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Finance Committee 
 

13th Meeting, 2015 (Session 4), Wednesday 29 April 2015 
 

Scotland’s Fiscal Framework 
 
Purpose  

1. At its meeting on 4 February, the Committee agreed to undertake an inquiry 
examining the proposals for a fiscal framework set out in Chapter 2 of the 
UK Government command paper: Scotland in the United Kingdom: An enduring 
settlement. 
 
2. The Smith Commission recommended that the “devolution of further 
responsibility for taxation and public spending, including elements of the welfare 
system, should be accompanied by an updated fiscal framework for Scotland, 
consistent with the overall UK fiscal framework.” Chapter 2 of the command paper “is 
intended as the start of a process to develop a suitably robust and coherent 
framework.” 
 
3. The Committee has issued a call for evidence in relation to the inquiry and 
has agreed to take evidence at a number of meetings with a view to reporting before 
the summer recess.  
 
4. At this meeting, the Committee will take evidence from— 
 

 Dr Angus Armstrong, National Institute of Economic and Social Research;  
 

 Professor Charlie Jeffery, University of Edinburgh; and 
 

 Professor Nicola McEwen, Centre on Constitutional Change. 
 

5. Each of the witnesses has provided written submissions in advance of the 
meeting. These are attached. A SPICe briefing comparing inter-governmental 
machinery is also attached. 
 
Conclusion 
 
6. The Committee is invited to consider the above. 

  
 

Alan Hunter 
Assistant Clerk to the Committee 

  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/397079/Scotland_EnduringSettlement_acc.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/397079/Scotland_EnduringSettlement_acc.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/86485.aspx


Evidence to Scottish Parliament, April 2015 

Dr Angus Armstrong, NIESR.  

The probable evil is that the general government will be too dependent on the state 
legislatures, too much governed by their prejudices, and too obsequious to their 
humours; that the states, with every power in their hands, will make encroachments 
on the national authority, till the union is weakened and dissolved.  

Alexander Hamilton, 1778  

The National Institute of Economic and Social Research (NIESR) continues to put 
public debt at the centre of its analysis on the constitutional options for devolving 
further powers within the UK. This was at the heart of our analysis of Scotland’s 
currency options. We are concerned that the Smith Commission, the Treasury and 
emerging proposals for ‘Full Fiscal Autonomy’ (FFA) or ‘Full Financial Responsibility’ 
underestimate the importance of Scotland’s borrowing capacity and the 
misalignment of incentives in the tiers of UK government.  

We fully support First Minister’s desire for responsible and accountable government. 
History suggests that successful constitutional change follows from aligning 
responsibility with liability. In particular, failure to align fiscal powers with full 
responsibility for borrowing in a clear and transparent manner within a sovereign 
state leads to over borrowing and irresponsible government. In our view, 
constitutional changes are best introduced after a clear and hard headed discussion 
of the full economic and borrowing consequences. The current state of the euro 
zone is an example of a politically process which ignored the warnings of economists 
over clear shortcomings in the institutional framework.1 

NIESR has argued that as more fiscal revenue powers are devolved to Scotland, it 
should be free to borrow but only under its own name from the capital markets. 
Only then will Scottish taxpayers be able to judge the benefit and the true cost of 
Scottish government policies. If the UK were to agree to FFA for Scotland this would 
represent an extreme form of devolution and require a number additional measures 
by the UK to credibly commit to no future bail-out. This note considers some of 
these measures. Those who say they are in favour of responsible and accountable 
government ought to welcome these measures as necessary conditions.  

1. Fiscal decentralism and risk shifting 
The classic justification to decentralise fiscal powers is given by Oates (1972): local 
decision making is optimal where local preferences are sufficiently different and 
where there are no cost savings from centralisation and where spill-overs from one 
locality to another can be contained. We do not seek to question just how different 
preferences are from the rest of the UK.2 However, there will be important spill-
overs because the UK is a closely integrated economy. 

1 For example, see Garber (1999). 
2 See and Paul Cairney’s at https://paulcairney.wordpress.com/ for work on British attitudes.  
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One of the most important and long lasting spill-overs from decentralising fiscal 
powers is fiscal indiscipline at sub-central government affecting the credit 
worthiness of central government. Perhaps the first evidence of this form of moral 
hazard is North and Weingast (1989) who show how the English Parliament gained 
control over fiscal powers from the monarchy in the Glorious Revolution of 1688 
which led to a substantial decline in the cost of borrowing.3 Rodden (2006) and 
Sargent (2012) show that fiscal discipline over US states was hard fought but 
eventually won. Hamilton recognised that states would over extend themselves 
believing that the federal government would have no option but to provide support. 
Even after the debt assumption in 1790, by the 1830s state debts were five times 
greater than federal debt and eight states were bankrupt. Having learned the hard 
way, most states impose their own balanced budget requirements.  

Similar cases can be found in Canada where Alberta defaulted in 1935 and there are 
now regional transfers if provinces are in distress. Argentina and Brazil have also had 
repeated defaults at the level of sub-central government.  

There is recent carefully marshalled statistical evidence measuring the cost of this 
moral hazard. Germany has had to bail-out two Lander (states) and Danish 
municipalities receive payments from central government when in distress. Feld, 
Moessinger and Osterloh (2013) show how a court decision in Switzerland not to 
hold a canton responsible for its sub-entity's debt led to a substantial decline in 
borrowing costs which the authors interpret as the removal of moral hazard. Jenkner 
and Lu (2014) provide an empirical case study of Spanish 'autonomous' regions 
which when supported lead to a 70 basis point increase in federal borrowing costs.  

2. Scottish borrowing 
As Scotland gains more powers over taxation its borrowing capacity will have to 
increase. One reason is to incorporate budget forecast errors which can be 
considerable. A second reason is that as the Scottish Government keeps a greater 
share of its tax revenue it has less risk sharing through the Barnett Formula. Either 
the Scottish Government operates a balanced budget regime (excluding errors) with 
all of the pro-cyclical policy implications this implies (e.g., cutting spending in a 
downturn) or it shares risk temporally using capital markets. A third reason is 
borrowing for capital investment. 

The need for further borrowing is recognised in the Smith Commission. Paragraph 95 
(5) (b) states: “borrowing powers should be set within an overall Scottish fiscal 
framework and subject to fiscal rules agreed by the Scottish and UK Governments 
based on clear economic principles, supporting evidence and thorough assessment 
of the relevant economic situation.” On this critical issue on which history stands, 
the Commission is utterly vague. Indeed, a lack of clarity is a necessary requirement 
for moral hazard.  

