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Lindsay Freeland, Chief Executive, South Lanarkshire Council;
 
Roddy Burns, Chief Executive, Moray Council;
 

and then from—
 

John Swinney, Cabinet Secretary for Finance, Employment and
Sustainable Growth, Robin Haynes, Local Government Division, and Bill
Stitt, Local Government Finance Division, Scottish Government.
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evidence recieved on the Scottish Government's Draft Budget 2015-16.
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Scottish Government Draft 2015/16 Budget – Local Government and Regeneration 
Committee – 26 November 2014 

The following comments reflect the Council’s views on the various topic areas contained in 
the Letter from the Committee of the 24th October 

Funding Formula and Method of Distribution 

1. In terms of background, the current structure for distributing funding allocations between 
councils is based around a group representing the Scottish Government and Councils 
called the Settlement and Distribution Group (SDG). Its role is a strategic one around 
consideration of settlement and distribution issues and specifically around the updating 
of indicators and dealing with any outstanding issues from the previous 3 year 
settlement. It also has a role in considering any issues that could impact on the stability 
of the settlement and feed into the checking of the local government settlement prior to 
publication and can establish an ad hoc sub-group, when the need arises, to consider 
specific issues requiring more detailed consideration and report back to the SDG.  
Membership of the sub-group is normally agreed on a case by case basis. 

2. Its other key role is to direct the work of the Data Issues Working Group – again a joint 
group of council and Scottish Government officials - and in particular to remit any 
detailed technical issues on the methodology to this group to enable it to provide advice 
on the practical implications of the indicators used to determine allocations and to 
receive and consider the recommendations this group makes to the SDG 

3. The Data Issues Working Group (DIWG) is a technical advisory group which exists to 
assist the analytical work undertaken in support of the Grant Aided Expenditure (GAE) 
calculations which underpin the existing needs-based local government funding 
distribution methodology.  The DIWG will provide technical scrutiny of any changes to 
current GAE methodologies and formulae being investigated. Any changes to the 
membership of this group need to be agreed between COSLA - liaising with Directors of 
Finance - and Scottish Government. The Manager of the Council’s Central Research 
Unit has been on the DIWG since 2003. 

 

Principles of the Distribution Method  

4. In the main, the Council supports the work of the Settlement and Distribution Group 
(SDG) and under this, the Data Issues Working Group (DIWG).  The work of the DIWG 
is appreciated in that it provides the SDG with advice and guidance on options to 
distribute funding with its work programme determined by the SDG.  

5. In particular, the Council believes that it is important that the strength of the underlying 
principles of the current approach are recognised: 

 

(a) Council officials on the DIWG are not there representing their respective councils but 
are chosen for their knowledge and expertise around data that could be used to 
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inform the distribution of resources between councils for particular expenditure lines.  
Their independent role in the process is supported.   

(b) that any indicator data used to determine the allocation of funding cannot be 
influenced by council policy decisions or lead to perverse incentives for councils in 
service provision and planning in respect of that spending line.  

(c) It is also important that it is recognised that the allocations that flow from the formula 
are not prescriptive of the level of spending that should take place and that councils 
remain able to look at the totality of their funding and use this to deliver services that 
reflect local needs and priorities.  As a consequence of Council policy decisions, 
current budget allocations for certain areas are greater than the GAE indicative level 
of spend.  Table 1 shows examples of the GAE indicator of funding compared to the 
Council’s own budget allocation attributed to that service area, demonstrating the 
Councils ability to reflect local priorities and needs in spending decisions: 

Table 1: GAE indicative spend and Council agreed spend 2014-2015 

 

GAE Distribution 
Line 

GAE Indicated 
Spend (2014/15 
Green Book) for 
SLC 

Council Budget   
(2014/15 BE) 

Impact of Locally 
agreed spending 
decisions  

Roads and 
Transport (Total) 

£23.391m £36.685m £13.294m 

Primary School 
Teaching Staff 

£57.032m £67.659m £10.627m 

 

6. In terms of the way the distribution process has evolved over the years, there has been, 
in general, the use of a client based approach to distribute funding. In the 2014-15 
Green Book, it shows that 97.52% of GAE (£7,705m) is distributed through the use of 
Primary indicators and 2.48% (£196m) on the basis of the use of Primary and 
Secondary indicators as well as budget based estimates and actual spending. Table 2 
indicated some of the largest GAE lines in terms of spend and the Primary indicator that 
the funding is distributed on.   

Table 2: GAE funding distribution lines and primary indicator used 

 

GAE Distribution Line Primary Indicator GAE National Budget 
Allocation 2015/16 

Social Work – Services for 
People with a Disability 

Population aged 16-64 £373m 
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Education – Special 
Education 

Population aged 2-19 £244m 

Education – Community 
Education  

Total Population  £122m 

7. The Council believes that the client based method remains robust and the approach 
adopted is still fit for purpose.  

8. As well as using primary indicators, there are 15 distribution lines where the allocations 
are based on both primary and use of secondary indicators too, to reflect special 
conditions. An example of this would be the GAE allocation for School Transport which 
takes into account the population dispersion as well as the school population.  

9. For these distribution lines, the approach adopted by the DIWG is that the lines are 
tested every year to ensure that the relationship between council spending and the 
indicators chosen remains statistically significant. If a relationship fails this test for 3 
consecutive years, then work is undertaken to consider other indicators that might 
explain the spending pattern of councils on these budget lines. The results of this work 
are communicated to the SDG who have the final decision on whether to make 
changes. 

10. For some new funding streams, in attempting to link them to desired policy outcomes, 
there has been some discussion on the use of information from the 2001 Census of 
Population to provide the indicator data to allocate funding against particular client 
groups on in the absence of more recent data. The approach taken by the DIWG has 
been to discount this data on the grounds of its age. The Council supports this decision  
as old data is not an indicator of current need 

11. It should be acknowledged that there may be issues over the communication of the 
approaches used and the understanding of the principles that apply to any distribution 
formula 

12. In summary the Council believes that the approach to distribution is acceptable in terms 
of the principles and method employed.  However, how this is used in the actual 
distribution process, in some areas, can be questionable and does raise concern.  

Concerns  
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13. One area of concern relates to the move away from a straight client based approach to 
one where floors and ceilings or top slicing are implemented to ensure that every 
council gets an allocation.  This has been a relatively recent development and now that 
it has been introduced, its use seems to have grown. Any use of floors/ceilings/top 
slicing obviously reduces the level of funding available for distribution between councils 
on the needs based methodology and so dilutes the targeting of funding. Table 3 gives 
some examples of distribution lines where floors / ceilings / minimum allocations have 
been used. 

Table 3: GAE lines where floors / ceilings / minimum allocations have been made 

 

Recent examples of the use of floors/ceilings/minimum allocations are distributions for: 

 Looked After Children provisions relating to Kinship Care and Continuing Care 

 Smarter Choices for Smarter Places funding for 2015/16 
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14. Another issue is the desire to bring in a secondary indicator to support the primary 
needs base indicator.  As noted above, this can be appropriate in some circumstances. 
However, recent examples of this approach seem to focus on the introduction of rurality 
into the formula (often by the use of road length statistics).  

15.  Apart from the move away from the favoured needs based approach, this brings the 
requirement for a decision on what weighting to attach to this, and also the need for 
communication of the reasons for this, to councils.  This in itself dilutes the integrity of 
the process as it becomes subjective in terms of deciding on a percentage weighting.  

16. Recent examples of the incorporation of rurality into allocations include the distribution 
of ESF funding programmes – where concerns have been raised as to why rurality 
should be given an equal weighting to needs in the distribution of funds and the capital 
element for the extension of childcare to two year olds. 

17. Whilst the principle of the distribution of funds not being based on data which can be 
influenced by the individual authorities is normally enforced through the work of the 
DIWG and SDG, there are occasions when this is not adhered to. A recent example is 
the capital funding in relation to the Extension of eligible for Free School Meals where a 
significant level of funding has been distributed based on estimates prepared by local 
authorities  

18. There have recently also been examples of new policy decisions being introduced for 
which there is limited client data at a council level to inform the distribution of the funds. 
Where this takes place in the context of a perceived lack of an appropriate level of 
funding to deliver the policy, this can heighten concerns due to a lack of consensus on 
appropriate data to use and any weighting if more than one indicator is used.  

19. In terms of the principle of distribution on the basis of indicators, it can at times be over-
ridden by decisions taken the Scottish Government.  An example is Free School Meals 
– the cost of this policy decision cannot be readily ascertained and therefore could 
impose a burden locally which cannot yet be quantified.   

20. South Lanarkshire Council will always work to maximise the impact of the policy for its 
citizens, however, the funding provided has relied on estimates and cannot be verified 
until implementation is complete.  While the Scottish Government have advised that 
they will review any shortfall, this gives the Council no certainty in its budgeting. This is 
a practical challenge to councils, and with only estimated funding, causes difficulty in 
planning service delivery. 

21. On a similar vein, another area of perceived issue can be the age of the source data 
used.  A recent example of distribution was using data from 2001 to allocate funds – 
more recent data would be a better representation of need. In terms of GAE lines which 
are still based – at least in part on 2001 Census of Population data – some examples 
are included in Table 4. In the case of these GAE lines the delay by National Records of 
Scotland in producing new definitions of urban and rural settlements from the 2011 
Census of Population has resulted in the continuing use of the 2001 Census data.  
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Table 4: GAE allocations where 2001 Census of Population data is still in use 

 

There are still some GAE lines where allocation is based, in part, on 2001 data. Some 
examples include: 

 School non-teaching staff, (aged data relating to urban settlement), funding of £859m 
in 2015/16 

 Childcare Strategy, (aged data relating to children in lone parent families), funding of 
£45m in 2015/16 

 Sure Start Scotland, (aged data relating to urban settlement and children in lone 
parent families), funding of £60m in 2015/16 

 Supporting Young People Leaving Care (aged data relating to children in lone parent 
families), £5m in 2015/16 
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Balance between Central Government Funding and Locally-Generated Funding  

The current and historic balance between central government funding and locally 
generated funding and the implications of this for local authorities. 

22. A key issue the Council would like to raise is its concerns over the quantum of money 
being distributed as oppose to the distribution method itself.  An example of this is that 
whilst the Council’s population levels are growing, they are not growing as fast as some 
others.  The result of this is that, while you would expect to be allocated more money 
due to increased demand/service requirements, the reality is that due to the their 
increase being greater, other councils received a higher percentage allocation, and we 
actually received a lower allocation of the monies available.  This is due to the relativity 
involved in the distribution method and the fact that it is restricted by the quantum of 
money available. In addition, no account is taken of inflationary pressures faced by 
councils and this then falls as a burden on the local budget allocation – which can 
increase pressure on budgets where councils experience a flat cash or less settlement 
which involves a real terms cut in the allocation.   

23. In terms of the allocation of local government funding from the Scottish Government, this 
has remained relatively constant in percentage terms – though with the removal of police 
and fire spending from local government it is difficult to be precise about a trend on 
actuals over time. Against this, there has been additional burden of non or partially 
funded policies (expansion of childcare) and increased demand through changing 
demographics, augmented by a reduced share of the same pot of money purely 
because the pressure on other Councils.  Overall, it must be stressed that if there are 
new obligations, then the funding must follow in order to minimise the impact on 
Council’s budgets. 

24. Whilst in general, it is believed that the proportion of Scottish Government funding to 
councils has remained relatively constant, the recent draft Budget 2015-16 figures 
indicate a declining share of Scottish Total Managed Expenditure being allocated to 
Local Government  – as shown in Table 5. 
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Table 5: Scottish Government Budget Draft 2015/16 

 Local 
Government  

Total Managed 
Expenditure 

Scottish 
Government  

Total Managed 
Expenditure 

Local 
Government 

Share of Scottish 
Government 

Funding 

2013-14 10,310.5 34,393.9 30.0% 

2014-15 10,586.7 35,416.9 29.9% 

2015-16 10,756.7 37,443.3 28.7% 

25. The current balance of funding between Scottish Government funding and locally 
generated funding sits at approximately 80% (Scottish Government) to 20% (local). 
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26. This means that the Council therefore only has flexibility to increase a relatively small 
proportion of its overall funding.  However, the Council Tax Freeze which has been in 
place for the past 7 years means that this local flexibility is removed almost entirely.  

27. By removing the flexibility to change Council Tax, the Council’s level of funding is 
effectively non controllable.  Whilst it is accepted that in the early years of the 
introduction of the Council Tax Freeze, additional funds were included in the overall 
Local Government grant allocation, however since 2012, there have been no additional 
funds in the Settlement to recompense councils for not increasing council tax.   

28. Whilst the Council Tax is frozen, in theory the increase in the number of properties 
should increase the amount of Council Tax that can be generated, which would 
therefore increase income.   

29. While it would be fair to anticipate that this would generate additional income for 
councils, the current funding methodology used by the Government takes account of 
additional local income generated and reduces the level of government funding – this is 
counterproductive and does not incentivise councils to support housing developments.   

30. It is also important to recognise that when the Council experiences an increase in the 
number of properties, it inevitably experiences an increase in costs across a number of 
service areas which may be only partially offset by the changes in client groups that 
then impact on the distribution of GAE. 

31. There is also a concern that by taking proactive measures in terms of investment in key 
council assets, councils can be disadvantaged at a later stage in policy development. In 
terms of the allocation of new Government monies, there has been at least one 
example where councils have made local decisions, and funded local priorities, only to 
then be disadvantaged when the Government allocate monies for the very same thing.   

32. A specific South Lanarkshire example relates to the Council’s investment in its School 
Estate. The Council has already invested heavily in new primary schools (through 
prudential borrowing) and Secondary schools though a PPP – (the route being 
promoted at the time the decisions were made). This has seen all Secondary schools in 
South Lanarkshire either modernised or replaced and the Council is close to completing 
the modernisation or replacement of all its Primary schools.  

33. As such, the Council’s revenue budget is bearing the ongoing financial implications of 
this – however, there is a danger that that no new monies are allocated to the Council 
due to the good condition of the schools, unlike other councils who have not made the 
same level of investment and get a share of the funds available.  

34. Table 6 summarises major investments by the Council which have created pressures on 
its Revenue budget for which the Scottish Government makes no allowance. 
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Table 6: Major Council Investment  

The Council’s commitment to its schools and roads has formed a significant portion of the 
capital programme across the past 10 years.   

The Roads and Rural Investment programme has spent approximately £66m over the past 
6 years (2008/09 – 2013/14) and this has been funded by borrowing.  The Borrowing costs 
have been met from the Council’s revenue budget.   

Similarly, since 2004, the Council has embarked on a Schools Modernisation Programme 
for its Primary Schools.  Total spend anticipated by the end of 2017/18, which is expected to 
be in excess of £830m has, in the main, been funded from borrowing so again, the Revenue 
budget supports this.   

This local decision making has meant a consequence on the Revenue Budget of the 
Council and it would be unfortunate that the Council would miss out on any new monies 
made available due to taking the initiative, and bearing the costs, itself. 

 

Non Domestic Rates 

The level of Non-Domestic Rates collected by your authority, and how this 
impacts on your funding. 

