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AUDIT COMMITTEE 

 
AGENDA 

 
6th Meeting, 2008 (Session 3) 

 
26 March 2008 

 
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in Committee Room 2.   
 
1. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will consider whether 

to take agenda item 6 in private.  

2. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will take evidence on the draft 
Companies Act 2006 (Scottish public sector companies to be audited by the 
Auditor General for Scotland) Order 2008 from — 

  John Swinney MSP, Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable 
  Growth and Richard Dennis, Deputy Director of Finance, Scottish  
  Government.  

3. Subordinate legislation: John Swinney MSP (Cabinet Secretary for Finance 
and Sustainable Growth) to move S3M -1391— 

      That the Audit Committee recommends that the draft Companies Act 2006 
      (Scottish public sector companies to be audited by the Auditor General for 
       Scotland) Order 2008 be approved. 

4. Improving the school estate: The Committee will receive a briefing from the 
Auditor General for Scotland on his report entitled “Improving the school estate”. 
(AGS/2008/2). 

5. Sustainable waste management: The Committee will consider a further 
response from the Accountable Officer on the Auditor General for Scotland’s 
report entitled “Sustainable waste management”. (AGS/2007/7). 

6. Consideration of approach: The Committee will consider its approach to the 
Auditor General for Scotland’s report entitled “Improving the school estate”. 
(AGS/2008/2). 

7. Section 22 Report on Western Isles Health Board (in private): The 
Committee will consider the “Cook Report” received from NHS Western Isles. 
The Committee will also consider correspondence received from Trevor Jones, 
Former Chief Executive of NHS Scotland and Dr Kevin Woods, Chief Executive, 
NHS Scotland and Director General, Health, the Scottish Government. The 
Committee will also decide the next steps in its inquiry.  

Tracey Reilly                   
Clerk to the Audit Committee, Room T3.60   
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Audit Committee 
 

6th Meeting, 2008 (Session 3) Wednesday 26 March 2008 
 

Consideration of Affirmative SSI  
 

The Companies Act 2006 (Scotland) Order 2008, (SSI 2008/draft) 
 

Introduction 
 

1. The Audit Committee is required to scrutinise subordinate legislation 
which falls within its remit. This paper explains the procedure for 
considering subordinate legislation and provides information on The 
Companies Act 2006 (Scotland) Order 2008, (SSI 2008/draft). 

 
Procedure 
 
2. Almost all Scottish Statutory Instruments (SSIs) are considered by both 

the Subordinate Legislation Committee (SLC), which focuses on the 
legal and technical aspects of the instrument, and at least one other 
committee, which considers the policy.  

 
3. Depending on the parent Act, instruments are normally subject to either 

affirmative procedure (which requires the approval of the Parliament to 
allow the provisions to come into force or to remain in force) or 
negative procedure (where the provisions come into force unless 
annulled by the Parliament). 1 

 
4. Under affirmative procedure, a member of the Scottish Government 

must lodge a motion that the lead committee recommend approval of 
the instrument to the Parliament. The motion is then moved by the 
Cabinet Secretary or Minister at a meeting of the Committee. This is 
followed by a debate on the motion, which may last for up to 90 
minutes. Only committee members and the Cabinet Secretary or 
Minister are able to speak during the formal debate. For this reason 
there is a question and answer session on any technical aspects of the 
instrument with the Cabinet Secretary and officials prior to moving to 
the formal debate.   

 
5. This is why the consideration of the instrument has been split into two 

separate agenda items. The first agenda item allows the committee to 
take evidence on the instrument from John Swinney MSP, Cabinet 
Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth and clarify any factual 
points arising with officials. The second item allows the Cabinet 
Secretary to formally move the motion and provides an opportunity for 
formal debate.  

 
1  Further information on subordinate legislation procedure can be found in chapter 10 of Standing 
Orders. 
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6. At the conclusion of any debate the Committee must decide whether to 

recommend that the instrument be approved and then produce a report 
to the Parliament. If the Committee recommends approval of the 
instrument, the Parliamentary Bureau will, by motion, propose that the 
instrument be approved by the Parliament.  

 
The Companies Act 2006 (Scotland) Order 2008, (SSI 2008/draft) 

 
7. The purpose of the order is to enable the AGS to audit the accounts of 

certain qualifying Non Departmental Public Bodies (NDPBs) in 
accordance with the public sector audit requirements set out in the 
Public Finance and Accountability (Scotland) Act 2000.  The order will 
apply to non-profit making public sector companies registered in 
Scotland, who carry out functions of a public nature or are funded by 
bodies audited by the Auditor General for Scotland.  The instrument is 
accompanied by an explanatory document from the Scottish 
Government Finance Directorate.  

 
8. The SLC in its 9th report 2008, (Session 3) drew this instrument to the 

attention of the Audit Committee.  The SLC raised a number of 
questions in relation to the instrument with the Scottish Government 
and was satisfied with the explanation provided.  The relevant extract 
of SLC report is provided below. 
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Extract from Subordinate Legislation Committee 9th report 2008 
(Session 3) 

The Companies Act 2006 (Scottish public sector companies to be audited by 
the Auditor General for Scotland) Order 2008 (SSI 2008/draft)

1. The Committee considered this instrument on 19th February and asked the 
Scottish Government the following–– 

(a) whether it intends to rely on section 13 of the Interpretation Act 1978 
(anticipatory exercise of powers) in making this Order given that the enabling 
power, section 483 of the Companies Act 2006, is to commence with effect 
from 6th April 2008 and the Order is intended to come into force on the same 
date; 

(b) if so, for an explanation as to why the Government considers that the 
Order is necessary or expedient for the purpose of giving full effect to the Act, 
or any of its provisions when they come into force; 

(c) to confirm whether the Government considers section 483 of the 2006 Act 
to extend to the whole of the United Kingdom and that the Order is also 
intended to extend to the whole of the United Kingdom; and 

(d) to confirm whether any companies are specified in the Order by virtue of 
compliance with section 483(2)(a) of the 2006 Act, and if so, to explain why it 
appears to the Scottish Government that such companies do not exercise 
functions relating to reserved matters. 

2. The Scottish Government’s response is reproduced at Appendix 1. 

3. In relation to questions (a) and (b), the Committee is satisfied that the 
anticipatory exercise power is available in this context.  

