554  4.2% 

Infra and Capital Scottish Water / CC 440      440  3.3% 

Finance, Emp and  SG Ent, Energy & Tour 244      244  1.8% 

Justice Prisons 158      158  1.2% 

Rural Affairs & Env EU Support & Other  143      143  1.1% 

Infra and Capital Other Trans / Digit 139      139  1.1% 

Total Investment >£100m budget areas only 9,374 2,500 1,170 13,044   

 
Given the long-term nature of individual projects a good deal of the budgets will be expended on 
commitments already contracted (eg Forth Replacement Crossing and Glasgow Southern General 
hospital) making the opportunity for strategic reprioritisation limited. The Government’s proposed 
Infrastructure Investment Plan, setting out longer term strategic investment priorities is therefore 
essential for both public bodies planning investment projects and industry gearing up for delivery.  

It is a feature of the coming period that climate and technology change will bring new investment 
priorities not seen to such an extent over the past 20 years. Examples of new areas whose priority will 
have to be balanced against traditional health, education, roads etc. investment include: 

 Flood defences required due to increasing sea levels; 

 Broadband investment to enhance competitiveness in a digital economy; 

 Electric vehicle infrastructure and low-carbon transport; 

 Retrofit energy efficiency measures to meet climate change commitments & reduce energy costs; 

 Energy generation and transmission investment in a renewable energy future; 

 High speed rail connectivity; 

 Affordable housing to ease long-term strain in the market caused by mortgage availability. 

There is no specific clarity on the prioritisation of maintenance expenditure. There is anecdotal 
evidence that where long-term maintenance of assets is not contracted through PFI or NPD contracts, 
then maintenance budgets are being de-prioritised. This represents short-term thinking and in order 
not to waste capital investment budgets, it is essential that assets are maintained such that their 
effective life is not reduced. Capital investment decisions are made for the long term, so whatever the 
financing route budgets for operation and maintenance must be properly considered over the long 
term as new assets are created.  Approximately £750m p.a. of the capital budget is likely to be 
expended on buildings that the Government will have to maintain. That investment implies 

                                                      
1
 May not all be invested during current spending review period 

2
 Prior to Borders Rail switch from NPD to RAB and including Paisley Upgrade (£170m) and Edinburgh to Glasgow 

Improvement Programme (£1bn) from Network Rail press releases 
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approximately £400m of revenue budget commitment for maintenance and energy over a 30-year 
building life (nominal) and a further £250m of capital expenditure over the 30-year life for life cycle 
replacement of building elements, though this may not all be additional if buildings are replacements.  

2.2. Improving Capital Procurement 
It is essential that the value derived from traditional capital budgets is maximised.  

 It is a good time to buy construction – Cost deflation in the sector means that budgets today will 
buy up to 20% more construction than in 2007. It is important that all procurers achieve the best 
possible estimating and pricing and that budgets released are recycled into prioritised areas. 

 The Infrastructure UK Cost Review suggested that the UK is amongst the most expensive in 
Western Europe for infrastructure procurement and that at least 15% savings should be 
deliverable. We concur with the findings that the principal changes to deliver savings need to 
come in planning and procurement rather than delivery. Key recommendations are in Annex 3. 

 SFT has reported to Government on the opportunity to change the way that contingency is 
managed across the investment portfolio. Significant savings could be derived from holding 
elements of contingency in central budgets rather than devolving all budgets to project teams. 
This would however require a change in accountability and the way budgets are structured. 

 SFT uses a concept of “needs not wants” in assisting procuring bodies to draw up specifications 
for investments. This is not a low-cost approach but focuses on efficiently meeting the needs of 
asset users in a sustainable manner over the life of the asset. It reinforces the importance of high-
quality design and suggests that it be directed to the challenge of delivering “efficient” as opposed 
to “iconic” buildings.  

 In order for capital investment to deliver maximum benefit it is essential that its wider impacts are 
considered. The SFT hub programme of investment in community infrastructure pursues a “triple 
bottom line” of economic, social and environmental sustainability. We believe this concept of a 
comprehensive approach to project appraisal is useful to consider across all capital investment. 

2.3. Additional Sources of Finance 
The Government has committed to “using every policy lever to extend the capital programme”. SFT 
agrees that the economic case for maximising capital investment is strong and has played a central role 
in seeking additional sources of funding and financing to maximise infrastructure investment over the 
period of the capital budget trough. These innovations and SFT’s role in the NPD programme, Tax 
Incremental Financing and the National Housing Trust are set out in the budget document. 

SFT has often commented that “Pay as you build, or pay as you use, but pay you must”. Traditional 
capital budgets are used for “pay as you build” but for every innovative “pay as you use” structure it is 
important to consider both the source of up-front cash to pay for the investment (financing) and the 
longer term repayment over the use of the asset from users or public sector budgets (funding). The 
table below sets out financing and funding sources for the innovative mechanisms discussed in the 
budget. 

Programme Financing Source Funding Source 

NPD Private sector project finance Future long-term R-DEL budgets 

NHT Govt. Guaranteed Local Authority 
PWLB debt, private sector equity 

Affordable rents from occupiers & future 
market value 

TIF PWLB debt Future incremental non-domestic rates 

RAB Network Rail borrowing Future long-term R-DEL budgets 

JESSICA SG C-DEL budgets & European 
Investment Bank 

Economic returns from projects lent to. 
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It is important that the long-term sustainability of all future commitments to repay borrowing or pay 
for assets under historic PFI and current NPD structures, including any future use of borrowing powers, 
is considered in aggregate. We have taken steps in the NPD programme to avoid escalating future 
commitments seen in the past through inflation linking of unitary change payments.     

2.4. Asset Management 
Effective use of assets across the public sector and disposal of surplus assets has a major part to play in 
making savings in our infrastructure. There are multiple cumulative benefits including: 

 Reduction in ongoing maintenance costs and backlog maintenance liabilities; 

 Ongoing carbon and cost reduction through reduced energy use; 

 Capital receipts from disposals; 

 Service delivery benefits for citizens and providers from co-location and joint planning across 
bodies at a local level. 

SFT has delivered reports to the Scottish Government on effective asset management in the Central 
Civil Estate (Government and Agencies) and the Local Civil Estate (principally Local Authorities and 
Health Boards). Savings from rationalisation in the central estate could extend to over £28m per 
annum and over £500m of cumulative potential savings are identified in the local civil estate.  