35. The level of Non-Domestic Rates collected by the Council has no bearing on the overall 
level of funding from the Scottish Government – the split between General Revenue 
Grant and Non Domestic Rates (NDR) Income received from the Scottish Government 
is set at the start of the year.  While the overall level of Government funding generally 
remains the same during the year, there have been instances where the split between 
General Revenue Grant and NDR has changed – to reflect the increased collection 
levels for NDR.   

36. South Lanarkshire Council is a high rates collector (with a 97.8% collection rate in 
2013/14).  Compared to the level of funding received from NDR, the monies collected 
by the Council mean that we are a Net Contributor to the National Non Domestic Rates 
Pool due, in the main, to the collection of rates from public undertakings that are based 
here for rateable purposes but whose assets are in a number of areas.  The Council is 
supportive of greater fiscal empowerment at a local council level and feel that this would 
bring financial benefits and improve local decision making.  The local control, collection 
and retention of NDR would be an incentive to councils to support economic growth.   

37. The Business Rates Incentivisation Scheme (BRIS) was introduced from 2012/13 
following joint discussions between the Scottish Government and COSLA. The scheme 
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was based on national targets and provided each Council with the potential to retain 50 
per cent of any increase in business rates income over and above the agreed target for 
2012-13, and future years, by maximising their existing business rates income and 
growing their tax base.  

38. The reward for councils meant that the Scottish Government still carried the full risk of 
any drop in business rates as the annual local government funding package, including 
business rates income, is guaranteed and because any rewards to councils are based 
on individual targets being exceeded without the all-Scotland target being met first. 

39. The agreed BRIS guidance set out that either central or local government could request 
a change in the annual BRIS targets in the event of a material change in the predicted 
non domestic rates income (described in the guidance as “a significant event”.) In early 
2013, Scottish Government called for a significant event to be recognised and for the 
national target to be revised upward to recognise the large number of revaluation 
appeals that had been delayed and would be pushed into future years.   This decision 
was not negotiated with Councils, and the change effectively wiped out any financial 
benefit for South Lanarkshire Council. Based on original targets SLC would have 
received £8.3m, based on revised targets SLC received nothing. 

40. Pre revision of the 2012/13 targets, 26 councils would have received money under 
BRIS, totalling £63.2m.  Post revision, 18 councils will receive money back totalling 
£9.7m.  

41. A joint COSLA and Scottish Government Review group have been working on the 
development of a new BRIS, which should conclude this year.   The main aims of the 
review are detailed in the table below. What is imperative is that the new scheme needs 
to reflect the incentive for economic growth in council areas, and not allow technicalities 
or undefined significant events to result in the scheme breaking down.   

Table 7 – New BRIS Scheme 

It has been agreed that the revised BRIS should: 

 be tightly focussed on incentivising growth in the business tax base by creating 
targets based on buoyancy alone; 

 be based on 32 individual local rather than national targets to enable a closer 
correlation between local circumstances, actions and results; 

 provide targets for more than one year at a time to match the local government 
finance settlements provided after each Spending Review; 

 include a clear process of how targets are recalculated at the end of an agreed 
review period and the period of retention of any accrued benefits;  

 have a clear, agreed, definition of a significant event expressed as a percentage 
change and incorporating the relevant cause e.g. business closures;  

 not focus on collection figures given existing very high collection rates; and 

 not change the current risk sharing arrangements e.g. no need to reach an overall 
national target 
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Any ways in which the current system for collection and distribution of Non-
Domestic Rates might be improved 

42.  In terms of Non Domestic Rates collection procedures, changes to the appeals 
timescales and tax avoidance would be welcomed (it is generally accepted that with any 
tax system there will be those who seek to avoid payment – either fraudulently or 
through the use of loopholes). A major improvement for collection would be ability to 
commence the recovery process earlier than current statutory timescales. The current 
appeals scheme is too restrictive and does not cope well with market changes during 
the life of the revaluation period.  Improved timescales for appeal consideration are 
suggested.   It is acknowledged that there would be an administrative burden which 
needs to be considered.  

43. The Council is supportive of any proposal to introduce local flexibility, with consideration 
to the cost and benefit to the council tax payer.   

44. The Council would also support the use of the rating system to support local 
development. It believes that consideration could be given to a deferral scheme for new 
businesses (and potentially extended to existing businesses that needed capital for a 
specific project or improvement).  Under such a scheme a significant proportion of the 
first year bill for the organisation would be deferred to the next, or future years 
(obviously restrictions would need to be placed on such a scheme to prevent abuse). As 
these are deferral schemes, these should be relatively cost neutral, but should be 
designed to have no detrimental impact for councils.  

45. The Council would also be concerned around any new proposals that change 
discretionary reliefs that have been proposed in the past as these can affect councils 
who have arms length organisations with properties.   

 

 
 

2015/16 Budget – Impact on Services 

The anticipated impact of the 2015/16 settlement on your services. 

46. As has been mentioned earlier in the response, whilst there may be headline 
announcement of Flat Cash, in reality, the impact of inflation and the recalculation of the 
indicators means that the Council is actually receiving less cash and suffering a 
reduction in spending power.  Alongside that, the distribution method incorporating 
relativity with a fixed quantum of money means reduction in grant is experienced while 
real demands on Council services are on the increase. 

47. In 2015/16, there will be a reduction in the Scottish Government Revenue Grant that the 
Council receives.  This follows agreement in 2013 between Cosla and the Scottish 
Government that a “Flat Cash” settlement would actually mean that each councils’ 
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revenue grant for 2015/16 would not change from the level paid in 2014/15.  
Subsequently this decision was overturned, and a return to a formula based 
recalculation resulted in the Council’s grant reducing by £3.5m compared to what we 
would have received under flat cash 

48. This reduction in grant has led to an increasing requirement to make savings.  Due to 
the increasing pressures facing the Council, both in terms of inflation, pay awards, 
committed increasing expenditure and increasing demand for services, there is a 
continued need to make savings.    

49. Even if the level of grant received was to remain static, the Council still has to make 
significant level of savings just to stand still.   In 2015/16, taking into account a reducing 
revenue grant, the level of savings that are required total £20m.   

50. It has always been the Councils aim to try to minimise the impact on front line services 
when making savings.  The Council can evidence that it has been successful at 
achieving challenging savings targets whist minimising the effect on service users, 
however it is becoming harder to find further savings without impact.   Our focus is to 
look to try to protect the most vulnerable residents, especially the young and the old.     

51. The Council has a well established process for considering, and identifying savings, 
where we will always look to areas of true efficiency, rather than cuts, first.  Inflationary 
increases to charges are considered, before we look at savings which will have an 
impact on service users.    At the time of writing, a package of savings for 2015/16 
totalling £19.9m is being considered by our elected members.   

52. In arriving at a package of savings, areas targeted do include efficiencies but the overall 
package of savings will have an impact on service users.   

53. Whilst the Council has worked hard to minimise the impact for service users, the 
package of savings still affects nearly 290 posts.  It is a fact that continued levels of 
grant cuts, or even flat cash settlements will result in more tough choices in the years to 
come.   

54. Current estimations for 2016/17 show that approximately £23m of savings will be 
required, and that is assuming the level of grant we receive does not reduce further.  
This continued level of savings can only impact negatively on services, especially when 
taken in context of the savings made over recent years.  Table 8 shows the level of 
savings achieved by the authority in recent years. 

Table 8: Savings required by the Council in order to meet statutory duty to 
balance budgets 

 

Year Value of 
Savings 

2014/15 £13.309m 
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2013/14 £12.200m 

2012/13 £12.249m 

2011/12 £26.137m 

2010/11 £17.550m 
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I reviewed the request and the topics you would like to be covered and advised the Chief Executive 
that we would only be able to provide a superficial response and that it would be better for the 
committee to seek input from another council. Given your recent email I provide below some limited 
comments, which I hope are of some use to the committee. I have used the bullet points in the letter 
from the committee convener as headings for the response. 
 
The extent to which the current funding formula and method of distribution to local authorities is fit 
for purpose. 
The first thought that comes to mind is transparency. At one level the arrangements are completely 
transparent as all the formulae used are set out in the 112 page green book published on the 
Scottish Government’s website. However, getting to grips with 112 pages is clearly challenging for 
anyone wishing to understand how government funding is distributed to the 32 councils in Scotland. 
For those of us involved in the process the need for a system of primary and secondary indicators to 
reflect differences in the needs arising from issues such as rural, urban, deprivation and remoteness 
is necessary and on balance I would say that it is fit for purpose.  
 
The main issues of concern with the present distribution formula. 
The main issue isn’t with any aspect of the distribution formula, rather  the time and energy that is 
spent by local authorities, cosla and the government squabbling over the distribution. This is one of 
many areas of government that I find disheartening. It is good that we have a system that recognises 
the differing needs referred to in the previous bullet point, but we could probably provide earlier 
hospital treatment for a few people each year if we redirected the resource spent on debating 
distribution to the provision of care. There are many, many more such examples within the current 
system of civil servants and other public sector officers being required to negotiate with each other, 
and given this opportunity I would suggest that parliamentary committees might focus on how 
government could be simplified. Simplification doesn’t necessarily equate to fewer tiers of 
government and, could include devolving more power to communities. Simplification would mean 
keeping the transparency of the local government grant distribution system, but removing the layers 
of negotiation between the respective parties by placing trust in the government to distribute 
funding as equitably as possible. I appreciate that this may appear naïve, but if looked at as part of a 
much wider approach to reducing the amount of interactions between a vast number of publicly 
funded bureaucrats it would release substantial funding to help improve schools, fund care services 
and improve our roads. 
 
The current and historic balance between central government funding and locally-generated funding 
and the implications of this for local authorities. 
Much is made of the relatively low levels of funding for which local government is responsible. The 

proponents of this point of view tend to ignore the income local authorities raise from charges for 

services as our annual budgets are always set net of those charges. In accounting terms this is a 

nonsense. For my own council the net budget is £200M of which 19% is funded from Council Tax. 

However the gross budget would be around £250M, so Council Tax and charges amount to around 

35% of the income set and collected locally. 

Politicians need to decide on the balance between progressive and regressive taxation methods and 

consult the public  on these approaches as part of national election campaigns. Thereafter, the focus 

should be on the most efficient methods of collection. Local accountability can, and should, be 

centred on how the money is applied to meet local priorities.  
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The level of Non-Domestic Rates collected by your local authority, and how this impacts on your 

funding. 

Moray council collected 97% of the Non-Domestic Rates for 2013/14 by 31.3.14. (Our collection rate 

increases to 99% following the pursuit of debts in subsequent years.) 

Under current arrangements our collection rate has no direct impact on our funding as the money 

goes to the national pool arrangement. My council would not support any move away from this 

arrangement. 

 

Any ways in which the current system for collection and distribution of Non-Domestic Rates might 

be improved. 

Legislation currently allows for no payment to be made until after September each year. This results 

in councils being unable to undertake debt collection activities for the first half of the year. This is 

not the case for Council Tax and if people choose not to pay their first instalment in April we can 

commence debt recovery immediately. It makes no sense for Non-Domestic Rats recovery to be 

delayed for 6 months, this is inconsistent with Council Tax arrangements and results in inefficiencies. 

Uncertainty is introduced in relation to delays in revaluations. It was agreed that revaluations would 

be undertaken once every 5 years. It would appear that political pressure resulted in the 2015 

revaluation being deferred to 2017. The process should not allow erratic amendments to previously 

agreed timescales for revaluations. It would also be worthwhile to  review the ‘tone date’ that is 

used to determine the point for calculation of the following revaluation.  For example, the 2010 

revaluation was calculated on the basis of a ‘tone date’ in 2008 – this was problematic as there was a 

recession later in 2008/09 which drove down property rentals and resulted in the values being set in 

the 2010 revaluation being higher than the post-recession market would support.  

NDR deferment scheme – Scottish Government has twice introduced a deferment scheme (the last 

scheme was introduced in 2012-13) which permitted businesses to defer payment of an increase in 

their NDR bills over a two-year period.  This scheme has been very difficult to administer and has 

had minimal pick-up.  It would be useful if SG could conduct a detailed cost-benefit analysis of any 

such scheme, ensuring that it is simple for LA’s software suppliers to implement. 

 

The anticipated impact of the 2015/16 settlement on your services. 

Reductions in government funding over the past 5 years have resulted in the council reducing its 

annual costs by around £25M. This has been delivered through a variety of measures, some of which 

have reduced service provision, but the vast majority has come from efficiency savings. Whilst we 

continue to work actively to use technology and simplify and standardise systems to generate 

further efficiencies, it is apparent in a number of areas that some of the staff reductions we have 

made have resulted in service provision being reliant on the goodwill of staff, which is not 

sustainable in the longer term. Some of the savings we have categorised as efficiencies will therefore 

need to be reviewed.  

The hard work and tough decisions taken to date, and the impact of an increase in population that 

has fed through the distribution formulae  will result in a relatively light touch for the 2015/16 

budget. We are not complacent and have started work with councillors on the next phase of large 

scale budget reductions we anticipate from 2016/17 onwards. 
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I trust the above comments are of some assistance and if the committee gives my council the 

opportunity to provide evidence again in the future, I can assure you that we will do our utmost to 

attend. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Mark 

 
Mark Palmer  
Corporate Director (Corporate Services)  
Moray Council  
High Street  
Elgin  
IV30 1BX  
   
mark.palmer@moray.gov.uk  
01343 563103  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

mailto:mark.palmer@moray.gov.uk


Scottish Government Draft Budget 2015/16: Scrutiny of the Draft Local Government 

Circular by the Local Government and Regeneration Committee 

The City of Edinburgh Council welcomes the opportunity to comment on a number of 

aspects of existing funding distribution arrangements for local government in Scotland.   In 

addition to making a number of specific observations on the questions raised by the 

Committee, the Council’s submission highlights the importance of the overall quantum of 

funding being made available to local government if it is to deliver an increasingly complex 

and wide-ranging change agenda.   

Current funding formula and distribution methodology 

1. At the heart of the current system is the use of a client group approach, with the 

relative number, characteristics and location of those in potential or actual receipt of 

the service guiding the distribution of available funding.  This principle of basing 

distribution on the best-available assessment of underlying need, uninfluenced by 

policy decisions or actual spend on the service at individual council level, is 

considered to be the main strength of existing arrangements.   

 

2. In the majority of cases, funding distribution is calculated with reference to 

authorities’ respective shares of the primary indicator, the factor considered to be 

the main determinant of the overall need to spend on a service.  In most school-

based assessments, for example, this factor is pupil numbers.  In recognising that 

there may be other factors influencing the unit costs of delivery, however, where the 

strength of this relationship can be substantiated through statistical analysis , other 

factors (termed secondary indicators) are also used.  In the case of primary school 

teaching staff, use of a secondary indicator therefore captures the financial impact of 

smaller class sizes (and consequent pupil:teacher ratios) in more rural authorities.  

The continuing validity and redistributive effect of these secondary indicators is 

assessed annually in light of the most recent year’s audited expenditure data.  While 

such adjustments can only ever be indicative of the impact of these factors on an 

individual council’s need to spend, that their continuing relevance can be 

demonstrated by means of statistical analysis  lends additional credence to the 

resulting distribution.   