3 Here the monarchy would be performing the function of sub-central government in terms of the 
moral hazard. North and Weingast argue that this created the conditions for the industrial revolution 
to occur in the UK. 
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We accept that as more levers of fiscal policy may be devolved to the Scottish 
Government, the more likely it is to require a meaningful borrowing capacity.4 It is 
difficult to see why any government with fully devolved fiscal authority would insist 
on a balanced budget in a deep recession. FFA would almost end all risk sharing with 
the rest of the UK which means Scotland would have to manage its own risks. The 
exception is that FFA assumes that the UK still provides financial insurance. 
Armstrong and McCarthy (2014) show how this is very challenging to price fairly (on 
an actuarial basis) where the insurer cannot be certain of receiving payment.  

Even side-stepping this critical omission, if further fiscal powers are to be devolved, 
perhaps leading to FFA then the Treasury will need to be clear about the status of 
Scottish borrowing. It would be anomalous for one government to control its tax and 
spending and another government to have ultimate responsibility for the debt that 
arose. At present the Scottish government can borrow from banks (backstopped by 
the UK government), the National Loans Fund of the Public Works Loan Board (the 
UK government) or the capital market. Given that the capital market is likely to 
reveal a higher borrowing cost, no Scottish bonds have been issued to date.5 Clearly 
if the UK government collects no taxes from Scotland under FFA then these 
arrangements would need to be changed. 

3. Measures to minimise moral hazard 
The problem is that central governments cannot easily credibly commit not to bail- 
out sub-central governments because it is in their gift to change the rules.6 
Economists refer to this as an incomplete contracting environment. While the 
probability of a bail-out can never be reduced to zero, it can be minimised by taking 
measures which remove the incentive for the central government to bail out the 
sub-central government. 

The analytical approach to this problem is to consider the final decision of the sub-
central government on whether to take painful corrective fiscal action or gamble and 
not take this action on the assumption that the central government will eventually 
offer a bail-out. If the sub-central government is wrong, then the cost of eventual 
adjustment would be even higher. In this specific case, there are a number of 
possible reasons why a UK government would be tempted to bail-out the Scottish 
government. Since these reasons would all be understood by the Scottish 
government, this may delay and add to the cost of the final adjustment.  

 Possible contagion from Scottish government debt to UK debt. If Scotland has 
not repaid its share of UK debt and if the Scottish government were to default 
then the expected tax burden on other UK taxpayers would raise its credit risk 
resulting in higher borrowing costs. 

4 Even under Smith the UK government would have enough control to recoup any bail-out losses. 
5 Without a clear no bail-out clause the bonds are likely to be perceived as having implicit support 
from the UK government.  
6 For example Article 125 of the Maastricht Treaty forbids the bail-out of member states. This has 
clearly been overlooked. 
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 We have seen from the euro zone (e.g. Spain) how banks are often large 
buyers of sub-central government debt. If the sub-central government were to 
default, then this can lead to the bank becoming impaired. Since the rest of the 
UK would stand behind the banking system, this would undermine the credit of 
the UK government. 

 If Scotland borrows directly from the UK government (perhaps through the 
National Loans Fund of the Public Works Loan Board) any decision to default 
would impact on the net worth of the rest of the UK and its cost of borrowing.    

For the UK to minimise a no bail-out commitment several steps would be necessary. 
First, the commitment would be written into law to at least raise the cost of back-
tracking. Second, Scotland's share of public debt (approximately £126bn) would 
need to be repaid before debt issuance powers are grated. Third, all existing loans 
from the UK are repaid. Fourth, the UK bank capital risk weights for Scottish 
government debt are placed above zero.7 

Of course, the exact measures a UK government would seek depend on the fiscal 
powers being devolved. Figure 2 shows the possibilities along two dimensions. 
Vertical fiscal imbalance is the difference between devolved spending and devolved 
revenue powers. The difference is the degree to which the Scottish government is 
dependent on the block grant relative to spending control. With a high degree of 
vertical fiscal imbalance, central government cannot credibly commit to a no bail-out 
scenario. In Hamilton’s words, the state must have the means to extinguish its debt. 
This is particularly the case if the UK continues to have a high debt burden shared 
among all UK citizens including in Scotland. The risk and cost of contagion from 
allowing a default to happen would tempt the central government to provide 
support. 

Figure 1: Credible commitment and existing debt and block grant options 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7 Current Prudential Regulatory Authority guidelines have Scottish government debt at zero risk 
weight. 
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Under the devolved fiscal powers in the Scotland Act (2012), the Scottish 
Government would have a large vertical fiscal imbalance. The government would 
control 69% of spending and revenue of 15% of total identified spending (see 
Armstrong and Ebell, 2014). This implies limited fiscal autonomy, and almost full 
dependence on the block grant from Westminster. With this share of spending 
funded by a block grant and the high debt burden it would be difficult to commit to a 
no bail-out environment or that this is consistent with the expected level of 
devolved power. Best judgement is we are in cell 2. 

However, Bell and Eiser (2014) show that under the Smith Proposals the vertical 
fiscal imbalance becomes much smaller as revenue and spending shares are almost 
equal. Scotland would be in line with Canada, Switzerland and Germany, to name 
three federal nations. Scotland would move from cell 2 to cell 1. However, because 
of the high degree of outstanding UK debt, we would argue that it would still be 
difficult for the UK government to make a no bail out commitment for fear of 
contagion.  

If Scotland were to seek FFA then the UK would have almost no method of address. 
This idea that the UK government could introduce a new tax if conditions required as 
proposed in the Smith Agreement would be likely to trigger a twenty first century 
Boston Tea Party. Rodden (2006) suggests that if a political party is in power in the 
sub-central government and a contender at central government then voters could 
punish default by voting them out of power in central government elections. This 
would not be the case in the UK. Therefore, for FFA the UK government would 
require the measures listed above if it is to credibly commit to no bail-out and 
protect the interests of the rest of the UK. 

4. Capital flight 
If a UK Government seek the sort of measures outlined above, this would not 
necessarily rule out FFA. A Scottish government could raise the funds on capital 
markets to repay its share of existing UK debt. However, the cost of raising the funds 
would depend on the policies of the government as well as a fixed liquidity cost 
associated with being a small issuer (see Armstrong and Ebell, 2013). The cost of 
issuance would fall if investors were confident of a disciplined approach to 
repayment though future fiscal surpluses.  