Key requirements to deliver maximum value in the central estate are a corporate approach, strong 
leadership and an early commitment to move to new ways of working and exit some properties. SFT is 
looking forward to working with Government to deliver this. In the local estate, to maximise savings 
and deliver real benefits from joined-up working, significantly greater joint estate planning and asset 
management is required between Local Authorities and Health Boards, many of whom are already 
pursuing excellent initiatives in their own rights. The SFT-led hub programme provides a strong 
regional governance and delivery model across Scotland for this joined-up activity to be undertaken 
and early successes are already being delivered. These proposed programmes will enable significant 
change and will align with other policy initiatives, including those arising from the recommendations in 
the Christie Commission report. 

2.5. Scottish Water 
SFT reported to Government in 2010 on potential future funding options for Scottish Water. The 
Independent Budget Review Panel suggested that the Government take steps to explore options for 
changing the status of Scottish Water. The option remains to gain a significant capital receipt and 
redeploy the majority £440m allocated to Scottish Water over the Spending Review period if 
ownership for the people in a not-for-profit Public Benefit Corporation was pursued.  

2.6. Road User Charging 
The Independent Budget Review suggested Government consider the feasibility of introducing Road 
User Charging, and indeed the UK National Infrastructure Plan3 included that the UK Government 
would “establish a system of lorry road-user charging”. Additionally, the CBI has called for a debate on 
charging as part of creating a strategic vision for the road network4. SFT considers that in the long-term 
planning of investment on a pay-as-you-use basis (Section 2.3) a wider consideration of funding 
through user charges, as is widely adopted in Europe, versus funding through general taxation (DEL 
budgets) may be required. 

                                                      
3
 http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/nationalinfrastructureplan251010.pdf 

4 http://www.cbi.org.uk/media-centre/press-releases/2011/04/uk-needs-strategic-vision-for-the-road-network-cbi/ 
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ANNEX 1 Capital Budget History 
 

 

ANNEX 2 Independent Budget Review Recommendations 
 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/919/0102410.pdf 

1. The Panel suggests that prioritisation of the key strands of capital expenditure, including 
essential maintenance, should be guided by national priorities and coordinated to ensure 
that maximum strategic coherence and public value is derived. 

2. The Panel suggests that the Scottish Government should consider enhancing the role of the 
Scottish Futures Trust to allow it to lead improvements in capital procurement. Savings 
derived from better capital procurement should be recycled into additional capital 
investment. 

3. The Panel suggests that the Scottish Government should consider tasking the Scottish 
Futures Trust, in a development of its submission to this Review, to assess and report upon 
the potential and practicality of all the available financing options to sustain capital 
spending at levels supportive of economic recovery and consistent with the Government’s 
longer-term strategic objectives. 

4. The Panel suggests that the Scottish Government should consider developing the role of the 
Scottish Futures Trust to establish a centre of expertise in the ownership, management and 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/919/0102410.pdf
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disposal of public assets. This would operate as a source of independent advice for all 
public bodies and ensure maximum value for the public purse. 

5. The Panel suggests that the Scottish Government should take steps now to explore, in 
liaison with HM Treasury, options for changing the status of Scottish Water that could 
permit the release of significant capital to the Scottish Government for other projects, while 
allowing the attraction of private investment and the return of any surplus to the public 
benefit. 

6. The Panel suggests that the Scottish Government should consider the feasibility of adopting 
road user charging as a means to both better managing the use of existing transport 
networks and financing improvements to those networks. 

 

Annex 3.  UK Infrastructure Cost Review Key Recommendations 
 
http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/cost_review_main211210.pdf 

 create better visibility and continuity of the infrastructure investment pipeline, through 
publication of the future investment programme in the National Infrastructure Plan; 

 implement effective governance of projects and programmes, particularly in the public 
sector, by ensuring clear accountability for key project decisions; 

 instil greater discipline in the commissioning of projects and programmes by ensuring greater 
objective challenge of the specification of requirements and cost estimates;  

 develop smarter ways to use competition by improving risk-based assessment of procurement 
options;  

 and create an environment that encourages industry and the advisory community to invest 
inefficiency and reduce the direct costs of construction by developing cost effective delivery 
solutions.  

 

 

http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/cost_review_main211210.pdf
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Economy, Energy and Tourism Committee 

Planned transfer of resource to capital  

 

As part of the Spending Review, the Scottish Government announced that it plans to 
offset some of the reduction in the capital budget by transferring £750m over the 
Spending Review period from resource DEL to capital DEL.  Over the period 2012-
13 to 2014-15, this will mean that capital spending will be 11% higher than would 
otherwise have been the case, and resource spending will be 1% lower. 

Planned spending as 
per Budget document 
(2012-13 to 2014-15)

Planned spending 
including £750m transfer 
from resource to capital Difference Difference

£m £m £m %
Resource 78,154.4                      77,404.4                             -750.0 -1%
Capital 7,029.4                         7,779.40                             750.0 11%  

The published budget figures do not include the effect of these transfers and there is 
limited detail on the planned profile of the transfers.  The information in the budget 
document is as follows: 

 The health resource budget includes a „provision for transfer to health capital‟ 
totalling £320m over the Spending Review period (p65) 

 Up to £50m is expected to be transferred from the resource budget allocated 
to Warm Homes/Future Transport Funds to support capital spending in 
relation to these Funds (p202) 

These two elements account for £370m of the planned £750m transfer, leaving a 
balance of £380m. 

The Scottish Government has indicated that there will be further transfers from 
resource to capital in relation to the Scottish Futures Fund.  A total of £160m in 
funding has been allocated to the Scottish Futures Fund over the Spending Review, 
of which £60m is accounted for by the Warm Homes and Future Transport Funds 
referred to above.  The remaining £100m is split between: 

 Young Scots Fund (£25m over the Spending Review period) 

 Next Generation Digital Fund (£35m over the Spending Review period) 

 Sure Start Fund (£50m over the Parliamentary term) 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf


The Scottish Government has indicated that „significant elements‟ of this £100m will 
be transferred from resource budgets to capital budgets, but the exact amount is not 
yet specified. 

This leaves a balance of at least £280m of the £750m planned transfer remaining to 
be accounted for (the amount could be higher than £280m depending on the exact 
amount transferred within the Scottish Futures Fund total).  The Scottish 
Government has confirmed that the majority of this remaining transfer is expected to 
take place within the Enterprise Agencies‟ budget, as referred to (but without specific 
monetary amounts) in the Draft Budget document: 

 “Scottish Enterprise and Highlands and Islands Enterprise will 
have the flexibility to use resource budget to support capital 
programmes in pursuit of these objectives.” (p93)  

For the Spending Review period, a total of £978m has been allocated to the 
Enterprise Agencies.  A transfer of at least £280m from resource to capital would 
represent more than 29% of the Enterprise Agencies‟ budget.  

These details are summarised in the table below. 