4. On question (c), the Committee notes that the response indicates that the 
Scottish Government considers that the enabling power extends to the whole 
of the United Kingdom. The Committee is satisfied with the explanation.  

5. On question (d) the Committee notes that whilst the Government’s 
response does not state that none of the companies carry out reserved 
functions, it does imply that to be the position (by virtue of the reference to 
funding from Scottish Ministers).  The Committee is satisfied with the 
explanation.  

The Committee draws this instrument to the attention of the lead 
Committee and Parliament on the grounds that in relation to questions 
(a), (b), (c) and (d) an explanation was sought from and provided by the 
Government with which it is satisfied. 

 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/subleg/reports-08/sur08-09.htm#app1#app1
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APPENDIX 1

The Companies Act 2006 (Scottish public sector companies to be 
audited by the Auditor General for Scotland) Order 2008 (SSI 2008/draft)

We refer to your letter of 19 February 2008, in which the Committee asked the 
Scottish Government–– 

(e) whether it intends to rely on section 13 of the Interpretation Act 1978 
(anticipatory exercise of powers) in making this Order given that the enabling 
power, section 483 of the Companies Act 2006, is to commence with effect 
from 6th April 2008 and the Order is intended to come into force on the same 
date; 

(f) if so, for an explanation as to why the Government considers that the Order 
is necessary or expedient for the purpose of giving full effect to the Act, or any 
of its provisions when they come into force; 

(g) to confirm whether the Government considers section 483 of the 2006 Act 
to extend to the whole of the United Kingdom and that the Order is also 
intended to extend to the whole of the United Kingdom; and 

(h) to confirm whether any companies are specified in the Order by virtue of 
compliance with section 483(2)(a) of the 2006 Act, and if so, to explain why it 
appears to the Scottish Government that such companies do not exercise 
functions relating to reserved matters. 

The Scottish Government replies as follows in the order of the 
paragraphs––

(a) The Scottish Government intends to rely on section 13 of the Interpretation 
Act 1978 (anticipatory exercise of powers) in making this Order;  

(b) The Scottish Government considers that the Order is necessary or 
expedient for the purpose of giving full effect to the Act.  Chapter 1 of Part 16 
of CA 2006 comes into effect on 6th April 2008 allowing public sector CA 
registered companies exemption from private audit if brought into the public 
auditing regime.  In anticipation of this new regime and to make it work most if 
not all of such companies across the UK which qualify for exemption are 
being designated in anticipation of the legislation coming into force; 

(c) It is thought that section 483 extends to the whole of the UK and that 
technically the Order would also extend across the UK, although it is difficult 
to see (given that the companies are Scottish registered) that this has any 
legal significance; 

(d) These companies being designated are substantially funded by Scottish 
Ministers and it was that ground (section 483(2)(b)) that was relied on.  
(Reliance could it is believed also have been placed on 483(2)(a) in that the 
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companies carry out devolved activities which are of a public nature in that 
they are the main provider to the public across Scotland of services in their 
sphere of operation.)  
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SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT AUDIT COMMITTEE 
 
WEDNESDAY 26 March 2008 
 
REPORT BY AUDITOR GENERAL FOR SCOTLAND AND THE ACCOUNTS 
COMMISSION 
 
Improving the School Estate 
________________________________________________________________ 
 
Nearly 700,000 children are educated in council-run schools across Scotland. Ten years ago, 
many of these schools were in a serious state of disrepair, following years of under-
investment. A major programme of improvements began in 1998, with financial support from 
the Scottish Executive. In 2003, the Executive and COSLA launched the School Estate 
Strategy, in which they set out their aim of raising and maintaining the quality of the school 
estate over a period of at least 10 to 15 years. 
 
This report found that an expected £5.2 billion has been spent on school buildings in the last 
eight years. This investment has produced 219 brand new schools1 by the end of 2007, and 
over 160 more are in the pipeline. In addition, many schools have been refurbished or 
improved in smaller ways. We cannot say exactly how many schools have been refurbished 
due to the lack of an agreed definition of what constitutes a refurbishment. About a third of all 
schools were reported to be in poor condition in 2007, compared to over 40% in 2004. 
 
Key findings include: 

• Investment worth £3.9bn has so far been spent on improving school buildings since 
2000/01 and we estimate this figure will rise to over £5.2bn by April 2008 

• Interim targets to renew 300 schools by 2006 have been met (including new-builds 
and refurbishments) and a further target to renew another 100 schools by 2009 looks 
likely to be met too, using the Government’s criteria 

• At current rates of progress it could take another 20 years to renew all schools 
currently in poor condition 

• New and refurbished schools could be better designed 
• Pupils and staff are generally satisfied with the design quality of their renewed 

schools but they identified problems with their environmental conditions – heating and 
ventilation  

• More attention needs to be given to environmentally sustainable features such as 
energy efficiency when designing new schools 

• Not all councils estimate the number of pupils they expect to attend their schools 10 
or more years ahead, but they are making decisions about school investments which 
will last much longer than 10 years. 

• The Scottish Executive allocated financial support to councils before reliable 
information was available on the condition of schools and before developing the 
strategy 

 
The report sets out a number of recommendations for the Scottish Government and councils 
to consider to help them with future improvements to the school estate. 

 
1 Including 12 nursery centres 
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Director-General Environm ent 
Richard W akeford 

 
 
T: 0131-244 6021  F: 0131-244 6511 
E: richard.w akeford@ scotland.gsi.gov.uk 
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Hugh Henry MSP 
Convenor 
Audit Committee 
Room T.360 
The Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
EH 99 1SP 
 

___ 
 
 7 March 2008 
 
 
AUDIT SCOTLAND REPORT ON SUSTAINABLE WASTE MANAGEMENT 
 
1. I promised to write to you again after the Cabinet Secretary made his statement to 
Parliament on waste policy and moving towards Zero Waste. 
 
2. As you will be aware, Mr Lochhead made his statement to Parliament on 24 January.   
The statement, and the subsequent Question and Answer session, can be found in the 
Official Report at 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/officialReports/meetingsParliament/or-
08/sor0124-02.htm#Col5492
 
3. The Cabinet Secretary’s statement made a number of key points: 
 

• The Scottish Government intends to prepare a new National Waste Management Plan 
for Scotland, with full consultation including with Parliament. 

