
 

Local Government and Transport Committee 

24th Meeting, 2004 

Tuesday 9 November 2004 

The Committee will meet at 2 pm in Committee Room 5 

1. Budget process 2005-06: The Committee will take evidence at Stage 2 from— 

Mr Tom McCabe MSP, Minister for Finance and Public Service Reform; 

Andrew Rushworth, Head of Local Government Constitution and Funding 
Division, Scottish Executive;  

Graham Owenson, Local Government Constitution and Funding Division, 
Scottish Executive; 

Councillor Drew Edwards, Finance Executive Group, COSLA 

Brenda Campbell, Corporate Adviser, COSLA 

James Thomson, Policy Manager, COSLA 

Neil Johnstone, Director, Scotland of Halcrow Group Ltd, Institution of Civil 
Engineers; and 

Alan Watt, Chief Executive, Civil Engineering Contractors Association 
(Scotland) 

2. Audit Scotland report on maintaining Scotland’s roads: The Committee will 
consider a paper from the Clerk. 
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Local Government 
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CECA (SCOTLAND) AND INSTITUTION OF CIVIL ENGINEERS 
SUBMISSION TO THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT’S LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE -  9TH NOVEMBER 2004 
 
 
Civil Engineering in Scotland 
 
Civil engineering is a long established industry in Scotland with an annual 
outturn of around £1.4Bn.  It employs over 20,000 people with many more in 
the supply chain.  The industry’s activities include the construction and 
maintenance of transport, water, sewerage, utilities and flood defence 
infrastructure together with site servicing, brownfield site remediation and 
landfill site engineering.  The industry in Scotland is currently recovering from 
a sustained downturn over the last five years, which has resulted in general 
downsizing including some high profile casualties such as Lilley Construction 
(Glasgow), Hewcon Ltd (Glasgow and Fife), CCG Ltd. (Inverness and 
Lerwick) and Lymburn Construction (Dalrymple).   
 
CECA (Scotland) is the sole trade body representing Scotland’s civil 
engineering contractors and its members carry out over 80% of the total civils 
outturn in Scotland.  Members range in size from multinational companies to 
local firms carrying out minor works in their own communities.  CECA prides 
itself in the wide geographic spread of its membership across Scotland and it 
is currently engaged in a rolling programme of meetings between contractors 
and their local MSPs to promote awareness of civils issues and the workings 
of the Parliament.  This has included several members of the Committee. 
 
The Institution of Civil Engineers (ICE) is the industry’s professional body 
whose members are responsible for the design, project management and 
construction of the built environment.  The ICE seeks to advance the 
knowledge, practice and business of civil engineering, to promote the breadth 
and value of the civil engineer's global contribution to sustainable, economic 
growth, and ethical standards, and to include in membership all those involved 
in the profession.   Established in 1818, ICE today represents over 70,000 
professionally qualified civil engineers worldwide.  

Although servicing different requirements in the industry, CECA and the ICE 
work together whenever possible to advance the sector’s common interests.   

Transport Investment 

Scotland’s civil engineers welcome the increased expenditure on Scotland’s 
transport infrastructure and the commitment to long-term programmes.  It is 
not the industry’s intention to seek ever escalating investment because this 
would simply smart of self-interest.  However, the industry would be keen to 
engage with the Scottish Executive in spending the allocated funds wisely and 
with the best use of Scotland’s civil engineering resource.  
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Work on transport infrastructure constitutes around half of Scotland’s civil 
engineering activity.  The Scottish Executive is by far the largest client through 
its roads capital projects programme and its management and maintenance 
contracts (currently carried out by Amey Highways in the south and BEAR 
Scotland in the north).   Work also includes special projects such as the 
Larkhall to Milngavie and the Stirling to Kincardine rail extensions and will 
include the rail links to Edinburgh and Glasgow airports, the Borders rail link 
and the Edinburgh tram project.  In addition, the industry supports local 
authority transport programmes although, as the Committee know from 
separate evidence furnished by the Society of Chief Officers of Transportation 
in Scotland (SCOTS) earlier this year, local roads have been seriously under 
funded for a prolonged number of years. 

The industry therefore welcomes the increased investment in transport in the 
Draft Budget.  Furthermore, the industry welcomes the Scottish Executive’s 
pledge to switch from consultation to delivery.  It will not surprise the 
Committee to know that the civils industry performs at its best and most 
efficient with a sustained flow of work.  The Committee will appreciate that 
operating on an average profit rate of 1 - 4% it is only through a steady 
workload that firms can offer security of employment to their workforce and 
maintain the confidence to invest in proper training and equipment.  
Scotland’s civil engineering firms have a far better record of retaining long 
standing employees rather than a transient workforce, which obviously 
accords with the Parliament’s drive for better employment practices.   

The industry believes it has the capacity in Scotland to deliver the transport 
investment outlined in the Draft Budget.   

Comment on the Draft Budget 
 
Local Roads.  Scotland’s road network is approximately 56,000 km long, has 
a total surface area in excess of 4 times the area of Loch Lomond.  As 
previously mentioned, our colleagues in SCOTS reported to the Committee 
earlier this year that local roads have been chronically under funded for years 
and the current backlog is estimated at over £1.5 Bn. We therefore welcome 
the extra investment in the Draft Budget to address this deficit which we hope 
will herald a progressive recovery in the fabric of Scotland’s local roads. 
 
Motorway & Trunk Roads.  The most significant roads project of the decade 
will be the M74 completion from the east of Glasgow to the Kingston Bridge.  
The project is due to start on site in early 2006 and complete by the end of 
2008.  With a number of large roads projects due to complete over the next 18 
months (i.e. A876 Kincardine Eastern Approach Road (substantially 
complete), A78 Three Towns Bypass, Ayrshire (December 2004), M77 
Malletsheugh to Fenwick (March 2005), A80 Auchenkilns Junction 
(September 2005) and the A92 Dundee to Arbroath dualling (May 2006)) the 
M74 constitutes the natural follow-on project for Scotland’s major road 
builders and will provide the continuity of work previously referred to.  The 
industry is accustomed to risk and is conscious of a number of potential 
difficulties emerging on the M74 project such as political opposition, land 
acquisition, relocation of displaced businesses and environmental problems 
with contamination which may have an impact on the M74 timetable.  Any of 
these could delay the project significantly thereby causing a hiatus in road 
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building activity and a serious distortion in the Scottish Executive’s budget.  
This issue was highlighted in a number of Written Questions submitted by 
Fergus Ewing MSP in September. 
 
 
The industry believes this impact could be mitigated without additional cost if 
the Scottish Executive had the ability to bring forward other projects in the 
programme to fill the gap.  However, at a meeting last week with the Scottish 
Executive it was made clear that they have no plans to “fast track” 
replacement projects because it is not their policy to work up schemes early in 
terms of consents, land purchase and basic design, presumably due to the 
risk of cancellation.   The industry would contend that, when there is such an 
obvious commitment to long-term investment in transport infrastructure it 
might now be worthwhile and indeed fiscally prudent to review this policy.  The 
Committee is aware that transport projects have a long gestation period and 
the industry believes that having pre-construction issues resolved and projects 
on a shorter lead-in time would undoubtedly allow far greater flexibility to 
manage the programme, the spend and thereby the delivery.  The concept of 
a “preparation pool” is not new and we believe it would not be out of place in 
an evolving delivery focused programme and should be encouraged.  As a 
first step it would assist all stakeholders if the Scottish Executive were to 
develop its published motorway and trunk road programme to include pre-
construction milestones such as consents, land purchase and design both to 
provide greater transparency and facilitate a better management overview.  In 
addition, if a range of projects were “worked up” for early mobilisation it would 
also help to address the perennial problem of annuality which, although 
removed from the roads programme in theory, is still a fact of life in reality, 
particularly in the road maintenance contracts.  
 
Conclusion 
 
Scotland’s civil engineers: 
 

• welcome the Scottish Executive’s commitment in the Draft Budget to 
delivery of transport infrastructure to address issues of traffic 
congestion, economic development and social inclusion.  

 
• wish to assist this ambitious delivery programme without seeking 

additional expenditure. 
 

• believe the industry in Scotland has the capacity and skills to deliver 
the planned transport investment. 

 
• strongly recommend the adoption of a preparation pool of projects to 

allow the flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances as the 
programme progresses through the delivery phase. 