Spending area 
Planned transfer from 
resource to capital over 
Spending Review period 

Health £320m 

Warm Homes/ Future Transport Funds Up to £50m 

Other Scottish Futures Fund  „Significant elements‟ of 
planned £100m spending 

Enterprise Agencies Upwards of £280m 

Total £750m 

 

Nicola Hudson 
Financial Scrutiny Unit 
SPICe Research 
28 October 2011 

Note: Committee briefing papers are provided by SPICe for the use of Scottish 
Parliament committees and clerking staff.  They provide focused information or 
respond to specific questions or areas of interest to committees and are not 
intended to offer comprehensive coverage of a subject area. 
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Finance Committee 
 

8th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4), Wednesday, 2 November 2011 
 

Scrutiny of the Draft Budget 2012-13 and Spending Review 2011: 
Preventative spending 

 

Introduction 
 
1. At its meeting on 28 September the Committee agreed to hold two round 
table sessions to consider how preventative spending featured in the Draft 
Budget 2012-13 and Spending Review 2011. The first round table session 
took place on 26 October 2011. 

2. The second round table session involves representatives from— 

 Angus Community Planning Partnership; 

 Children in Scotland; 

 NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde; 

 Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations; 

 South Lanarkshire Community Planning Partnership; 

 West Lothian Council. 
 
Background 

3. At its meeting on 22 June the Committee agreed that part of its scrutiny 
of the draft budget and spending review would focus on the extent to which 
the Scottish Government is encouraging a more preventative approach to 
public spending and how this approach is being implemented and shared 
across key agencies such as Community Planning Partnerships, NHS boards, 
local authorities and police forces. This scrutiny builds on the work carried out 
by the Session 3 Finance Committee which published a report in 2011 on 
preventative spending.  

4. On 24 June the Committee issued a general call for evidence and a 
separate questionnaire to community planning partnerships.1 97 submissions 
were received.  

5. While subject committees have been encouraged to scrutinise 
preventative spending aspects of the draft budget within their own portfolio 
areas,2 the Committee has identified the following cross-cutting themes within 
the submissions— 

 National Leadership; 

 Prioritisation of Resources; 

                                            
1
 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/30941.aspx 

2
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/General%20Documents/Subjectco

mmitteeguidance.pdf 
 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/Inquiries/Angus_CPP.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/Children_in_Scotland.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/NHSGGC.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/Inquiries/SCVO.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/Inquiries/South_Lanarkshire_CPP.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/Inquiries/West_Lothian_Council.pdf
http://archive.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/finance/reports-11/fir11-01.htm
http://archive.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/finance/reports-11/fir11-01.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/30941.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/General%20Documents/Subjectcommitteeguidance.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/General%20Documents/Subjectcommitteeguidance.pdf
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 Collaborative Working; 

 Financial Challenges; 

 National Performance Framework/Measuring Outcomes.   
 
6. As part of its ongoing budget scrutiny, the Committee has agreed that 
these themes will form the focus of the two round table sessions. The 
summary of evidence, in which these key themes are highlighted, is attached 
at Annexe A.  

7. Members already have hard copies of the submissions provided by the 
witnesses at the round table session. These can also be accessed above at 
paragraph 2 or at— 

www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/42438
.aspx 

Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13  

8. The Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13 was 
published by the Scottish Government on 21 September. 

www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf 

9. Given that the call for evidence pre-dated the publication of the draft 
budget, witnesses were invited to submit supplementary evidence on how 
preventative spending featured in the draft budget as published and the 
commitments made by the Scottish Government. One further submission has 
been received from West Lothian Council and this is attached at Annexe B. 

10. Members may therefore wish to explore with witnesses their views on 
the contents of the draft budget as it relates to preventative spending. 

11. Pages 37-38 of the draft budget document refer to three new funds 
providing a total of more than £500m over the spending review period to 
support ―a decisive shift towards preventative spending.‖3 A briefing by the 
Financial Scrutiny Unit (FSU) comments, however, that ―it is not fully clear 
which budget lines contribute to the £500m, or where funds are new, or a 
continuation of existing programmes.‖4 

12. The three funds referred in the draft budget document are—  

 Change Fund for older people’s services. This fund was resourced by 
£70 million in 2011-12 and will continue in the years 2012-2015, 
totalling £80m/£80m/£70m (within NHS budgets) in addition to funding 
from local authority partners. The FSU briefing indicates that the 
amount to be contributed by local authorities is not specified.  
 

                                            
3
 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf 

4
 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/42380.aspx 

 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/42438.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/42438.aspx
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/42380.aspx
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 Early Years and Early Intervention Change Fund. This fund was 
introduced in 2011-12, with initial funding of £5m. The draft budget 
document states that—  

 
o The Scottish Government will provide £50 million of resource 

over the parliamentary term (from within Sure Start component 
of the Scottish Futures Fund, which totals £250 million over the 
parliamentary term, and £160 million over the Spending Review 
period) in addition to funding provided by NHS Boards and local 
authorities, ―working together to agree their local contributions 
and achieve maximum impact and value for money‖.  
 

o The Health, Wellbeing and Cities Strategy section states that the 
Government will invest £20m/£45m/£50m over the Spending 
Review period in the Early Years and Early Intervention Change 
Fund.  

 
 Reducing Reoffending Change Fund. The draft budget document 

states that this fund, focusing on preventative spend, will be created to 
bolster those interventions known to reduce reoffending. The FSU 
briefing comments that total funding for this programme is unclear. It 
indicates that there is an allocation of £1m per year within the Third 
Sector budget and there is also an allocation within the Community 
Justice Services budget line, although the exact amount is unspecified.  

 

13. In addition to this, the Government is planning ―that the business rates 
paid by large retailers of tobacco and alcohol will be increased by a 
supplement from 1 April 2012‖ with the income raised from this supplement 
contributing to preventative projects being taken forward by local authorities. 
The FSU briefing notes, however, that no further details on how much this 
action will be expected to raise is included in the document. The Scottish 
Government has subsequently stated that it expects the large retailers 
supplement to raise an estimated £30m/ £40m/ £40m across the 3 year 
spending review period (2012-15). 

Conclusion 
 
14. The Committee is invited to consider the above issues in its round table 
session. 

 
Lucy Scharbert 

Assistant Clerk to the Committee 
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Annexe A 
 

Summary of evidence 
 
National Leadership 
 
1. A key theme raised in a number of submissions was the issue of national 
leadership and the role of the Scottish Government and other national bodies 
in ensuring the implementation of the preventative spending agenda and 
collaborative working at a local level.  
 