• A target of 70% recycling and composting of municipal waste by 2025. 
• No more than 25% of municipal waste to be treated by energy from waste by 2025. 
• All energy from waste plants should have high levels of efficiency. 
• No more than 5% of municipal waste to go to landfill by 2025. 
• Retention of the existing target of stopping the growth in municipal waste by 2010. 
• Consultation, in the context of preparing a new National Waste Management Plan, on 

new targets on reducing the amount of commercial and industrial waste sent to 
landfill. 

 
4. I attach an Annex organised agiants the questions set out in your letter of 4th October 
and providing a full response taking account of the policy direction which has now been set 
by this statement and the outcome of the Spending Review as set out in my letter of 
December 2007.  For the avoidance of doubt, the answers to your questions set out in this 
Annex supersede the partial responses set out in my letter of the 31 October 2007. 
 
5. The key question which you raise is the extent to which we are confident that we can 
achieve the targets for the reduction in bio-degradable waste sent to landfill which follow 
Pentland House, 47 Robb’s Loan, Edinburgh  EH14 1TY 
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from the requirements of the EU Landfill Directive. I believe that the waste statement does 
provide a framework for the achievement of these targets.  These targets are capable of 
being met with the active support and full co-operation of local authorities in Scotland (as 
part of the overall Concordat between the Scottish Government and local authorities) and 
through other delivery bodies as appropriate such as the community sector, the Waste and 
Resources Action Programme (WRAP), the Scottish Waste Action Programme (SWAG) and 
Remade (Scotland). 
 
10. I trust the attached Annex provides full answers to your questions arising out of the 
AuditScotland report but I am, of course, happy to answer any further questions you may 
have. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
RICHARD WAKEFORD     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Pentland House, 47 Robb’s Loan, Edinburgh  EH14 1TY 
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   ANNEX 
 
 
 

1. Will the delays in the development of waste management facilities identified in the 
AGS report make it harder to achieve the European Union landfill directive target for 2010, 
2013 and 2020? 
 
We expect the 2010 target to be met by action (mainly by local authorities) to increase 
recycling/composting (to around 40%) and by tackling waste growth. The Scottish  
Government has transferred the resources, formerly in the ring fenced Strategic Waste Fund 
(SWF), to the general local authority settlement so that councils can prioritise waste this 
expenditure locally in line with their particular circumstances. It has also been agreed that 
local authorities will draw up single outcome agreements in consultation with the Scottish 
Government. These agreements are still under discussion, but it is expected that councils 
will wish to consider indicators and targets linked to progress with waste management.  
Accordingly, the National Performance Framework includes an indicator and target 
measuring diversion of waste from landfill.. 
 
Beyond that, the new Government concluded that the large scale residual waste facilities 
(primarily energy from waste plants) envisaged by the previous Administration would not be 
procured, built and commissioned in time to meet the 2013 target, given the likely timescales 
involved as illustrated in Exhibit 18 in the report. Its new waste policy does not include this 
approach. Instead, the government and local authorities will need to place much greater 
reliance on the further expansion of recycling and composting  (with a 50% target for 2013).  
The development of smaller scale infrastructure may assist with this.  We have in mind 
anaerobic digesters, in-vessel composters for treating biowaste and waste fuelled combined 
heat and power or district heating schemes. The Government believes that this approach is 
much more likely to command public support and acceptance and, therefore, avoid the 
delays that have been experienced with major waste infrastructure projects elsewhere and 
which  and alluded to in the ASR report.  
 
The Government has set a target of 60% recycling and composting which would make the 
major contribution to achieving the 2020 target in that year.  There will be further 
development of smaller scale infrastructure too. There will be the opportunity to monitor 
progress and readjust priorities if this proves necessary. 
 
2. What do you intend to do to recover the slippage in the timetable for meeting these 
targets?   In particular, what steps are being taken to enable Scotland to achieve the target 
for 2013? 
 
The Government has radically changed its approach.  It now expects local authorities to be 
in the lead in deciding priorities in their areas.  It has also augmented the general resources 
available to councils through the creation of the Zero Waste Fund. 
 
3. Will you develop, in conjunction with councils, an action plan, including key 

milestones, to ensure that these targets are met? 
 
Ministers have set out broad targets to guide policy, which may be refined further in the 
review of the National Waste Plan which was also announced in the recent waste statement. 
The Scottish Government will discuss and agree single outcome agreements with local 
authorities, and the delivery of those outcomes will be for individual local authority action and 
not for central determination. 
Pentland House, 47 Robb’s Loan, Edinburgh  EH14 1TY 
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4. Will you monitor the progress of the waste reduction plan and publish progress 
reports? 
 
Yes.   The Household Waste Prevention Action Plan can be found at 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2007/02/23113217/0   The associated workstream 
plan is at http://www.scotland.gov.uk/News/Releases/2007/03/14111034  The waste 
prevention plan includes estimates of the tonnage reductions that can be achieved by the 
various actions.   Officials have just met to consider progress.   An annual report on progress 
will be produced, and published, with the first such report expected in March 2008. In 
addition, SEPA publishes waste data on both a quarterly and annual basis. 
 
5. Are you able to explain to the Committee exactly what the consequences will be in the 
event that Scotland fails to achieve these targets? 
 
The targets in the EU Landfill Directive apply to the UK as a whole, given that the UK is the 
Member State.  Scotland has an agreed share of these targets. 
 
If the UK as a whole fails to meet the targets, then the European Commission could start 
infraction proceedings against the UK.    The stages in an infraction process are: 
 
• Stage 1: Pre-Article 226 letter.  This is a letter of enquiry asking for a reply, usually 

within 3 months. 
 
• State 2:  Article 226 letter.  This is issued by the European Commissioner under 

Article 226 of the Treaty.  This is the first formal step in the process.  The letter sets out 
the case against the Member State and asks for further information within a deadline of 
3 months. 

 
• State 3: Reasoned Opinion (RO).  This is, in effect, the formal charge against a 

Member State.  It sets out a statement of the arguments the Commission would put to the 
European Court of Justice (ECJ) should the case progress further.  The Member State is 
given 3 months to respond.   

 
• Stage 4: Reference to the European Court of Justice (ECJ).  If the Commission is not 

satisfied with the Member State’s reply to the RO, or if the Member State does not reply 
within the timetable demanded, the Commission may decide to refer the matter to the 
ECJ for a judgement.   

