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4, Scottish local authority expenditure plans for 1981-82 indicate
16 i compared with the RSG settlement for 1981-82,

19

£ -82 domestic rates is 35 per cent,
substantially above the rate of inflation. This paper contains my
proposels for action in the short term.

Bstimated Out-turn 1980-81

2, Tast financial year Scottish local authorities planned to spend:
1.9 per cent (£83m at 1979 prices) above the 1980-81 RSG settlement.
fotal out-turn is in line with budgets (£1765m compared with £1766m
at November 1979 prices). That is due in part to exceptional
sXpenditure of £27m incurred by a single authority. Discounting
this, out-turn is just under 4 per cent above the planning rigure:
B8lf of this can be attributed to a small minority of a\}thontles._l
Ifm\eﬁ compares 1980-81 out-turn for each of the 9 regional councils,
e district councils in aggregate and for islands councils in :
orcBate with indicative puideline figures, and compares pezsentage
\,ithnbutlons to the total excess (measured on the basis of ggl e'de
dispensioeitage shares of an unselective grant reduction. ¢ 'I‘fe wi
unsei?t"\-' between percentege shares of the total excess ana.n:
reducétlve 8rant reductions indicates that mselectggtge et

2 dio, o0 have only a limited effect on the expe 1;tive
‘weratizco\}racing effect upon authorities.showmis rg o reaLan:
a°1‘°ss~th2_m bienned expendibure. . M “hiftei giscussion with

“Ueagueg (%rd withholding of RSG last year,

. 80)35th Meeting).
<82 Budgets
i G g lume
BBE )00 budget neturms fndicetan planned excess in ”E?_‘égl =
MEEh tooiT® O 5.5 per ceni (£187 ab Hovebst 1980 BESEIECH
hemh erns 10, ¢ per cent (£235m) above settlement ag: S
Xcessg comprises the 8.8 per cent volume exce

.
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r cent in 1ocai.authorities' assumpti
: t'nc‘caSh lim _t. Annex ¢ gi‘/gglzgioiggﬁopay =5
Annex D gives further information fop 133§°?
bud g (there is some evidence of ti ‘qtd2'
pepartment's estimate is thatg- iﬁr
n, the overspend could be some 7z 5 er
er 1980 prices or in cash terms 5.220’251)
o Annex E compares expenditure nlannéd
-82 on a programme basis with settlement

pe e setitlemesy
zbo:ﬁtglgritles 20
W mptions:
e, authorities are planning for

per cent above budgets for 1980-81:
ugh they have not yet turned down.
n actual and planned expenditure for
to the plans of the previous administration
But it is worth noting that, discounting the
rities, aggregate spending plans show a year-to-

I will take selective action to withdg‘aw grant as soon as
possible from th authorljzles opfznly ignoring Governmt:m‘.; policy, both
$o reduce sig cantly the gap between planned spending and the

nt figure for 1981-82 and to warn other authorities.

Indi minate action would lose public support and make moderate
authorities recalcitrant. We should not consider only percentage
excesses over the P expenditure plans, which reflect our decisions
to secure ad hoc overall reductions in local authority expenditure.

5

Corrective Action and Rate Levels

6. We must take into account the effect of corrective action on

rate levels in 1982-83. Several measures to restrain expenditure are

uMer separate consideration. Cash plennin is Likely to, peduce the
ective grant percentage. The Secretary of State for the

Ewironment hag ga.nvasseg a reduction in tge nominal grant percentage

& 182-83.  Cmnd 8175 envisages a volume reduction of 1 per cent

:!Ilfrel?vaf‘t expenditure. Such measures in combination would Shre

tor Vively reduce the aggregate amount of support which I regt.ve

orr 0re significant in pushing up rates than either the effecti
fominal grant percentage.

a0 . : N
¥ glg rate increases in 1982-83 are already in prospect. They

failype OF2ed by our opponents on grant and by our supporters on 2
ciii?e.to cOnter direglgly expendiéﬁre or rates. Direct ;ﬁ:;gnszgms
o prram Tate increases requires legislative amendment-l ints about
Ty §oP°Ct OF that before 1983-84.  The deluge of compld rt for
tw g $7%35es in 1980-81 and 1981-82 shows that public SUPROT (U0
o oy oi®S on local government finance is dwindling azi;ﬂly if it
18 gy 23Teful, action to reduce grant in 1981-82, espe te increases.
logg) rary ang unselective, will produce even blssel‘eiiction in
fUthorities will be quick bo express the grant T
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nt percentage. I would ex at 1i 3
erable public impact (1 r)e;pec'C gt Line