2. For example, the Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations (SCVO) 
emphasised that a factor in making the shift to preventative spend was 
―political will and leadership to drive the agenda forwards and overcome 
opposition from vested interests.‖ Likewise, SAMH indicated that the role of 
the Scottish Government in taking toward joint working in preventative 
spending was ―critical‖ not only in providing ongoing financial support but also 
in its role of providing ―national leadership, direction and guidance‖. 

 
3. Grampian Police had a clear view on the role of central government— 
 

―It is imperative that the Scottish Government provides clear and 
unambiguous leadership (and appropriate governance) to community 
planning boards, alongside the necessary guidance. Too often it has 
been a ―light touch‖ fashion, but absolute clarity by all those involved 
must be present first before meaningful preventative budget work can 
be undertaken secure in the knowledge that it can withstand external 
scrutiny.‖ 

 
4. Within this theme were a number of sub-themes, each of which is 
considered below. 

Leading by example 
5. A key sub-theme was the need for the Scottish Government to lead by 
example. There was a suggestion that while the preventative spending 
agenda required collaborative working by local agencies this approach was 
not always reflected at a national level.  

6. For example, West Lothian Council suggested that there ―still seems to 
be a silo approach to prevention at a national level.‖ The Council indicated 
that it would: ―welcome more dialogue between organisations such as COSLA 
and ACPOS and SOLACE and the Scottish Government around expectations 
and outcomes.‖  

7. A similar point was made by Perth & Kinross CPP, which indicated that: 
―National policy is perceived to be developed in ‗competing‘ departmental 
silos, often ‗micro managing‘ the delivery of some outcomes, which can result 
in local priority conflicts.‖ 

8. For its part, East Ayrshire CPP suggested that, although policy is 
becoming more integrated at Scottish Government level, there were still 
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examples of activity where outcomes required a collaborative approach, but 
the policy was not jointly owned or agreed. It pointed to the example of the 
NHS Quality Strategy for Scotland. 

9. Glasgow Community Planning Partnership suggested that, in some 
policy areas, such as early intervention and prevention, partners may want to 
explore pooling resources more formally and this would require support from 
the Scottish Government to pool agency or national departmental resources, 
allocate them to the city on a themed basis, such as children and families, 
with agreed outcomes to be delivered.  

10. Similarly, Inverclyde Alliance CPP pointed out that elements of budgets 
provided to some CPP partners from the Scottish Government were for the 
delivery of specific activities and were therefore tied to a set of programme 
rules. To enable the pooling of budgets at a local level there would need to be 
change in policy. 

11. Midlothian Council also felt that there should be a more explicit 
requirement placed on national government agencies (e.g. SNH, SEPA, 
Scottish Water) to engage in shared planning at the spatial level of community 
planning partnerships to enable further development of preventive spending 
approaches. 

12. In a slightly different approach, NHS Education for Scotland saw a role 
for the Scottish Government in developing national interventions that could be 
implemented locally. It pointed to the Family Nurse Partnership of such an 
approach being highly successful. 

Promoting preventative spending  
13. A number of organisations pointed to the role that the Scottish 
Government had to play in promoting the preventative spending agenda and 
encouraging collaborative working.  

14. For example, ASH Scotland emphasised that ―the Government can play 
a valuable role in encouraging relevant partners to work in a more effective 
joint manner.‖ In a similar vein, Highland Council agreed that the Scottish 
Government has a key role in promoting and encouraging collaboration, and 
in sharing examples of good practice taking place.  

15. Likewise, Orkney Islands Council advised that: ―the Government‘s 
summaries/analyses of SOA reports are always useful and enable a spotlight 
to be shone on particular areas of policy‖ and suggested that: ―A future focus 
on collaboration in preventative spending would be one way to help share 
good practice in this area.‖ 

16. Grampian Police emphasised that: ―Incentives for those who embrace 
this thinking should be made and the sharing of good practice robustly 
encouraged across the country.‖ Children in Scotland agreed that the 
Government had a role in considering how it creates incentives for 
organisations that are performing well. It pointed out that ―at the moment, 
there are no adverse consequences for public bodies that fail to deliver an 
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adequate level of positive change and no real incentives to meet or exceed 
stated targets.‖  

17. Highland Council emphasised that ―financial support and incentives were 
key to many of the preventative spending areas identified, given the many 
years it can take for the positive outcome and financial benefits of 
preventative spending to be realised.‖ 

Providing analytical support and disseminating evidence 
18. Several organisations saw a key role for the Scottish Government in 
providing analytical support and disseminating research evidence. 
Renfrewshire CPP suggested that partnerships require analytical support from 
the Scottish Government in order to base preventative spend activity on 
robust evidence and accurate estimates of the benefit of the activity.  

19. The Royal Society of Edinburgh recommended that the Scottish 
Government should make ―available all existing evidence on preventative 
interventions‖ and should place on agencies ―an obligation to gather and 
share evidence on new and on-going initiatives from the outset‖. 

20. Children in Scotland emphasised— 

―Leadership in ensuring that such knowledge is well known, understood 
and incorporated into strategy, service planning and resource 
allocation would be a critical role for the Scottish Government.‖ 

 
Prioritisation of resources 
 
21. The majority of those responding to the call for evidence were wholly 
supportive of the preventative spending agenda. However, a number of 
respondents emphasised that, given the current economic restrictions, difficult 
decisions regarding disinvestment would need to be made if the preventative 
spending agenda was to be taken forward. As South Ayrshire CPP pointed 
out— 
 

―One of the main barriers in the current financial climate where 
resources are diminishing is deciding where disinvestment should 
occur, i.e. what current services are no longer required, in order to 
achieve the resource shift towards preventative services and 
approaches.‖ 
 

22. Respondents called on the Scottish Government to give a clear 
indication of the areas and targets that should be prioritised. For example, 
NHS Education for Scotland emphasised that—  
 

―The Scottish Government is ideally placed to be able to provide 
leadership and to support a national process of decision making 
around investment to increase activity and just as importantly, 
disinvestment decisions. There have been calls throughout the country 
(including from practitioners themselves) for stronger guidance from 
the Scottish Government on how to deliver greater preventative 
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activity, and guidance in which specific prevention and early 
intervention programmes local authority should invest.‖ 
 

23. Likewise, the Royal College of Nursing considered that the Scottish 
Government must take the lead in supporting public bodies to prioritise 
preventative spending— 
 

―National prioritisation of ever-more limited public funds, when public 
expectations and demands of services are running high, is never going 
to be an easy or comfortable activity for any chief executive, politician 
or, indeed trade union. However, if the political will is for increased 
preventative investment in the current climate, the Scottish 
Government and the Scottish Parliament will need to be as clear in 
their support for disinvesting from those areas no longer prioritised, as 
they are in their support for investing in prevention.‖ 
 

24. Children in Scotland agreed with this approach stating that ―the Scottish 
Government should lead in the elimination of wasteful and ineffective services 
as well as on the adoption of best practice. This would also free up resources 
for increased preventive spending.‖ 
 
25. South Lanarkshire CPP pointed to the likely focus of public spending 
should no direction be provided— 
 

―A third issue is around statutory duties and regulations which can put 
up barriers to collaborative working and a preventative approach. The 
Scottish Government has acknowledged that it is understandable that 
the public sector may increasingly focus on scarce resources on 
meeting their statutory obligations.‖ 
 

Prioritisation should be evidence-based process 
26. A number of respondents emphasised that the process of prioritisation 
should be evidence-based and should involve a review of how previous 
budgets had been spent and what benefits had been delivered. 
 