 

Role of Settlement and Distribution Group (SDG)  

 

3. In cases where new funding streams are introduced, or legislative or other changes 

mean that updating of existing allocation data is not feasible, recommendations on 

the distribution methodologies to be adopted are made to Council Leaders by the 

Settlement and Distribution Group (SDG), a strategic body comprising a combination 

of senior Scottish Government officials and council Chief Financial Officers.  It is 
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important to emphasise that local government officials serving on the SDG do so in 

an impartial capacity, guided by the underlying principles of objectivity, transparency 

and, more recently, stability.  Their work is informed by the similarly-impartial Data 

Issues Working Group (DIWG), charged with undertaking more detailed technical 

analysis and providing advice and guidance as appropriate on specific areas.   All 

reports considered by the SDG are circulated to non-member Directors of Finance in 

advance of the Group’s meetings, providing an opportunity both to comment on the 

recommendations being made and highlight any other relevant factors that may 

have been overlooked.   

 

4. Whilst any consideration of funding distribution within a finite sum inevitably leads 

to “winners” and “losers”, the underlying methodology and discussion forums for 

considering these issues are felt to work well.   These arrangements complement a 

number of other more general, helpful developments for local government in recent 

years, including: 

 

(i) a substantial reduction in the extent of ring-fencing, reflected in the very low level 

of specific revenue and capital grants now contained within the Local Government 

Finance Settlement.  This echoes the non-prescriptive nature of the underlying GAE 

assessments and has increased councils’ ability to target resources to where they 

can make the biggest difference in contributing to priority outcomes;  

 

(ii) subject to the timing and periods covered by UK Spending Reviews, three-year 

funding settlements, along with clearer identification of national priorities.  In 

recent years, this has been accompanied by consistent financial support in targeted 

areas, particularly in addressing the impact upon councils and individuals of aspects 

of welfare reform; 

 

(iii) a general move towards focusing on outputs and outcomes as opposed to inputs 

(although there remain some inherent contradictions in this area, both at national 

and local level – receipt of an authority’s full funding allocation through the Local 

Government Finance Settlement in 2014/15, for example, involved a commitment to 

maintaining existing teacher numbers.  The Scottish Government has, however, 

acknowledged this anomaly and is working with councils to identify more outcome-

focused measures for future years ’ financial settlements) and 

 

(iv) a willingness to consider, and implement, a number of new funding mechanisms 

underpinned by the principle of incentivisation including the Business Rates 

Incentivisation Scheme (BRIS), Tax Increment Financing (TIF) and, within Edinburgh, 

the Regeneration Accelerator Model (RAM) for taking forward investment in the St. 

James Quarter in the city.   Most recently, the signing of the Glasgow and Clyde 
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Valley City Deal is anticipated to unlock a further £3.3 billion of private sector 

investment over the next twenty years.    

 

5. At a more operational level, a number of improvements have also been introduced 

over the past two to three years.   In advance of the announcement of recent 

Finance Settlements, checking sessions bringing together relevant senior Scottish 

Government officials and council officers have been arranged, increasing 

transparency and ultimately reducing the likelihood of errors.  On-going consultation 

between the Scottish Government and councils on the content and presentation of 

the Finance Circular has also been welcomed.   In addition, specific queries raised by 

councils on the Circular’s contents continue to be dealt with promptly and, on the 

rare occasion when errors are discovered, are generally corrected in a timely 

fashion.        

 

6. Given the inherent limitations of data availability and the extent of change affecting 

the wider public sector, in acknowledging that the funding distribution can never 

achieve absolute accuracy, current arrangements are felt to be effective.  

Distributions based on a robust assessment of need remain the cornerstone of the 

Settlement.  It was within this broad context that the Council successfully argued for 

the provision of supplementary funding to recognise the additional costs arising 

from being the local authority to Scotland’s capital city.   

Areas for potential improvement  

7. While existing arrangements are felt to work well, in a small number of cases there 

can be a considerable delay between the announcement of Scotland-wide funding 

for a new policy initiative and its subsequent distribution amongst authorities , 

hampering budget planning and opening up the potential for unexpected adverse 

variances late in the year.  Although this has often been due to wider discussions 

concerning the adequacy of the funding quantum made available to support policy 

implementation, as an example, councils have still not been advised as to the 

distribution of some £70m of funding for the Council Tax Reduction Scheme (CTRS) 

in 2014/15, despite the publication of the relevant data underpinning the calculation 

some time ago.  The Council’s final CTRS allocation in 2013/14 was around £0.5m 

lower than anticipated which, while ultimately contained within a balanced overall 

budget position, represented a significant variance from earlier projections.  Perhaps 

with this in mind, the SDG has subsequently agreed for the equivalent 2015/16 

allocation to be determined wholly in advance.   

 

8. More recently, a number of funding streams relating to new Scottish Government 

policy initiatives (notably extended provisions for free early learning and childcare 

and free school meals for all P1 to P3 pupils) have been considered by the SDG.  
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Particularly in the case of capital-based distributions, in the absence of sufficiently 

robust and independent property capacity and condition information, relevant 

funding has required to be distributed on alternative proxy bases.     

 

9. The recommended distribution basis to COSLA Leaders for allocating additional 

capital funding to support the free school meals policy is the estimated cost of 

modifications required within each authority’s estate.   As a general rule, funding 

allocations should not be guided by actual expenditure.  While this arrangement 

should not be seen as setting a wider precedent in moving away from needs-based 

assessments, in light of the degree of scrutiny applied by COSLA and the Scottish 

Government to these cost estimates, on this occasion it is felt to represent the most 

appropriate basis in translating the Scottish Government’s commitment to full 

funding to a local authority setting.   

Balance between Central Government funding and locally-generated funding  

10. In contrast to a number of other developments empowering local authorities, the 

general direction over the past twenty-five years has been for discretion over the 

scope and level of local taxation to be taken away from councils.  The Non-Domestic 

Rates poundage has been set nationally since 1990 and the advent of the Council Tax 

freeze policy, whereby local authorities receive additional funding equivalent to a 

three per cent increase on current levels on condition that they not then increase its 

level, could be seen to have left councils as a collection agent for central 

government.  Given that the level of General Revenue Grant funding is also 

determined centrally, councils are realistically only currently able to retain an 

element of discretion over fees and charges income which accounts for just seven 

per cent of total funding.  As noted by the Commission on Strengthening Local 

Democracy in Scotland, this contrasts starkly with the position in many other 

European countries where more than half of total council income is determined 

locally.     

 

11. In overall resource availability terms, the relative certainty these arrangements bring 

could be seen as advantageous in the current period of austerity.  As a more general 

point of principle, however, they may alternatively be viewed as eroding counci ls' 

accountability to their citizens by removing the link between expenditure decisions 

and the funding of that expenditure.    The continuing freeze in Council Tax also 

reduces substantially councils’ ability to supplement their overall level of 

expenditure to invest in service priorities, where these are not able to be funded 

through revenue savings and/or additional income.  The fact that those elements of 

additional funding that are provided are almost exclusively to support the delivery of 

national commitments could furthermore be seen to constrain the ability of councils 
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to optimise the targeting of available resources in addressing and responding to local 

needs.    

 

12. It is important to emphasise that, even were the Council Tax freeze policy not in 

place, the ability to supplement grant and non-domestic rates funding through 

additional Council Tax revenues varies widely.  In Edinburgh, Council Tax currently 

funds about 24% of the Council’s net revenue expenditure but in some other 

authorities where the profile of properties is weighed towards the lower bands, this 

figure is considerably lower.  Following creation of national Police and Fire and 

Rescue services and the consequent removal of corresponding funding from the 

Local Government Settlement, this proportion has increased slightly but remains low 

in comparative international terms.   

 

13. Despite the relatively high levels of Council Tax income raised in the city, due to the 

“gearing” effect, at least a 4% increase in Council Tax would still be required to 

increase overall expenditure by 1%.   Were the level of non-domestic rates also 

determined locally, however, a majority of income would then be controlled by the 

Council.   

 

Grant funding allocations  

 

14. The accurate projection of future council-specific grant funding allocations remains 

difficult for three main reasons: 

 

(i) the absence of Local Government-specific funding allocations (i.e. the overall 

quantum) beyond 2015/16, with the level of funding allocated within the Scottish 

budget dependent on forthcoming UK-wide spending reviews;   

 

(ii) the importance of relative movement in expenditure allocation shares in 

determining a given council’s updated overall needs assessment (i.e. its share of 

that overall quantum) and  

 

(iii) changes in the assumed level of income available locally through Council Tax.   

 

15. The second point above is of particular relevance to the Council in 2015/16.  While 

the city’s population continues to grow, the 2011 census results pointed to a 

significant previous overestimate of the extent of this growth, particularly in the 25-

34 year-old age group.   Full correction of this historical overstatement in 2015/16 

has resulted in a substantial year-on-year loss of revenue grant of £13m (almost 2% 

of the Council’s combined general revenue funding and non-domestic rates income), 
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adding significantly to the challenge of balancing the budget despite the previous 

approval of over £15m of savings for delivery next year.    

 

16. Expressed in gross terms, in total the Council therefore needs to identify savings of 

at least £37m (around 4% of its net budget) in 2015/16.  While this likely loss of 

income was anticipated following publication of the census results, it serves to 

highlight the inherent volatility of some aspects of the grant distribution system.        

 

17. The Scottish Government’s funding allocations also take account of anticipated 

changes in a local authority’s tax base in determining the level of general revenue 

grant support made available.  Other things being equal, an increase in the projected 

size of the local tax base results in a corresponding deduction in respect of assumed 

Council Tax income.  While capital expenditure-related aspects of additional 

infrastructure may be met through developers’ contributions, the net revenue 

impact is less clear-cut, with additional funding provided only if an authority’s 

relative growth exceeds that of other authorities.  While it is vital for the city’s wider 

development, in the case of Edinburgh where 16,000 affordable homes are required 

over the next ten years, this growth may, in net terms, therefore serve to hasten 

additional cost pressures on the Council. 

Level of Non-Domestic Rates collected and how this influences overall funding 

18. Prior to 2011/12, Edinburgh was a substantial net contributor to the national non-

domestic rates pool, passing over around £100m per year more than it then received 

on a pro-rated population basis as part of the Local Government Settlement.  Since 

April 2011, however, in common with the rest of Scotland’s thirty-two authorities, all 

rates income raised in the city has been retained.  While this change has arguably 

resulted in greater transparency as to how the council is funded, its effect is largely 

presentational.  As neither the Council’s assessed need to spend, nor the income it 

can raise locally through Council Tax, has changed, an offsetting reduction to general 

revenue grant funding has been made such that the combined level of grant funding 

and rates income is unaffected. There is therefore no net direct impact on the 

Council’s overall level of external funding.       

 

Business Rates Incentivisation Scheme  

 

19. In absolute terms, based on the most recent year for which audited figures are 

available, Edinburgh was the largest single contributor to the national pool, 

collecting almost 14% of the total business rates income across Scotland as a whole.   

In view of its role as Scotland’s economic driver, the Council was therefore a keen 

advocate of the introduction of improved incentivisation arrangements, culminating 

in the launch of the Business Rates Incentivisation Scheme (BRIS) in 2012/13.  Under 
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this scheme, councils are able to retain 50% of any income in excess of their agreed 

target for a period of up to five years, with any shortfall relative to target 

underwritten by the Scottish Government.   

 

20. The scheme guidelines make provision for either the Scottish Government or 

individual councils to request the triggering of a “significant event” clause, under 

which the appropriateness of existing targets is reviewed in the event of a material 

expected change in income, either up or down.  Following lengthy discussions but in 

the absence of formal agreement, interim payments in respect of 2012/13 totalling 

around £9m were made to twelve councils, although Edinburgh was not amongst 

them.  That these payments were only confirmed in the summer of 2014, with 

targets for 2014/15 (as of the time of writing) still to be confirmed, has however 

undoubtedly served to undermine the scheme’s credibility and incentivising effects.        

 

21. In view of the above difficulties and more fundamental concerns as to the 

effectiveness of the scheme in its (then) current form, a joint COSLA and Scottish 

Government working group was tasked with developing the key features of a revised 

scheme.  Pivotal to its success will be providing sufficient incentive to councils to 

commit to additional or refocused investment in the knowledge that this investment 

may then be repaid by means of corresponding additional income, thereby creating 

a virtuous cycle.  While expressing some disappointment that the longer-term 

incentivising aspects of the scheme are diluted by not allowing income in excess of 

target to be retained across (five-yearly) revaluation periods, the Council supports 

the revised emphasis on those aspects of the tax base most readily influenced by 

local authorities as an important step towards re-establishing the scheme’s role as 

part of a wider set of potential measures to promote sustainable economic growth. 

 

22. More fundamentally, the Commission on Strengthening Local Democracy 

recommended the returning to local control of the setting of the Non-Domestic 

Rates poundage.   While this will ultimately be informed by political decision, the 

proposal is certainly felt worthy of consideration as part of moves towards wider 

fiscal empowerment of local government.   

 

Ways in which current system for collection and distribution of Non-Domestic 

Rates might be improved 

 

23. Collection rates for Non-Domestic Rates in Scotland are generally very high, with 

around 97% of sums collected in the year in which they are due and over 99% 

collected within five years.  The Council contributed to, and supported the main 

recommendations of, the 2013 Scottish Government business rates consultation, 

including simplification of the current rates relief application and appeals processes, 
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alongside strengthening the powers of debt recovery.  The maintenance of current 

levels of funding for mandatory and discretionary reliefs was also welcomed, in 

Edinburgh’s case recognising the much wider economic and social benefits of the 

city’s vibrant cultural and social enterprise sectors.   

 

24. While noting the provisions within the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill to 

enable local authorities to reduce or remit non-domestic rates, given that the full 

amount of any reduction would fall to be met by the Council, any such use would 

need to be clearly targeted to the delivery of wider Council or community planning 

objectives. 

 

Anticipated impact of 2015/16 Settlement on Council’s services  

 

25. As with all other local authorities in Scotland, the Council is seeking to reconcile 

increasing service demand (particularly as a result of demographic change) with an 

overall level of resources that is reducing in real terms.  Being the local authority for 

the capital city, however, the Council faces a number of further challenges and 

additional expectations as Scotland emerges from the economic downturn.  

 

26. The extent of this challenge is most clearly illustrated by comparing expenditure 

demands expected to increase by around 15% between 2013/14 and 2017/18 to a 

level of income that is forecast, at best, to remain static over the same period.   

There is therefore a need to go beyond incremental, efficiency-driven measures 

(although these are clearly still important) and consider more transformational 

options for service delivery, aligned to the Council’s priority outcomes.  

 

27. As noted earlier in the submission, when combined with the £13m headline year-on-

year reduction in grant funding, increased expenditure demands resulting from 

demographic change, inflation and other pressures mean that the Council needs to 

identify total savings of £37m in 2015/16, of which £15m have previously been 

approved.  Over the three years to 2017/18, a further £67m of savings, in addition to 

the £34m previously approved, are estimated to be required.  In total, these £101m 

of savings represent 10.7% of the Council’s net budget.  While attention is always 

focused first and foremost on better ways of doing things, having delivered over 

£200m of efficiencies since 2007/08, further incremental opportunities are 

correspondingly more difficult.   