Because Scotland is 8.5% of the UK economy it has relatively little weight in the 
setting of UK overall monetary policy. With FFA it would be operating an 
independent fiscal policy with initially a high debt burden but with marginal 
influence on monetary policy. Moreover, with FFA there would be no fiscal risk 
sharing across the border meaning that the Scottish government would be 
responsible for dealing with all positive and negative shocks. This is the same 
economic framework as countries in Southern Europe. Armstrong and Ebell (2014) 
describe how this arrangement leaves a country vulnerable to economic shocks. 

One could argue that this analysis ignores the possible growth dividend from 
operating an independent fiscal policy. However, we have seen no clear indication of 

WRITTEN SUBMISSION FROM DR ANGUS ARMSTRONG

FI/S4/15/13/1

s803898
Rectangle



how these productivity gains will be achieved. The economies of Scotland and the 
rest of the UK are of course very closely integrated. This makes the risk of capital 
flight (financial and human capital) greater than in Europe. This could create a 
negative feedback loop of lower fiscal revenues perhaps undermining the budget 
and incentivising more capital flight. 

End.         
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WRITTEN SUBMISSION FROM PROFESSOR CHARLIE JEFFERY 
 
 
1. The Smith Commission’s recommendations on fiscal devolution, broadly 
taken forward in Chapter 2 of the UK Government command paper Scotland in the 
United Kingdom: An Enduring Settlement, are unlikely to be a reliable guide for 
Scotland’s future fiscal framework, for three reasons: 
 

 A number of the signatory parties to the Smith agreement have now moved 
away from the agreed position established in November 2014 

 Scotland is not the only moving part in the UK’s territorial financial 
arrangements; developments in other parts of the UK may render these wider 
arrangements, and Scotland’s part in them, unstable. 

 The debate in the run-up to the 2015 UK election appears to be further calling 
into question both the Smith Agreement and the stability of the wider system 
of territorial financial arrangements. 

 
2.  While the Smith Commission report was a consensus report, it has not proved 
to be a stable consensus across the participating political parties. Already at the 
press conference launching the report on 27 November 2014 the SNP representative 
indicated that while endorsing the report’s proposals, his party would continue to 
press for significant additional powers. The SNP has since confirmed its pursuit of 
full fiscal autonomy (renamed ‘full financial responsibility’) in its 2015 general election 
manifesto.  
 
On 25 January 2015 William Hague MP announced the Conservative Party’s 
proposal on English Votes for English Laws (EVEL). This renounced the commitment 
in the Smith report that all MPs ‘will continue to decide the UK’s Budget, including 
income tax’. This movement away from Smith was confirmed in the Conservative 
Party’s English manifesto of April 2015. And in February 2015 the Labour Party, in a 
joint announcement of the Scottish Labour leader Jim Murphy and former Prime 
Minister Gordon Brown, gave us the ‘Vow-Plus’, a commitment to move beyond the 
Smith report to enhance the Scottish welfare powers set out in the report. Against 
this background it seems less and less likely that the draft bill set out in Scotland in 
the United Kingdom: An Enduring Settlement will be a good guide to any post-
general election legislation that takes forward Scottish devolution. 
 
3.  My colleague David Bell has described the system of territorial funding in the 
UK as ‘descending into chaos’ as separate and uncoordinated processes have 
produced proposals for change in: 
 

 Scotland (the Smith Commission tax and welfare powers, building on the 
Scotland Act 2012 powers that will not be fully implemented until 2016); 

 Wales (the Silk Commission’s tax proposals, plus an apparent commitment by 
the current Prime Minister to set a ‘Barnett floor’, a guaranteed minimum level 
of funding, for Wales); 

 Northern Ireland (with a Bill to introduce a Northern Ireland rate of corporation 
tax enacted in March 2015)  
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In addition significant devolution of funding is now also proposed for parts of England 
as ‘city-region’ devolution unfolds, initially in Greater Manchester. These changes 
render the keystone of the current arrangements – the Barnett formula – much more 
complex and intransparent.  
 
For Scotland the Barnett formula is in addition already set in 2016 to become less 
significant in determining the level of the Scottish Parliament’s budget as the fiscal 
powers set out in the 2012 Scotland Act come fully on stream. The ‘consequential’ 
effects of UK government spending decisions on services in England comparable to 
those devolved in Scotland will as a result have smaller consequences (and will have 
smaller consequences still if the Smith powers are implemented). With these 
changes, and those in Wales and Northern Ireland, Barnett begins to wither on the 
vine.  
 
3.  The UK election is adding further to these uncertainties. Election manifestos 
and campaign debate have confirmed the moves away from the Smith consensus 
noted above. In addition we are seeing the emergence of what in the USA would be 
called ‘pork barrel’ politics as territorial representatives seek to win specific benefit 
for their territory from general taxation. This ‘pork barrel’ politics is facilitated by the 
unlikelihood of either the Labour Party or the Conservatives winning a parliamentary 
majority and therefore being dependent on other parties to secure a parliamentary 
majority vote to establish either in government. For examples, senior figures in the 
Northern Ireland Democratic Unionist Party have suggested that the price of the 
DUP’s support would be a boost to the annual budget of the Northern Ireland 
Assembly of £1 billion. Plaid Cymru in Wales have an equivalent figure of £1.2 
billion. These, if secured, would be non-Barnett allocations, that is straight transfers 
from the UK Exchequer to the devolved institutions. The SNP, also anticipating an 
opportunity to win concessions for its support in establishing a UK government, has 
argued for a significant increase in spending at the UK level and, with that 
presumably a consequent increase in the Scottish Parliament’s budget.  
 
It appears that the SNP envisages that increase flowing as conventional Barnett 
consequentials, though it is not clear how far this takes account of the further 
reductions in consequential effects that any Smith powers extending beyond those of 
the 2012 Scotland Act would bring (or others as any wider ambition of ‘phasing in’ 
full fiscal responsibility might be achieved). What is clear is that the Barnett system is 
both being eroded already (as tax powers are devolved in different parts of the UK), 
and would be subject to significant additional challenge if the election outcome does 
bring a UK version of pork barrel politics.  
 