27. For example, the Royal Society of Edinburgh emphasised that— 
 

―Moves to embed preventative spending in budgets should be a factor 
in a comprehensive review of how we can do things better. Policies 
designed in an era of steadily increasing expenditure must be 
reconsidered, with a clear understanding of how the additional budget 
available between 2005 and 2010 has been spent and precisely what 
benefits have accrued. This review should include the identification of 
policies that already deliver preventative activity, and those that run 
counter to the whole notion of preventative intervention.‖ 
 

28. It confirmed that the Scottish Government ―must ensure that all existing 
evidence on particular interventions is mined and understood, and that it is 
easily available to those who make service-related decisions, particularly local 
authorities. It must also prioritise the gathering of further evidence, with all 
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initiatives designed and funded in such a way that the delivery agency can 
monitor their impact from the outset.‖ 
 
29. Save the Children recommended that the Scottish Government publish 
and widely publicise an accredited list of evidence-based family and parenting 
programmes to support delivery agencies to invest in programmes that have a 
proven track record. It went on to recommend that the Government should 
encourage investment in programmes from this list and therefore 
disinvestment in existing partnerships that do not deliver a preventative 
agenda.  
 
Short- and medium-term savings 
30. A number of organisations suggested that, given the restrictions of the 
budget process, programmes that delivered short or medium term benefits 
should be prioritised. For example, SCVO emphasised that ―it would be 
prudent to decide on key priority areas where significant savings could be 
realised relatively quickly, which have a range of existing projects already in 
operation and where prevention delivers easily measurable outcomes.‖ 
 
31. While West Lothian Council reaffirmed that it would ―welcome more 
emphasis and focus from the Scottish Government on how to prioritise 
prevention within the medium term budget process.‖ 
 
32. Midlothian CPP indicated that it would operate most effectively if it was 
able to focus on a small number of priorities.  
 
33. For its part, Aberdeen City CPP sought a model of funding which bridged 
the gap between upstream investment and longer term cost reduction. 
 
Need for public debate 
34. It was suggested that, if difficult budgetary decisions were to be made in 
order to take forward the preventative spending agenda, there was a need for 
public debate and awareness raising. 
 
35. For example, Dundee Partnership called for a broad public debate on 
the purpose of public services and their role in delivering long term 
sustainable changes in the lives of people in Scotland, pointing out that— 
 

―Achieving positive outcomes while public funding is constrained may 
mean reducing well established and valued services to individuals and 
communities if new (and risk-taking) approaches to prevention are to 
be pursued.‖ 
 

36. Renfrewshire CPP agreed that the Scottish Government had a key role 
in communication with service users and the general public regarding the 
short and long term impact of moving to a preventative spending model. 
 
Collaborative working 
 
Possible ‘barriers’ to effective collaboration 
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37. There are many references in the written submissions, particularly from 
the community planning partnerships, to individual projects in local areas 
which demonstrate effective collaboration between key partners in local areas 
across Scotland. However, there was perhaps less evidence of collaboration 
at a more strategic and higher level as it relates to the large sums of money 
and the pooling of budgets e.g. between local authorities and NHS boards.  
 
38. An issue highlighted in the submissions was the complexity and range of 
key partners involved and whether this could hinder good collaboration. A 
point was made by both Glasgow and Inverclyde CPPs relating to the 
challenges arising from CPPs working across several local authority and NHS 
board areas which does not lend itself to coherent collaboration. Indeed, 
Parenting Across Scotland saw the lack of co-terminousity as an ‗obstacle‘ 
which impedes good partnership working.  
 
39. Highland Partnership however appears to have aligned budgets across 
the council and NHS board area and broken down ‗silos‘.  Grampian Police, 
Inverclyde CPP and West Lothian Council also highlight the continuing ‗silo‘ 
approach to funding and a lack of ‗systems‘ to expedite pooling. It also 
suggests, in its written submission, that— 
 

‗we need more integrated management structures and more integrated 
joint outcomes. If we get that part right then there is a sense that the 
budget will follow. The Scottish Government may want to consider how 
it would scrutinise that joint spend on outcomes. If we achieve clarity 
and agreement of outcomes we want to achieve locally and understand 
how collaboratively we want to work together to achieve this then we 
can have confidence that funding will achieve the outcomes we have 
prioritised.‘ 
 

40. On this issue, SAMH states in its written submission— 
 

‗In relation to preventative spending, it may be more valuable for 
different bodies and sectors to demonstrate how they are working 
together towards shared long term goals. A potential danger is that any 
outcomes may become too narrowly focused, compartmentalised or 
designated as the sole responsibility of a particular body or 
department. For example, mental health cuts across almost every 
policy area but is often seen as preserve of the NHS, which can come 
to be reflected in targets and outcomes.‘ 
 

41. Outer Hebrides CPP asks whether ‗protectionism‘ of budgets is more 
prevalent in the current tight spending period.  
 
42. A point made by both East Ayrshire Council and South Ayrshire CPPs 
was that targets and budgets for local authorities and NHS boards were set 
independently leading to separate governance arrangements. This approach 
was inconsistent with good community planning arrangements. 
 
43. East Renfrewshire CPP stated that— 
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‗there can be conflicting priorities across partners as some are 
focussed on the Westminster agenda, others on the Scottish 
Government priorities and some are centred on local priorities.‘ 
 

44. Glasgow CPP also made reference to the impact of UK policy decisions 
which have a bearing on the ability of partners to act.  
 
Sharing good practice 
45. The issue of disseminating good practice/experiences information across 
Scotland was raised, for example by Inverclyde Alliance CPP. Views were 
expressed on the need for the Scottish Government to ‗lead on elimination of 
wasteful and ineffective services as well as adoption of best practice‘ 
(Children in Scotland). NHS Education in Scotland felt that stronger guidance 
was needed on how to deliver a preventative strategy and national 
interventions locally while the Royal College of Nursing believes that the 
Scottish Government must give a clear direction to local public bodies on how 
to deliver step change to preventative spend.  
 