 
Finally, CECA (Scotland) and the ICE are very grateful for the opportunity to 
give evidence to the Committee and would welcome the opportunity to assist 
the Committee in its work in any way they can  
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CECA (SCOTLAND) 
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MEMBERSHIP 2004 
 

Aggregate Industries Ltd. 
Amalgamated Construction Ltd. 
AMEC Group 
AWG Construction Services Ltd. 
Balfour Beatty Civil Engineering Limited 
Balfour Beatty Utilities Ltd. 
Biwater Treatment Limited 
Black Isle Civil Engineering  
Henry Boot Scotland Ltd. 
Charles Brand Limited 
I.& H. Brown Limited 
Byzak Ltd. 
Carillion Rail 
Chap Construction (Aberdeen) Ltd. 
Cheetham Hill Construction Ltd. 
Clachan Construction Ltd. 
Clancy Docwra Ltd. 
A.J. Clark Construction Ltd. 
CPS Ltd. (Through CECA (North East)) 
Crummock (Scotland) Ltd. 
Donarm (Construction) Limited 
Ennstone Thistle Ltd. 
The ERDC Group Ltd. 
Farrans (Construction) Limited 
Galliford Scotland Ltd. 
M.J. Gleeson Group PLC 
Glendinning Groundworks Ltd. 
John Gunn & Sons Ltd. 
Hanson Construction Projects 
W.J. Harte Construction 
Hunter Construction (Aberdeen) Ltd. 
Interserve Project Services Ltd. 
J. & J.E. (Contractors) Limited 
Kamscot Construction Ltd. 
Kelburne Construction Ltd. 
D.A. Kennedy (Construction) Ltd. 
King Contractors (Perth) Ltd. 
Land Engineering Ltd.  
Leiths (Scotland) Ltd. 
George Leslie Ltd. 
Luddon Construction Ltd. 
Harry Lynch & Co. Ltd. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D. & E. MacKay (Contractors) Ltd. 
Mackenzie Construction Limited 
Alfred McAlpine Infrastructure Services Ltd. 
Alfred McAlpine Capital Projects 
Sir Robert McAlpine Ltd. 
McGarvey Construction Ltd. 
McKean & Company (Glasgow) Ltd. 
R.J. McLeod (Contractors) Ltd. 
The Malcolm Group – Construction Services 
Markon Limited 
Marshall Construction Ltd. 
May Gurney Ltd. (through CECA Southern) 
Meiklem Drainage Contractors Ltd. 
Morgan Est 
Mowlem PLC 
Mowlem Energy Ltd. 
Mowlem Johnston Ltd. 
MTM Construction Limited 
Pat Munro (Alness) Ltd. 
J. Murphy & Sons Ltd. 
New Country Road Surf. Ltd. (through CECA N East) 
NorPower & Telecoms Ltd. 
Northern Construction Services Ltd. 
Norwest Holst Constr. Limited (Utilities Div.) 
Edmund Nuttall Ltd. 
Pirie Contracts 
PLPC Ltd.  
Raynesway Construction Services Ltd. 
Ritchie Brothers (Scotland) Limited 
Ritchies 
RMC Surfacing Limited 
Rocklift Limited 
Rodger (Builders) Limited 
Storie (Argyll) Limited 
James Strang Ltd. 
Tarmac Ltd. 
Les Taylor Contractors 
Torith Ltd. 
Tulloch Civil Engineering Ltd.
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This paper outlines spending plans to March 2008 in the Finance and 
Public Services portfolio. It has been produced to assist the Local 
Government and Transport Committee’s scrutiny at Stage 2 of the 2005-
06 budget process and uses information published in Spending 
Proposals 2005-08 and the Draft Budget 2005-06.  Related objectives 
and targets are listed and a discussion section draws attention to points 
the Committee may wish to consider in more detail. 
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Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe) Briefings are compiled for the 
benefit of the Members of the Parliament and their personal staff. Authors are 
available to discuss the contents of these papers with MSPs and their staff who 
should contact Jim Dewar on extension 85377 or email 
jim.dewar@scottish.parliament.uk. Members of the public or external 
organisations may comment on this briefing by emailing us at 
spice.research@scottish.parliament.uk.  However, researchers are unable to 
enter into personal discussion in relation to SPICe Briefing Papers. 
 
Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in SPICe briefings is 
correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware however that briefings 
are not necessarily updated or otherwise amended to reflect subsequent 
changes. 
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SPENDING REVIEW 2004 
The results of the 2004 Spending Review were announced to the Scottish Parliament by the 
then Finance Minister, Andy Kerr on Wednesday 29 September. The document detailing the 
spending proposals, Building a Better Scotland Spending Proposals 2005-2008: Enterprise, 
Opportunity, Fairness, (Scottish Executive 2004a) sets out the Executive’s spending plans for 
the three financial years to 2007-08.  This is the third such exercise since devolution and follows 
the UK Government’s 2004 Spending Review (HM Treasury 2004). 
  
The figures contained in the spending review document are at Level 2. A more detailed 
presentation of spending plans (at Level 3) is now available with the publication in October 2004 
of Draft Budget 2005-06 (Scottish Executive 2004b).   
 
The spending proposals show increasing expenditure provision for the Executive from 2004-05 
to 2007-08. During this period, the Scottish Departmental Expenditure Limit (DEL) increases 
from £21.4 billion to £26.0 billion, or by 21%; Annually Managed Expenditure (AME) increases 
from £4.1 billion to £4.5 billion, or by 10%; and the combined Total Managed Expenditure 
increases from £25.5 billion to £30.5 billion, a 19% increase in money terms, or 10% in real 
terms.  

BUDGETARY STRUCTURE 
The Local Government and Transport Committee remit covers those aspects of local 
government which are the responsibility of the Minister of Finance and Local Government i.e. 
grant aid to local government to cover current expenditure and capital allocations to local 
government.  However as the Committee pointed out in its Report to the Finance Committee on 
Stage 1 of the 2005-06 Budget Process (Scottish Parliament 2004) “substantive programmes 
and priorities delivered by local government are largely dealt with in other Executive portfolios 
and scrutinised by other subject Committees”. 
 

SPENDING TRENDS 2004-08 
Table 1 below shows planned spending by the Executive on Local Government within the 
Finance and Public Services portfolio for the 4 years from April 2004 to March 2008.  Table 2 
below restates the expenditure in real terms in £2004-05 and shows the absolute and 
percentage increase over the spending review period.   
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Table 1: Finance and Public Services Spending Plans, 2004-08 (level 2)   

£m 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 

  Plans Plans Plans Plans 

Local Government     

Revenue (AEF) 7737.2 8028.0 8306.5 8503.8 

Capital (FPS) 330.5 340.5 352.0 357.7 

Total FPS Local Government 8067.7 8368.4 8658.4 8861.5 

     

Other Public Services Expenditure     

Committees Commissions and Other Expenditure 20.4 26.6 35.5 44.2 

Modernising/Efficient Government Fund 31.0 59.9 15.2 15.8 

Total Other Public Services Expenditure 51.4 86.4 50.8 60.0 

     

Scottish Public Pensions Agency 995.8 1086.4 1159.3 1231.3 

Total 9114.9 9541.3 9868.5 10152.8 

Of which DEL  6311.7 6510.9 6779.5 7011.8 
 
 
Table 2 - Finance and Public Services Spending Plans in Real Terms, 2004-08 (level 2)    

£m 2004-5 2005-6 2006-7 2007-8 £ incrse 
% 

increase 

  Plans Plans Plans Plans 
over 3 
years 

over 3 
years 

Local Government       

Revenue (AEF) 7737.2 7830.6 7890.3 7865.7 128.5 1.7 

Capital (FPS) 330.5 332.1 334.3 330.8 0.4 0.1 

Total FPS Local Government 8067.7 8162.7 8224.6 8196.5 128.9 0.9 

Other Public Services Expenditure      

Committees Commissions and Other Expenditure 20.4 25.9 33.8 40.9 20.5 100.1 

Modernising/Efficient Government Fund 31.0 58.4 14.5 14.6 -16.4 -53.0 

Total Other Public Services Expenditure 51.4 84.3 48.2 55.5 4.0 7.9 

Scottish Public Pensions Agency 995.8 1059.7 1101.2 1139.0 143.2 14.4 

Total 9169.9 9306.6 9374.0 9391.4 221.5 2.4 

of which DEL 6311.7 6350.8 6439.8 6485.9 174.3 2.8 
 
 
The main trends at Level 2 ( all figures in real terms) are 

• FPS share of total Executive spend declines from 35.7% to 33.3%   
• FPS support for Local Government declines from 31.6% to 26.9% 
• Aggregate External Finance (AEF) for Local government increases by £128.5m (1.7%) 
• Capital allocation remains almost unchanged 
• Spending on Committees, Commissions and Other Expenditure increases by £20.5m 

(100%)  
• Spending on Modernising/Efficient Government Fund £16.4m (-53%) after an increase 

£27.4m between 2004-05 and 2005-06  
• Spending on Pensions including administration costs increases by £143.2m (14.4)    
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Tables 3 to 8 below detail expenditure within the Finance and Public Sector Reform portfolio at 
Level 3 in real terms. 

Local Government Current Expenditure 
Table 3 shows the component parts of AEF i.e. local government current expenditure.   
 
Table 3 –Funding of Local Government Current Expenditure (real terms) 2004 – 2008 (Level 3) 

£m 
2004-

05 
2005-

06 2006-07 2007-08 £ incrse 
% 

increase 

  Budget Plans Plans Plans over 3 over 3  

           years  years 

Specific Grants 647.7 667.6 676.7 688.4 40.7 6.3 

Revenue Support Grant 5215.7 5203.6 5312.1 5344.4 128.7 2.5 

Non-Domestic Rates 1873.8 1959.4 1901.5 1833.2 -40.6 -2.2 

Total 7737.2 7830.6 7890.3 7866.0 128.8 1.7 
 
Revenue Support Grant is planned to increase by 2.5% over the time period with expenditure on 
specific grants forecast to increase by 6.3%.  Non-Domestic Rate Income (NDRI) is forecast to 
decline by 2.2%.  This reduction is in anticipation of appeals pending following revaluation 
affecting revenue in the final year of the period.   Overall support for local government current 
expenditure is planned to increase by 1.7%, in real terms, between 2004-05 and 2007-08.  
There has been considerable interest in recent weeks in the impact of the proposed settlement 
upon local authorities and in particular on council tax levels in future years.  On the 7th October 
the First Minister stated, following the Spending Review announcement, that: 
 

“I give a clear signal today that we expect council tax increases to be as low 
again next year, the year after and the year after that. There is absolutely no 
reason whatever why the settlement announced last week by Andy Kerr should 
cause council tax increases to be above 2.5 per cent. Any council in which there 
is a rise above that should be operating its business more efficiently” (Scottish 
Parliament Official Report, 7/10/04, Col. 11130). 