 
• Stage 5: Court Decision.  The Court has a heavy workload and currently cases can 

take some 2 years to come to a final decision.  If the Court finds against a Member State, 
the State must take immediate steps to resolve the situation.   

 
• Stage 6: Article 228 letter.  If the Member State fails to resolve the situation, as 

directed by the Court, the Commission may instigate further legal proceedings, under 
Article 228 of the Treaty.  This provides for the Commission to refer the Member State to 
Court again, with an application to impose fines on the Member State for non-
compliance.  Where the court considers it appropriate the court may then impose a fine 
on the Member State.  In deciding whether to impose a fine or the amount of the fine, we 
believe that the Court will generally take account of the seriousness of the breach, and 
the period it has lasted as well as the ability of the Member State to pay.   A fine is the 
culmination of an infractions process that can be extremely drawn out, and the vast 

Pentland House, 47 Robb’s Loan, Edinburgh  EH14 1TY 
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majority of cases are settled at an earlier stage.  Indeed, only three fines have been 
levied by the ECJ since the founding of the EC in 1957.  Progression on individual cases 
often moves extremely slowly and a substantial amount of time would have elapsed and 
effort and dialogue occurred before the possibility of a fine.  We understand that the 
maximum fine that could be imposed on the UK is some €534,000 (£350,000) per day or 
some £127 million per year. 

 
Stage 7 : Payment of Fines 
 
• At this stage, the UK government will require to determine how it will meet any fine 

imposed.  Clearly, it would want to move swiftly in the case of a daily/weekly fine.    If any 
failure by the UK to meet the targets should be attributable to Scotland, then the 
Devolution Memorandum of Understanding and Supplementary Agreements would be 
relevant (http://www.scotland.gov.uk/library2/memorandum/default.htm). Paragraph 
B4.25 of this document says: 

 
“To the extent that financial costs and penalties imposed on the UK arise from the failure 
of implementation or enforcement by a devolved administration on a matter falling within 
its responsibility, or from the failure of a devolved administration to meet its share of an 
EC quota or obligation, responsibility for meeting these will be borne by the devolved 
administration.”   

 
For local authorities, the Landfill Allowance Scheme imposes limits on the amount of 
biodegradable municipal waste authorities can send to landfill.   Authorities which exceed 
these limits can be subject to penalties, including fines.   There is provision in the legislation 
setting up the Landfill Allowance Scheme for authorities exceeding their limits to be subject 
to supplementary penalties, if the UK should be fined by the European authorities.   The total 
share of an EU fine paid by each country would be based on the total of the excess 
landfilling by authorities in that country, which would be calculated on the basis of their 
holding of allowances following any trading under the Landfill Allowance Scheme.    An 
agreement between the Scottish Government and DEFRA is planned to formalise this 
understanding. 
 
6. Do you have plans to engage with other European countries in order to learn from the 
progress they have made in increasing levels of recycling? 
 
We have done so already.  The Scottish Government published a review of international 
experience with recycling at the same time as the waste statement.  
 
In addition, the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) has organised study tours 
to Denmark.   At the recent waste summit, there were speakers from Bavaria and the United 
States.    We are also commissioning some in-house research on recycling policies in other 
countries.    A number of our delivery bodies, such as the Waste and Resources Action 
Programme, REMADE Scotland and the Scottish Waste Awareness Group (SWAG) have 
links with other countries.  For example, SWAG sit on the communications sub-group of the  
International Solid Waste Association (ISWA) which considers how best to communicate with 
the public on waste prevention, recycling and waste management infrastructure. 
 
7. Will you undertake research to assess the potential impact of charging for waste 
collection or the provision of incentives to recycle to determine whether either route would 
increase the likelihood of the targets being met? 
 

Pentland House, 47 Robb’s Loan, Edinburgh  EH14 1TY 
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The Scottish Environment Protection Agency is considering commissioning research through 
SNIFFER on this topic and, if this goes ahead it will look specifically at the Scottish position.    
 
Other research has already been undertaken on this topic. In 2007, DEFRA published 
research on the potential impact of waste charging in England 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/strategy/incentives/pdf/wasteincentives-
research-0507.pdf     This includes information on how charging schemes operate in other 
countries and the effect of these schemes.  
 
SEPA commissioned research on charging in the year 2000: this can be found at 
http://www.sepa.org.uk/pdf/nws/research/sniffer_household_charging.pdf  
 
The Scottish Waste Awareness Group carried out surveys of household attitudes to recycling 
in 2002 and 2006.   These showed the following public attitudes to waste charging: 
 
 %  

 2002 2006 

In favour of 
charging 24 19 

Not in 
favour of 
charging  

56 69 

Unsure  20 12 

         
 
The Scottish Executive commissioned research on waste incentives in 2003:  this can be 
found at http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2003/11/18568/29504
 
More recent research on waste incentives has been commissioned by DEFRA: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/waste/localauth/pdf/aeat-householdincentives.pdf  
 
8. What work do you intend to do, with councils, to evaluate the various kerbside 
recycling schemes in order to identify the most effective systems? 
 
Work has been undertaken by Remade (Scotland) on kerbside best practice (see 
http://www.remade.org.uk/files/KerbsideCollectionFactorsforSuccess1411202570.pdf ) and 
Remade have also organised a follow up workshop. 
 
We have also had discussions with local authorities and others about the possible 
establishment of a service to provide advice on recycling schemes.    The Convention of 
Scottish Local Authorities have indicated that they will consider this issue further and come 
back to the Government with their views. 
 
The need for further research work is also under discussion with COSLA. We have made it 
clear that we would be prepared to co-sponsor a joint study if this would be helpful. However, 
as the ASR report pointed out, any systematic assessment of the relative value for money of 
different systems is inevitably complex and needs to take account of local circumstances. 
Any major changes to established systems also require to be introduced carefully to avoid 
disruption. 

Pentland House, 47 Robb’s Loan, Edinburgh  EH14 1TY 
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9. How will you encourage councils to adopt consistent approaches to recycling 
schemes, based on best practice, across the country? 
 