4.  The parameters around Scotland’s fiscal framework will not be clear until the 
new UK Government’s approach to territorial financial arrangements is clear. It is 
quite likely that these will not faithfully use the Smith agreement as a template for 
Scotland’s arrangements. It is quite likely too, as different arrangements for different 
parts of the UK bed in, and perhaps as post-election bargaining produces outcomes 
demanded by parties whose support is needed to establish a parliamentary majority, 
that there will be more asymmetry, more ad hoc arrangements concluded in bilateral 
deals, and less overall transparency.  
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The Barnett formula is set in all circumstances to become a less important part of the 
system. Against this background it will be all the more challenging to achieve 
effective and transparent scrutiny of block grant calculations and adjustments and all 
the more important for there to be effective arrangements for intergovernmental 
working and effective arrangements for both expert and parliamentary accountability 
and scrutiny of outcomes of intergovernmental agreements. 
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WRITTEN SUBMISSION FROM PROFESSOR NICOLA MCEWEN 
 
The Smith Report recommendations and the UK Government’s draft clauses would provide 
for a marked increase in the powers and responsibilities of the Scottish Parliament, 
including in areas of finance. Both emphasised the need to develop a new Scottish fiscal 
framework, consistent with the UK fiscal framework, setting out fiscal rules, the funding of 
devolved competences, and tools to manage volatility.  

This paper takes as its particular focus the relationship between the new devolution 
‘settlement’, including a new fiscal framework, and intergovernmental relations. Managing 
the new fiscal framework will require more effective and institutionalised intergovernmental 
relations than currently exist. The paper focuses upon the proposed settlement set out in 
Smith, the UK Command Paper and the draft clauses, but it should be acknowledged that 
the Scotland bill to be tabled after the UK General Election may move beyond these 
proposals, in light of the changing positions of the parties, the election result and its 
consequences.  

1.  Devolution and Financial Interdependence 

1.1 All multi-level systems combine elements of self-rule and shared rule. Self-rule refers to 
the extent to which regional governments are independent of central government, for 
example, in their scope for policy-making, legislation and revenue-raising. Shared rule, 
by contrast, refers to the capacity of a regional government to influence central decision 
making. In Scotland, a relatively high degree of self-rule has coincided with a 
comparatively very low level of shared rule. This is problematic in light of the new 
complexities and responsibilities provided for by Smith and the draft clauses.   

1.2 The Scotland Act 2012, and especially the Smith proposals once implemented, will 
increase the self-rule of the Scottish Parliament, particularly as a result of the devolution 
of 100% income tax on earned income, including almost all rates and thresholds, as 
well as the devolution of air passenger duty and the aggregates levy, and an assigned 
share of VAT revenues. However, these provisions also increase the interdependence 
of devolved and reserved competence, without (currently) any increase in shared rule. 

1.3 The Smith report noted that income tax will remain a ‘shared tax’, under the shared 
control of the UK and Scottish Parliaments. In practice, the Scottish Government will 
determine tax rates and thresholds for Scottish taxpayers; the UK Government will 
remain responsible for all other areas of income tax, including the personal allowance, 
taxes on savings, tax credits and the framework for determining the rules underpinning 
income tax policy, including definition of taxpayers and rules on tax avoidance and tax 
relief. The UK Government will thus determine the framework within which the new 
Scottish powers will be exercised, and its policies will have a direct impact on those 
aspects of income tax policy which are to become the responsibility of the Scottish 
Government and Parliament. The two governments will also share a bureaucracy - 
HMRC will continue to collect and administer Scottish income tax as well as income tax 
from the rest of the UK.  

1.4 The Smith provisions and the draft clauses also create new policy interdependencies in 
other policy spheres with implications for devolved finance. Most notably, around 14% 
of social security spend would fall under the control of the Scottish Parliament, including 
Disability Living Allowance/Personal Independence Payments, Attendance Allowance, 
and Carer’s Allowance. These benefits interact with many other benefits, tax credits and 
tax/VAT exemptions, all of which remain reserved to the UK Government. 
Interdependencies are also apparent in relation to the flexibilities in the administration of 
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the Universal Credit (UC), including the power (thus far ill-defined) to ‘vary’ its housing 
cost elements of UC, including ‘varying’ the under-occupancy charge and local housing 
allowance rates, eligible rent and deductions for non-payment, subject to the consent of 
the Secretary of State on the practicability and timing of proposed changes. These 
housing elements are not only closely related to other areas of the Universal Credit, but 
also to other aspects of housing policy which remain reserved, including housing taxes 
and tax relief, and policies which shape both the mortgage market and the capacity for 
the Scottish Government to borrow to invest in social housing. In addition, the Scottish 
Government is to assume responsibility for at least some employment support 
programmes for the unemployed, but it will have no formal role in Job Centre Plus, or in 
relation to the development or oversight of rules making benefit entitlement conditional 
upon take-up and completion of employment support schemes. Decisions taken by UK 
ministers will affect in fundamental ways the new areas of devolved responsibility in 
social security. These interdependencies will create more spill-over effects, ensuring 
that the decisions taken by one level of government will have repercussions for the 
other. 

1.5 Social security finance adds further complications. Most social security spending is 
calculated in the basis of demand, through Annually Managed Expenditure rather than 
Departmental Expenditure Limits. It is therefore not subject to the Barnett formula. An 
agreement will have to be reached between the UK and Scottish Government to 
determine how annual block grant adjustments are to be determined – a process likely 
to be more complicated in the context of welfare policy divergence.  

1.6 Both the Smith Report and the UK Government Command Paper recognise the need 
for intergovernmental collaboration toward agreement on a new Scottish fiscal 
framework, consistent with the UK fiscal framework. This would include, among other 
things, agreements on: Block Grant Adjustment to reflect new tax-raising powers and 
welfare responsibilities ‘to reflect tax revenues foregone… and spending no longer 
undertaken by the UK Government’; agreement on the extension and limit of borrowing 
powers; the operation of the ‘no detriment’ principle, and some form of balanced budget 
rule. The UK Command Paper goes further than Smith by insisting that as “Scotland’s 
fiscal position contributes to the overall UK fiscal position and has important 
consequences for UK fiscal policy… the fiscal framework  must require Scotland to 
contribute proportionally to fiscal consolidation at the pace set out by the UK 
Government across devolved and reserved areas”. 
 