 
Members may wish to explore this issue in more detail. 

Local Government Capital  
 
Table 4 presents Local Government Capital Expenditure between 2004-05 and 2007-08.   
Table 4 –Funding of Local Government Capital Expenditure (real terms) 2004-08 (Level 3) 

£m 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 £ incrse 
% 

increase 

  Budget Plans Plans Plans over 3 over 3  

           years  years 

Cities Growth Fund 30.0 39.0 38.9 38.9 8.9 29.6 

Incentives Fund 10.0 9.8 9.7 9.7 -0.3 -2.8 

Supported Borrowing 290.5 283.3 282.8 282.3 -8.2 -2.8 

E-Voting 0.0 0.0 2.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Total 330.5 332.1 334.3 330.9 0.4 0.1 
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Overall local government capital expenditure is planned to remain largely at present levels with 
a 0.1% increase, in real terms, over the time period.  The Cities Growth Fund represents the 



 
main area of change with a 29.6% increase, in real terms, planned between 2004-05 and 2007-
08. 

Committees etc 
Table 5 details the level 3 budget headings, in real terms, under the ‘Committees, Commission 
and Other Expenditure’ (CCOE) budget line. 
 
 
Table 5 - Committees, Commissions and Other Expenditure In Real Terms 2004-05 – 2007-08 

£m 
2004-

05 
2005-

06 
2006-

07 
2007-

08 
£ 

incrse 
% 

incrse 

  Budget Plans Plans Plans over 3  over 3  

           years  years 

Local Government Boundary Commission 0.5 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.0 -6.8 

Office of the Chief Statistican 2.7 2.0 1.9 1.9 -0.9 -31.5 

International Relations 1.8 9.3 9.0 8.8 7.0 389.3 

Standards Commission 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 -0.1 -12.6 

Digital Inclusion 0.5 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 -12.4 

Miscellaneous Committees 0.8 1.1 1.1 0.9 -0.2 -17.2 
Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service 
Inspectorate 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.0 -7.5 

Advertising 10.0 8.5 8.3 8.1 -0.7 -7.5 

Marketing Development 2.0 2.0 2.0 1.9 -0.2 -7.5 

Improvement Service 1.5 1.7 1.6 1.2 -0.5 -31.7 

Central Unallocated Provision 0.0 0.0 8.6 16.9 16.9  

Total 20.4 25.9 33.8 40.9 20.5 100.1 
 
Overall CCOE will increase by roughly 100% between 2004-05 and 2007-08.  In terms of local 
government, the Local Government Boundary Commission (LGBC) budget is planned to decline 
by 6.8%, in real terms, over the time period.  However this due to a fall in the budget of the 
LGBC in 2007-08 and it may be that the budget line is reflecting the increased workload of the 
LGBC in advance of the 2007 local government elections using the Single Transferable Vote.  
Nevertheless Members may wish to explore this further in the light of the passage of the Local 
Governance (Scotland) Act.  
 
The budget for the Improvement Service, established by the Local Government in (Scotland) 
Act 2003, follows a similar pattern to that of the LGBC with a drop in funding planned in 2007-08 
after increases in previous years.  Overall the budget for the Improvement Service is forecast to 
decline by 31.7%, in real terms, over the time period.  Members may wish to explore the 
rationale behind these funding patterns in more detail.  The CCOE budget as a whole will 
increase by roughly 100%, in real terms, as a consequence of 389.3% increase in the budget 
line for International Relations. 
 

Modernising/Efficient Government 
The budget for Modernising / Efficient Government Funds is detailed in real terms for 2004-05 to 
2007-08 in Table 6.   
 
Overall the budget line will decline by 53% in real terms over the time period.  Members may 
wish to explore these budget lines in more detail given the commitment of the Executive to 
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modernise Government and to seek further efficiency in local government in the light of the 
findings of the Gershon Review.  This is reflected in two of the three targets in the Draft Budget 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Table 6 - Modernising / Efficient Government Fund In Real terms 

£m 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 £ incrse % incrse 

  Budget Plans Plans Plans over 3 over 3  

           years  years 

Modernising Government Fund 16.0 14.5 14.5 14.6 -1.4 -8.9 

Efficient Government Fund 15.0 43.9 0.0 0.0 -15.0 -100.0 

Total 31.0 58.4 14.5 14.6 -16.4 -53.0 

 
which relate to local government dealing with more efficient and modern government.  Target 1 
of the Draft Budget aims to: 
 

“Make government in Scotland more efficient and release £500m of recurring 
efficiency savings for investment in frontline services by March 2008” (p.145). 

 
Target 3 states: 
 

“Provide financial support for the completion by 2007 – in partnership with all 32 
local authorities – of a programme for delivering more convenient and 
responsive public services which encourages the take up of online access to 
key services and ensures that 75 per cent of service requests can be dealt with 
at ‘first contact’” (p.145). 

 

 Scottish Public Pensions Agency 
Table 7 details the budget for the Scottish Public Pensions Agency (SPPA) for 2004-05 to 2007-
08 in real terms.  Overall the budget for the SPPA is planned to increase by 13.2% over the 
time-period. 
 
Table 7 - Scottish Public Pensions Agency In Real terms 

£m 2004-05 2005-06 
2006-

07 2007-08 £ incrse % incrse 

  Budget Plans Plans Plans over 3 over 3  

           years  years 

Administration 7.8 7.5 12.5 12.2 4.4 55.6 

Teachers 611.9 626.5 638.4 651.3 39.4 6.4 

NHS 376.0 425.7 450.3 475.5 99.5 26.4 
Total 995.8 1052.1 1088.7 1126.8 131.0 13.2 

 
Overall the budget for the SPPA is planned to increase by 13.2% over the time-period.  The cost 
of Teachers’ pensions increase by 6.4% and NHS pensions by 26.4%.  These payments are 
non-discretionary, at least in the short term.  The cost of administration increases by 55.6%. 
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Other Executive Funding for Local Government 
Funding for Local Government outwith the Annual Expenditure Fund is shown for information in 
Table 8. 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 8 - Other Confirmed Spending Plans for Local Government Outwith AEF In Real Terms 

£m 
2004-

05 
2005-

06 
2006-

07 
2007-

08 
£ 

incrse 
% 

incrse 

  Budget Plans Plans Plans over 3 over 3  

           years  years 

Local Government Current       

Finance and Public Services 1.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.6 -100.0 

Education 73.0 75.3 72.1 69.3 -3.7 -5.1 

Health and Community Care 29.7 28.3 27.5 26.8 -2.9 -9.7 

Communities 611.6 583.4 549.4 534.1 -77.5 -12.7 

Transport 94.8 97.2 94.2 91.7 -3.1 -3.3 

Environment and Rural Affairs 90.0 108.3 114.0 118.4 28.4 31.6 

Enterprise and Lifelong Learning 77.4 83.5 89.6 92.5 15.1 19.5 

Total 978.1 975.9 946.8 932.8 -45.3 -4.6 

Local Government Capital      

Communities 70.0 84.9 89.6 87.6 17.6 25.1 

Justice 55.0 53.6 53.2 51.8 -3.2 -5.8 

Environment and Rural Affairs 24.5 18.8 36.4 48.4 23.9 97.5 

Transport 77.5 52.6 97.9 95.5 18.0 23.3 

Education 10.0 97.5 76.0 92.5 82.5 825.0 

Total 237.0 307.5 353.1 375.8 138.8 58.6 

 

OBJECTIVES AND TARGETS  
 
The aim of spending under the local government head is to plan and prudently manage the 
public finances; deliver excellence in public services; support growing Scotland’s economy; and 
enable local democracy to flourish.  This is similar to the wording used in the 2004-05 Draft 
Budget.  Three new targets have been set specifically related to the objective of securing, with 
local government, improvement in local authority services (see box next page). Of the previous 
targets 3 have been dropped because they have been met and 3 covering reviewing of 
boundaries of public sector organisations, reviewing local government finance and ending the 
two-tier workforce continue although they do not feature in the latest statement of objectives and 
targets.  The targets contained in the Draft Budget are reproduced below. 
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Objective and Targets 

 

Objective    To secure, with local government, improvement in local authority services and 
reform in the wider public sector.  

Target  1  Make government in Scotland more efficient and release £500m of recurring 
efficiency savings for investment in frontline services by March 2008.  

Target  2  Over the Spending Review period to March 2008, deliver through local authorities 
and their partners continued improvements in the quality of life for local 
communities across Scotland, by building on the local environmental and local 
service improvements supported by Quality of Life funding, consistent with the 
Executive’s commitment to support safer, stronger communities.  