We encourage local authorities to consider and adopt the most effective systems for their 
areas.    Inevitably, different types of housing stock in an area will lead to different recycling 
schemes.  There are, in practice, fewer significant variations in recycling schemes than the 
Audit Scotland report suggests; many of the variations they refer to relate to relatively minor 
differences such as the colour of the boxes or the precise frequency of the collections and, in 
practice, there are 3 main types of collection systems in common use - source segregated; 
kerbside sort and comingled systems    All 32 local authorities have used the Waste Aware 
Scotland branding developed and co-ordinated by the Scottish Waste Awareness Group. 
 
10. What steps are you taking to increase organisational capacity within the government 
and councils in this area?   In particular, will you establish a national team to examine and 
implement the required infrastructure to treat non-recycled waste? 
 
We look to local authorities to determine their organisational requirements, and have helped 
them, in the past, by providing resources through the Strategic Waste Fund to employ 
consultants to work on the Strategic Outline Cases.    
 
So far as the Scottish Government itself is concerned, the Recycling Delivery Project Team 
has also, in the past, been strengthened by secondments from SEPA, Partnerships UK and 
from REMADE Scotland.  And SEPA is also able to provide advice to councils on relevant 
topics including signposting them to sources of advice on waste infrastructure.  
 
The Scottish Government has no plans at present to establish  a national team  to help co-
ordinate the procurement of waste infrastructure (as previously envisaged when major 
infrastructure projects were proposed) but it is currently consulting on the future role of the 
proposed Scottish Futures Trust and one possible strand of work would be to help local 
authorities with both the procurement and programme management of infrastructure 
projects. 
 

11. When will the government respond to the strategic outline cases submitted by local 
authorities for the treatment of non-recycled waste? 

 
The waste statement made in Parliament on the 24 January revoked the earlier 
announcement in relation to the Strategic Outline Cases made in March 2007 by the 
previous administration 
 
 
 

Pentland House, 47 Robb’s Loan, Edinburgh  EH14 1TY 

w w w .scotland.gov.uk abcde abc a   
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Bòrd SSN nan Eilean Siar 
Western Isles NHS Board 
 
Chief Executive’s Office 
 
 

 
37 South Beach 
Stornoway 
Western Isles HS1 2BB 
www.wihb.org.uk 
 
 

Hugh Henry MSP 
Convenor – Audit Committee 
 Room T3.60 
The Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
EH99 1SP 

Date: 10 March 2008  
Your Ref: 
Our Ref: JT/DS 
 

 
 
Dear Mr Henry 
 
Re. AUDITOR GENERAL FOR SCOTLAND – SECTION 22 REPORT ON WESTERN 
ISLES HEALTH BOARD – THE “COOK REPORT” 
 
Thank you for your recent letter (dated 6th March), which followed earlier correspondence. 
 
We have carefully considered the information in your letter, and particularly we  acknowledge the 
powers of the Scottish Parliament under Section 23 of the Scotland Act 1998.  On the basis of this, 
and having also considered the data protection requirements to which the Board is subject, I can 
confirm that the Board will produce the “Cook Report” to you, and it is enclosed with this letter. 
 
I also acknowledge your suggestion that, given that the report contains sensitive and personal 
information, the Committee could agree to consider the report on a confidential basis and I request 
that the Committee does so.  I would like to reiterate that the full process under the Board’s 
Management of Employee Conduct Policy was not completed and as such, individuals within the 
report have not had the opportunity to reply to it.  As such I regard it as necessary, as your letter 
suggests, that if at all possible the report be considered on the basis of copies being distributed at a 
meeting, held in private, and ingathered thereafter. 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you require any further information. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
John Turner 
Acting Chief Executive 
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Audit Committee 
Convener: Hugh Henry MSP 

 
Dr Kevin Woods 
Director General Health and Wellbeing 
Scottish Government 
Floor 1E.10A 
St Andrew’s House 
Regent Road 
Edinburgh 
EH1 3DG 

c/- Room T 3.60
The Scottish Parliament

EDINBURGH
EH99 1SP

Direct Tel: (0131) 348 5236
(RNID Typetalk calls welcome)

Fax: (0131) 348 5252
(Central) Textphone: (0131) 348 5415

audit.committee@scottish.parliament.uk

14 March 2008
 
Dear Dr Woods  
 
AUDIT COMMITTEE INQUIRY INTO AUDITOR GENERAL FOR SCOTLAND’S 
SECTION 22 REPORT “THE 2006/07 AUDIT OF THE WESTERN ISLES HEALTH 
BOARD” 
 
Thank you for your further oral evidence in relation to this inquiry. The Committee 
was grateful for your attendance at the meeting on 12 March and found your 
evidence helpful.  
 
I am aware that the Committee has received written and oral evidence from NHS 
Scotland regarding the concerns that NHS Scotland had in relation to the financial 
recovery plan developed by the board.  The Committee is also grateful for your letter 
of 6 March 2008, which clarified whether any requests were made for additional 
financial and organisational support by the Board during the tenure of Mr Manson 
and Mr Currie.  
 
However, the Committee is aware that concerns regarding the performance of NHS 
Western Isles were being consistently raised by auditors in their reports for the years 
2003/04, 2004/05, 2005/06 and 2006/07. These concerns included deficiencies in 
internal control systems (including the financial control systems), a lack of 
appropriate risk management procedures and deficiencies in corporate governance 
and performance management. Concerns were also raised regarding the future 
sustainability of services and the impact of significant changes in leadership at the 
Board.  
 
The Committee would be grateful if you could provide it with written evidence 
outlining any contact between NHS Scotland and the Board in relation to these 

mailto:audit.committee@scottish.parliament.uk
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ongoing concerns. Such evidence may include supplying letters in relation to the 
annual accountability review process or any other formal accountability mechanism.  
 
I would be grateful if you could provide a response to this letter by noon on 
Tuesday 25 March 2008.  I apologise for this short timescale but would very much 
like the Committee to have a response when it considers the next steps in its inquiry 
at its meeting on 26 March.  Please send your response to the email and hard copy 
addresses listed above.   
 