1.7 The emerging devolution settlement is thus more complex and interdependent than that 
set out in the Scotland Act 1998. The Smith Commission recognised this increased 
complexity in its call for the reform and “scaling up” of intergovernmental machinery “as 
a matter of urgency”, including new bilateral arrangements. A meeting of the Joint 
Ministerial Committee in December kick-started a re-evaluation existing 
intergovernmental arrangements within the Cabinet Office and the Devolved 
Governments.  
 

2. Intergovernmental Relations and Finance under the current settlement  

2.1 By design, intergovernmental relations (IGR) in the UK are mainly informal, underpinned 
by good communication, goodwill and mutual trust. The Memorandum of Understanding 
(MoU), the concordats between the Scottish Government and Whitehall departments, 
and the Devolution Guidance Notes were intended to embody and nurture a co-
operative working culture among civil servants on a day-to-day basis.  
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2.2 The Joint Ministerial Committee (JMC), which brings together all of the devolved 
administrations with the UK Government, is the centrepiece of UK intergovernmental 
machinery. The JMC is a consultative not an executive body – it facilitates 
communication, not co-decision. It meets annually in plenary format and when required 
(usually annually) in its domestic format, as well as the more regular and routinized 
meetings of the JMC (Europe). The Calman Commission had recommended that a JMC 
(Finance) be established, but this was not pursued. The JMC has discussed financial 
issues and disputes. Using the JMC’s Dispute Avoidance and Resolution Protocol, 
invoked as a last resort for those issues ‘where a dispute cannot be resolved bilaterally 
or through the good offices of the relevant territorial Secretary of State’, the three 
devolved administrations pursued and resolved a dispute with the UK Government over 
Barnett consequentials arising from the 2012 Olympics. 

2.3 A number of other forums have been created to discuss intergovernmental finance. The 
‘Finance Quadrilaterals’ bring together the devolved Finance secretaries and Treasury 
ministers to discuss ongoing fiscal issues, usually meeting twice per year. The Joint 
Exchequer Committee, composed of three UK ministers (the Chief Secretary to the 
Treasury, the Exchequer Secretary, and the Secretary of State for Scotland) and two 
Scottish Government ministers (the Cabinet Secretary for Finance, Employment and 
Sustainable Growth and the Cabinet Secretary for Parliamentary Business and 
Government Strategy) was established in September 2011 as a forum for high level 
discussions on the implementation of the financial provisions of the Scotland Act 2012. 
Although the Scottish Government regarded it as a forum for developing a longer-term 
relationship to discuss fiscal issues, its terms of reference were never agreed and it has 
not met for at least two years.  

2.4 At operational level, a Scotland Act 2012 implementation programme board, including 
representatives from HMRC, HM Treasury, the Scotland Office and the Scottish 
Government, has been overseeing the delivery work carried out by HMRC with respect 
to the implementation of the Scottish rate of income tax as well as the devolution and, 
hence, the disapplication of Stamp Duty Land Tax and Landfill Tax in Scotland. 
However, the focus of these forums, to date, has been on implementing new powers. 
We can expect them and similar intergovernmental forums in social security to extend 
their work to incorporate implementation of the Smith powers. It is not at all certain that 
they will have a permanent role in managing policy interdependence or in providing an 
avenue for Scottish influence over those areas of reserved policy which will directly 
impact upon Scottish competences.  

2.5 Most intergovernmental exchange continues to take place below the radar, between 
officials of varying ranks working in similar or overlapping policy issues on a (vertical 
and horizontal) bilateral basis and ultimately in ad hoc meetings between ministers. 
This raises questions about the capacity of both the Scottish Parliament and the 
Westminster Parliament to give effective scrutiny to intergovernmental relations. 

 

3. No Detriment 

3.1 Intergovernmental working will be central to the application of the principle of ‘no 
detriment’. This principle, set out within the financial section of the Smith Report, 
indicated that neither government should be adversely affected as either a result of the 
devolution of further powers or of the policy decisions taken post-devolution. The 
implication is that policy decisions of one government which are considered to have a 
detrimental impact on the other would require financial compensation.  

FI/S4/15/13/1



3.2 We can illustrate some examples of where the ‘no detriment’ principle as a result of 
policy decisions could emerge. The Work Programme, for example, is largely financed 
by savings in social security spending. If, this programme (or its equivalent), designed 
and delivered by the Scottish Government, failed to meet DWP expectations and 
targets for getting the long-term unemployed back to work, the Scottish Government 
may be expected to compensate the UK Government for higher than expected benefit 
costs. An oft-cited example is in relation to the devolution of Air Passenger Duty. If, as 
expected, the Scottish Government was to use its new powers to cut APD and this was 
considered to have a detrimental impact on air transport and associated revenue in the 
north of England, a strict application of the ‘no detriment’ principle suggests that the 
Scottish Government would be required to pay financial compensation to the UK 
Government as a consequence. 

3.3 The ‘no detriment’ principle is clearly open to interpretation, with some interpreting it 
more narrowly than others. In his evidence to the Treasury Select Committee, George 
Osborne, gave his view that “the no detriment principle is principally about adjustments 
to the block grant” stressing several times his belief that “that authorities live with the 
consequences of their own actions”. Asked specifically about the detrimental effects of 
a cut in APD, he indicated that “tax competition is something we should allow… (A 
Scottish cut in APD would be) a responsibility for the government here… it’s not 
necessarily something the people of Scotland should pay for” (Chancellor’s Evidence to 
Treasury Select Committee, 20 January 2015). A Labour Government may have a 
different, broader view of ‘no detriment’, given its unease over tax competition, its 
emphasis upon inter-regional solidarity, and the pressure it may face from its own MPs 
and party in the north of England, where the impact of policy divergence may be more 
clearly felt.  

3.4 The ‘no detriment’ principle is intended to work both ways: if the tax receipts or the 
spending of the Scottish Government is adversely affected in its new areas of policy 
competence by the policy decisions of the UK Government, it should be compensated 
accordingly. It is not clear how this could be implemented. Neither is it clear which 
authority would be entrusted to determine when detriment had occurred, the precise 
cost incurred as a result of policy decisions, and the level of compensation which 
should be paid.  

3.5 A strict and extensive application of the ‘no detriment’ principle could result in an 
increase in intergovernmental disputes without prior intergovernmental agreement and 
ongoing intergovernmental cooperation over the operation of the principles. One 
possible consequence of the ‘no detriment’ principle is that it may present a disincentive 
to develop divergent policies likely to have cross-border effects.     