Target  3  Provide financial support for the completion by 2007 — in partnership with all 32 
local authorities — of a programme for delivering more convenient and 
responsive public services which encourages the take up of online access to key 
services and ensures that at least 75 per cent of service requests can be dealt 
with at ‘first contact’.  
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Presentation 

 
1. There are several issues about presentation which concern me. I am conscious 

that there has been a lot of attention given to this by the Committees and 
previous advisers, and that a form of presentation has emerged which is 
presumably felt to promote the accountability of Ministers. Nevertheless, 
coming at things as someone who has worked a lot on local government 
finance in the past, I find much of what is presented bafflingly opaque. I have 
struggled to reconcile information from the Budget and the AER with statistical 
data on past and current local government spending and income, and not 
wholly succeeded.  

 
2. I feel that one should be able to provide a statement of recent and prospective 

local government expenditure, broken down in the following ways: 
 

• By current vs capital spending; 
• By spending agency: central government, NDPBs/quangos, local 

government, other; 
• By spending programme/portfolio; and 
• (In the case of local government) by source of funding: specific grant, 

RSG (Revenue Support Grant – an unhypothecated block grant), NDR 
(Non Domestic Rates), Council Tax, balances. 

 
3. Against this almost elementary requirement, the current Scottish budget 

documents seem to me to fail. The reasons for this difficulty include the 
following: 
 

• Changes in the structure of ministerial responsibilities in Scotland, which 
is now quite different from the traditional structuring of local government 
services, and frequent transfers of (parts of) programmes between 
portfolios; 

• Incomplete decision-making, where certain details are left to be 
determined at a later date; 

• The conventions of ‘local autonomy’ (presumably defended by COSLA) 
whereby the implicit division of AEF/RSG between services is not 
presented or drawn attention to, which means that the budget 



documents rarely refer to the true total levels of spending on the 
mainstream LG services, but primarily focus on marginal elements; 

• Changes in accounting and control regimes, particularly relating to 
capital (introduction of resource accounting, and of the prudential regime 
of borrowing control); and 

• Semi-arbitrary conventions regarding which grants are ‘within’ and 
‘outwith’ AEF. 

 
4. I am particularly concerned about the issue of who is paying for new spending 

initiatives: central government or local authorities (Council Taxpayers). Some 
are paid for 100% by specific grant, some by partial grant, some are 
supposedly matched by additional GAE/RSG resources, but some, one 
suspects, are left to be covered in part by money from ‘efficiency savings’ or 
cutbacks in other existing programmes, if not by higher Council Tax. Many 
initiatives are time limited; it is far from clear what happens if these 
programmes are successful and merit continued funding.  

 
5. I have compiled a list of specific questions, partly to try to clarify information in 

some key areas. Some such questions have been dealt with factually at official 
level, but some have not and others may raise wider issues. There seems to be 
a problem in the current system that no one person in the Executive knows 
about all the grants that are being paid or may be paid to local government. It is 
not clear that, even in a single department such as Education, there is one 
person who knows.  

 
Overall position of local government 

 
6. The Committee may wish to look at the issue of how local government is 

sharing in the overall growth of public spending in Scotland. Is it getting a fair 
share of the growth generated by UK Comprehensive Spending Reviews and 
the Barnett formula, having regard to its responsibilities? Some headline figures 
suggest that this is not the case, but this requires closer investigation. The 
analysis presented below provides some indication that in this instance local 
government will getting a somewhat lower share of the budgeted level of 
increase in Scottish public spending. However, this follows a period when local 
government spending and grants increased more than the average for Scottish 
public spending. 

 
7. A key issue for local government is that basic grant settlement is virtually static. 

Nearly all spending increases arise out of Scottish Executive policy initiatives 
and announcements, and the extra funding to support these is mainly targeted 
or ring-fenced for these specific purposes. Some of it also is, or may turn out to 
be, time limited.  

 
Council Tax levels and increases 

 
8. Formally, Council Tax levels are determined by Councils, not Scottish 

Ministers. However, it would be naive to pretend that Council Tax (CT) rates 
and any increases would not be a potential concern to ministers, particularly in 
election years, and we can observe that CT became a very sensitive issue in 
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England over the last year or so. Capping powers remain in the background 
and the multi-year financial settlements implicitly assume a ‘responsible’ 
approach to setting CT by local authorities. Because the basic system is highly 
geared, with predetermined grants accounting for a large share of total 
revenue, even quite small discrepancies between LA budget requirements and 
the assumptions underpinning the settlement could potentially generate large 
CT increases. 

 
9. I have attempted to produce a projection of expenditure, grants and revenue for 

local government, building on data from a number of sources. This projection is 
probably not exactly right in every detail but it should give a reasonable general 
indication of possible outcomes. Table 1 below shows the results in terms of a 
number of scenarios for local spending over the three-year period 2004/5-
2007/8. All figures are percentage increases per annum in real terms, 
discounting general inflation (GDP deflator). The projection builds in announced 
new or extra budgetary provisions, and then projects the remainder of 
expenditure using a baseline real growth factor, which varies between the 
scenarios. Police and fire spending is assumed to grow with GAE, while loan 
charges are modelled from the capital side. Supporting People is included. 

 
10. In building up this Table it has proved difficult to keep track of all the grant 

support associated with departmental programmes, and to marry this with other 
published sources on local government finance. There is a large and growing 
volume of other grant support additional to the Aggregate External Finance 
(AEF) (i.e. RSG, Non-Domestic Rate Income and ‘traditional’ specific grants) 
shown in the Finance & Public Services Chapter of the Budget. The largest 
element within this is Supporting People, but there are many additional new 
items in the subsequent years. This support is assumed to take the form of 
specific grants (not shown within AEF), although some of the increases may at 
some future date be consolidated within GAE. Although the amounts involved 
have been discussed with officials in the Executive and checked against 
various documents, there remain some uncertainties and inconsistencies. It 
appears that for some important programmes, the mechanism of distribution of 
certain new monies had not been decided at the time of the last listing of grants 
provided to COSLA (14 October) and so to that extent the list is incomplete. 
Cases appear to include extra money for teachers and schools, children and 
young people, and concessionary fares. 

 
11. Because of these uncertainties, the following tables should be treated with 

some caution. 
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Table 1 
Implications of local government spending scenarios for Council Tax 
(% real growth per annum 2004/5-2007/8).  
 

     
Scenario Baseline Revenue Capital Council 
 Real Expend Expend Tax 
 Growth Growth Growth Rate 
Effic Savings, CT=0 -0.58 1.3 2.7 -2.5 
     
CT=inflation 0.01 1.8 3.2 0.0 
     
CT= 4.2% nominal 0.42 2.1 3.6 1.7 
     
CT=incomes 0.62 2.3 3.8 2.5 
     
Exp grwth = SE Budget  1.40 2.9 4.6 5.6 
     
Exp grwth= SE Exp 01-04 3.10 4.2 6.2 11.9 

 
Note: Revenue and Capital Expenditure growth includes announced initiatives and 
developments from the Budget 

 
 
12. The first scenario assumes that, apart from the specific initiatives and 

budgetary provisions documented in the AER and the Draft Budget, local 
government makes efficiency savings equivalent to 0.68% of the base budget 
each year, and that its costs otherwise simply rise with general inflation (2.5%). 
This level of efficiency savings appears to be assumed in the ‘Annexe A’ table 
provided by the Executive of the changes to GAE consequential on SR2004 (-
£59m/-£114m). Under this scenario, there would still be growth of 1.3% pa 
(real) in revenue expenditure, with a larger growth of 2.7% pa in capital spend. 
Council Tax rates would be constant in money terms, equivalent to an annual 
reduction of 2.5% in real terms 

 
13. The second scenario gives Council Tax rising with inflation, equivalent of 

course to a zero percent annual increase in real terms. This is compatible with 
baseline spending effectively static in real terms. Overall revenue spending 
would rise by 1.8% pa, and capital by 3.2%. This scenario might be achieved 
by a combination of efficiency savings just offsetting other growth factors or 
cost pressures. There have been ministerial statements about Council Tax 
increases not needing to be above inflation, although this may only apply to the 
second and third years of this period. 

 
14. The third scenario, which may be regarded as something of a central case, 

shows what spending would yield a Council Tax growth rate similar to the most 
recent rates of actual increase and the indicative increases recorded for the 
following year in the most recent CIPFA Rating Review. Council tax rises of 
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4.2% (1.7% pa in real terms) would be achievable with baseline spending rising 
at 0.4%, with overall real growth of 2.1% in revenue spending and 3.6% in 
capital. The rise in revenue spending here is close to the rise in overall revenue 
grants to local government. 

 
15. The fourth scenario links Council Tax rises to typical growth rates in real 

income, assumed to be 2.5%, making an overall 5% headline rate of increase. 
This would be achieved with a baseline real growth in spending of 0.6% pa, 
total revenue spending growth of 2.3% pa, and capital growing by 3.8%.  

 
16. The penultimate scenario would allow spending to grow at the same rate as all 

Scottish Executive spending over the budget period (3.1% real). This is 
compatible with baseline growth of 1.4%, overall revenue spending growth of 
2.9%, and capital growing at 4.6%. Council Tax would then rise by 5.6% in real 
terms (headline 8.2%). 

 
17. Finally, we illustrate the scenario of spending growing at the same rate as was 

exhibited by the Scottish Executive between 2001 and 2004. This would arise 
from baseline growth of 3.1%, giving 4.2% revenue growth and 6.2% capital 
spending growth. The Council Tax annual rate of increase would be 11.9% 
(headline 14.7%).  

 
18. It can be seen that Council Tax increase is quite sensitive to the growth rate in 

expenditure. This is a consequence of the well-known gearing effect of high 
dependence on fixed central government grants. The gearing is nearly 5 to 1 on 
overall spending and nearly 4 to 1 on baseline spending. 