46. The WAVE Trust felt that there needed to be national leadership to 
inspire local agencies to work preventively. The written submissions indicate 
that CPPs and others are looking to the Scottish Government for ‗leadership‘ 
on taking a preventative spend approach forward. The Aberlour Childcare 
Trust highlights a ‗reluctance‘ to fully embrace collaborative approach 
particularly in the current climate and that the Scottish Government needs to 
lead on this.  
 
47. The SCVO highlights real difficulties in rolling out successful projects 
from a local authority across 32 local authorities, 14 NHS boards and 40 
CPPs. Consumer Focus suggested that Scotland Performs might be 
developed to address this issue of sharing good practice.  
 
48. Highland Council states in its submission— 
 

‗Scottish Government has a key role in promoting and encouraging 
collaboration, and in sharing examples of good practice taking place.  
As highlighted at Q3 and General Comments, financial support and 
incentives are however key to many of the preventative spending areas 
identified, given the many years it can take for the positive outcome 
and financial benefits of preventative spending to be realised. However 
it should be noted that even with good collaboration, there is a gap in 
governance for accountability of partnership performance.  Each CPP 
partner is accountable to its own board or in the case of local 
authorities to its Council. Outcomes can rarely be achieved by one 
organisation so accountability for partnership performance is important.  
Although the current SOA approach has improved the direction for 
CPPs performance accountability is still lacking. A review of the 
arrangements for CPP accountability should be undertaken by the 
Government which could include potentially strengthening the 
facilitation role of local authorities.‘  
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Role of the voluntary sector 
49. Several submissions highlight the input of the third sector. Inverclyde 
Alliance CPP wondered what encouragement is given to involve the voluntary 
sector in delivering services and how negative impressions of this sector 
which exist might be removed. There were references, for example by Outer 
Hebrides CPP, to the third sector being keen to be more involved in the 
collaborative delivery of public services but that short-term budget planning 
may be a barrier to this. NESTA made the point that the conditions need to 
exist in which investment in new approaches to preventative spending can 
happen. This would involve exploring ways to commission more effectively 
from the third sector.  
 
50. The SCVO has highlighted the need for a ‗shift in power‘ with third sector 
operating on ‗parity of esteem‘ and involved in commissioning services from 
the outset and at the highest level. It also highlights ‗resistance‘ and the 
barriers in place to this from those ‗who stand to lose out from doing things 
differently‘.  A further point made by it is that: ―there is an incomplete picture of 
all the services being provided by third sector which could be central to shift to 
preventative services‖.  
 
Financial challenges 
 
Paying to move to a more preventative approach 
51.  Several submissions highlight the issue of properly funding and 
supporting a shift towards a more preventative spend approach across key 
partners particularly given the current fiscal environment. West 
Dunbartonshire CPP for example considers a comprehensive shift to be 
‗currently unaffordable‘ and that ‗significant‘ new money is required which is a 
view shared by others in written evidence. 
 
52. For example, Angus CPP wondered whether any ‗bridging‘ funding 
would be made available to accommodate a big shift to preventative spend. 
Support for an extension of the Change Fund to facilitate a transition to 
preventative action in relation to services for children and young people was 
highlighted in the submissions from Angus CPP, Children in Scotland, 
Ownership Options, SCVO and West Lothian Council. 
 
53. More generally, North Ayrshire CPP stated that there should be a review 
of current funding arrangements while Highland Council supports a review to 
improve the accountability of CPPs performance. West Lothian Council stated 
that a ‗fundamental review of budget allocation measures across the whole 
public sector‘ is needed. 
 
54. The written submissions are clear in the challenges which will need to be 
addressed in moving to a more preventative approach. Aberdeenshire, Fife, 
Inverclyde, Orkney and South Lanarkshire CPPs all make the point about the 
challenge/difficulty in moving to a preventative spending approach and 
diverting resources from demand led commitments, particularly when these 
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are statutorily required. South Ayrshire CPP asks ‗what services would no 
longer be required‘ if moving to a preventative spend approach. 
 
55. The submission from the Auditor General for Scotland states that— 
 

the constraints on public spending that are likely to be with us for several 
years will make it all the more difficult to move resources into services and 
activities that could contribute to preventative spend.  Finding ways of doing 
this, in my opinion, is one of the major challenges facing the Scottish 
Parliament and the Scottish Government. 
 

56. East Lothian CPP considers there is a ‗massive risk‘ in shifting resources 
in this way. Other evidence, for example from Inverclyde Alliance and North 
Ayrshire CPPs, recognises the short term positive impacts which can be 
achieved but there is perhaps a ‗worry‘ about the time involved in achieving 
positive medium and long term impacts.  
 
Governance 
57.  The issue of governance in respect of budgets is a point which features 
in several submissions. For example, Angus CPP ‗believes that there is a 
need to look more broadly at the resources available through all our public 
sector organisations‘ while East Dunbartonshire CPP has called for a 
‗mapping‘ exercise to track the money from national, regional and local 
sectors and to assess what comes out at the end. 
 
58. Glasgow CPP makes the point about the ‗sovereignty‘ of decision taking 
around budgets. Governance was also highlighted in relation to one of the key 
issues which has emerged from the written evidence: the scope, capacity, 
ability etc to pool budgets across key partners. For example, North Ayrshire 
CPP makes the point about the difficulties around the complexity and 
duplication of pooled budgets in relation to governance and accounting for the 
money. 
 
59. A further challenge highlighted is whether there is a political desire and 
commitment to proceed to a more preventative spend approach. SCVO, Fife 
CPP and the WAVE Trust refer to a ‗limiting factor‘ being a lack of political will 
and local leadership. Further to this are the ‗cultural challenges‘ within key 
partners which is touched on by, for example, Glasgow, Inverclyde Alliance 
and Outer Hebrides CPPs and West Lothian Council in their submissions.  
 
Pooling budgets and funding arrangements 
60. A key point made relates to whether the existing funding arrangement 
and forward budget planning properly support the shift to a 
preventative/outcomes approach and whether it is possible/simple to pool 
budgets when there is a desire to do so by key partners. Several submissions 
highlight that longer term budget planning is required (five years suggested by 
Angus and Glasgow CPPs and West Lothian Council) and that a proper long 
term commitment to preventative spending is not supported by a one-year 
budget settlement. Glasgow, Inverclyde Alliance, Midlothian and Renfrewshire 
CPPs and West Lothian Council all touch on this issue. West Lothian Council 
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states in its written submission that: ―Continuing to set short-term budgets is 
the biggest constraint we have towards progressing in terms of preventative 
spending.‖  
 
61. The general challenge/barriers to budget pooling/sharing across CPP 
partners are clearly highlighted in the evidence. For example, Outer Hebrides 
CPP draws attention to funding which is allocated through different channels; 
the different budget timetables which key partners work to; that budgets are 
set in different ways; and the different procurement processes involved.  
 