 
Professor Nicola McEwen 
Associate Director of the Centre on Constitutional Change 

N.McEwen@ed.ac.uk 
@mcewen_nicola 
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Finance Committee 
 

Comparing inter-governmental machinery 
 

INTRODUCTION 
In its recent report on Further Fiscal Devolution, the Finance Committee made the 
following point in the section on inter-governmental machinery.  
 

The Committee will take further evidence on how the inter-governmental 
machinery including the JEC be strengthened and made more 
transparent. In particular, the Committee will examine good practice in 
other fiscal federations and will invite SPICe to provide a comparative 
analysis. The Committee will also consider how we can ensure effective 
parliamentary scrutiny if most inter-governmental business is 
transacted outwith these formal mechanisms.  

 
This briefing provides comparative information on how inter-governmental 
relationships operate in other fiscal federations and attempts to draw lessons from 
them. Firstly, it summarises the situation in Scotland and the UK at the moment, 
before considering mechanisms in place in other countries. 
 
The literature focuses almost entirely on government interactions and the role of 
parliaments is rarely mentioned. This raises questions for Committee about what the 
role of the Parliament should be in terms of scrutiny and oversight of inter-
governmental machinery.  

EXISTING FISCAL INTER-GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS IN THE UK  
The UK is distinct from many other federal and multi-level systems in that it is not 
explicitly a federal state. It is highly assymetric and it is also multi-national. So what 
are the mechanisms by which inter-governmental relations are currently organised?  
 
In evidence to the House of Lords Select Committee on the Constitution (House of 
Lords, 2015), Nicola McEwen said the UK’s inter-governmental relations remain 
“weakly institutionalised and focused more on communication than coordination”.  
She also drew attention to the varying levels of devolution in different regions across 
the UK: “I cannot think of another system that is as asymmetrical as the UK. That is 
always going to be the difficulty. We can take inspiration from other cases, but we 
will have to find the solutions internally.” 
 
The existing inter-governmental arrangements involve both formal and informal 
arrangements.  
 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/87349.aspx
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Some of the more formal arrangements were summarised in the recent Finance 
Committee report on Further Fiscal Devolution, but also highlighted was the fact the 
meetings of some of the formal forums are infrequent. For example, the Joint 
Exchequer Committee (JEC), which was established to consider issues around the 
implementation of the Scotland Act post-Calman, has not met since February 2013. 
Commenting on his experience of the JEC. John Swinney said that in the context of 
the devolved taxes established by the Scotland Act 2012, it had “failed” and “has 
proved no useful function in relation to the agreement for the block grant 
adjustment”. 
 
Formal inter-governmental machinery 
 
Joint Exchequer Committee –  established to discuss implementation of the 
powers arising from the Scotland Act 2012. Comprises UK and Scottish 
Government ministers and officials. Last met in February 2013 
 
Joint Ministerial Committee  – Comprises the UK, Scottish, Welsh and 
Northern Ireland Governments to consider interaction between devolved and 
non-devolved matters and to consider disputes between the administrations.  
 
Finance Ministers Quadrilateral – Comprises the UK, Scottish, Welsh and 
Northern Ireland Finance Ministers and considers financial and economic 
matters. Last met in November 2013.  
 
The Statement of Funding Policy – sets out the “policies and procedures 
which underpin the exercise of setting the budgets of the devolved 
administrations.”Agreed between the Chief Secretary to the Treasury and the 
Secretaries of State for Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland following 
discussion with the devolved administrations. It is a UK Government 
document and does not have to be agreed by the devolved administrations. 
Last updated in October 2010 
 
 
However, informal contacts are also important, and in some instances have proved 
more effective than more formal mechanisms. In discussions with the Finance 
Committee over the vexed issue of the Block Grant Adjustment (BGA) for the Land 
and Buildings Transaction Tax (LBTT) and Landfill Taxes, John Swinney said he had 
“lost two years of my life on the block grant adjustment” with the issue resolved in a 
phone call with the Chief Secretary to the Treasury: 
 

“….frankly, these discussions can be as long or as short as anyone wants. On 
the block grant adjustment, there were two and a half years of evidence 
gathering, different discussions, different research processes and so on, but it 
was sorted out in a 15-minute conversation between the Chief Secretary to 
the Treasury and me when we agreed £494 million. I simply illustrate the 
contrast in timing—two and a half years and 15 minutes—to show that, if 
there is a will and a necessity to agree these issues, they can be agreed 
within a reasonable timescale.” 
 

https://www.gov.uk/devolution-of-powers-to-scotland-wales-and-northern-ireland#relations-between-administrations
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http:/www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/sr2010_fundingpolicy.pdf
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The experience of the BGA for the devolved taxes highlights that the formal 
mechanisms need to be strengthened. The “15-minute” phone conversation 
resolution to the BGA issue also raises questions around transparency of decision 
making and ensuring that Parliament is adequately sighted and properly able to 
undertake scrutiny.  
 
With all the political parties signed up to the Smith Commission proposals on 
additional powers, it is clear that within a fiscal framework as proposed by the UK 
Government Command paper, the inter-governmental machinery will need to be 
strengthened. This paper now considers some international evidence. 

COMPARATIVE INTER-GOVERNMENTAL MACHINERY 
In the last decade there has been a trend towards decentralisation across the 
OECD, with increasing power being moved “downward” from the central government 
to sub-national and local government. To coincide with this transfer of responsibility 
and power, many OECD countries have reformed their inter-governmental fiscal 
relations. In giving subnational and local government new spending and taxation 
powers, central governments have been keen to ensure the tightening of deficit, debt 
and spending rules to avoid adverse implications for macro-economic borrowing and 
debt levels. In addition, new tax powers have also resulted in changes to the way 
inter-governmental budget transfers and equalisation systems have operated. These 
changes have been designed to improve inter-governmental fiscal machinery, but 
can be difficult to implement in practice.  
 
Formal and informal set-ups exist in all examples of states with decentralised fiscal 
arrangements and there are no “one-size fits all” or off the shelf set-ups easily 
transferrable across jurisdictions. Historic political and constitutional cultures ensure 
that inter-governmental arrangements do not easily “travel”. 
 
However, it is useful to extract examples from elsewhere that appear sensible. The 
remainder of this paper looks at some particular issues identified in the literature, 
and attempts to draw out some useful lessons.  
 