Should you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact the 
Clerk, Tracey Reilly on 0131 348 5390 or by email at 
audit.committee@scottish.parliament.uk. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Hugh Henry MSP 
Convener 
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Audit Committee 
Convener: Hugh Henry MSP 

 
Mr Trevor Jones 
By Email 

c/- Room T 3.60
The Scottish Parliament

EDINBURGH
EH99 1SP

Direct Tel: (0131) 348 5236
(RNID Typetalk calls welcome)

Fax: (0131) 348 5252
(Central) Textphone: (0131) 348 5415

audit.committee@scottish.parliament.uk

13 March 2007
 
Dear Trevor   
 
INQUIRY INTO AUDITOR GENERAL FOR SCOTLAND’S SECTION 22 REPORT 
“THE 2006/07 AUDIT OF THE WESTERN ISLES HEALTH BOARD” 
 
I understand that the Clerk to the Committee has been in touch with you to outline 
the background to the Committee’s inquiry into the 2006/07 Audit of NHS Western 
Isles.  
 
As you will be aware, the Audit Committee has already taken oral evidence from a 
number of witnesses on 11 January, 27 February and 12 March 2008.  Further 
information on these evidence sessions, including the Official Report of these 
meetings and the correspondence received in connection with the Inquiry is available 
on the following Scottish Parliament webpage: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/audit (Should you wish to receive 
hard copies of any of this information, please contact the clerks).  
    
The Committee agreed today that I should put a number of questions to you in 
writing in order to seek your views. The questions are as follows:  
 
General
 
1. At the evidence session on 27 February 2008, Mr Manson stated that the Western 
Isles Health Board has a history of living beyond its means. 

• Was this the case during your tenure at NHS Scotland? 
• If so, what did you do to address this? 

 
2. Do you think that there are distinctive pressures on smaller boards, like the 
Western Isles and the other island boards, in terms of resources and services? 

 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/audit
mailto:audit.committee@scottish.parliament.uk
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• If so, what are these pressures? 
• How did you attempt to address these pressures while Accountable Officer of 

the NHS in Scotland? 
 
3. Can you recall receiving requests from Mr Manson or Mr Currie, verbal or written, 
for additional funding from the board? 

• What was your response to these requests? 
 
Appointment Procedures and Performance Management Arrangements 
 
4. Were people other than Mr Manson considered for appointment as Chief 
Executive of NHS Western Isles, both when he was appointed on a temporary basis 
and when he was appointed to the post on a substantive basis?  Were either of 
these appointments advertised either externally or internally within the NHS? 
 
5. What qualities did Mr Manson possess that led you to form the view that he was 
suitably qualified for the post?  Were you aware of his reasons for leaving his former 
position at Carstairs, or of any concerns regarding his performance in this post?  
 
6. What qualities did David Currie possess that enabled his appointment as Board 
Chair in 2001?  Was this position advertised externally?   
 
7. How and when were you made aware of the worsening financial position in NHS 
Western Isles? 

• How was the Scottish Executive monitoring the board’s financial position? 
• What action did you take about the board’s worsening financial position? Was 

this action documented? 
 
8. What assurances were you given by Mr Manson and Mr Currie that the board’s 
financial problems were being addressed? 
 
9. How satisfied were you with the board’s performance during your time as 
Accountable Officer for the NHS in Scotland? 

• Were there areas you felt you could be improved? If so, what action did you 
take and was this action documented?  

 
Governance, leadership and management 
 
9. What were your general views about the standards of governance, leadership and 
management of NHS Western isles during your tenure as Accountable Officer for the 
NHS in Scotland? 
 
As the Committee meets again on 26 March, and the dates of 21 and 24 March are 
both public holidays, it would be extremely helpful to have a response to this letter by 
noon on Thursday 20 March in order to allow papers to be circulated in advance of 
the meeting. Should this not be possible then please contact the Clerk to the 
Committee to agree an alternative date.  
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Should you require any further information please do not hesitate to contact the 
Clerk, Tracey Reilly on 0131 348 5390 or by email at 
audit.committee@scottish.parliament.uk. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Hugh Henry MSP 
Convener 
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March 25, 2008 

Hugh Henry MSP 
Convenor 
Audit Committee 
The Scottish Parliament 
Edinburgh 
EH99 1SP 
 
 
 
Dear Hugh, 
                          The 2006/07 Audit of the Western Isles Health Board 
 
I refer to your letter of 13 March 2008 seeking information to help the Committee with 
its inquiry into the 2006/07 Audit of NHS Western Isles. 
 
I am very happy to answer the questions raised by the Committee. I know you 
appreciate that I held the position of Head of the Scottish Executive Health Department 
and Chief Executive of NHS Scotland between 1 November 2000 and 5 September 
2004 and therefore can only comment on events occurring during that time. As I no 
longer have access to the detailed records held in the Health Department, I received  
factual briefings from the Health Department on 18 and 20 March 2008 to assist me in 
preparing this letter. Financial data and dates relating to appointments have been 
extracted from those briefings. 
 
My responses to your questions are: 
 
General
 
1.  Financial position of Western Isles Health Board
 
The financial position of the Board during my tenure in the Scottish Executive is set 
out below: 
 
                              In Year Revenue 
                              Surplus/(Deficit) 
                                       £’000 
 
2000/2001                      (549) 
2001/2002                       567 
2002/2003                      (366) 
2003/2004                      (495) 
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From the above data it can be seen that the Health Board had a recurrent in-year 
deficit in three of the four years that I was in the Health Department. In 2001/02 all three 
of three Island Health Boards had in-year surpluses, due in part, I believe, to the 
implementation of the revised Arbuthnott Formula which was used to allocate growth 
funds to Health Boards. This formula gave particular recognition of the additional 
costs in remote and rural areas. In that year Western Isles Health Board received 
additional funding of over 10% of its revenue allocation. 

The financial position of all Health Boards was closely monitored by the Health 
Department and was the focus of regular discussions between the Department and 
NHS Chief Executives and between Ministers and NHS Board Chairmen. 

The financial position in the Western Isles Health Board was the subject of significant 
concern to the Department during 2002/03 and subsequently. The Health Board was 
required to put in place a financial recovery plan which was agreed by the Department. 
In that year the in-year deficit was £366,000 after the utilisation of under-spending on 
ring fenced allocations and of additional non-recurrent funding from the Health 
Department. 

In 2003/04 the Boards in-year deficit was £495,000. The Board’s recovery plan 
indicated that it would achieve in-year balance in 2004/05 and eliminate its cumulative 
deficit by 2006/07. 