 

28. Although the focus in such circumstances inevitably falls on the specific expenditure 

reductions necessary to deliver a balanced budget, subject to approval, the Council 

will continue its strategy of making explicit incremental annual provision for the 

impacts of demographic and wider societal change.   Almost £10m of additional 
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annual funding has been identified within the Council’s Long-Term Financial Plan in 

each of the next three years to reflect on-going growth in the number of older 

people, those with physical and/or learning disabilities, school pupils and at-risk 

children.  In order for this level of additional investment to be affordable, however, 

sustainable savings require to be identified.    

 

29. The Council was one of the first in Scotland to adopt an explicit priority-based 

approach to its budget, doing so as part of setting its 2013/18 budget framework.  

This approach has been developed in subsequent years, with the emphasis placed on 

how best to invest over £800m of funding that remains available for the delivery of 

frontline services.  In recognising that incremental change will not be sufficient to 

address the Council’s financial challenges, however, the Council has launched the 

BOLD (Better Outcomes through Leaner Delivery) programme to examine innovative 

potential ways of delivering services.  The programme has informed the detailed 

proposals that currently form the basis of public engagement, with five overarching 

themes also identified to drive the identification of required savings in future years.   

 

30. In contrast to previous years when the focus has been firmly upon detailed 

proposals, this year’s budget engagement adopts a longer-term, strategic approach 

by using an interactive budget planner to gain additional insight into citizens’ 

priorities.  The response to this has thus far been very encouraging, with over 1,000 

completed plans submitted, capturing a snapshot of the views of a far wider and 

more representative cross-section of residents than has been possible in previous 

years.  The insight obtained will be used by the Council’s ruling Capital Coalition both 

to inform consideration of the proposals currently the subject of public engagement 

and, more particularly, where the Council invests and saves in the coming years.   
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Local Government and Regeneration Committee 
 

Report on Draft Budget 2014-15 
 
The Committee reports to the Finance Committee as follows— 

INTRODUCTION 

1. In recent years we have seen significant agenda for change develop for local 
government and the public service in Scotland. Central to the current agenda for 
change has been the work of the Christie Commission and the need to move to 
preventative spending in public service delivery. 

2. Draft budget 2014-15 is the third of the five budgets the Scottish Government 
will present to the Scottish Parliament during Session 4 of the Parliament (2011 – 
2016). With this in mind, and with a view to our work programme for 2014, we 
decided this would be an opportune moment to both look back at the impact of the 
2011 spending review on local government, as well as consider the potential 
implications for the spending review settlements going forward from 2014.1 

3. In preparation for our consideration of the 2014-15 draft budget, we took 
advantage of ongoing inquiry work to undertake pre-budget scrutiny in the spring 
of 2013. As part of Strand 3 of our inquiry on Public Services Reform and Local 
Government in Scotland, we examined local authority saving plans2. This allowed 
us to formulate our approach to the scrutiny of this draft budget much earlier than 
usual, in May 2013.  

4. Our call for evidence ran from 8 July to 27 September 2013, and we received 
22 written submissions from local authorities and other organisations.  

Overview of the local government settlement 

5. Following the publication of the 2014-15 draft budget by the Government on 
11 September 2013, the Scottish Parliament Information Centre‘s Financial 
Scrutiny Unit (―FSU‖), published a parliamentary briefing on the budget. This set 
out the main elements of the draft budget settlement for local government covering 
the two year period up to March 2016.  

                                            
1
 Committee call for evidence 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/65773.aspx 
(published 8 July 2013). 
2
 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/56442.aspx  
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Local government settlement 2014-15  
6. The key facts about the draft budget settlement for local government are set 
out in the SPICe Briefing3, summarised as follows— 

 The total allocation to local government for 2014-15 is £10.531 billion. 
Local government‘s share of the overall Scottish budget remains largely 
static from 2013/14 to 2015/16. From 2013/14 to 2014/15 there is a small real 
terms increase in the overall allocation to local government, and from 
2014/15 to 2015/16 there is a real terms reduction of 1.1%;  

 In terms of the resource allocation to local government, the Scottish 
Government guarantees the combined general resource grant and 
distributable Non-Domestic Rates Income (―NDRI‖) figure, approved by 
Parliament, to each local authority, which is then distributed according to the 
agreed distribution formula. If NDRI receipts are lower than anticipated, this 
is compensated for by an increase in general revenue grant by the Scottish 
Government;  

 

 For 2014-15, the Total General Resource Grant plus NDRI is £9.659 billion, 
which represents a 0.4% cash-terms increase on 2013-14, but 1.5% real 
terms reduction; 

 The capital settlement for local government was re-profiled with 
reductions in 2012-13 and 2013-14 of £120 million and £100 million 
respectively. This was offset by a corresponding increase in 2014-15 of £120 
million with £100 million added in 2015-16;  

 NDRI is expected to increase by 10.4% in cash terms and 8.3% in real terms 
from 2013-14 to 2014-15. This is due to the Scottish Government matching 
the English poundage rate, which is tied to September RPI and factors such 
as inflation, buoyancy and prior year adjustments (i.e. appeals loss 
assumptions being more cautious than turned out to be the case);4 

 The Scottish Government is providing an additional £70 million of funding in 

2014-15 to freeze the council tax at the previous year‘s level. However, since 

the freeze is based on 2007-08 levels of council tax, the actual cost (and 

amount of money provided by the Government) of the council tax freeze for 

2014-15 is £490 million (see paragraph 53). 

Major trends of the local government settlement   
7. In his evidence to us the Cabinet Secretary for Finance, Employment and 
Sustainable Growth, John Swinney MSP (―the Cabinet Secretary‖) stated that the 
overall budget of the Scottish Government has increased by 6.4% between 2007-

                                            
3
 FSU Briefing 13/61: Draft Budget 2014-15 Local Government, Page 3: 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/S4/SB_13-61.pdf [Retrieved 21 
October 2013]. 
4
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08 and 2012-13. He also pointed out that over the same period the local 
government budget settlement has increased by 8.9%.5  

8. UNISON set out a different view of local government settlements. In their 
written evidence to us they stated— 

―The council tax freeze has not been fully funded, further reducing local 
authority budgets and leaving councils with limited options to increase 
their incomes. Local Government has, and continues to take, the largest 
budget cut: £637m since 2008/9. Over 30,000 jobs have gone since 2008. 
The demands on local government services have increased while the 
resources available to meet those demands have diminished 
substantially.‖6  

9. The period 2007-08 to 2012-13 has also seen a marked decrease in the 
percentage of the local government settlement which are ring-fenced, falling from 
£2.7 billion in 2007-08 to £200 million in 2013-14.   

10. The local government financial statistics7 up to 2012 shows that local 
government staff costs grew between 2008-09 and 2010-11. However, staffing 
costs experienced a major decline in 2011-12 in excess of £500 million.    

11. On 31 October 2013 the Accounts Commission for Scotland published a 
report entitled Charging for services: are you getting it right?8 One of the key 
messages of this report is that local authorities are currently collecting in excess of 
£1.3 billion through charges for services. This accounts for 7.4% of their total 
revenue in 2013. The findings of this report are set out in more detail in 
paragraphs 109 – 112.9 

The role of COSLA 

12. As the collective voice of local government in Scotland, COSLA plays a key 
role in representing the views of the local government sector. This is especially 
true in terms of debate on how we fund and deliver local services.  

13. In our view the principal discussion on the overall shape of local government 
funding is directly between the Scottish Government and COSLA, on behalf of 
councils. This process largely takes place behind closed doors, and in many ways 
this relationship mirrors the relationship which used to take place on funding 
between local government and the old pre-devolution Scottish Office.  

                                            
5
 Local Government and Regeneration Committee, Official Report 30 October 2013, Col 2766.  

6
 UNISON written submission, page 1.  

7
 Scottish Local Government Financial Statistics: 

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Local-Government-
Finance/PubScottishLGFStats [Retrieved 4 November 2013]. 
8
 Charging for Services: are you getting it right. Accounts Commission for Scotland (2013):  

http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/docs/local/2013/nr_131031_hcw_charging_services.pdf [PDF 
922KB] (Retrieved 31 October 2013].  
9
 Local Government and Regeneration Committee work programme: 
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14. One of the main reasons for the establishment of devolution in Scotland was 
to bring more openness and transparency to the process of government. Nowhere 
is this principle more true than in terms of the debate on how the Government, and 
local councils, spend taxpayers‘ money to deliver the services the public demand.  

COSLA and the Scottish Parliament  
15. One of the main points of debate on the funding for Scottish local government 
in recent years has been the shift in the balance of responsibility for funding of 
local government. We heard that, broadly speaking, approximately 81% of all local 
government funding comes directly from the Scottish Government.10 This does not 
wholly account for all local government revenue. We comment on this later in the 
report.11  

16. Given this trend, it is even more important that local government in Scotland 
speaks with a coherent voice on funding. Furthermore, the current squeeze in the 
public finances mean there is now, more than ever, a need for transparency and 
openness on how local services are provided and funded.  

17. One of our key duties as a parliamentary committee is to hold the Scottish 
Government to account for the spending decisions it makes in relation to local 
government. Central to this process is the need to have a clear and agreed view 
from local government on the implications of those spending decisions, and the 
choices local councils may have to make as a result of them.  

18. As a membership body COSLA requires a reasonable amount of time to 
respond to any requests for written and oral evidence from a parliamentary 
committee. We acknowledge that in order to achieve an agreed response the 
COSLA leadership must seek approval by way of its governance mechanisms. On 
27 July we invited COSLA leadership to give oral evidence at our meeting on 30 
October 2013 on the draft budget. COSLA declined our invitation and did not 
submit any written evidence to inform our scrutiny of the draft budget. 

19. In our view only the political leadership of COSLA can provide the clear, 
definitive message from local government which is so necessary in this 
process. We are disappointed and very frustrated that COSLA have not 
engaged directly with us this year in terms of the draft budget. Other key 
organisations such as SOLACE and CIPFA did provide us with written and oral 
evidence. So did various individual councils. However, we are painfully aware that 
without the views of COSLA, an incomplete picture of the funding situation facing 
local government may have been presented to us.   

20. It is disappointing that COSLA only confirmed to us on 9 October that it could 
not attend the meeting on 30 October, or provide us with any written evidence. 
Instead COSLA arranged for a member of CIPFA to provide oral evidence in its 
place. We exchanged letters12 with the President of COSLA, Councillor David 
O‘Neill, on this issue.  

                                            
10

 Local Government and Regeneration Committee, Official Report 30 October 2013, Col 2752. 
11

 Paragraphs 110 – 119.  
12

 Correspondence from the Convener and the President of COSLA 22 October 2013: 
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21. While noting Councillor O’Neill’s comments we cannot refrain from 
remarking on the incongruity between COSLA’s stated approach, and their 
actual level of engagement with us. We find this especially surprising in light 
of the financial pressures facing local government. We would expect COSLA 
to take every opportunity possible to publically advocate its message to the 
Parliament, and the Government, on the pressures local councils face. We 
are at a loss to understand why this should not be the case. We earnestly 
hope this process will improve over the coming years so that we can fulfil 
our role of holding the Scottish Government to account. While it would have 
been helpful to have COSLA’s perspective on the draft budget, we are 
confident that the broad facts we have considered reflect an objective view 
of the financial situation.      

Key themes to emerge from evidence  

22. Some key themes have emerged from our scrutiny of the 2014-15 draft 
budget. We broadly consider these themes based on the evidence received, as 
well as setting out our conclusions on them: 

 How councils have responded to local government settlements to date; 

 The future of local government financing; 

 Public services reforms.  

23. Our consideration of the draft budget has also been informed by the work we 
have undertaken during our three-strand inquiry on Public Services Reform and 
Local Government in Scotland13, as well as our ongoing inquiry on the Delivery of 
Regeneration in Scotland.14  

24. These inquiries have provided us with the opportunity to engage with 
hundreds of people in communities across Scotland. Many of the themes which 
have emerged from our scrutiny of the draft budget reflect the concerns and views 
people have raised with us.15  

HOW COUNCILS HAVE RESPONDED TO LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
SETTLEMENTS TO DATE 

Background  
25. Since 2011 local government has faced its most challenging funding 
environment in recent history. While witnesses varied in their evidence of the 
implications of this situation, there is broad consensus on the pressure the 

                                                                                                                                    
ocuments/20131018_KS_to_COSLA_President_Oneill_re_budget.pdf. Correspondence from the 
President of COSLA to the Convener 29 October 2013: 
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ocuments/20131029-Letter_to_Kevin_Stewart_from_COSLA.pdf [Retrieved 14 November 2013].   
13

 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/56442.aspx  
14

 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/58480.aspx  
15

 Local Government and Regeneration Committee 9
th
 Report 2013 (Session 4) Public Services 

Reform in Scotland: Strand 3 – Developing New Ways of Delivering Services: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/Reports/lgr-
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recession has placed on councils. This, in turn, has impacted the general funding 
environment for councils, and for those who depend on their services.  

26. Several strands emerged on this topic. The first being the implications of flat-
cash revenue settlements local authorities have received since 2011 and the 
resulting decisions councils have had to take in order to deal with this situation.  

27. Many of the factors which have contributed to the current financial situation 
are beyond the control of both local authorities and the Scottish Government. 
Consequently, many of the funding decisions made over the period since 2011 
have been in reaction to the deterioration in the wider UK economy, and the knock 
on budget implications for Scotland.  

28. Coupled with this has been the need to make structural reforms across both 
local government, and the wider Scottish public service. Core to this process is the 
pressing need to move to a spending model based on preventative service 
designed to deliver long term savings by avoiding the reactionary system which 
has operated up until now.  

29. One step in this process has been the national concordat between the 
Government and local authorities (―the concordat‖) introduced at the time of the 
2007 Spending Review. Through this the Scottish Government dramatically 
decreased the percentage of expenditure it provided to local government which is 
ring-fenced.16 In return councils have agreed the delivery of various national 
targets and key objectives, such as the council tax freeze, and maintaining teacher 
numbers and places for graduate teachers.  

Pressure on sustainable resourcing for local government  
30. Many of the local authorities who provided evidence to us welcomed the 
flexibility the concordat had delivered for local government. This has allowed 
locally elected councillors the freedom to shape council spending in response to 
the varying needs of their local communities.  

31. The ever-growing financial pressures which local authorities have faced over 
the last few years has led to ever more difficult decisions being made by 
councils.17 A major concern for councils is the task of striking a balance between 
the delivery of their statutory duties and concordat commitments, while trying to 
meet an ever-growing need for their discretionary services. They point to the 
challenge this poses for them set against a backdrop of an end to the era of year-
on-year growth in the resource allocation they receive from central government.  

32. Added to this concern is the still unquantified impact of policy changes by the 
UK Government, such as changes to the benefit system, the introduction of 
Universal Credit, as well as changes to National Insurance and pensions policy.  

33. Discussing the support the Scottish Government has provided to local 
government over the period of the last six years, the Cabinet Secretary highlighted 
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 Local Government and Regeneration Committee, Official Report 30 October 2013, Col 2775.  
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the ―progressive attitude‖ Scottish Ministers have adopted in terms of their funding 
discussions with local government. The Cabinet Secretary pointed out that the— 

―….recent local government finance settlements have been set against a 
backdrop of the significant financial constraint that has been imposed on 
Scotland by the United Kingdom Government. We have striven to agree the 
settlement with local government as part of our partnership with local 
authorities in Scotland‖. [...]  