 
19. It is a matter of judgement which of these scenarios is most likely to transpire. It 

is suggested that the third scenario is a reasonable central case, with Council 
Tax growing above inflation and at a similar rate to recent experience. 
Ministerial statements indicate that there is an expectation of low increases, 
and experience in England suggests that this can be a sensitive issue. Local 
authorities would be unlikely to actually reduce nominal CT rates. Local 
perceptions of cost pressures and areas of underfunding could lead to 
increases above inflation in some areas. Some services where these pressures 
might be manifested are mentioned below.  How far the baseline expenditure 
level increases depends on the outcome of these considerations, and also the 
extent to which authorities are able to realise efficiency savings (see below). 
However, it seems unlikely that headline CT increases of 10% would be seen 
as acceptable. If so, this means that there is no prospect of local authority 
spending rising at anything like the rate seen over the last three years. 

 
20. It should be noted that capital spending is projected to increase more than 

revenue spending in each scenario. This reflects the published spending plans 
and information on the specific capital grants entailed. This includes the 
schools PPP. Despite this higher increase, capital spending growth in local 
government falls below the Executive’s overall target to grow capital investment 
by 5% per year. 
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Distributional Issues 
 

21. Although not the main focus of this budget process, the mechanisms used for 
distribution of resources between local authorities may impact on the situation 
of particular authorities, creating a squeeze on either existing services or 
Council Tax levels. This can arise from the interaction of GAE calculations, 
population numbers and other factors.  

 
Cost of New Initiatives 

 
22. Much of the discussion between COSLA and the Executive concerns the 

costing of new initiatives, including what the full cost will be and how quickly 
this will build up. Part of the outstanding issues around the concept of a ‘Base 
Budget’ concern inclusion of the costs of previous initiatives.  

 
23. There is a figure, in round terms about £1000m of revenue (in each of the four 

years 2004/5-2007/8) and £3-400m of capital, in  ‘confirmed spending plans for 
Local Government outwith AEF’ (Table 10.03 in FPS chapter of Budget). These 
correspond to ‘Table of Grants outwith AEF passed to COSLA 14 Oct’ (Annexe 
B). However, there are two problems with these estimates: (a) they appear to 
omit important items (teachers, schools, children and young people, 
concessionary fares), perhaps where funding mechanism has not yet been 
determined; (b) they cannot be reconciled with other grant, expenditure, NDRI 
and Council Tax information for 2004/5. Therefore I have had to use, for the 
projection of expenditures and revenues reported above, my own estimate, 
starting from a figure consistent with the other data for the base year, and then 
increasing in line with the increases in the total of all the relevant departmental 
budget items. This figure ranges from £450m in 2004/05 rising to £897m in 
2007/08 of additional provision for support to particular programmes in local 
government contained within spending Department budgets. At the moment, I 
cannot wholly reconcile this with the above published figures.  

 
24. The plans also entail increases in AEF building up to £478m by 2007/8, on the 

revenue side. This figure is not quite the same as ‘Annexe A: SR2004 Local 
government GAE outcome: revenue’ which gives £555m.  

 
25. Comparing my spending projection with data provided on GAE (combining 

SR2002 baseline and SR2004 additions, gross of ‘traditional’ specific grants), 
plus the ‘Table of Grants outwith AEF’ total), suggests that local government 
spending was 2% (£225m) above the level implicit in GAE in 2004/5, and that 
this would rise to 6% (£669m) above by 2007/8. But most of this gap may be 
due to the items which don’t seem to have been included in the Table of Grants 
(teachers, etc).  

 
26. These figures may be consistent with those in the COSLA submission 

(Appendix A), but they are not all presented in the same way. A lot of extra 
spending elements kick in during 2005/6. This raises a possible issue about the 
speed of build-up of these programmes and whether there will be a need to 
carry some underspending over.  
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Spending trends by service 
 

27. Because the Scottish Executive Budget contains no tables or analysis referring 
to the totality of local government spending and its breakdown by service, I 
have produced the following Table 2 to provide some indication of the relative 
scale of spending changes across the main services. This is based on the 
projection described above, plus historic data from Local Government Financial 
Statistics and the CIPFA Rating Review. The service structure is that 
traditionally used in these publications rather than the current Scottish 
Executive Portfolio or departmental structure. Real spending growth per year 
over the three year period 2004/5 to 2007/8 is compared with growth over the 
preceding three years. It should be noted that this preceding period was a 
relatively favourable period for local government spending compared with the 
1990s. The projection scenario used here is that described above as a central 
projection, compatible with Council Tax rising at about 1.7% pa in real terms 
(4.2% headline rate). 

 
 

Table 2 
Projected local government expenditure growth by service under central scenario  
(% real growth per annum)      
   
   Revenue Spend   Capital Spend
 01-04 04-07 01-04 04-07
Education 5.9 1.8 16.0 14.9
Social Work 8.3 1.7 27.1 0.4
Police, Fire 2.7 2.8 8.2 -2.0
Roads & Transport 7.1 6.6 23.5 3.0
Environment 3.2 5.6 24.1 12.1
Culture & related 0.6 0.4 27.5 0.7
Planning & Economic Develop 2.3 5.0 29.7 -1.7
Other 32.8 -1.5 -3.5 0.6
Loan Charges/Housing 1.5 2.0 17.9 -3.8
     
Total 6.4 2.1 15.5 3.6
 
Note: This scenario assumes Council Tax increases by 4.2% pa, in line with recent 
growth and indicative levels 

 
28. Education is shown as growing at 1.8%, below the overall average and under 

half the growth rate in the preceding period. This might be a potential source of 
pressure. Capital spending would rise much faster, continuing a strong growth 
trend from the previous period, and mainly attributable to PPP.  

 
29. Social work would rise relatively slowly, and this would represent a 

considerable bump down from the 8.3% growth recorded in the previous period. 
This area has been identified as a source of pressure and there must be some 
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doubt as to whether this low rate of growth would be achievable. This is a 
labour intensive people-oriented service where it is difficult to raise productivity. 
(the low projected growth follows from the fact that the extra money has been 
channelled through GAE rather than in specific grant; the GAE increase for 
Social Work is 2.8% pa real, compared with an overall figure for GAE of 
1.15%). 

 
30. Police and fire are based on GAE figures given in the draft Budget and imply a 

fairly steady rate of growth at 2.8%. Roads and transport is a case where 
continuance of a high rate of growth in spending is projected, although capital 
spending growth would be lower than in the recent past. It is clear that there are 
pressures on road maintenance and the wish of authorities to support new 
public transport initiatives, some of which attract specific support from the 
Executive. The largest factor in the revenue growth, however, is Concessionary 
Fares.  

 
31. Environmental spending sees an increased growth rate of 5.6%, mainly 

reflecting initiatives on waste. Culture and related spending shows a low growth 
rate, as in the previous period. Capital is assumed to have been boosted by the 
cities growth fund in the first period. Planning and economic development 
shows quite a high growth rate (5.0%), mainly because a number of initiatives 
in the ELL portfolio have been located in this line. ‘Other’ spending grew 
strongly in the previous period with the creation of the Supporting People 
programme, but is projected to fall back somewhat. 

 
32. Overall, capital spending grew strongly in the previous period. This growth will 

be much more modest in the coming period, and mainly concentrated in 
Education and Environment, with modest continuing growth in Transport 
capital.  

 
Co-funding and run-on requirements 
 
33. The Executive is mounting many initiatives which entail expenditure by local 

authorities. Typically these are supported by some sort of fund, although this is 
not always given as a specific grant (it may be included in RSG)  and specific 
grants may not cover 100% of expenditure. There is as noted above a lack of 
clarity in the data about this issue. The issue is further compounded if the 
initiative costs more than originally estimated, and further compounded again 
when the initiative reaches the end of its typical initial life of 3 years. If the 
activity is worthwhile presumably it should be ‘mainstreamed’, or possibly 
replaced by an element within the next round of initiatives. But what allowance 
is made within the RSG/AEF system for these run-ons of former special 
initiatives? Currently AEF resources are barely growing in real terms, and LAs 
report problems and concerns in this area.  

 
Ring fencing of grants 

 
34. A perennial issue between central and local government is the use of specific, 

or ‘ring-fenced’, grants. In general, local government collectively (e.g. through 
COSLA) tends to argue against specific grants and in favour of an 
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unhypothecated block grant (RSG). However, when presented with the 
need/opportunity to respond to a particular problem, both parties tend to resort 
to specific grants or ring fencing mechanisms. Proportions of specific grants in 
the total are periodically reported but these numbers often appear to be 
incomplete, based on arbitrary and obscure definitions of what counts.  

 
35. The extent to which specific grants really tie the hands of local authorities 

depends on the details of their administration and how they are policed. There 
are possibilities for local authorities to rearrange their spending to take 
advantage of such grants without necessarily engaging in a wholly new activity. 
There is also a move (both sides of the Border) to develop sectoral grants 
which are something of a hybrid, being less specific about the subjective 
composition and detailed rules about the spending, but demanding broader 
achievement against outcome targets. It is noteworthy in this context that the 
Scottish budgetary documents contain much information about targets.  