62. The Royal Society of Edinburgh in its submission states that CPPs: 
―allow budget holders to sit around the table but to date there has been very 
little actual pooling of budgets.‖ 
 
Ring-fencing 
63.  The continued ring-fencing of funding, particularly in the health budget, 
is raised in written submissions (e.g. Inverclyde Alliance and Angus CPPs) 
and the impact of this in encouraging an effective shift to preventative spend. 
The removal of ring-fencing supported by CPPs such as Perth & Kinross 
although the WAVE Trust states that specific ring-fenced funding specifically 
for preventative work would be ‗a boon‘ 
 
64. Outer Hebrides CPP states that some budgets from the Scottish 
Government are tied to delivery of specific services and that this policy would 
need to change to enable an effective pooling of budgets. 
 
65. On a related note to the availability of funding SCVO does ask what 
scope there is for other funding sources to assist in shift to preventative spend 
e.g. social finance.   
 
National Performance Framework/Measuring Outcomes 
 
66. The Committee asked respondents to consider the SG‘s outcomes 
based approach and asked what additional indicators should be included in 
the National Performance Framework and Single Outcome Agreements as a 
means of supporting the shift towards preventative spending. A number of 
core issues emerged in response to this question.  
 
Driving the Decision-Making Process  
67. Some of the submissions questioned the extent to which the NPF drives 
the decision-making process within the Scottish Government. For example, 
the RSE state that: ―it is not clear how these very high level aims will be able 
to drive decision making and assist with difficult choices at a time of spending 
reduction‖ and ask ―Are we confident that detailed performance indicators are 
feeding through to action for improvement?‖ NHSGGC recommend that 
outcomes indicators relating to child poverty and vulnerable children need ―to 
have much higher prominence and pressure to ensure that they drive change 
across all agencies.‖  
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68. There are also issues as to the extent to which annual budgetary 
decisions are framed within a longer–term prevention strategy.  The Wave 
Trust recommends the development of an ―overall long-term prevention 
strategy for Scotland with the goal to transform the quality of early childhood 
and, in particular, the period from onset of pregnancy to age 2.‖  West Lothian 
Council suggest that it may be more productive to have prevention as an 
overarching theme within the NPF and SOAs rather than develop new 
indicators.   
 
Measuring Outcomes rather than Inputs and Process 
69. A number of submissions also emphasise the need to focus on 
measuring outcomes rather than inputs and process.   Angus CPP state that: 
―It will be important for the Scottish Government to review its focus on purely 
input targets that they wish to achieve through local government and through 
the wider public sector that are resource intensive.‖  The Inverclyde Alliance 
CPP recommends a ―holistic approach to performance measures at a national 
level‖ and ―moving away from an inputs approach to an outcomes approach.‖   
Barnardo‘s Scotland state that while they welcome Scotland Performs ―there 
is still a huge lack of robust outcomes measurements at a service level.‖  
 
70. The Dundee Partnership recommends ―improved national indicators 
which measure the impact of prevention.‖  West Lothian Council argue for a 
―fundamental and permanent move away from input measures set at a 
national level‖ and suggest that all public spending should be planned ―in 
terms of the outcomes that are being sought and evaluated in terms of the 
outcomes that are being delivered.‖  Both East Dunbartonshire Council and 
Perth and Kinross CPP suggest that the statutory duties of Best Value and 
Community Planning should be extended to all public service providers. 
 
A Joined-Up Approach      
71. There is also some concern in relation to a lack of consistency in the 
indicators which are agreed by various public bodies.  Glasgow CPP state 
that: ―more coherent performance arrangements across partners would also 
be beneficial.  Some existing performance indicators are contradictory and 
incoherent.‖  In particular, there is a need for a joined up approach between 
the NPF, NHS Heat targets and Local Authority SOAs. For example, East 
Ayrshire CPP state that: ―Targets and budgets are set independently for the 
NHS and the Local Authority and this is reflected in very separate and 
different governance arrangements.  Such an approach is not consistent with 
enhanced Community Planning arrangements.‖ North Ayrshire CPP 
recommend: ―A longer term approach to health improvement with outcomes 
and indicators which reflect this approach and that all partners are 
accountable to deliver.‖   
 
72. In their response to a Scottish Government consultation on NHS HEAT 
targets the RCN stated: ―We understand that the National Performance 
Framework is also under review.  As this is an accountability system intended 
to apply to the whole of the Scottish public sector, commenting on HEAT 
proposals outwith this wider context seems to us to be an artificial and 
unhelpful split in practice. They recommend that the Scottish Government 
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introduce an integrated performance management system. Likewise Perth 
and Kinross CPP recommend that: ―A common framework for accountability 
would reduce conflicting performance management and scrutiny expectations 
across the public sector.‖    
 
Early Years Indicators 
73. A number of submissions suggest that there is a need for a greater 
emphasis on the Early Years within outcome indicators across public bodies.  
Alan Sinclair suggests that only 4 out of 45 indicators ―at a stretch could be 
construed as being about early years and parenting‖ and that ―Early Years 
ought to be taken seriously.‖  He recommends that: ―Reflecting Early Years in 
the main measures for government, local authorities and the health boards 
and GP spend would make a big start.‖ Likewise Children in Scotland point 
out that there is ―little in the way of useful nationally aggregated data on the 
health and well-being of pre-school children.‖  They also note that of the 33 
datasets proposed to underpin the Early Years Framework only 3 ―both refer 
specifically to pre-school children and are currently collected nationally‖ and 
only one of these, low birth weight, is a child well-being measure.   
     
74. A number of additional indicators are also proposed. NHSGGC suggest 
developmental measures (including language) as identified at the 30 month 
assessment and readiness for school as assessed at school entry.  Similarly, 
Healthcare Improvement Scotland suggest the need for an indicator on school 
readiness as well as an indicator which demonstrates how safe and secure 
children feel while the Royal College of Speech and Language Therapists 
recommend the need for an indicator on language development. 
 