―The recent settlements build on the strong financial outcomes agreed with 
local government during challenging financial times. Between 2007-08 and 
2012-13, the resources within the Scottish Government‘s control increased 
by 6.4 per cent and over the same period local government‘s budget 
increased by 8.9 per cent, demonstrating the strong financial settlements 
agreed with local government in this context.‖18 

34. The removal of the vast proportion of ring-fenced resources from the local 
government settlement has provided councils with a significant degree of flexibility 
to direct resources at priority areas.   

Statutory duties vs. discretionary services 
35. One question which has arisen in the evidence has been the pressure 
councils have experienced in funding those services they have a statutory duty to 
provide, and the implications for the discretionary services councils provide to the 
public. Central to this discussion has been the debate over what constitutes 
‗provisions‘ of a statutory service.  

36. UNISON gave the example of a local authority‘s statutory duty to provide 
library services to the public. While a council must provide a library service, the 
number and location of such libraries - and their opening hours etc. - is a matter 
for each council to decide.19 Therefore, the resource provision to deliver a 
‗statutory‘ duty may often be subjective, based on those areas determined as 
priorities.  

37. How such policy decisions are informed at local government level was 
discussed by Finlay Laverty from the Prince‘s Trust for Scotland (―the Prince‘s 
Trust for Scotland‖). In response to a question as to whether personal 
relationships and networking played as much of a role in determining the 
statutory/discretionary spending of a council as policy decisions do, he stated— 

―It is often about how the local authority prioritises its discretionary spend. I 
have found youth employability and enterprise to be quite high on the agenda 
across local government. If we can secure relationships at the chief executive 
or corporate level within the local authority, the discussions are a bit 
easier.‖20 

38. In general, local authorities stated that while statutory services and agreed 
priorities were delivered over the period, discretionary services have been affected 
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by the need to achieve savings.  SOLACE Scotland summarised the position in its 
written submission when it stated— 

 ―Over the Spending Review period, local authorities have had to achieve a 
 significant level of savings in order to balance budgets while delivering on the 
 joint priorities and statutory duties.  During that same period we have had to 
 respond to an increasing demand for many of our services.  The real term 
 reduction in resources made available to local authorities has required 
 ingenuity and creativity in service delivery, and a high level of commitment 
 from reduced numbers of staff as a significant proportion of savings have 
 been achieved through voluntary early retirement and voluntary redundancy.  
 Local authorities have continued to deliver on the joint priorities by prioritising 
 budgetary and other resources.‖21 

39. Chair of SOLACE Scotland and Chief Executive of North Ayrshire Council, 
Elma Murray (―Chair of SOLACE‖) expanded on these comments when referring to 
the work of her own local authority, North Ayrshire Council—  

―My council has done quite a lot of work to consider statutory and non-
statutory services. However, that ended up giving us more questions about 
than help with the decisions that we were trying to make, because the issues 
are not all straightforward or necessarily black and white.‖22 

40. Concern about the decisions being made on statutory duties vs. discretionary 
services was also echoed by others. Falkirk Council and Comhairle nan Eilean 
Sair/Western Isles Council (―nan Eilean Sair‖) in their written evidence both 
highlighted savings they have had to make to discretionary services. Nan Eilean 
Sair stated that it has been required to make some difficult decisions, for example, 
in relation to schools.23 Delivering on the Scottish Government agreement and 
maintaining statutory services, whilst budgets are reducing (both in cash and real 
terms), has come at the cost of some of the Council‘s discretionary services. The 
cumulative effect of year-on-year savings is that nan Eilean Sair‘s capacity to 
realise efficiencies has reduced and it is now having to make service cuts.  

41. Falkirk Council also highlighted the pressure of necessary cost savings it 
needs to find in order to meet its statutory responsibilities and balance its budget. 
Bryan Smail, (―Chief Financial Officer of Falkirk Council‖), pointed to the fact that, 
despite the savings it has made to date, Falkirk estimates it will have a cumulative 
deficit of £35m over the next three years which it will have to address.24   

42. When questioned on the potential impact this may have on the discretionary 
services, the Chief Financial Officer of Falkirk Council pointed out that local 
authorities should consider ―the level at which those services are provided‖ to the 
public. Additional savings may be found by councils adopting this approach. 
Nevertheless, he stated—  
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 ―…attention will inevitably be focused on the areas that are discretionary. 
 When resources are plentiful, we can get into the domain of doing the things 
 that we would all love to do, but when the flip-side prevails, as is scheduled 
 to be the case as far into the future as we can reasonably see, we are 
 regrettably into the territory of needing to make hard decisions.‖25 

43. The impact of the change to discretionary services was reflected in concerns 
about deprivation, especially amongst very vulnerable groups such as children 
living in poverty. The Child Poverty Action Group (―CPAG‖) made specific 
reference to the impact of budget decisions on child poverty. CPAG is concerned 
―that many of the joint priorities agreed by local and national government have not 
been translated into action on the ground, particularly for families living in poverty.‖   

44. On the provision of free school meals, CPAG stated it ―has been a matter of 
real concern and disappointment that, to date, the roll out of free school meals to 
all pupils in P1 to P3, as announced by the Scottish Government in 2010, has not 
yet been fully implemented‖.26 We hope that additional monies which result from 
UK Barnett consequential will follow through to implement this commitment.  

The distribution formula  
45. The need to rebalance local government funding to take more account of 
issues such as deprivation was also raised in the context of the distribution 
formula for local government funding.  

46. Questioned on the issue of how councils have reacted to the financial 
pressures facing them, and the tension between statutory duties and discretionary 
services, the Cabinet Secretary remarked— 

―We have to be very thorough in how we go about managing the financial 
challenges that we face, and I know that local authorities undertake that 
exercise comprehensively. I see that happening in my locality, and it happens 
around the country. We have to be open about how we deliver services. Just 
because we have delivered a statutory service—if I may use that 
terminology—in one fashion up until now, that does not meant that it must 
always be delivered in the same fashion in the years to come. That is what 
the public service reform agenda is all about.‖27 

47. This highlights the debate surrounding these issues. Some witnesses 
expressed the view that councils have overemphasised the accepted way in which 
they provide a statutory duty, and therefore had resourced those services to a 
disproportionate level in the current environment. This, in turn, may be having a 
detrimental effect on discretionary services which, in the current economic climate, 
may be more important to deliver in terms of protecting the most vulnerable in 
society.  

48. It is clear there is widespread concern in relation to the potential reduction or 
withdrawal of discretionary services to the public as local authorities continue to try 
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to find savings in terms of their budgets. The belief that councils have absorbed as 
much of the financial squeeze internally as they can, and that front line services 
will now be impacted in a major way over the coming years, is clearly causing a 
great level of concern. 

49. Many councils are expressing concern that the potential savings to be made 
from reforms and reductions in their operations will now only have limited benefit 
going forward.    

Ring-fencing  
50. It should be noted that the Scottish Government has provided additional 
flexibility to local councils over the last six years to decide how to address local 
priorities within their area. A significant part of this has been the decrease in the 
level of ring-fenced funding provided to local government in return for achieving 
various national outcomes. The Cabinet Secretary pointed to this in his evidence 
to us— 

―If my memory serves me right, there was £2.7 billion of ring-fenced 
resources when we came into office, which the Government essentially 
stipulated had to be spent in particular ways. Some elements of that were 
with the agreement of local government. For example, local authorities were 
content for police funding to be a ring-fenced grant within that £2.7 billion, 
and that amounted to the best part of £1 billion. When we came into office, 
we substantially reduced the level of ring fencing of funds to local 
government essentially to enable local authorities to be more flexible in 
exercising their responsibilities.‖28 

51. Since 2008 the level of ring-fenced resources in the local government 
settlement from the Scottish Government has reduced by 92.6%, although a large 
proportion of this is due to the removal of police and fire functions from local 
government. This has provided councils with a degree of flexibility to direct 
resources at those issues which they deem to be a priority in their local areas.   

Council Tax freeze and commitment on teacher numbers   
52. The evidence received also reflected the implications of the delivery of the 
council tax freeze and maintaining teacher places, and the impact for council 
spending as a result.  

53. The Scottish Government is providing an additional £70 million of funding in 
2014-15 to freeze the council tax at the previous year‘s level. However, since the 
freeze is based on 2007-08 levels of council tax, and the Scottish Government has 
provided £70 million to councils‘ baseline allocations in each of the six years of the 
freeze, the actual cost (and amount of money provided by the Government) of the 
council tax freeze for 2014-15 is £490 million. In other words, £70 million is the 
cost of freezing the council tax compared to not freezing it for one year, and £490 
million is the cost of freezing the council tax compared to not freezing it over a 
seven year period (i.e. 2008-09 to 2014-15).  
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54. West Lothian Council pointed to the difficult decisions it has been faced with 
as a result of the squeeze in expenditure over the last three years. The need for 
councils to deliver the priorities of a council tax freeze, maintaining pupil/teacher 
ratio numbers and securing places for all probationary teachers has meant the 
Council has had to make very significant budget reductions.29 

55. Other councils, such as West Dunbartonshire, felt the flat cash settlement 
was ―reasonable, if considered in a closed economy‖. However, West 
Dunbartonshire highlighted the impact of inflation and increasing service demand 
pressures which have placed significant pressure on councils in the period since 
2011. This has resulted in a need to generate significant levels of efficiencies and 
savings.30 Like West Lothian, West Dunbartonshire felt this situation has 
undermined council‘s aims of delivering on joint priorities. 

56. The Government‘s approach to funding has, in Renfrewshire‘s view ―stuck too 
rigidly to a condition based grant provision based on significant input measures 
such as teacher and police officer numbers. This approach has ―cut across the 
principles of partnership, local dimensions to the need for services and indeed 
local approaches and innovation to service delivery to achieve desired outcomes.‖ 

31 Renfrewshire felt that this input-based perspective approach has, in fact, run 
counter to the positive outcome based focus that local government has worked to 
develop with the Government. This adds an unnecessary layer of complication to 
the significant financial challenges faced by local government.  

57. In its written evidence, UNISON stated the view that the council tax freeze 
has not been fully funded, which has led to a further reduction in local authority 
budgets.32 During his oral evidence Dave Watson (―the Scottish Organiser of 
UNISON‖) expanded on UNISON‘s position that— 

―The briefing from the Scottish Parliament information centre shows that the 
figure for the council tax freeze is now up to more than £2.5 billion, and we 
argue that local government could use that money to tackle some of the 
inequalities and other agendas. We do not think that spending it on the 
council tax freeze is the best use of that money, because that clearly benefits 
the bigger households the most. We summarise that in our written evidence 
on the impact of charges—and charges also tend to be regressive, in that a 
lot them hit those who need to use services the most. My plea is a non-
partisan one that recognises that nobody likes paying taxes and that tax 
freezes are always very popular.‖33 

 
58. It should be noted, however, that all 32 local authorities have delivered on 
the council tax freeze over the period of the last spending review. Indeed, in its 
written evidence to us, SOLACE pointed to the fact that a small number of councils 
have managed to reduce their council tax levels.34 Expanding on the implications 
of this for local authority revenue, Ian Lorimer (―Chair of CIPFA Directors of 
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Finance‖) and Head of Corporate Improvement and Finance at Angus Council told 
us that— 

―The number of councils that have reduced their council tax is small. The only 
example that comes to mind is Stirling Council, a number of years ago. A 
reduction takes income out of the base budget that cannot be replaced 
because, cut or not, councils are not allowed to increase the council tax 
thereafter. The vast majority of councils have frozen rather than reduced their 
council tax.‖35 

59. In his oral evidence the Cabinet Secretary, referred to the debate taking place 
on the council tax freeze and its potential impact on local government funding. 
Addressing questions regarding the call by some political leaders within local 
government to end the council tax freeze, the Cabinet Secretary stated— 

―The issue is occasionally raised with me, but I would not say that it is raised 
with me with the determination that it has to be changed. To be fair, I think 
that local government respects the fact that I have made it absolutely crystal 
clear to it that the Government‘s priority is to maintain the council tax freeze 
for the duration of this parliamentary session. I suspect that there might be an 
element of local government leaders deciding to raise with me issues on 
which they might make progress, in the knowledge that they will not make 
much progress with me on abandoning the council tax freeze.‖36 

Job losses and reductions in payroll costs  
60. UNISON also stated that ―over 30,000 jobs‖ have been lost in the local 
government sector since 2008. This has taken place against the backdrop of a 
continual increase in the public demand for local government services. During 
questioning on 9 October, the Scottish Organiser of UNISON expanded on this by 
stating that ―the bald number is 34,500. That figure comes from the numbers from 
the Scottish Government and the UK Statistics Authority‖37. 

61. In relation to the impact on budget settlements and staffing levels in local 
authorities, Valarie Watts, Chief Executive of Aberdeen City Council estimated that 
the Council has reduced its staffing level by about 5% over the period.38 Witnesses 
from both Falkirk Council and Midlothian Council also confirmed that their staffing 
compliment has reduced, this was by way of natural wastage and voluntary 
redundancy as there is a non-compulsory redundancy commitment in place.39 

62. We note the Scottish Local Government Financial statistics include data for 
local government ―employee costs‖.40 The statistics defined employee costs as 
―salaries and wages, national insurance and superannuation contributions, cash 
allowances paid to employees, redundancy and severance payments and other 
employee costs.‖ Based on the figures provided by local authorities, the following 
table sets out those employee costs from 2008-09 (when funding arrangements 
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changed), to the most recent set of statistics for 2011-12. The table shows year-
on-year changes for the total of all categories of spend on employee costs and for 
General Revenue Account expenditure on employee costs. 41 

Employee 
Costs (£ 
thousands) 
 

General 
Fund 
Services 

GRF 
annual 
change 

GRF 
annual % 
change 

Total Total 
annual 
change 

Total 
annual % 
change 

2011-12 7,160,414 -420,147 -5.54% 7,652,471 -536,805  -6.55% 

2010-11 7,580,561 76,169 1.01% 8,189,276 40,565 0.50% 

2009-10 7,504,392 379,985 5.33% 8,148,711 267,950 3.40% 

2008-09 7,124,407 - -  7,880,761 - -  

 
63. The figures shows that, overall, while local government staff costs grew from 
2008-09 to 2010-11, there was a sharp decline in staff costs in 2011-12 of just 
under £537 million (-£536,805,000). As an illustration of this issue we provide the 
following example from North Ayrshire Council.  

Snapshot of North Ayrshire Council  
64. When questioned about the suggested levels of job losses across the local 
government sector, the Chair of SOLACE stated that she could ―recognise the 
30,000 job losses‖42 as an accurate approximation of the reduction in staffing 
levels across local government. Most of these losses would be in local council staff 
numbers.  

65. However, when questioned as to the possible savings these staffing 
reductions have achieved for payroll costs, there seems to be some dubiety as to 
the overall benefit to council‘s budgets. In the case of North Ayrshire Council, Ms 
Murray told the Committee that as a result of 10% staff reductions between 2008-
09 and 2012-13, the payroll budget for the Council has remained ―pretty stable‖43.  