 

2.  Distinctive pressures on smaller Boards

I believe there were distinctive pressures on smaller, remote Health Boards due to a 
number of factors. These pressures included the higher cost of providing health 
services in remote areas, the financial impact of the corporate Board and 
organisational overhead in very small organisations and the difficulty in recruiting key 
staff, both clinical and managerial, to the Island Boards.  

The department provided assistance to the Island boards in a range of ways including 
the following:- 

(i)  Some account was taken of the higher cost of rural healthcare in the resource 
allocation formula used by the Scottish Executive to set annual increases in financial 
resources for each health board. This allowance in the formula would generate higher 
growth funds to The Island Health Boards than urban health Boards. 

 

 

 

 

 

(ii)   The Island Boards received more funding per head of population than the average 
funding per head across Scotland:- 
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                                                                2000/01      2001/02     2002/03      2003/04 

                                                                      £                  £                £                  £ 

NHS Orkney                                             1149           1275          1338           1496    

NHS Shetland                                          1187           1286          1412           1484 

NHS Western Isles                                  1464           1659          1775           1886 

                                                                 ------------------------------------------------------- 

NHSScotland                                              992           1062          1120           1213 

NHSWI variation from average                  48%            56%           58%            55% 

It can be seen that all of the Island Boards received funding significantly above the 
Scottish average funding per capita and that Western Isles received in excess of 50% 
more than the Scottish average per capita funding level. 

(iii)  The Remote and Rural Areas Resource Initiative (RARARI) was established to 
support remote and rural Boards in addressing the particular problems they faced and 
in developing innovative ways of developing services in their areas. The Island Health 
Boards were encouraged to use RARARI, to collaborate and share good practice with 
each other, and to work with other Northern Health Boardsto address common 
problems. 

(iv) Support was provided to the Island Boards when vacancies occurred in key 
positions. I recall the Department supporting both Orkney and the Western Isles 
Boards in identifying possible secondments to strengthen the management capacity 
to provide short term support to cover periods of absence of the Chief Executives.  

 

 

3.  Requests for additional funding  

Whilst I cannot recall specific requests for additional recurrent funding, if requests 
had been made I would have explained that it was the responsibility of each Health 
Board to manage within the resources allocated to it by Ministers. Additional funding 
to one Health Board could only have been made by reducing resources due to be 
awarded to another Board. At the 2003 Accountability Review I observed that Western 
Isles Health Board already was well funded in comparison to other Health Boards, 
including the other Island Boards. It was clear that the focus of the Board should be to 
identify and address the cost pressures it faced.  

The Health Department worked with all Health Boards facing financial pressures to 
ensure that financial recovery plans were in place to allow the Boards to live within the 
resources allocated to them and to monitor progress in implementing those plans.  
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From 2002/03, the need for the Western Isles Health Board to live within its means was 
a regular focus of discussion and financial recovery plans were developed and 
monitored by the Health Department.  

During 2003/04 I recall discussions with Mr Manson and Mr Currie about the financial 
impact of the new staff contracts being introduced into the NHS and other cost 
pressures. Both Mr Currie and Mr Manson recognised the need to tackle these issues. 
It was agreed that the service model would be reviewed to ensure that a sustainable 
and affordable service configuration was in place. 

 

 Appointment procedures and performance management arrangements

4.  Appointment of Mr Manson as interim and substantive Chief Executive

In early 2003 the Department was approached by the Health Board Chairman to help 
him identify interim support to cover the absence of the substantive Chief Executive 
who was absent on sick leave. In view of the financial problems that had emerged the 
Department was keen to help. 

Detailed discussions took place between Mr Currie and the Department’s Human 
Resources Director to discuss possible options. Following these discussions I 
agreed, in April 2003, that Mr Manson, who had previous experience as a Chief 
Executive, could be approached to provide short term cover for the post.  

 In view of the urgency of the need to provide the additional support to the Board to 
allow it to address its financial problems and the difficulties previously encountered in 
finding suitable applicants for the substantive Chief Executive position, it was 
considered that there was little merit in incurring the cost and delay of open 
advertisement for the short term, interim position and Mr Manson took up the interim 
role in May 2003. 

In May 2004, when the Chief Executive position had become vacant, the position was 
advertised and the post filled through open competition by the Health Board. Four 
candidates were interviewed, three of whom had an NHS background and one from 
the private sector. The Panel comprised the Health Board Chairman, the Vice 
Chairman, The Board’s Medical Director, an independent assessor who was the 
Chairman of another Health Board and myself as Chief Executive of NHSScotland. In 
my experience, this process was in line with other NHS Chief Executive appointments 
across the UK. 
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5. Mr Manson’s qualities

Mr Manson had several years experience in a complex NHS Chief Executive’s position 
and experience of other areas of the public sector. 

I was aware of the reasons he left his post at the State Hospital. During his time at the 
hospital it moved from having a focus on custody to having a broader focus on care 
and custody. At the time, there was a degree of resistance to change in the hospital 
and this transition created some tensions. In February 2001 I agreed with Mr Manson 
that the time was right for him to leave the hospital and to develop his career in 
another post. On 1 May 2001 he was seconded into the Health Department to assist in 
the implementation of “Our National Health”. 

 

6 Mr Currie’s Qualities 

Mr. Currie was appointed by the Minister for Health and Community Care to the 
Chairman’s position following a process of open competition. He took up his post on 
26 July 2001. The appointment was part of a national process to recruit Chairmen to 
the new unified Boards established under “Our National Health”. 

He had Board-level experience as a non executive director of the Health Board and 
had a commercial background in banking. I believe he came with a strong 
recommendation from the former Health Board Chairman. 

 

7 My awareness of the financial position 

My first answers above set out how I reviewed the financial performance of Boards, 
and how I became aware of the position in the Western Isles and the action I took as a 
consequence.  

The financial position of all Boards was monitored monthly and particular scrutiny 
would be paid to Boards with financial problems.  

From 2002/03 it was clear that NHS Western Isles had a recurrent deficit which 
required firm action and the Board was required to develop a financial recovery plan 
which was documented. The financial situation was a clear focus in discussions 
between the Board and the Health Department and this was reflected in the Annual 
Accountability Review letters which were public documents. 
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8.Reassurances that Financial problems being addressed 

The Accountability review letters for 2002/03 and 2003/04 set out the requirement for 
the Board to take action to address the financial situation and set out the action the 
Board proposed to take to do that.  