5 C centag i
So we must weigh carefully both rge it

: atin
e effect on the grant percentage before decigdm'-
ures (as distinct from selective action) to i

through rate support grant,

ing consequences of the various m
se we need to consider first the
e premature to decide and announce a total

‘réducti n "q 2 s the appropriate response to a g
ion I no direct relationship between the

iven expenditure
there 15

two amounts,

E(81)52 the Secretary ofv Sta}:e for the Environment has
jelrg’ alternative schemes of holdback of £300m and £900m in grant,
proposed 2 f withholding to be determined in the light of revised
b _cvel_rgm authorities. My selective powers make it less
budﬁew.f%e“to determine an aggregate reduction in RSG in advence.
appfOP”'“do not look like producing a sufficient reduction, I will
it theSf July to extent a general abatement of the increase
g T:111 be nece 57 Its size would be settled after taking into
order ‘;lth"t Scottish local authorities do not have balances of the
acfomnde;as those of English authorities, and cannot strike
Si‘kelg'.nentary rates. Scottish authorities subjec? to selective grant
f;ggctions will have hardly any alternative to reviewing planned
expenditure in 1981-82, whereas in England it will be open to
aithorities to offset grant redw.zct:lonAb)_v supplementgry rates or
borrowing. I must avoid setting individual authorities an
umattainable target reduction: that could lead to default and . .
breakdown of services. This consideration - the absence of which in
Bgland has led to the question whether a reduction there of £300m

is adequate - will influence the amount recoverable by selective
action,

% Dhe Treasury consider that selective action alone, without
Yacking of annougcement of action on RSG generally in terms moi
Specific than I propose, will not produce cuts sufficient to mblic
epeieble progress towards implementabion of our plans f°rt§“ threat
cfeiditure contained in Cmnd 8195, They, haye nog thgt':tur:
rieieetive grant reductions fasied o secure any srlero
Signy (100 amONg Scottish local authorities in 1980-81, W litical
1Eificant Sconomies were achieved in Wales, (where the p°~sti°
It’z““asion of the majority of councils is similarly *“T‘ﬁagmﬁm it
wsgs.. O") by means’ of & general grant reduction. langzns to
feeq2CYOTY that Scottish local authorities are D Tore believe
thateiteven ‘he previous government's plans and thei:lg as a
electjyo"8 COWNter-vailing action of a gemeral as

¢ nature jig demanded.

10, ion in
g‘“‘iui:Tl']e Treasury therefore consider that the total m:§§§%ut of
B tg g TeSbect’ of 1981-82 should be £200m, with a be commensurate
B 500 15 pgqp., 1907 1980-81.  These cuts would be SCTCU T e
: rESpecti"ely the £900m reduction proposed by the

3.
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jronment for 1981-82 and the £200m grant withnes «
ror the BVl e in England and Wales in 1980_[,} Withheld
z tel(‘)ca] auf“cff' a half of this ¢ 1
- 1ess R

ot

gl . ion, ‘tl?g Tremainder of the cut would f
v b; the RSG distributed to local authoritiz?e
e 2200m cut in England apng Wales i

not achieve a precise
ctions. If it is not Possible to exact
1t cut sought by the Treasury in 1981-82
T, or because of doubt about the
lective grant reducti,

evidence was available before the Increase
& t the scale of overspending had been

= statement to this effect at the time of calling for
modera‘?c‘g&dget(~ would give local authorities en incentive to make the
revised (‘“ >
necessary cuts.

full sid ) ts but in my
1 a arefully considered the Treasury's commen 2 : )
i I-hhbrvgegkilé tbmder:,t:;te the imbalance between the d1§tr1butlon
view Eéigctive t reductions and the incidence of expenditure
o HZ: (Annexes D) and take insufficient account of rating ’
EZiZe;umwcer (paragraphs 6 and 7). I therefore propose the following
) ences (pe T
corrective action:-

1) Under the powers I am seeking in the Local Government
Elszscellencous grovisions)(Scotland)_BJ_.ll T will seeg f;rszn 3

of all to reduce grant to the authorities in SCO'G%&DS §02W19§1_82:
particularly high excesses in their expenditure p g-ﬂ Feies

I must avoid precipitating default and breakdogr:.os :g F50m .