66. In response to the questions posed by the Committee, the Chair of SOLACE 
provided follow up information on the position of council staffing in general, and in 
particular at North Ayrshire Council. In her response she stated that it ―is fair to say 
there is a mixed position from one Council to another, but as the national position 
shows there has been a bit of a reduction over time‖.  

67. Ms Murray pointed out the complexity of the situation as it relates to North 
Ayrshire, noting there had been a reduction in their General Fund employee costs. 
However Ms Murray pointed out that ―this is masked by increased costs in our 
HRA and Building Services operations‖. Other issues to take account of in North 
Ayrshire‘s case are— 
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 ―The period that the information covers is from 2008/09 to 2011/12. The 
austerity programme did not fully kick-in until later i.e around 2010/11. This 
means that for most Councils staff costs will have risen in the early part of the 
period under review before, in some cases, falling back again as austerity 
kicked in;  

 Pay awards (and normal increments within grades for local government staff 
i.e. cost of living rises) were made in 2008/09, 2009/10 and 2010/11. A full 
pay freeze (with the exception of teaching staff) was in place during 2011/12 
and 2012/13, although for staff not yet at the top of the grade for their post 
there may well have been increments awarded; 

 As Councils seek to reduce their workforce numbers they will also incur 
increased costs in respect of early retirement and voluntary redundancy 
costs, along with increased pension costs. Some of these costs are incurred 
on a one-off basis, however because Councils have been taking a 
programme approach to reductions then there will be new one-off costs each 
year as more staff are released;  

 Other factors such as the transfer of staff to Arms Length Organisations may 
also affect the information, but it is not possible to say by how much without 
looking at each individual Council.‖44 

Our analysis of the North Ayrshire data  
68. In examining this information, we have extrapolated the following data set in 
relation to staffing costs at North Ayrshire Council for the period 2008-09 to 2012-
13— 

North Ayrshire Council 
staffing costs  
(£ thousands) 

Total Annual change Annual % 
change 

2012/13 
 

194,263.929 3,070.595 1.6% 

2011/12 
 

191,193.334 37,213.229 24.2% 

2010/11 
 

153,980.105 -41,335.418 -21.2% 

2009/10 
 

195,315.523 3,124.474 1.6% 

2008/09 
 

192,191.049 - - 

 

69. From the peak in 2009-10 to 2012-13, North Ayrshire Council‘s staffing costs 
show a reduction of £1,051, 594 (a 0.5% cash reduction). We acknowledge we do 
not have the total headcount numbers of staff from North Ayrshire.  
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70. Nevertheless, this snapshot of one local authority provides an insight into the 
actual situation regarding local government staffing over the period of the 
recession. In our view, this data poses some important questions on this issue— 

 It is interesting to note that there was a small (1.6%) increase in the 2012-13 
figures over 2011-12;  

 North Ayrshire experienced a large drop in staffing costs in 2010-11 of over 
21%, however this situation is reversed the following year with an increase of 
24.2%, saving some £41 million.  

71. It would appear costs for redundancy and early severance are included in 
these cost figures. This may explain why the current budget figures appear to be 
at a similar level to pre-recession 2008-09 levels. It is also interesting to note that, 
―other employee costs‖ show large percentage changes, possible as a result of 
redundancy payments.  

72. The information on staffing costs provided by North Ayrshire Council has 
provided an insight into the levels of staffing at a local authority over the period of 
the recession. We accept that this is a snapshot of one local authority and that 
there will be many local variations for staffing costs across all 32 councils.  

73. Nevertheless, it is clear from the national figures that 2011-12 has seen the 
first major reduction in local government staffing costs across councils since the 
beginning of the recession in 2008. This is set against a position in 2011-12 where 
the local government resource settlement from the Scottish Government has 
remained stable in cash terms. 

74. This figure leads us to question just how severe the current pressures on 
local authorities are.45 This is one area upon which we would have expected 
COSLA to comment and assist us in understanding the £537 million reduction and 
its effect on the resource settlement they sought from the Scottish Consolidated 
Fund. We expect savings from the reduction in staff will lead to a significant 
reduction in the staffing budgets required in future years.  

UK Government policy and socio-demographic pressures 
75. A near continuous message we have received as a Committee has been the 
general concern that the weight of economic and social hardship caused by the 
recession is being unfairly borne by the most disadvantaged and vulnerable in 
society. This debate has been brought into sharp relief by two aspects in 
particular. The first is the UK Government‘s welfare reform agenda, such as the 
introduction of Universal Credit. The second is the increasing demographic 
pressures placed on the public services in Scotland as a result of the ageing 
population and how the totality of national spending is shaped to respond to this 
challenge.  

76. Unsurprisingly, the UK Government‘s welfare reform agenda has given rise to 
a great deal of anxiety amongst many sections of Scottish society, local authorities 
and others in the public services. Much of the public debate, and that in the media, 
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has focussed on changes to housing benefit for those in receipt of welfare support, 
the so-called ‗Bedroom Tax‘. 

77. The Cabinet Secretary informed us of the framework for discussions with local 
government, in terms of the impact of UK welfare reform- 

―…the Deputy First Minister and I recently met local government 
representatives to discuss the very real issues that it is facing with regard 
to the implications of welfare reform. We have many channels of 
discussion with local government to ensure that we are properly and fully 
sighted on all the issues that it is wrestling with.‖46 

78. We do not require to expand on this debate, as parliamentary discussion on 
the impact of welfare reforms is ongoing and comprehensive, not least through the 
Welfare Reform Committee of the Parliament.  

79. It is important to reflect, however, on the pressure the continuing uncertainties 
surrounding welfare reforms are having on local councils and how this, in turn, 
may shape the funding decisions they make.  Both Falkirk and Midlothian councils 
pointed to the difficulty of forward planning in the ―constantly shifting landscape‖ of 
welfare reform rollout. 47  

80. The second theme is the ever-increasing impact of demographic changes 
which Scotland and local government faces. This is not a new topic of discussion. 
Issues relating to an ageing population have been the subject of public policy 
debate, in one form or another, for the last twenty years. 

81. Midlothian, Orkney Islands, Renfrewshire, South Lanarkshire and West 
Lothian councils all referred to the pressures demographic changes are placing on 
their current and future budget planning provisions.48 Comhairle nan Eilean Sair 
pointed to the problems it faces ―with an ageing population, a falling number of 
children and a decreasing working age population.‖49  

82. Fife Council raised the concern over the future demand for public services its 
changing demographics represent. Fife stated the key challenges in its financial 
planning are— 

―a marginal increase in pre-school and school age children, a decline in 
working age population and a significant increase in the elderly, 
particularly the 75+ age group.  The population shift has implications for 
the way resources are allocated across Council services.  This increased 
demand on services and other cost pressures will create a significant gap 
between funding and council expenditure‖.50   
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83. From our other inquiry work to date, we remain to be convinced that the 
delivery of the preventative spending agenda is keeping pace with the ever-
growing demographic pressure local authorities are facing. 

84. Another factor in terms of additional burdens by UK Government policy is 
forthcoming changes to National Insurance/Pensions policy due to take effect in 
2016. The Chair of CIPFA Directors of Finance, referring to the implications of 
these changes for Angus Council, stated— 

―A particular concern for our [CIPFA] members is the end of contracting out, 
which I think will happen in 2016. At the moment, as employers, local 
authorities get a rebate on their national insurance contributions because of 
the pension arrangements that we have. In our case, the introduction of the 
single state pension and the ending of that rebate will add around 2 per cent 
to our pay bill. We do not yet know whether that will be funded in some way, 
but if it is not, 2 per cent on the pay bill—having done nothing else—would be 
a significant issue.‖51   

85. The issue of changes to National Insurance contributions from 2016 is a 
significant additional cost factor which has not previously been highlighted 
to us. It will be important to establish what its overall revenue implications 
will be across the entire local government sector in Scotland. COSLA and 
the Scottish Government should make clear to the Parliament exactly what 
the implications of these changes will have for local government financing. 

Effect of protection for NHS budgets  
86. One of the issues reflected by councils in their budget evidence had been the 
balance of public spending targeted at this issue, in terms of the protected budget 
of the NHS, compared to a lack of protected funding for local government care 
services. It has been speculated that one of the reasons for this imbalance is the 
general perception that the health service is the appropriate delivery mechanism to 
address the pressures caused by an ageing population.  

87. Renfrewshire Council highlighted the comparative positions of cuts to local 
government budgets compared with the protected status of NHS budget, pointing 
out that ―local government in Scotland has not enjoyed protection similar to that 
afforded to the NHS by the Scottish Government.‖ While recognising that the NHS 
faces ―significant demand led challenges‖, it pointed out that ―local government 
faces equally challenging pressures emerging from demand led cost growth.‖52  

88. This, in turn, has led to a view that there is too much of a focus on protecting 
specific budgets, such as the NHS, to the exclusion of other in terms of delivering 
the health outcomes. the Scottish Organiser of UNISON referred to the— 

―…view that health is the NHS budget. Well, self-evidently, it is not. As 
the Christie commission highlighted, instead of having silos, we can start 
to look at some budgets differently. If we start to look at outcomes and 
ask how we are spending the budget to tackle health inequalities, we will 
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begin to see the Scottish Government‘s budget allocations very 
differently and we will start to break down those silos.‖53   

89. The protection of any one part of the Scottish budget, such as the NHS, from 
resource implications caused by the state of the public finances places a 
disproportionate burden on the other parts of the budget. Consideration must be 
given to whether such budget-line protection is the most effective overall policy in 
terms of providing the best support to the most vulnerable in society. With the 
move to an integrated health and social care system in Scotland, the efficient 
targeting of resources should become more effective.  

90. Government decisions on ring-fencing NHS budgets will form a key aspect of 
long term budget planning. The need to deliver on the preventative spending 
agenda is vital across the public sector in the light of the fact that the pressures 
from an ageing population are now coming to fruition.  

91. We note the opportunities which can arise from the integrated 
coordination of NHS budgets with other budgets related to the health and 
wellbeing of the population, across the public sector. This is especially true 
for the budgeting process in Community Planning Partnerships.  

Capital vs. revenue spending  
92. The flat cash revenue settlements of the last few years has also given rise to 
a discussion on the decisions of councils to balance the needs of capital spending 
with that of revenue expenditure within their over spending limits.  

93. Concern has been raised in relation to the potential pressures on capital 
spending by local authorities as the demand for services which are revenue-spend 
increased during the recession. The tension between the need for investment in 
capital spending set against the public demand for local government services - 
which are revenue intensive - is an ongoing feature in the evidence we have 
received.   

94. Many witnesses speculated that the financial, and demand, pressures 
councils are facing has resulted in a need to focus on reducing revenue spending 
as much as possible. Ensuring that capital spending is not adversely effected, can 
avoid impacting on the future ability of councils to generate revenue, stimulate 
their local economy and deliver on public services.  

Staff cuts and loss of skills and experience  
95. The single largest recurring revenue cost for all local authorities is payroll and 
pension provision for staff. Increasingly, concerns have been expressed about 
how councils are addressing this pressure, with suggestion that tens of thousands 
of jobs have been lost across local government through a mixture of natural 
wastage, recruitment freezes and redeployment of staff.  

96. Those expressing these concerns point to the overall diminishing return such 
an approach ultimately leads to, in their view, in terms of the loss to councils of the 
skills and experience to deliver and adapt to an ever-changing service 
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environment. Such a policy approach can also, it is argued, act to depress local 
economic activity as, in many cases local authorities are often one of the largest, if 
not the largest employer in their local communities.  

97. Further concerns have been expressed during our evidence taking that major 
reductions in local authority staffing may be an ever-increasing occurrence over 
the coming years as councils, having now exhausted all of the low hanging fruit, 
are increasing faced with the decision to make further reductions in staffing 
compliments. 

PPP/PFI costs & single status/equal pay costs  
98. Councils have also highlighted the issue of ongoing expenditure which 
constitutes a recurring cost. Two were highlighted to us.  

99. The first is the ongoing cost of servicing PPP/PFI and NPD contracts which 
delivered major capital and infrastructural projects over the last decade and a half, 
such as major school building programs. Owing to the legal and contractual nature 
of these projects, these costs represent an unavoidable expenditure in terms of 
council‘s ongoing budgets. PPP/PFI repayments could be planned for in the 
context of recurring costs for councils over the term of these contracts. However, 
what has changed in the last few years is the proportion such repayments now 
represent for councils in terms of revenue expenditure.  

100. In a briefing to support the Committee‘s pre-budget scrutiny, SPICe produced 
figures looking at the overall level of PPP/PFI and NPD repayments due to be 
made by local authorities. Based on currently signed projects, the level of PPP/PFI 
and NPD unitary charges will peak at £590 million in 2025-26 (made up of £536 
million for PPP/PFI and £54 million for NPD). Given the Scottish Government‘s 
planned NPD programme, it is likely these numbers will increase. 

101. Several witnesses pointed to the ongoing costs of PPP/PFI projects and the 
impact they are having on council budgets. Falkirk Council confirmed that for a 25 
year PPP/PFI contract for eight new schools, Falkirk is paying just under £700 
million over the lifetime of the contract. He stressed however that— 

 ―One thing to bear in mind is the fact that we would need to compare like with 
 like. PFI-type deals have rolled into them a whole array of services; it is not 
 just about the build cost. [..] what we are paying for each year is a roll-up of 
 an array of services; it is not just the capital cost.‖ 54 

102. Midlothian Council confirmed that it has two high school PPP contracts which 
cost ―in the region of £10 million, out of a revenue budget in the region of £180 
million‖55 per annum. While Aberdeen City Council stated— 

―We have our 3Rs project—reorganise, renovate, rebuild. The PPP/PFI 
payment to the contractor costs us approximately £12 million, and it 
increases by around £800,000 a year. I reiterate what Mr Smail said: that 
includes the whole life-cycle costing of the building. You have to remember 
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that, at the end of the period, the building comes back in the day 1, opening 
state, whereas with the traditional council build of a property we would 
probably just have looked at what the capital financing costs were.‖56 

103. The other cost factor adding to the impacting on budgeting for some council‘s 
is the ongoing impact of single status payments and equal pay agreements. 
Currently, this is to a large extent a result of recent and pending judicial rulings on 
claims for compensation as a result of earlier court rulings on past pay and 
employment practices found to have been discriminatory.  

104. In relation to equal pay issues, UNISON stated that— 

―Despite official reports to the contrary, equal pay problems persist on a 
significant scale in the public sector - principally in local government. The 
issue has been the subject of detailed scrutiny by MSPs, most notably in 
the Local Government Committee report of June 2009.57 The 2009 report 
contained a number of recommendations designed to ensure that 
authorities eliminated discrimination, promoted equality and compensated 
employees for past losses. When viewed from a national perspective, 
none of those recommendations have been implemented in full.‖58 

105. West Dunbartonshire pointed out that ―councils are still dealing with the 
significant equal pay challenges as a result of single status‖59. Falkirk Council 
spoke of the ―constant ebb and flow‖60 of tribunal decisions on single status and 
equal pay claims. This has led Falkirk to set aside £4 million to cover possible cost 
of future claim settlements.  