Structures of inter-governmental relations 
Constitutions partly determine how federations function, as do laws that articulate the 
divisions of power and responsibility and sometimes elements of inter-governmental 
machinery and procedures. However, much also depends on less formal structures 
and processes and on the political context and conduct of the individuals who 
participate in them (Neumann and Robinson, 2006). Virtually all federations have 
found it necessary to build systems of inter-governmental collaboration, which 
sometimes include explicit and detailed rules and commitments. Such structures 
represent a fiscal framework and regulatory regime for mediating conflicts, 
negotiating common goals and collaborating where appropriate.  
 
While specific mechanisms and procedures are tailored to each country’s 
circumstances, there are common underlying structures and processes that can 
provide lessons.  
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Differentiation is normal. Flexibility is required.  
In fiscal federations it is normal for there to be a greater degree of differentiation 
between constituent parts than might be the case in a unitary state. This 
differentiation is seen as useful when constituent parts of the federation have 
different needs, preferences or capacities as well as different histories and 
conventions. These factors can change over time meaning there is a requirement for 
inter-governmental relations to adapt. As Nicola McEwen (2015) says in her 
evidence to the House of Lords Committee 
 

“there is no such thing as ‘watertight compartments’: however power is 
allocated, there will be inevitable spillover effects which necessitate inter-
governmental cooperation. However, this need is greater where governments 
operating at different levels are making policy in the same or closely related 
jurisdictions.” 

 
Another advantage of having power devolved downward is that there is greater 
scope for learning from policy differentiation, with learning spreading from new and 
potentially better policies, healthy competition and confirmation of best practices. A 
disadvantage and problem commonly occurring in fiscal federations is that questions 
can arise as to the jurisdictional “rights” of constituent governments making dispute 
resolutions more complex.  
 
Given the scope for divergence and disputes, a key characteristic of a successful 
fiscal federation is flexible inter-governmental relations that allow policy makers to 
use inter-governmental machinery to allow governments to achieve change more 
easily and less permanently. In all federal and multi-level systems, a crucial 
component of inter-governmental relations takes place informally, in regular ad hoc 
communication between ministers and officials and all levels of responsibility. This 
informal interaction is complemented by more formal processes of inter-
governmental relations. In most, if not all of the countries identified by Nicola 
McEwen (2015) these processes are far more formal and structured than the system 
which has emerged in the UK. McEwen (2015) sees “formalised institutionalised 
inter-governmental relations” as being “more likely to generate cooperation and 
agreement than more ad hoc arrangements. When issues arise, they are more likely 
to be dealt with if the institutional forums already exist to do so.” 
 
In general, one factor behind the culture of inter-governmental machinery relates to 
the degree to which society values governmental competition versus government 
cooperation. In Germany, for example, cooperation is seen as relatively important 
and therefore many taxes are assigned with rates set centrally and inter-
governmental relations are heavily institutionalised. Whereas, in the United States, 
where competition is valued, tax rates across states are varied and inter-
governmental relations are much more ad hoc (Neumann and Robinson, 2006). 
 
Another factor that, in general, impacts on inter-governmental relations is the number 
of units in a federation. The smaller the number of units, the easier and more 
efficient it is to pursue ad hoc and informal bargaining of all governments as a group, 
because all the leaders can meet in a relatively small room, as with Australia and 
Canada. This is more difficult where the number of units is larger, as with the United 
States (Neumann and Robinson, 2006).  
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Functions of inter-governmental structures 
So what, according to the literature, are the typical functions of inter-governmental 
structures? Many of the issues identified below are taken from Neumann and 
Robinson, 2006).  

Identify issues 
The structures should be able to respond to central and regional priorities. The 
national government should have the ability to protect the common national interest, 
and macro-economic stability. The sub-national or regional governments should 
have the freedom to manage areas within their own legal and constitutional 
competences and should be able to bring national attention to matters that may 
require the financial assistance or co-ordination of national or other regional and 
local governments. For example issues that might need to be addressed via inter-
governmental forums include:  
 

 Are there areas of expenditure responsibilities that might be better shifted to 
another order of government?  

 Should tax assignment be changed?  
 Should the tax burden on a particular segment of the population or a particular 

sector of the economy be changed or does this require coordinated action?  
 Is the sharing of particular taxes appropriate?  
 Are national standards in a particular area required? If so, should they be 

developed by the national government or in collaboration? 
 Are there any funding issues or disputes to be addressed?  
 Are the rules for borrowing appropriate?  

Develop and analyse relevant information 
Data used in the formation of policy and information provision should be of 
acceptable quality and trusted by all parties. It should be accurate, current, 
appropriate and sufficiently comprehensive and accepted as such by all users. The 
use of a respected and independent statistical agency has proven to be a valuable 
tool in many federations. There should be an effective working relationship and 
consultative arrangements between the statistical agencies at the regional level (if 
they exist) and central statistics agency, as well as mechanisms for information 
exchange and joint planning.  
 
If the “facts” are in question, discussions around solutions in inter-governmental 
forums are compromised. Even when facts are agreed, different interpretations can 
lead to different or conflicting positions. As such, the literature suggests that best 
practice is achieved when inter-governmental processes have the capacity to work 
toward a common and accepted interpretation of the data.  

Develop effective relationships at official level 
All governments require a competent bureaucracy that can take information, apply it 
to selected issues and develop policy options for politicians. Expertise will tend to 
reside at the level of government with the responsibility for a particular area of policy. 
As such, inter-governmental forums tend to work best when there is a development 
of trust among professional public servants across government, creating good 
working relations at a bureaucratic level.  
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This lesson which comes from the literature was also picked up my McEwen (2015) 
in her evidence to the House of Lords Committee on the Constitution who states:  
 

“Formal, regular meetings can strengthen day-to-day informal interaction by 
strengthening inter-governmental networks and building trust among officials. 
Such interaction can often enhance mutual awareness of policy 
interdependencies and head off disputes. 

Develop consensus where possible 
There will often be political disagreements and disputes between levels of 
Government. Relative political power often wins out in such situations, but the 
literature suggests some techniques for helping to build consensus. For example: 
 

 An appropriate agenda should be developed 
 The chair should be agreed 
 Deadlines for resolving issues should be set 
 Smaller and more focused working groups can be established for sub-issues, 

particular tasks or policy challenges 
 On occasion, outside facilitation, mediation or conciliation may be considered 

 
McEwen (2015) considers that “formal processes are more effective when they are 
less hierarchical and where all parties share an equal stake in proceedings. This 
may be facilitated by having a joint secretariat or joint working between 
administrations, rotating responsibilities for hosting or chairing meetings between 
governments.” 
 