 
Local authority cost inflation 
 
36. Most of the spending plans are presented in cash terms (‘at current prices’), 

although a few tables are presented showing real terms changes (‘at 20xx 
prices’). Cost deflators applied to future plans are normally based on Treasury 
advised deflators (currently running at around 2.5-2.6%). It is always important 
to consider whether the true level of inflation in pay or input prices for local 
government services is equal to or different from these economy-wide 
assumptions.  

 
Efficiency savings 

 
37. A major feature of the CSR2004 Strategy as promulgated by the Treasury, and 

echoed by the Scottish Executive, was the new drive to achieve substantial 
efficiency savings (productivity improvements) in the delivery of public services. 
It is clear that the overall public spending and fiscal numbers do not really add 
up unless some significant savings can be achieved. It seems clear that local 
government in Scotland is expected to deliver a significant contribution to these 
savings, and indeed this is one interpretation of the apparently rather ‘hard’ 
settlement. One source (‘Annexe A: SR2004 Local Government GAE Outcome: 
Revenue’) indicates efficiency savings in the GAE settlement of 
£58.5m/£114.2m, which equate to about 0.7% of extra savings each year. 

 
38. One is entitled to be a little sceptical about this issue of efficiency, however, 

and to probe further. Firstly, why have the best efforts of the Accounts 
Commission/Audit Scotland and the Best Value regime not already produced 
savings, if they are so obviously waiting to be plucked? Secondly, what have 
been the results of previous efficiency drives? Thirdly, what does the wider 
evidence on UK public service productivity tell us? Some very interesting 
reports have been published recently, by Office for National Statistics and the 
Atkinson review. They do not suggest that it is very easy to drive up public 
service productivity, rather the reverse.  However, major measurement 
problems remain, particularly around quality.  
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39. One may also ask how this aspect of budgetary policy will interact with Best 
Value. With the growing emphasis on targets relating to outcomes, consumer 
satisfaction, etc., it will not be so easy in future to cut spending by x% and 
assert that this will be achieved by efficiency savings, if the evidence from 
these indicators shows that services are worsening (although local government 
may still get a good deal of stick on this account). 

 
Prudential regime for capital borrowing 

 
40. The shift from traditional central government capital controls (and associated 

central funding via GAE for loan charges) to the so-called ‘prudential regime’, 
whereby LAs determine their own capital borrowing subject to certain rules and 
norms, is potentially very significant and certainly is altering the presentation of 
local budgetary data. This is one reason why it is difficult to compare the 
current planning period with the recent past. There are many detailed aspects 
of how this new regime will work which are not yet clear. One can infer that 
certain elements of capital spending, which central government wants to ensure 
happen, will probably still be feasible. There is a continuing element of 
‘supported borrowing’ and another set of tables of capital grants. The broader 
question is whether it will enable more capital investment, for some authorities 
or types of service, and whether this will incur any opportunity cost. 

 
 

Professor Glen Bramley 
Committee Adviser on the Local Government Budget 
November 2004 
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ANNEXE A 
 

   
SR2004 LOCAL GOVERNMENT GAE OUTCOME:  REVENUE 
   
  
  
 2006-07 2007-08 
 £m £m 
   
Education and Young People   
   
Pre-School Education 4.9 9.9 
Surestart 4.0 7.0 
Community and Residential Care for Children 2.0 4.0 
School Bursaries 0.0 -7.5 
Special Education Specific Grant -7.1 -7.0 
National Priorities Action Fund Specific Grant 7.1 11.0 
Gaelic Specific Grant (including GAE provision) 0.2 0.9 
   
Education and Young People Total 11.1 18.3 
   
Health and Community Care   
   
Care Home Fees 37.1 57.5 
Increased Number of Elderly 16.3 42.0 
Upskilling Workforce 17.0 27.0 
Faster Access to Home Care 12.7 15.0 
Voluntary Sector Care Providers 10.3 13.6 
Learning Disability Hospital Closures 4.2 5.0 
Direct Payments 1.8 2.0 
Pennington -3.1 -3.1 
Fishery Products/Shellfish/Hygiene -0.2 -0.2 
  
Health and Community Care Total 96.1 158.8 
   
Justice   
   
Police 0.8 2.4 
Fire 0.2 0.6 
   
Justice Total 1.0 3.0 
   
Transport   
   
Roads Maintenance 60.0 60.0 
Concessionary Fares 0.0 0.0 
   
Transport Total 60.0 60.0 
   
Environment and Rural Development   
   
Waste Disposal 4.2 18.6 
Landfill Tax 5.7 1.2 
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Environment and Rural Development Total 9.9 19.8 
   
Finance and Public Services   
   
Councillor Severance Scheme 6.0 0.0 
STV Elections 0.0 10.0 
   
Finance and Public Services Total 6.0 10.0 
   
   
Pay and Prices 184.5 398.8 
Efficiency Savings -58.5 -114.2 
   
Total SR2004 GAE Increase 310.1 554.5 
 



LGT/S2/04/24/3 
 

ANNEXE B: 
 

GRANTS OUTWITH AEF 2004-05 TO 2007-08   
  

     
 
1 Revenue Grants Outwith AEF (Confirmed) Comments 
  2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08   
  £m £m £m £m   
EDUCATION     
     
Changing Children's Services Fund 60.500 65.000 65.000 65.000   

Teachers Induction Scheme 9.500 8.500 8.500 8.500
From 2005-06 funding will continue to go to Local Authorities 
and will be distributed to where the Probationer Teachers go.   

Fast Track Degrees for SW Students 2.500 2.500 1.000 0.000 Depends on uptake before 2007-08 budget is confirmed. 
Incentive Scheme 0.500 1.200 1.400 1.400   
     
HEALTH AND COMMUNITY CARE    
     
Delayed Discharges 29.700 29.000 29.000 29.000   
     
ENTERPRISE & LIFELONG LEARNING    
Education Maintenance Allowance    13.000 28.400 37.100 42.800
European Regional Development Fund 45.800 40.600 40.600 40.600   
European Structural Funds 18.600 16.600 16.600 16.600   
     
TRANSPORT    
Bus Route Development Fund 2.500 7.000 6.500 6.500   
Rural Public Passenger Grant Scheme* 5.800 6.100 6.100 6.100   
School Travel Co-ordinators    1.000 1.000 1.025 1.051
Concessionary Travel 13.000 13.000 13.000 13.000   



Strathclyde Passenger Transport Authority* 72.500 72.500 72.500 72.500

Rail Franchise exact split between SRA + SPTA has not yet 
been confirmed.  Under the agreement with the new franchise 
operator, FirstGroup (commencing 17 October 2004) the split 
of payments between the Strategic Rail Authority and 
Strathclyde Passenger Transport Authority has to be agreed 
within one month of the commencement date.  This will be 
agreed between SPTA/SRA/FirstGroup. 

     
ENVIRONMENT    
     
Strategic Waste Fund 90.000 111.000 120.000 128.000   
     
COMMUNITIES    
     
Better Neighbourhood Services Fund 31.200 0.000 0.000 0.000 Now Community Regeneration Funds 
Social Inclusion Partnerships 68.700 0.000 0.000 0.000 Now Community Regeneration Funds 

Community Regeneration Fund* 0.000 104.140 106.000 108.000 Funding  will be directed to Community Planning Partnerships 
Vacant and Derelict Land* 8.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 Reclassified as capital from 05-06 on -see below 
Urban Regeneration Companies* 0.000 11.200 11.000 11.000   
Homelessness    20.000 20.000 20.505 21.010

Rough Sleepers Initiative 0.232 0.232 0.232 0.232
RSI 06-07 and 07-08 amounts are just that element of RSI 
funding outwith RSG, balance lies within RSG 

Furniture Grants (Homelessness) 3.000 3.000 3.000 3.000   
Glasgow Hostels Decommissioning   15.000 15.000 15.000 15.000

Supporting People 428.000 402.000 382.000 378.000

Total Supporting People expenditure in 2005-08 will be 
£406/399/399m as per announcement.  The difference 
between this and the provision shown will be made up by a 
combination of agreed budget transfers and planned 
underspends. 

Housing Support Grant 9.962 9.962 7.000 7.000   
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ASB Initiatives 27.550 32.550 33.650 34.180   
     
Total Revenue Grants Outwith AEF (Confirmed)  976.544 1,000.484 996.712 1,008.473   
Note: *LA's receive funding as lead partners in CPP's or as part of partnerships.  

 **LAs receive funding but in future will receive it through new arrangement when Regional Transport Partnerships set up expected 06-07 sbject to Parliamentary approval 
   

2 Revenue Grants Outwith AEF (Not yet announced) 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08   
  £m £m £m £m   
Education    
     

Additional Teachers  
Distribution of resources for increase in teacher numbers to be 
confirmed. 

     
ENTERPRISE & LIFELONG LEARNING    
     
Determined to Succeed 10.000 18.000  2006-07 and 2007-08 have still to be announced.    
     
COMMUNITIES    
     

Community Ownership ? ? ? ?

Other housing grants, in relation to development and housing 
transfers, will also be available Councils, but it is not possible 
to quantify these at this time 

Housing Development Programme ? ? ? ?