106. Midlothian Council also set out the significant impact single status and equal 
pay issues represent for it, with its Head of Finance and Human Resources, Gary 
Fairley telling us that the Council had— 

―…moved to a single status pay structure in the 2009 for all previous 
local government administration, professional, technical and craft staff, 
and manual workers. We face significant equal pay claims from both sets 
of staff. We have settled all the claims in relation to former manual 
workers and we have agreed in principle settlements for former APT and 
C staff, with the expectation that the claims will be physically settled in 
this calendar year. If my memory serves me right, the total liability that 
we have incurred is in the region of £13 million.‖61 

107. We have been told that both of these cost variables have increased the 
difficulty for local government to manage the budget pressures they face in the 
short to intermediate term. While the extent of these pressures can vary greatly 
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depending on councils, the overall effect is to narrow the room for manoeuvre 
councils have available to them to address current and future pressures.  

108. We are concerned at the ongoing cost implications arising from single 
status and equal pay rulings, and the provisions some councils are having 
to make for these. COSLA should provide an up to date monitoring report on 
the position of single status and equal pay costs for all 32 local authorities, 
setting out the amount each has set aside to deal with this issue.   

Fees and charges 
109. One issue which will merit further consideration by us in the future is the role 
of the fees and charges levied by local authorities for services they provide to the 
public.  

110. On 31 October the Accounts Commission for Scotland published a report on 
local government fees and charges. In its report the Commissions says— 

―Information reported by councils in their annual Scottish Government 
financial returns indicates that they raise over £1.3 billion a year through 
charges, accounting for 7.4 per cent of councils‘ total revenue. The 
proportion of income from charges rose from 5.6 per cent in 2003/04 to 
7.4 per cent in 2013. The implementation of the council tax freeze in 
2007/08 altered the relative proportion of councils‘ income from charges.  

Income from charges now equates to over half of the income raised 
through council tax, having risen from about 40 per cent in 2003 to 57 per 
cent in 2013.‖62  

111.  We were struck by a number of the key messages in this report, namely— 

 Councils should have clear policies in place for charges and concessions. 
They should regularly review charges to ensure that they are appropriate 
and meet their intended objectives. 

 

 Councillors should take a lead role in determining charging policies. They 
should be involved and consulted over the design of charges and 
concessions. 

 

 Charges can be used to influence behaviour to help meet councils' 
objectives. They should not be seen solely as a means to generate income. 

 

 Councils should improve their use of cost information, including unit costs. 
This is essential for councils to design charges and understand the extent 
to which they will recover costs. 
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 Charges for services vary markedly between councils, reflecting local 
circumstances and policy priorities. This may be appropriate but councils 
should be aware of any significant differences in their charges. They should 
be transparent in how they set charges and be able to explain their 
charging decisions to the public. 

 

 Councils should consider charging as part of their overall financial 
management. Councils should understand the contribution that charges 
make to their overall financial position, and the extent to which individual 
services are subsidised. This can help councils to target subsidy to priority 
areas. 

 
112. The role which charging and fees play within local government resources was 
put to witnesses on 30 October. We have been told by various witnesses that, 
current 81% of net local government funding derives from central government, with 
the remaining 19% coming by way of the council tax.  

113. However, in response to questions on the specific nature of this ratio, the 
Chair of CIPFA Directors of Finance clarified the position— 

―the 81 per cent includes core Government grant and non-domestic rate 
income, but it is all guaranteed. The 81 per cent to 19 per cent split is based 
on our net expenditure as councils. In reaching that net expenditure, we 
have fees and charges that we levy for the use of things such as leisure 
centres. For example, in Angus, fees and charges are about 10 per cent of 
our net expenditure. The figures of 81 per cent and 19 per cent that I gave 
are based on net expenditure after fees and charges have been taken into 
account.‖ […] 

―What it comes down to is that we look at our budget on a net basis, but we 
could also look at the figures on a gross basis. Gross expenditure includes 
everything. Income on a gross basis would include fees and charges, 
council tax, Government grant, non-domestic rates, Department for Work 
and Pensions grant for benefits and the like.‖63 

114. Expanding on this answer, Mr Lorimer also set out the base budget position 
for councils in terms of revenue budgets (revenue funding from Government + 
NDRI), and other sources of funding. These other sources of funding include 
various EU funding schemes; UK Department of Work and Pensions payments; 
discretionary housing payments; various capital receipts from asset sales; charges 
and fees levied for council services; the Scottish Futures Trust etc.64 

115. The Cabinet Secretary was questioned in relation to the increase in local 
government charges for services and the potential to alleviate some of this 
pressure if they were allowed to retain a greater share of business rates through 
an incentivisation scheme. Setting out his discussions with COSLA on this matter, 
he stated— 
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―I would be delighted to announce that scheme tomorrow, if I could, but I 
have to agree targets with local government that are credible and 
representative of the current business rates position and local authority 
leaders have indicated that they do not wish to do that until the final 
audited position on business rates for 2012-13 is clear, which will not be 
until February 2014. The need to revise the targets for the business rates 
incentivisation scheme has come about because of the delay in the 
application of various implications of appeals as a result of significant 
court cases […] I am keen to reach agreement on the targets but I cannot 
agree a set of targets if there is no willingness to do so at this stage. 
Once we get to February 2014, we will turn our minds to agreeing the 
targets with local government.‖65 

116. We note the evidence provide by CIPFA and SOLACE on the net expenditure 
basis on which local government funding allocations are sought from the Scottish 
Government, and the other funding streams available to them. However, it is clear 
from the Accounts Commission that local government has taken in £1.3 billion in 
revenue in 2011-12 in charges and fees.   

117. In this current economic environment it is no longer acceptable for the 
Parliament to be informed of what funding councils require from the Scottish 
Consolidated Fund without also being clearly informed on the full range of 
income, including what councils earn. Otherwise, the Parliament, and 
therefore, the taxpayer, cannot make any informed judgement on the validity 
of funding requests.  

118. Once again this issue highlights the need for the political leadership of 
COSLA to engage fully with us on local government financing.  

THE FUTURE OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT FINANCING  

The revenue base and distribution formula for local government  
119. It is clear from the evidence we have received, both in our scrutiny of the 
2014/15 draft budget, and more widely across our work as a parliamentary 
committee, there is a debate under way on how local government in Scotland 
should be funded in the future.66 This includes considering who should assess the 
need for revenue to be raised and how such revenues should be channelled into 
the services to deliver outcomes which improve peoples‘ lives.  

120. On several occasion during the consideration of the budget the topic of the 
current distribution formula used by COSLA to determine the individual financial 
settlements for each local authority was raised.  

121. One specific issue we have already referred to is the use of a demographic 
model to determine funding settlements. Local authorities, such as Renfrewshire, 
have called for more emphasis to be given to targeting areas of deprivation within 
the funding formula.67 Other councils such as Aberdeen City and Midlothian 
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pointed to the pressure their growing populations place on services and called for 
the distribution process to take more account of the variations they face.68 

122. Responding to this debate, the Chair of CIPFA Directors of Finance offered a 
strictly personal view— 

―Distribution is a difficult and emotive issue, and councils take different 
views on whether distribution reflects their particular circumstances. I 
suspect that every council could find an indicator in the distribution system 
that they think does not serve them as well as it should. From my 
perspective, I would be cautious about getting into a whole debate about 
distribution, because it would be a fight over a diminishing cake. I think in 
local government we should focus our energies on dealing with the 
financial challenges, however difficult that might be, rather than being 
deflected from that by looking at distribution.‖69   

123. The Cabinet Secretary explained that the distribution formula used by COSLA 
is agreed jointly between them and Scottish Ministers. Ministers are advised in this 
process by the Settlement and Distribution Group. Referring to the application of 
the formula for the financial year 2015-16, the Cabinet Secretary told us— 

―The representation that I have had from COSLA is a letter from the 
convention‘s president to indicate to me that COSLA leaders have 
proposed—by a narrow margin, I must say—that, in 2015-16, the 
distribution formula should not be applied and that the settlement that is 
delivered in 2014-15 should be rolled forward for another financial year. 
There would be no updating of the indicators to take into account the 
principal driver of the distribution formula, which is population change.‖70  

124. While he has not yet responded to this request, the Cabinet Secretary told us 
that the consideration given to this would ―make it difficult for [him] to set out the 
indicative allocations to local authorities for 2015-16‖ which would normally be 
indicated in early December. He conceded ―there will undoubtedly be issues for 
local authorities that have population uplift if the settlement for 2014-15 is simply to 
be replicated in 2015-16.‖71 

125. Clearly the debate over the distribution formula for local government is one on 
which many differing views are held. While discussion on the implications of the 
current formula is primarily one for COSLA and the Scottish Ministers to 
undertake, such discussions must be considered in the wider context of the overall 
funding structure for local government. We would welcome the views of the 
COSLA Commission on Strengthening Local Democracy on the issue of the 
future of the distribution formula as part of its wider consideration of local 
government funding.   
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Financial empowerment for local government 
126. Ultimately, it is not central government which funds local government, neither 
is it local government which funds local services. It is the taxpayer who funds all 
levels of government, through direct and indirect taxes; council tax; non-domestic 
rates; charges and levies for services and general economic activity.  

127. The broad question emerging from much of the evidence we have received is, 
in essence, a straightforward one. What should the statutory and administrative 
structure for raising revenues for local government look like over the medium to 
long term? Where should the balance lie between central government and local 
government in determining how to raise revenue? How should revenue be 
targeted to achieve the outcomes we seek? Where should public accountability lie 
in this equation?  

128. In the evidence we have received, several suggestions were made in terms of 
short-term rebalancing of the revenue-raising responsibility between local and 
national government. These suggestions may provide some additional flexibility to 
local government to deal with the various financial and service pressures 
confronting them over the next three to five years— 

 some discussion took place around the wider use of Tax Incremental 
Financing (―TIF‖)72 as an investment tool for local government. This may be a 
popular option in light of the current low interest rate environment, and the 
level of work done in local government in terms oF managing the risks 
involved in this form of funding;  

 Consideration was also given to the other empowerment mechanisms which 
could be provided to local government. Adopting a Scottish variant of the 
current City Deal scheme in England73, where cities are given additional 
powers to financially benefit from economic development in their areas;  

 New devolved powers from the UK to Scotland on stamp duty equivalent 
could be examined to see if local authorities could financially benefit from 
private property development in their area.74 It was stated such a mechanism 
could be used to support the development of social housing;  

 More opportunities for local authorities to benefit from increases in business 
rates were also mentioned as a way to improve income streams to 
councils.75  

129. Outside of additional funding mechanisms for local government, witnesses 
highlighted potential flexibilities in existing mechanisms, which would give local 
authorities more latitude to adapt to changing circumstances.  

130. A more flexible use of non-domestic rates in terms of specific site 
development within a council area was highlighted to us by Aberdeen City 
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Council.76 This could look to develop a risk-reward scenario between councils, 
local developers and the Scottish Government and provide councils with additional 
scope to address pressures in service provision.77 

131. The consideration of looser criteria for the use of discretionary housing 
payments was another issue raised as having the potential to provide councils with 
flexibility. Transfer of control of such payments from central government to local 
government, with sufficient safeguards, could play an important role in assisting 
councils to address immediate issues, such as the impact of welfare reform and 
the so-called ‗Bedroom Tax‘. This could support a dedicated focus by councils on 
―preventative intervention‖ and allows them to identify how to direct council 
resources to improving the quality of people‘s lives, ―rather than just treading water 
and maintaining the status quo‖.78  

132. As previously referred to, the reduction in the level of ring-fenced funding to 
local government was providing additional flexibility for councils to respond to 
various pressures in their areas. However, as new financial burdens arise, yet 
more flexibility may be required by local councils.  

133. The Cabinet Secretary pointed to the very close dialogue he is undertaking 
with COSLA on the position of local government financing— 

―Local government is immersed in the discussion with me about how we 
meet the challenges. I see local government frequently to discuss budget 
issues. The formulation of the budget proposition for 2014-15 did not 
happen without any dialogue with COSLA. I met COSLA‘s presidential 
team several times over the summer; in fact, I probably met that team 
more often than I met anyone else other than the Cabinet to discuss the 
budget during the summer. That is perhaps evidenced in the reaction that 
local government has given.‖

79
   

134. A close ongoing dialogue between the Scottish Government and COSLA, in 
relation to the finalisation of the local government budget settlement for any given 
year, is to be expected. However, it is important that a dialogue is also taking 
place on the wider issue of developing the local government finance system. It is 
not clear to us from the evidence received whether this is the case at the moment.   

135. As our examination of these suggestions has been necessarily brief, we 
are not in a position to endorse any proposals - in the absence of a fuller 
understanding of the potential advantages and disadvantages of each. 
However, we believe that these suggestions merit further consideration. If 
there are options currently available to the Scottish Government to provide 
additional funding flexibility to councils, these should be examined.  

136. In the first instance however it is for local authorities, through COSLA, 
to develop a clear set of funding proposals to inform this debate. For our 
part, we will constructively engage in any debate on the future of local 
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government funding, and seek to add value to such discussion through our 
scrutiny work.    

PUBLIC SERVICES REFORMS  

Reform potential and sharing best practice  
137. The last decade has seen a major drive for reform of the Scottish public 
sector so as to deliver more effective public services; deliver better value for 
money and provide more accountability and transparency in the way in which 
services are delivered.  

138.  Given the important role local government plays in public services in 
Scotland, many of these reform initiatives have centred on the operation of 
councils. This includes the introduction of the community planning process and the 
establishment of the Improvement Service to provide local government with 
dedicated support in delivering on change. A recent product of this is the 
development of the local government benchmarking.  

139. The potential of developments, such as the benchmarking system, was 
highlighted by Jenny Stewart of KPMG (―KPMG‖)— 

―The community planning partnerships are a good way forward, but the 
benchmarking data that I know the committee has looked at before—one 
of the questions was on benchmarking—suggests that there is 
considerable scope for further efficiencies if the performance of local 
authorities can coalesce around a higher average than is the case at the 
moment. I think that there is a bit further to go on efficiencies. If the 
community planning partnerships can focus in on preventative spend, 
they could drive some really significant cost savings without impacting on 
the outcomes that are achieved.‖80 

140. Concern was also expressed by Jenny Bloomfield of the Scottish Council for 
Voluntary Organisations (―SCVO‖), about delays in delivering on the full potential 
of the Community Planning Partnerships. Referring to the Agreement on Joint 
Working on Community Planning and Resourcing, she stated— 

―It is positive that the agreement exists, but I suppose that we will have to 
wait and see whether it is implemented and whether it does what we 
hope that it will do. The tenets of the 2009 joint statement with COSLA on 
working with the third sector and others were very good, but they have 
not been implemented.‖81   

141. Both the SCVO and the Prince‘s Trust for Scotland referred to the unmet 
potential of the third sector in delivering public services in a more efficient and 
effective way. Both pointed to the difficulties in third sector organisations being 
able to demonstrate the potential value they can add to reform of the public 
services.  