Where disputes still arise there may be cases where a political or judicial third party 
may be required to arbitrate. A third party should only be used as a last resort as this 
implies a failure to agree through normal inter-governmental processes. As such, 
appeals to outside authorities, like courts, should be avoided where possible.  

Mechanisms for allocating resources 
In the UK, the Statement of Funding Policy is the mechanism by which resources are 
distributed to the Scottish Parliament and Welsh and Northern Ireland Assemblies. 
This document is produced and owned by the UK Treasury. However, other 
mechanisms exist for allocating resources. These might be categorised as being the 
independent agency model, whereby an agency is established to distribute 
resources to sub-national levels of government; and the inter-governmental forum 
model, which creates mechanisms by which different levels of Government can meet 
to balance competing interests and mediate conflicts. Some states use one or both 
of these models.  
 
An independent agency is usually created by the central government to report either 
to the executive or legislature on a permanent or periodic basis. Australia has 
probably the best known model of this type in the form of the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission which was established in 1933 to assess claims made by states for 
financial assistance. This model has since been adopted in other countries including 
India and South Africa.  
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Inter-governmental forums are commonplace in federal countries. In some countries, 
like Australia and South Africa where an independent agency has been assigned a 
strong role in inter-governmental fiscal relations, inter-governmental forums are also 
established to review and decide on independent agency recommendations. In other 
countries, for example, Canada and Germany, there is a reliance solely on inter-
governmental forums for decisions on fiscal transfers and other issues.  
 
 
Ross Burnside 
Financial Scrutiny Unit, SPICe Research 
April 2015 
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ANNEX: COUNTRY CASE STUDIES 
The following country studies are largely taken from the McEwen (2015) submission 
to the House of Lords Committee. The Australian case study is taken from Shah 
(2005) and the Commonwealth Grants Commission website.  
 
Germany  
 
In Germany, joint decision making and inter-governmental relations between the 
different government levels are highly institutionalised. In addition to regional 
representation within the Bundesrat, there is extensive inter-governmental 
coordination in dozens of inter-governmental forums.  
 
Land premiers and ministers convene in conferences, both at premier level and 
across almost all areas of policy-making. Most of these conferences meet regularly 
and operate according to formal procedural and decision-making rules. Each has 
separate working groups and commissions focused on particular policy issues, while 
one - the Conference of the Ministers for Cultural and Educational Affairs - even has 
its own sizeable bureaucracy (with a secretariat of 216 in 2004). A Conference of 
Prime Ministers, which includes only the leaders of the Länder, meets at least four 
times a year, and in addition, they meet several times a year with the federal 
Chancellor to discuss key political, economic and fiscal issues to coordinate 
governance, communicate policy priorities, and mitigate conflict. 
 
Canada 
 
In Canada, the constitution provides for a relatively clear demarcation of federal and 
provincial jurisdictions, but an extensive network of inter-governmental relations has 
developed to manage the inevitable interdependencies. There are dozens of inter-
governmental bodies facilitating cooperation between premiers, ministers and senior 
officials.  
 
The Canadian Inter-governmental Conference Secretariat (CICS), a joint federal-
provincial body, provides administrative support to an average of over 90 inter-
governmental meetings per year, including federal-provincial First Ministers' 
Meetings, and the inter-provincial Annual Premiers' Conference. The latter is more 
formal and meets more regularly than the former: between 2000 and 2010, 12 official 
First Ministers Meetings were held compared to over 43 Premiers conferences. 
Departmental federal ministers meet formally and regularly with their provincial and 
territorial counterparts in subject-specific meetings across the range of policy 
portfolios. In addition, provinces have sought to strengthen their cooperation and 
ability to influence national agendas by setting up an additional forum, the Council of 
the Federation, which convenes meetings of Premiers usually twice a year, and 
oversees the tasks of a variety of working groups in response to shared challenges, 
including for example, the Canadian Energy Strategy working group, the Fiscal 
Affairs working group and the Health Care Innovation working group.  
 
Belgium 
 
The relatively recent federalisation of Belgium followed the principle of separate and 
exclusive powers for the three institutional levels (federal, regional and linguistic 



FI/S4/15/13/1 

9 

community) but a machinery of inter-governmental relations has developed to 
manage inevitable interdependencies between policy spheres and in response 
European integration. Cooperation takes place within inter-ministerial conferences 
bringing together federal, regional and community ministers, supported by networks 
of officials.  
 
There are currently 14 such conferences, including on the Economy and Energy, 
Finance and the Budget, and Foreign Policy. They are not formal decision-making 
bodies, but can facilitate cooperation agreements and Memorandums of 
Understanding between governments at different levels.  
 
Spain  
 
In Spain, which is a quasi-federal state, an extensive series of inter-ministerial 
sectoral conferences has developed to manage interdependencies across a range of 
policy fields. Not all of them meet frequently - the Council of Fiscal and Financial 
Policy and the Conference on Issues Related to the European Communities are 
among the most prominent 
 
Australia 
 
The Commonwealth Grants Commission’s (CGC) primary function is to inquire into 
the relative fiscal capacities of the States and Territories and to make 
recommendations on the distributions of revenues among them. Under the terms of 
the inter-governmental agreement (IGA) on federal financial relations signed in 2008 
by the Commonwealth, State and Territory governments, the recommendations 
should achieve horizontal fiscal equalisation1 (HFE), in other words provide 
resources to states to allow for similar service standards.  
 
The CGC aims to suggest distribution of resources which give each state the same 
fiscal capacity. The detailed research work behind the distributions occurs every five 
years or so. The last major review was completed in 2010, with data updated (but 
not the underlying methodology) annually.  
 
The CGC is constituted as an advisory body and empowered to conduct its business 
only within the purview of the terms of references provided by the Minister of 
Finance. It does not have the power to initiate and pursue inquiries on its own 
authority.  
 
 

 

 

                                                 
1 State governments should receive funding from the Commonwealth such that, if each made the 
same effort to raise revenue from its own sources and operated at the same level of efficiency, each 
would have the capacity to provide services at the same standards.  

https://www.cgc.gov.au/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=13&Itemid=101
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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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