Other housing grants, in relation to development and housing 
transfers, will also be available Councils, but it is not possible 
to quantify these at this time 

     
Total Revenue Grants Outwith AEF (Not yet 
announced) 10.000 18.000      
   
3 Capital Grants Outwith AEF (Confirmed) 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08   
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  £m £m £m £m   
EDUCATION    
     
Schools Building PPP 10.000 100.000 80.000   100.000
     
JUSTICE    
     
Police    31.400 31.400 31.415 31.415
Fire    23.600 23.600 24.600 24.600
     
TRANSPORT    
     

Public Transport Fund 43.000 19.000 30.000 30.000

Figures for 2004-05 and 2005-06 are based on the most likely 
forecasts and will be allocated to specific authorities.  For 
2006-07 and 2007-08 the funding will be distributed on a 
different basis to previous years, this will most probably be on 
an allocation basis rather than challenge funding. 

Strathclyde Passenger Transport Authority 11.000 11.000 0.000 0.000

Funding support for SPTE for financial years 2006-07 and 
2007-08 has been included with Regional Transport Capital 
Funding in anticipation of the proposed Regional Partnerships 
statutory bodies being granted Parliamentary approval in 2006 

Tay Bridge 2.300 2.300 2.300 2.300   

Forth Road Estuary Authority (FETA) 0.000 0.000 2.000 2.000

Capital grant to support Forth Estuary Transport Authority's 
(FETA) programme of maintenance and refurbishment works 
at the Forth Road Bridge, as well as a long term programme 
of investment in other schemes designed to reduce 
congestion and improve traffic 

20mph Speedzones & Homezones 11.000 11.000 11.300 11.600   
Piers and Harbours 2.000 2.000 2.000 2.000   
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Regional Partnership Fund- Local Road & Public 
Transport Projects 0.000 0.000 46.600 46.300

The Executive is committed to ensuring sufficient resources 
are available for the non-trunk road network.  This fund will be 
developed in close liaison with the new Regional Transport 
Partnerships, to provide support for funding for strategically 
significant road projects that are beyond the reach of one local 
authority for financial or complexity reasons.  The fund is 
designed to promote economic growth by building, enhancing, 
managing and maintaining the non-trunk road network, and to 
promote social inclusion by connecting remote and 
disadvantaged communities and increasing the accessibility of 
the transport network.  For the RTP the Executive will  provide 
capital resource to support the first two years' operation of the 
new statutory regional transport partnerships that will, subject 
to Parliamentary approval, be established in 2006-07.  
Funding support for SPTE for financial years 2006-07 and 
2007-08 has been included with Regional Transport Capital 
Funding in anticipation of the proposed Regional Partnerships' 
statutory bodies being granted Parliamentary approval in 
2006. 

Cycling, Walking. Safer Streets   8.200 8.650 8.870 9.090
     
ENVIRONMENT    
     
Flood Prevention 14.200 14.000 33.000 42.000   
Air Quality Monitoring 0.300 0.300 0.300 0.300   
Land Decontamination 10.000 5.000 5.000 10.000   
     
COMMUNITIES    
     

Improving private housing through PSHG and 
BTS/BME 65.000 65.000 65.250   65.500
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Assistance to owners affected by Glasgow stock 
transfer 5.000 10.000 17.000   17.000

Vacant and Derelict Land* 0.000 12.000 12.100 12.200
Reclassification as capital from 05-06on -prev, revenue LK 8 
Oct 

     
Total Capital Grants Outwith AEF (Confirmed) 237.000 315.250 371.735 406.305   
Note: *LA's receive funding as lead partners in CPP's or as part of partnerships.  
   

4 Capital Grants Outwith AEF (Not yet announced) 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08   
  £m £m £m £m   
EDUCATION    
     
Schools Fund 76.700 76.700  To be announced 
     
COMMUNITIES    
     

Central Heating Programme ? ? ? ?
Policy decision on who will receive this funding has not been 
made. 

     
Total Capital Grants Outwith AEF (Not yet 
announced) 76.700 76.700      
   
5 Revenue Grants Outwith AEF (Not Continuing) 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08   
  £m £m £m £m   
     
EDUCATION    
     

Transitional Funding for Practice Learning Opportunities 0.270 0.000 0.000 0.000 This funding will not continue after 2004-05 
     
TRANSPORT     
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Child Pedestrian Pilot Training Scheme 0.400 0.300 0.150 0.000

Pilot schemes teach children aged 5 to 7 practical road safety 
skills. Budget supports our objective to improve safety of 
journeys by reducing accidents and enhancing the personal 
safety of pedestrians, drivers, passengers and staff.  The 
funding mainly covers the cost of employing a scheme co-
ordinator for three years from January 2004.  The pilot finishes 
in 2006-07. 

     
COMMUNITIES    
     

Homes in Multiple Occupation 1.000 1.000 0.000 0.000
Only ever intended/confirmed for 3 years up to 05-06. 
Discontinuation thereafter. 

Common Housing Register 1.300 1.300 0.000 0.000
No commitments beyond  05-06 - expect to discontinue 
thereafter - but await final decision  

     
FINANCE & PUBLIC SERVICES    

Bellwin Scheme 1.602 0.000 0.000 0.000
Discontinuation as separate budget but valid claims will be 
honoured and funding provided. 
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LGT/S2/04/24/5 

 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE 

 
AUDIT SCOTLAND REPORT ON MAINTAINING SCOTLAND’S ROADS  

 
 
Introduction 
 
1. On 3 November 2004, Audit Scotland published a report entitled Maintaining 

Scotland’s Roads. The report, prepared by Audit Scotland on behalf of the Accounts 
Commission and the Auditor General for Scotland, examined the management of the 
structural maintenance of Scotland’s 55,000 kilometres of public roads.  

 
2. This paper invites the Local Government and Transport Committee to consider 

whether it wishes to take evidence from Audit Scotland and the Society of Chief 
Officers of Transportation in Scotland (SCOTs) on the findings of this report, in order to 
gain a deeper understanding of the issues involved, and to aid decisions on any future 
work in this area which the Committee may wish to undertake. 

 
3. Information on the Audit Scotland report can be found in the attached press release at 

Annexe A, and a copy of the full report can be found on the Audit Scotland website1. 
Members will also have received hard copies direct from Audit Scotland. 

 
Background 
 
4. Members will be aware that the structural maintenance of 3,500 kilometres of 

motorways and trunk roads in Scotland is the responsibility of the Scottish Executive. 
Two trunk road operating companies, Amey Highways Ltd and Bear Scotland Ltd 
currently hold contracts for trunk road maintenance. 

 
5. Maintenance of the 51,000 kilometre network of non-trunk roads is the responsibility of 

local authorities, and is carried out using a mixture of councils’ own trading operations 
and private contractors. 

 
6. The Local Government and Transport Committee has had a long standing interest in 

the maintenance of Scotland’s non-trunk road network, and has taken evidence from 
SCOTS twice this parliamentary session on the Scottish Road Maintenance Condition 
Survey 2. In consideration of its forward work plan at its meeting on 14 September 
2004, the Committee agreed to write to SCOTs for an update. 
 

7. The reply from SCOTS is attached at Annexe B. 

                                                 
1 http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk
2 11 November 2003: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/historic/lg/or-03/lg03-
0802a.htm  
16 March 2004: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/lg/or-04/lg04-0802.htm

Agenda item 2 
 
Local Government 

and Transport 
Committee 

  
9 November 2004 

http://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/historic/lg/or-03/lg03-0802a.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/historic/lg/or-03/lg03-0802a.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/lg/or-04/lg04-0802.htm


 
8. The Committee may wish to consider inviting the Accounts Commission and Audit 

Scotland to give evidence to complement the findings of the report. Additionally, the 
Committee may wish to hear the views of SCOTs on the report. 
 

Recommendation 
 
9. The Committee is invited to consider— 

a. Whether to invite Audit Scotland to give evidence on the Maintaining Scotland’s 
Roads report; and 

b. Whether to invite SCOTs to give evidence in response to the Maintaining 
Scotland’s Roads report 

 
 

Alastair Macfie  
Senior Assistant Clerk  
Local Government and Transport Committee  
November 2004 
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ANNEXE A: 
 
 
Press release 
 
Councils need to tackle road maintenance
A backlog of road maintenance has been building up in Scotland
the result that about 13% of the network (7,000 km) is now in nee
the Scottish Executive estimate that over £1.7 billion needs to be
up to standard. An Audit Scotland report published today looks 
Scotland’s 55,000 kilometres of public roads and concludes that
given to tackling the backlog. 
 
Some classes of road are in a better condition than others. Almost 90
carriageway trunk roads are in an acceptable condition compared to t
B roads, 63% of C roads and only 49% of unclassified roads.  
 
The report also shows that some council’s roads were in better condit
councils, East Renfrewshire, the City of Edinburgh, Inverclyde and Sti
have deteriorated to a point where repairs are needed to prolong their
 
Councils and the Scottish Executive estimate that the cost of bringing
standard is £1.5 billion for council maintained roads and £232 million f
roads which are maintained by BEAR and Amey on behalf of the Sco
 
Scottish Executive spending on trunk roads has increased in line with
spend on maintaining local roads has not.  Over the last ten years the
in the volume of traffic and 27% increase in the number of cars on the
currently spend less on maintenance than they did ten years ago and
reduction in structural maintenance and a maintenance backlog. The 
of selecting roads for repair is usually based on those in worst conditio
was little evidence of option appraisal or asset management systems 
repairs and minimise the cost of structural repairs in the long term.   
 
Accounts Commission Chairman Alastair MacNish says: 

“When councils make decisions about road maintenance they
statutory duties and public expectations. Because of a reducti
the last decade councils have focussed on winter maintenanc
fixing potholes and have not spent enough on structural repai
extend the life of roads. As a result, there is now a substantial
maintenance. 
 