142. The SCVO referred to the example of the Food Train— 
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―We find that organisations that started off quite small and can 
demonstrate that they have done well can often spread quite well. The 
Food Train began quite small but it grew and found other ways of 
working and brought new ideas that are now being looked at quite 
seriously by a few local authorities. It is easier for local authorities to look 
in-house because that is what they know.‖82 

143. The Prince‘s Trust for Scotland called for ―better empirical evidence and more 
benchmarking of the costs and how efficiently the services are being delivered‖.83 

144. KPMG cited the example of the huge cost variation across local authorities for 
the cost per hour of home care services, ranging from £8 per hour to £30 per hour, 
with the average cost coming out at £19 per hour.84 It was suggested this was an 
area where benchmarking should provide much more robust information on the 
reasons for such a cost range. While acknowledging that there may be many valid 
reasons for such a disparity, KPMG suggested that ―to drag people up to the 
average should not be a huge stretch‖ of the system. 

145. The Cabinet Secretary indicated that he was content that local government 
and the wider public sector was actively working to deliver change and learn from 
best practice. However, he also acknowledged that such processes could always 
be improved upon and that continuous effort was required to find better ways to 
deliver on the changes necessary in the public sector.85 As an example, he 
pointed to the ongoing work of the Convention of the Highlands and Islands in 
assessing their comparative experience of community planning partnerships in 
advancing the change agenda. The Cabinet Secretary also highlighted the 
growing potential of social media interaction in order to reach a much wider 
audience.   

146. We are disappointed to learn that, four years on from the publication of 
the Agreement on Joint Working on Community Planning and Resourcing, 
no progress has been made in terms of developing the potential of the third 
sector to deliver reform and savings in public services. This is an issue we 
will look to investigate in terms of our 2014 work programme.  

147. While it is clear that much work is being undertaken in other areas, we still get 
the sense that not enough progress is being made in terms of achieving the 
maximum potential from the reform process. Part of this is the perennial problem 
through the difficulty of sharing best practice across the local government sector.  

PARLIAMENTARY BUDGET SCRUTINY  

The annual budget process  
148. One of the key approaches we have adopted to our scrutiny work as a 
Committee is to ensure a joined-up approach is taken to policy consideration. We 
have looked to identity key issues for scrutiny, both within our inquiry work, and 
our consideration of legislation. This, in turn, informs our programme of ongoing 
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work. In doing so we seek to improve our effectiveness as part of the scrutiny and 
oversight role of the Parliament, as well as add value through the experience we 
have gained. This is an approach advocated by the Parliament‘s Finance 
Committee.86   

149. The Committee‘s call for evidence on the 2014/15 draft budget mainstreamed 
those areas recommended for examination by other parliamentary committees, 
such as the National Performance Framework, climate change issues and equal 
opportunities. Relevant evidence on these issues has been drawn upon for the 
production of this report. We intend to utilise this body of evidence further in our 
2014 work programme, thereby continuing the process of mainstreaming the 
annual budget process into our committee work.  

150. In terms of our scrutiny of this budget, we have identified four areas which we 
will seek to mainstream into our 2014 work programme.  

Agreement on Joint Working on Community Planning and Resourcing  
151. As already referred to in the previous section we have taken some evidence 
on the state of progress of the Agreement on Joint Working on Community 
Planning and Resourcing. We will return to examination of this agreement as part 
of our scrutiny of the forthcoming Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill87 in 
2014. 

Resources for the planning system  
152. One area we have noted from our consideration of the 2014/15 draft budget is 
the evidence from the Royal Town Planning Institute (―RTPI‖) in relation to local 
authority staffing and budgets. In their written budget evidence to us, they stated— 

―The last year has seen an unparalleled reduction in professional planning 
staff in local authorities across Scotland. Although this is as yet 
unquantified, intelligence received by the Institute tells us that this is 
beginning to have an impact upon how the service is being delivered.  […] 
A properly resourced planning system, working within the right framework, 
is key to achieving ambitions for sustainable development, economic 
growth and successful places for people across Scotland.‖88 

153. In January 2014 the Scottish Government will lay the third draft National 
Planning Framework (―NPF3‖) before the Parliament.89 The Scottish Government 
has also announced a review of Scottish Planning Policy (―SPP‖) to run alongside 
NPF3, and we will be scrutinising both in January 2014.  

154. Furthermore, we have agreed to consider, as part of this scrutiny, those 
planning issues which have emerged from our inquiry on the Delivery of 
Regeneration in Scotland.  
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155. In advance of the laying of NPF3 before the Parliament in January 2014, 
we call on the Scottish Government, COSLA, and the key planning 
stakeholders to undertake any necessary examination of the current level of 
resources for the planning system. This will allow them to make an informed 
contribution to our scrutiny of planning resources as part of our scrutiny of 
NPF3 and SPP in January 2014.  

Community assets, and local authority fees and charges 
156. Two further areas we will give consideration to in 2014 is the issue of the 
empowerment of communities through the ownership of local government assets; 
and the fees and charges local authorities levy for various services.  

157. On 6 November 2013 the Scottish Government launched a draft Community 
Empowerment (Scotland) Bill and consultation90. The draft Bill contains provisions 
for asset transfer requests and disposal of common good property. One important 
issue highlighted by our ongoing inquiry and budget scrutiny, is the issue of the 
viability of community assets transfer.  

158. In response to questions on 30 October about which discretionary services 
local authorities may look to disengage from, in order to make further savings, the 
Chair of SOLACE commented— 

―Local authorities have provided a lot of support in communities for 
community halls and centres, but maintaining that support will become 
increasingly difficult for us. We are actively encouraging communities to 
take on the operation and running of community centres as well as the 
associated on-going costs. Authorities take different approaches to that. 
There might be up-front money to help communities, and there is also a lot 
of people support to help communities to get the right skills to run 
community centres. To go back to Ms McTaggart‘s earlier question, that is 
not a statutory duty for us, but a number of us are looking carefully at it.‖91 

159. We will use the opportunity provided by the Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Bill to generally assess the capacity of local communities to assume the 
financial, operations and legal burdens of taking ownership of community assets 
from local authorities. We will also examine the support that is being, or can be 
made available to local communities to support this.   

160. Another piece of forthcoming legislation is the Licensing (Scotland) Bill.92 The 
Bill will be accompanied by a Financial Memorandum and a Business Regulatory 
Impact Assessment (BRIA), setting out the costs for its implementation, along with 
an assessment of its wider economic effect on business. We expect our 
examination of the policies set out in this legislation will provide us with an 
opportunity to consider further the topic of local authority fees and charging 
regime, and the scale they play in terms of the overall funding provision to 

                                            
90

 Scottish Government consultation of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Bill: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/11/5740 [Retrieved 7 November 2013]. 
91

 Local Government and Regeneration Committee, Official Report 30 October 2013, Col 2756. 
92

 Licensing (Scotland) Bill: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/Performance/programme-for-
government/2013-14/Licensing-Bill  

Agenda Item 2 

26 November 2014

Local Government and  

Regeneration Committee LGR/S4/14/31/6

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/11/5740
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/Performance/programme-for-government/2013-14/Licensing-Bill
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/About/Performance/programme-for-government/2013-14/Licensing-Bill


 

  

councils. We will be interested to ascertain the extent to which these, and other 
services, are self-funding.  
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ANNEXE A: EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE 

19th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 12 June 2013 
 

Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15 (in private): The Committee considered and 
agreed a draft remit and person-specification for the post of adviser as part of its 
approach to the scrutiny of the Scottish Government's Draft Budget 2014-15. 
 

21st Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 26 June 2013 
 

Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15 (in private): The Committee considered its 
approach to the scrutiny of the Scottish Government's Draft Budget 2014-15, and 
agreed its call for written evidence along with a timetable for oral evidence taking 
on the draft budget. The Committee also agreed witnesses from whom it wishes to 
take oral evidence, while delegating to the Convener the responsibility for 
identifying any additional witnesses, as needed. Furthermore, it agreed to consider 
a candidate list of potential advisers, in private, in early September.  The 
Committee also agreed to hold a discussion, in private, at the end of each meeting 
on the evidence heard; as well as agreeing to consider any further approach to the 
draft budget, and draft reports on the draft budget, in private, at future meetings. 
Finally, the responsibility for arranging to pay any expenses to witnesses under the 
SPCB witness expense scheme was delegate to the Convener. 
 

22nd Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 4 September 2013 
 

Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15 (in private): The Committee considered its 
approach to the appointment of an adviser as part of its scrutiny of the Scottish 
Government's Draft Budget 2014-15, and agreed to continue consideration at its 
next meeting. 
 

23rd Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 11 September 2013 
 

Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15 (in private): The Committee agreed an approach 
to support its scrutiny of the Scottish Government's Draft Budget 2014-15.  
 

26th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 9 October 2013 
 

Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15: The Committee took evidence on the Scottish 
Government's Draft Budget 2014-15 from—  
 
Councillor Barney Crockett, Council Leader, Valerie Watts, Chief Executive, and 
Steven Whyte, Chief Accountant, Aberdeen City Council;  
 
Kenneth Lawrie, Chief Executive, and Gary Fairley, Head of Finance and Human 
Resources, Midlothian Council;  
 
Bryan Smail, Chief Finance Officer, Falkirk Council;  
 
Dave Watson, Scottish Organiser, UNISON;  
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Dave Moxham, Deputy General Secretary, Scottish Trade Union Congress;  
 
Jenny Stewart, Head of Infrastructure and Government - Scotland, KPMG;  
 
Jenny Bloomfield, Policy Officer, Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations;  
 
Finlay Laverty, Senior Head of Commercial Development, Prince's Trust for 
Scotland.  
 
Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15 (in private): The Committee considered the 
evidence received.  

 
27th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 30 October 2013 

 
Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15: The Committee took evidence on the Scottish 
Government's Draft Budget 2014-15 from—  
 
Elma Murray, Chair of SOLACE Scotland, and Chief Executive of North Ayrshire 
Council;  
 
Ian Lorimer, Chair of CIPFA Directors of Finance, Head of Corporate Improvement 
and Finance, Angus Council;  
 
John Swinney, Cabinet Secretary for Finance, Employment and Sustainable 
Growth, Graham Owenson, Head of Revenue and Capital, and Stephen 
Gallagher, Head of Local Government Division, Scottish Government.  
 
Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15 (in private): The Committee considered the 
evidence received. 
 
 

29th Meeting, 2013 (Session 4), Wednesday 13 November 2013 
 

Draft Budget Scrutiny 2014-15 (in private): The Committee considered a draft 
report to the Finance Committee on the Scottish Government's Draft Budget 2014-
15. Subject to various amendments the report was agreed to.  
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ANNEXE B: RECORD OF DIVISIONS TAKEN IN PRIVATE BY THE LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE 

1. On Wednesday 13 November 2013, the Local Government and 
Regeneration Committee considered its draft report to the Finance Committee on 
the Scottish Government‘s Draft Budget 2014-15. This consideration took place in 
private session.  

2. Cameron Buchanan submitted his apologies for this meeting. 

3. Mark McDonald attended the meeting following his appointment as a 
member of the Committee by the Parliament on 7 November 2013. 

4. During consideration of the draft report, Richard Baker proposed that 
paragraph 75 be amended by deleting the following text— 

This figure leads us to question just how severe the current pressures on 
local authorities are. 

5. The proposal was disagreed to, by division: For 2 (Richard Baker and Anne 
McTaggart); Against 4 (Mark McDonald; Kevin Stewart; Stuart McMillan and John 
Wilson); Abstentions 0. 
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ANNEXE C: WRITTEN AND ORAL EVIDENCE RECEIVED BY THE LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE 

26th Meeting 2013 (Session 4), 9 October 2013 
 
ORAL EVIDENCE 
 
Councillor Barney Crockett, Council Leader, Aberdeen City Council;  
Valerie Watts, Chief Executive, Aberdeen City Council 
Steven Whyte, Chief Accountant, Aberdeen City Council;  
Kenneth Lawrie, Chief Executive, Midlothian Council; 
Gary Fairley, Head of Finance and Human Resources, Midlothian Council;  
Bryan Smail, Chief Finance Officer, Falkirk Council;  
Dave Watson, Scottish Organiser, UNISON;  
Dave Moxham, Deputy General Secretary, Scottish Trade Union Congress;  
Jenny Stewart, Head of Infrastructure and Government - Scotland, KPMG;  
Jenny Bloomfield, Policy Officer, Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations;  
Finlay Laverty, Senior Head of Commercial Development, Prince's Trust for 
Scotland. 
 
Written Evidence 
 

Midlothian Council (169KB pdf) 
Falkirk Scotland (152KB pdf) 
UNISON Scotland (116KB pdf) 
Prince‘s Trust (157KB pdf) 
Scottish Council for Voluntary organisations (SCVO) (113KB pdf) 
SENSCOT (129KB pdf) 

 
Supplementary Written Evidence 
 

Midlothian Council (126KB pdf) 
 
27th Meeting 2013 (Session 4), 30 October 2013 
 
ORAL EVIDENCE 
 
Elma Murray, Chair of SOLACE Scotland, and Chief Executive of North Ayrshire 
Council; 
Ian Lorimer, Chair of Directors of Finance, COSLA; 
John Swinney, Cabinet Secretary for Finance, Employment and Sustainable 
Growth, Scottish Government; 
Graham Owenson, Head of Revenue and Capital, Scottish Government; 
Stephen Gallagher, Head of Local Government Division, Scottish Government. 
 
Written Evidence 
 

SOLACE Scotland (174KB pdf) 

Agenda Item 2 

26 November 2014

Local Government and  

Regeneration Committee LGR/S4/14/31/6

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=8570&mode=pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/9._Midlothian_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/6._Falkirk_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/20._UNISON.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/12._Princes_Trust.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/15._SCVO.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/16._SENSCOT.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/23._Follow_up_submission_from_Midlothian_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=8590&mode=pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/18._SOLACE.pdf


  

ANNEXE D: OTHER WRITTEN EVIDENCE RECEIVED BY THE LOCAL 
GOVERNMENT AND REGENERATION COMMITTEE 
 
The following submissions were received in response to the Committee‘s call for 
evidence on the Scottish Government's Draft Budget 2014-2015: 
 
Argyll and Bute Council (147KB pdf) 
CBI Scotland (204KB pdf) 
Coalition of Care and support Providers (CCPS) (173KB pdf) 
Comhairle Nan Eilean Siar (167KB pdf) 
Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG) in Scotland (436KB pdf) 
Fife Council (173KB pdf) 
Improvement Service (365KB pdf) 
North Lanarkshire Council (167KB pdf) 
Orkney Islands Council (84KB pdf) 
Renfrewshire Council (262KB pdf) 
Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) Scotland (78KB pdf) 
Scottish Federation of Housing Associations (SFHA) (75KB pdf) 
South Lanarkshire Council (158KB pdf) 
West Dunbartonshire Council (138KB pdf) 
West Lothian Council (106KB pdf) 
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http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/1._Argyll_and_Bute_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/2._CBI.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/3._CCPS.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/4._Comhairle_Nan_Eilean_Siar.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/5.__CPAG.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/7._Fife_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/8._Improvement_Service.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/10._North_Lanarkshire_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/11._Orkney_Islands_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/13._Renfrewshire_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/14._RTPI.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/17._SFHA.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/19._South_Lanarkshire_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/21._West_Dunbartonshire_Council.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_LocalGovernmentandRegenerationCommittee/22._West_Lothian_Council.pdf
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