75. More generally there are also a number of submissions which 
recommend the need to prioritise the eradication of poverty and child poverty 
in particular and that the NPF should reflect this priority.  The Child Poverty 
Action Group in Scotland (CPAG) state that: ―explicit child poverty indicators 
should be included in the national performance framework and in all SOAs‖ 
while Save the Children argue for the inclusion of a specific indicator within 
the NPF relating to child poverty and that delivering the child poverty strategy 
should be a key priority within the forthcoming spending review.  
 
Other Indicators 
76. A number of other additional indicators have also been suggested by 
respondents.  These include ASH who argue for the inclusion of a national 
indicator to reduce the prevalence of smoking in the most deprived groups.  
Scottish Women‘s Aid point out that there are ―currently no national outcomes 
or indicators that relate to violence against women.‖ Age Scotland emphasise 
the need for a ―specific and defined national target relating to older people 
and their housing.‖         
 
Emphasis on Well-being 
77. The Committee received a joint submission from Friends of the Earth, 
Oxfam and WWF recommending removing the reference to ―increasing 
sustainable economic growth‖ from the SG‘s Purpose within the National 
Performance Framework.  They suggest that the Purpose Targets are revised 
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to focus on factors which influence our collective wellbeing and that much 
more emphasis is placed on inequality and environmental factors within the 
NPF.  This a view also supported by the Poverty Alliance which argues that: 
―addressing poverty and inequality should be at the heart of our 
understanding of the need for a greater emphasis on preventative spending‖ 
and Barnardo‘s Scotland which argues that: ―we would like to see the NPF 
move towards a greater focus on promoting wellbeing and tackling inequality.‖ 
 
 

September 2011 
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Annexe B 

Supplementary submissions from witnesses 

Supplementary submission from West Lothian Council 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 West Lothian Council warmly welcomes the commitment made by the 

Scottish Government to preventative spending and the focus on this 
within the draft budget 2012 / 13 and within Renewing Scotland: The 
Government‘s Programme for Scotland 2011 / 12 

1.2 It is clear within the Programme for Government that there is an enhanced 
understanding of the benefits that shifting towards preventative spending 
will bring and that this is reflected within the draft budget 2012 – 13 and 
spending review. 

1.3 Whilst we commend the Scottish Government for the focus on prevention 
and outline spending commitments within the draft budget – most notably 
concerning the three ‗change funds‘ for older people; early years and 
young offending, we would welcome some further clarity on local 
implementation and contribution.  

1.4 West Lothian Council and its Community Planning partners strongly 
support the further development of preventative spending and have 
already gone some lengths to incorporate the preventative spend agenda 
into its own programme for redesigning services.  West Lothian 
Community Planning Partnership have pioneered the development of a 
preventative, outcomes based approach to changing the way services are 
delivered.  The Life Stages Outcomes Planning Programme is currently 
being implemented across West Lothian and is enabling us to use a logic 
modelling and evidenced based approach to ensure that our Community 
Planning Partnership plans and delivers more effective interventions to 
tackle social inequalities and build successful communities.   

1.5 Adopting the Life Stages programme and its priorities and objectives has 
given us a framework to start delivering preventative services.   

1.6 The remainder of this submission will summarise some key issues still to 
be addressed or clarified and detail the steps we have taken locally in 
terms of recent financial commitments to preventative spend. 

 
2. KEY ISSUES 
2.1 National Leadership – West Lothian Council would welcome a focused 

approach on breaking down silos at both local and national government 
level.   

2.2 Prioritisation of Resources - West Lothian Council supports the view that 
prioritisation of resources should be an evidenced based process based 
on achieving the best possible outcomes for individuals, families and 
communities.  

2.3 Collaborative Working – We would view Community Planning 
Partnerships as having a vital role is promoting collaborative working. 

2.4 Financial Challenges – West Lothian Council would welcome more 
discussion on new models of financing prevention and early intervention 
such as Social Impact Bonds. 
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2.5 National performance framework/measuring outcomes – We would 
reiterate our view that there needs to be a fundamental shift from output 
and input measures to supporting the measurement of outcomes and that 
there needs to be more confidence in delivering against evidenced based 
practice. 

2.6 Change funds – West Lothian Council warmly welcomes the 
announcements on the draft budget on the three x change funds.  We 
would welcome, however, further discussion on how this will work within 
our Community Planning Partnership arrangements and an indication of 
contribution levels. 

 
3. WEST LOTHIAN COMMITMENT 
3.1 West Lothian Council recognises the benefits to be gained from 

preventative spending and that early intervention measures can lead to 
improved outcomes for our most vulnerable people and families. At a 
meeting of our Council Executive on 04/10/11, £1.9M additional monies 
were committed to preventative spending measures to ensure that some of 
the causes of disadvantage and inequality can be dealt with at the earliest 
point. Projects include enhanced early intervention measures in primary 
schools, to support nurture activity, focused on contextualised literacy and 
numeracy skills and  in later stages of primary school to facilitate transition 
to secondary schools. With further investment in secondary schools, this 
nurture activity can be continued in the transitional stages and will lead to 
improved pupil confidence and self esteem, improved school attendance 
and a reduction in the rate of onward referrals to partner agencies.   

3.2 Other measures include creation of a new Families Included team, to 
support up to ten families per annum through periods of crisis. The 
Families Included team will engage with these families to support 
behaviour change, including improved parenting skills, building reliance 
and managing crisis more effectively.   Positive outcomes for these 
families will include - reduced numbers of required service interventions, 
improved health, fewer children going into care and a reduction in 
domestic violence. A befriending service for older people, staffed by 
volunteers but managed through the council, will enable older people to 
remain in their home environment with increased social networks and 
reduced isolation. 

3.3 These projects meet with the shift towards preventative spending outlined 
in the Spending Review, both in regard to the Change Fund for Older 
Peoples Services and also the Early Years and Early Years Change Fund, 
where monies from central government will be augmented by monies from 
the NHS and local authorities. Further discussion and consultation within 
our local Community Planning Partnership, will examine sources of 
investment and beneficial impact on outcomes to ensure that preventative 
measures are in place for some of our most vulnerable people and families 
within our community. 

 
4. CONCLUSION  
4.1 In summary,  

 West Lothian Council welcomes the continuing emphasis on 
preventative spend  apparent within the draft budget 2012 / 13 and in 
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the spending review and is pleased to provide this submission as 
contribution to the round table discussion on how preventative 
spending features in the draft budget and spending review and the 
commitments made by the Scottish Government.   

 Community Planning Partnerships will have a key role in delivering on 
the prevention agenda and some will be better placed to do so than 
others.   

 We would welcome further clarification and discussion on the key 
issues highlighted above. 

 West Lothian Council would welcome the opportunity to highlight any of 
the preventative activity we have recently invested in and to discuss in 
more detail the Life Stages approach and framework for change, also 
described above. 
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