The 2003/04 letter sets out the Board’s intent to “break even next year and to move to 
recurrent balance in the year after”.  

 

9.  Overall Board’s performance 

My overall assessment of the Board’s performance was set out in the annual 
Accountability Review letters. These set out a summary of the overall performance of 
the Board highlighting areas where the Board was performing well, areas where action 
was required to improve performance and the agreed action the Board would take to 
address areas of concern. 

During my time as Accountable Officer the two most significant areas of concern were 
the need to strengthen the governance of the Board and the need for the Board to live 
within its means and to develop a model of service that it could be afford. 

The action to be taken by the Board was documented in the Accountability review 
letters. 

 

Governance, leadership and management 

10.  Standards of governance leadership and management

During my time in the Scottish Executive, the Western Isles Health Board had a very 
committed and dedicated workforce which achieved many successes in delivering 
good care to patients. However it did face the distinctive pressures on smaller Boards 
set out in my answer to question 2 above. 

It did have difficulty recruiting key clinical and managerial staff and this affected the 
management capacity of the Board. Examples of this is set out in the Review letters 
where progress in taking some issues forward was not as swift as either the Board or 
health department would have wished. 

There were particular issues with the governance of the Board.  

At the 2001 review meeting the Chairman recognised the challenges the Board faced 
in strengthening governance in line with the requirements of “Our National Health”. In 
particular he was concerned about the need to find a membership for the Board that 
was “fit for the new purpose”. At that meeting the Chief Executive described the steps 
that were being taken to strengthen governance arrangements following receipt of the 
“Midwinter Report” that the Board had commissioned to address governance 
weaknesses. Subsequent review meetings noted the slow progress in developing the 
model of integrated governance set out in “Our National Health” with particular regard 
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to the development of the Staff Partnership Forum, the Area Clinical Forum and 
Public/Patient Involvement. 

 

I hope that this response is helpful to you. 

 

Best wishes, 

 

Yours sincerely, 

Trevor Jones 
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Hospital Resources in the Island Boards 
 
 
Summary 
 
NHS Western Isles has more staffed hospital beds per head of population than the other island 
boards. It has three hospitals (including one long-stay) compared to one in NHS Orkney and two 
in NHS Shetland.  In 2006 Western Isles had an average of 201 staffed beds, compared to 77 in 
Orkney and 100 in Shetland. This works out at 7.63 beds per 1,000 population for Western Isles 
compared to 3.89 for Orkney and 4.57 for Shetland.  
 
NHS Board Average Available 

Staffed Beds 2006*
Population – June 

2006
Beds per 1000 

population
Orkney 77 19,770 3.89
Shetland 100 21,880 4.57
Western Isles 201 26,350 7.63
*latest confirmed data 
 
In his written submission to the Audit Committee for the 27 February meeting, Dick Manson, 
commenting on the hospital configuration in Western Isles said, “Productivity was low as was 
efficiency with 30% of beds being empty at any one time.” The tables below show that occupancy 
rates for hospital beds at the island boards have fluctuated over the years but are broadly similar. 
For example in 2006, the 68.1% occupancy rate for NHS Western Isles was greater than in the 
other two island boards (Orkney, 63.8% and Shetland, 64.1%).  Provisional data for 2007 shows 
Orkney with 69.6% occupancy, Western Isles with 66% and Shetland with 63.9%.  
 
In terms of productivity, NHS Western Isles has a longer mean stay and a lower throughput of 
patients in its hospital beds than for Orkney or Shetland. The provisional figures for 2007 show 
Western Isles mean stay per episode being 9.8 days as against 7.5 days for Orkney and 8 days 
for Shetland. Throughput for 2007 in Western Isles is (provisionally) 24.7 patients per bed as 
against 33.9 for Orkney and 29.2 for Shetland. 
 
Orkney  
 
1 hospital:  
 
Balfour Hospital - Av Staffed Beds - 69 
 
All Orkney 

Indicator Financial Year Ending 31st March    
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007(p)

Average Available 
Staffed Beds 

147 131 102 95 94 94 94 94 77 70

% Occupancy 74.4 69.6 67.7 65.1 69.2 72.4 58.0 52.5 63.8 69.5

Mean Stay (Days) per 
Episode 

18.4 15.1 12.5 11.5 11.4 10.9 8.2 7.6 8.3 7.5

Throughput 14.7 16.8 19.9 20.7 22.1 24.3 25.9 25.3 28.1 33.9

(p) provisional data 
 
 
Shetland 
 
2 hospitals:  
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Gilbert Bain Hospital - Av Staffed Beds - 59 
Montfield Hospital - Av Staffed Beds - 40 
 
All Shetland 

Indicator Financial Year Ending 31st March    
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007(p)

Average Available 
Staffed Beds 

116 100 101 100 100 100 100 100 100 99

% Occupancy 76.1 71.5 66.7 72.5 77.9 72.4 65.9 60.3 64.1 63.9

Mean Stay (Days) per 
Episode 

12.9 10.2 10.2 9.6 9.8 10.0 9.5 8.4 8.5 8.0

Throughput 21.5 25.7 24.0 27.6 28.9 26.5 25.5 26.4 27.6 29.2

(p) provisional data 
 
  
 
Western Isles 
 
3 hospitals: 
 
Western Isles Hospital, Stornoway - Av Staffed Beds - 163 
Uist and Barra Hospital, Benbecula - Av Staffed Beds - 27   
St Brendan's Hospital, Barra (long stay) - Av Staffed Beds - 4 
 
All Western Isles 
 

Indicator Financial Year Ending 31st March    
 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007(p)

Average Available 
Staffed Beds 

274 263 248 248 224 224 227 229 201 204

% Occupancy 62.9 69.7 73.0 72.6 79.1 73.5 69.4 64.9 68.1 66.0

Mean Stay (Days) per 
Episode 

12.6 13.5 13.2 13.7 12.7 11.9 10.8 11.0 11.0 9.8

Throughput 18.2 18.8 20.2 19.4 22.7 22.5 23.4 21.6 22.5 24.7

(p) provisional data 
 
 
 
Note on data sources 
 
The NHS data for this paper was derived from the Information Services Division (ISD) of NHS 
National Services Scotland. The population data was sourced from the General Register Office 
for Scotland. 
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