“Councils need to take action to bring their roads up to standa
to this problem. They need to develop long term solutions to c
to invest in structural repairs. This will prevent roads from dete
they are unsafe or need expensive reconstruction and will sav

 
The Commission says that in order for councils to manage their roads
systems and better information on the condition of the assets they are
but footways, bridges, lighting, safety barriers, drainage and all the oth
road network. 
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The report goes on to say that many councils road maintenance operators could improve value for 
money by working together to make better use of specialist staff and equipment.  It recommends 
that councils consider entering into partnerships, such as Tayside Contracts, to achieve economies 
of scale. Alastair MacNish says: 

 “Greater collaboration is needed between councils to achieve economies of scale and 
provide better value for money.”   

 
The Scottish Executive is introducing an asset management system for motorways and trunk roads 
and much of the information required is being collected by the operating companies. Commenting 
on their performance, Auditor General, Robert Black says:  
 

“Trunk roads and motorways are generally in a reasonable condition and the operating 
companies have broadly delivered their contractual obligations.”  

 
A recent report by the Performance Audit Group, which monitors the performance of the 
operating companies Amey and Bear, noted the good performance of the operating 
companies while also drawing attention to concerns about the application of some of their 
management systems. 
 
Key recommendations in the report are: 
1. Councils and the Scottish Executive should publicly report the condition of their road network 

and maintenance backlog on an annual basis.   
2. Councils need to develop a long term strategy for maintaining their roads and decide where the 

money will come from.  
3. Councils need better information and better IT systems and should consider working together 

to achieve economies of scale. 
4. Councils should meet the recommendations set out in Delivering Best Value in Highway 

Maintenance – A Code of Practice for Maintenance Management 
 

For further information please contact: 
 

Anne Ryan 0131 624 9970 aryan@audit-scot.gov.uk or Mandy Gallacher 0131 624 9974  
 
Notes to editors 
 
1. The report includes information on the condition of motorways and trunk roads which are the 

responsibility of the Scottish Executive and other public road which are maintained by councils. Overall, 
councils and the Executive spent £404 million of revenue on maintenance and additionally councils 
spend £44 million of capital on structural maintenance in 2002/03.  

2. Information on the performance of the trunk road Operating Companies was derived from the Public 
Report on the third year of the operating companies, produced by the Performance Audit Group. 

3. Routine maintenance is usually carried out on a cyclical basis and includes pothole repairs, grass 
cutting to maintain sight lines and maintaining drains to prevent flooding.  Structural maintenance 
is about preventing the need for expensive reconstruction and includes resurfacing and surface 
dressing.  

4. The Auditor General for Scotland is responsible for securing the audit of the Scottish Executive 
and most other public bodies in Scotland, except local authorities. He investigates whether 
spending bodies achieve the best possible value for money and adhere to the highest standards 
of financial management. The Auditor General is independent and is not subject to the control of 
the Scottish Executive or the Scottish Parliament. 

5. The Accounts Commission is responsible for securing the audit of 32 Scottish councils and 34 
joint boards, including police and fire services. The Commission investigates whether spending 
bodies achieve the best possible value for money and adhere to the highest standards of financial 
management. The Accounts Commission is independent and is not subject to the control of the 
Scottish Executive or the Scottish Parliament. 
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6. Audit Scotland is a statutory body set up in April 2000, under the Public Finance and 
Accountability (Scotland) Act, 2000. It provides services to the Accounts Commission and the 
Auditor General for Scotland. 

7. (Data taken from Exhibit 3.) Road condition in each council in 2003/04 

Road class % Red % Amber  % Green 
  (repairs should 

be considered) 
(requiring 

further 
investigation) 

(road in 
acceptable 
condition) 

 

Aberdeen City 13.4% 32.6% 54.0% 
Aberdeenshire 6.4% 27.4% 66.2% 
Angus 7.5% 27.0% 65.5% 
Argyll & Bute 16.1% 33.2% 50.7% 
Clackmannanshire 13.1% 45.4% 41.4% 
Dumfries & Galloway 15.9% 29.0% 55.1% 
Dundee City 16.5% 30.4% 53.0% 
East Ayrshire 15.2% 38.6% 46.2% 
East Dunbartonshire 17.7% 29.5% 52.8% 
East Lothian 12.8% 29.6% 57.6% 
East Renfrewshire 20.5% 34.9% 44.6% 
Edinburgh, City of 25.8% 36.5% 37.7% 
Eilean Siar 6.8% 29.2% 63.9% 
Falkirk 11.5% 33.0% 55.5% 
Fife 11.1% 34.9% 54.0% 
Glasgow City 13.9% 42.8% 43.2% 
Highland 13.0% 25.9% 61.1% 
Inverclyde 21.3% 34.3% 44.4% 
Midlothian 13.3% 25.9% 60.8% 
Moray 8.8% 36.6% 54.6% 
North Ayrshire 17.1% 33.1% 49.9% 
North Lanarkshire 15.3% 37.6% 47.1% 
Orkney Islands 7.0% 25.1% 68.0% 
Perth & Kinross 9.5% 35.3% 55.3% 
Renfrewshire 17.8% 36.2% 45.9% 
Scottish Borders 11.6% 36.4% 52.0% 
Shetland Islands 12.2% 28.6% 59.3% 
South Ayrshire 17.5% 37.9% 44.6% 
South Lanarkshire 15.6% 37.9% 46.5% 
Stirling 28.2% 31.0% 40.9% 
West Dunbartonshire 14.2% 33.0% 52.8% 
West Lothian 6.0% 17.0% 77.0% 
ALL SCOTLAND 13.0% 31.8% 55.2% 
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8. (Data from exhibit 2.) The condition of Scotland’s roads by road classification in 2003/04 

Road class % Red % Amber  % Green 
  (repairs should 

be considered) 
(requiring 

further 
investigation) 

(road in 
acceptable 
condition) 

Motorways 1.7% 9.2% 89.1%
Dual Carriageway trunk 
roads 3.4% 7.0% 89.7%
Single carriageway trunk 
roads 13.6% 20.3% 66.1%
Local authority A roads 6.7% 26.5% 66.8%
B class roads 11.6% 33.8% 54.6%
C class roads  8.2% 28.4% 63.4%
Unclassified roads 17.2% 34.1% 48.7%
All 12.8% 30.6% 56.7%
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ANNEXE B: Letter from SCOTS 
 
 
 
Mr Alastair Macfie  
Senior Assistant Clerk  
Local Government and Transport Committee 
The Scottish Parliament  
Edinburgh  
EH99 I SP  
 
8 October 2004  
 
Dear Mr. Macfie,  
 
Scottish Road Maintenance Condition Survey 
 
With reference to your letter of 1 October, I would confirm that the results of the 
2003/2004 survey are available and have been utilised in the calculation of the 
statutory road condition performance indicator (PI), to be published this autumn by 
Audit Scotland. 
 
While the PI represents the percentage of the local road network across all road 
categories which require investigation in regard to maintenance need within an 
Authority, more detailed information is available from the survey in terms of the nature 
of the defects present and their location, which should assist Councils in optimising 
their available resources. 
 
A degree of caution is however required in interpreting the headline PI figure as 
presently constructed, or in making comparisons between Authorities, as the PI does 
not differentiate between different types of defect or indicate where more than one 
type of defect is present. It may therefore not truly reflect the relative condition of the 
networks or of the cost of eliminating the defects to restore the network to a 
serviceable condition. 
  
In order to address this issue and to more accurately quantify the maintenance deficit 
and monitor maintenance trends over time, SCOTS are presently developing a model 
which will utilise the detailed survey information to estimate the nature and scale of the 
work outstanding to restore the network to a defined serviceable condition, and the 
timescale over which this might reasonably be achieved.  
 
In constructing the model, it has been recognised that for both practical and economic 
reasons, there will always be a degree of maintenance outstanding. The model 
therefore attempts to define appropriate standards for each category of road, having 
regard to its function and the level of serviceability which it is assumed the public 
would reasonably expect. These standard are however variable within the model and 
can be adjusted as required, following consultation with interested parties. 
 
In undertaking this initiative, SCOTS would seek to place road maintenance on a more 
structured basis, consistent with an asset management approach and the introduction 
of resource budgets. While the model is still undergoing development, it is hoped that 
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an initial version will be available for release by the end of the calendar year, although 
this would be capable of further refinement. While the existing model deals solely with 
the carriageway, it would be hoped that a similar methodology could be applied to 
other elements of transportation infrastructure in the future. 
  
In addition to the introduction of automated road condition surveys in Scotland, 
SCOTS is also working closely with the Department for Transport (DfT) and English 
and Welsh Authorities in the extension of such surveys to local roads in England and 
Wales and would hope to benefit from the major research project being undertaken by 
the DfT, to enhance the capability of machine surveys and to derive maximum value 
from the data obtained. 
  
As I also intimated in the course of our telephone conversation, Audit Scotland are 
shortly to publish their report on Road Maintenance in Scottish Local Authorities. 
While I am not privy to its contents, I would expect any report by Audit Scotland to be 
challenging and it may therefore be appropriate for the Committee to consider both the 
Audit Report and the ongoing development of the SRMCS project at the same time.  
 
Yours sincerely  
 
 
 
Alistair Gow 
SRMCS Project Manager  
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