I put the aggregate reduction for these authori leince o

to £60m, but I cannot announce this as a target, ?f e

¥ould prejudice the exercise of my discretion. o ha

is enacted by mid-June, the suthorities congerlfl:ed N

given early preliminary notice - carefully r:'on e e

Prejudice either to the Bill or subsequent ac 1to Fes
issessment of their expenditure plans in O?d?rnt spportunity
Criticism that they have been given insufficie e

Iollowing enactment for their statutory ?eprzse T availale

I hope then that my proposals for reduction ;.,er are more
lexingate,in the Commons in July. ‘L‘he:e ggons in response
flexible than existing powers to make re ug e reduck ion

o028t expenditure levels.  The amount O 1980-81 in

auld take account of expenditure level: élzl _
Sddition to planned expenditure for 1981-82; ;

s e
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n June I would call for revised s
5, and reaffirm the warning I ‘gggge;;vgrom
thholﬂln{:rOf grant; T yoylg st;at e 2
for 1982-83 would be j ek

arly,i,
(bi aﬁwomt* 5y
al-, ovel
1ikelY s

rall
cente

A E e .

the c;gm?’“ : attempt to achieve ourmf%ﬁ?’_’ggd by the
'tcndjtul"f ets; I would also Serve notice on g |
C}:pm}d patch of individual authorities planning expenditure

second DE > of statutory action to reduce grant (in

gxces case th - Process - of representation and

thc;}t to th 15 - could not be completed until after

ir?c) summer recess);

(C) I would I
appeared to me exce © .91 LucpoNs to be conferred upon
them by the Bill to €ss their expenditure and reduce

eir rate pour e C e in prospect
21; a further incentive to reduce their expenditure plaf:s
for 1981-82;

(@) In July I would consider the need for further action

py way of selective I'CGU'{Jt_lOnS‘gm respect of 1980-81 or
1981-82) or an overall withholding of grant from the increase
order for 1981-82 in the light of:-

(i) the response by authorities;

(ii) the provisicnal decisions we have taken by
then on cash planning and related matters; and

(iii) our subsequent decisions on local authority
expenditure and rates.

When proposing, in July, the total number of the reductions
to be imposed, I shall take into account that selective action
should make a direct impact on expenditure levels in Scotland
Since the authorities concerned can neither increase the
1981-82 rate poundage nor borrow (without my consent)

to offset a grant reduction. These constraints do not

aply in England.

(e) Since a substantial proportion of local authority audits
.2 Scotland is conducted by private firms of accountants
gPhointed by the Commission for Local Authority Accounts in
cotland, I'will encourage the Commission to undertake value

Of money audi auditors and their own
audit Sthf, it both through these

2.

thig Ias‘?ek the agreement of colleagues that I should prgce::m:P:gme

:15’ and make an announcement to this effect at 2‘ : the "

Brironpepotlicement proposed by the Secretary of State for i
"ent in B(g1)5p.

-,5°°tt sh O ¢4 ‘ (e
liay 1981 ice .4
5. ¢
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JNCILS
141, COU
o SO
orde™®
centrsl

... and Galloway
pofries &0
sife
Greapien
sghlesd
Lothiz?
strethelyde
Tayside

Jegiona] Council totals

ISLANDS COUNCILS (totals)

NSTRICT COUNCILS (totals)  11.1 23.523

v 2 mmn v|

November 1979
Priceg 5

2 !

e o v . aier

guideline excess erant reduction 4

% £m ‘

§

i

0.3 0.088 0.10 1.85 }

14, 0.997 1.15 ' ‘
- 0.5 -doxra - 0.22
62 5.0 5.99
1.6 1.970 2.26
303 1.921 2.21

12,0 24.979 2870 i

3.2 23.132 26.58
- 2.3 SoiE - 3:26

3.9 55.634 63.93

27.5



1981-82 excess
of budget over

guideline
% em
COUNCILS

W 3.0 1.06
fopder 3.6 3.10
pantrsl snd Gallovay - 0.2 0.09
e 7.0 7.30
i 3.0 L6
"”'P‘a: 2.9 2.13
ﬁ:ﬁ: 2l.7 63.20
5 A
strathclyde 3.k 29.16
Tiia i L.7 6.16

6.5 116.1,8
NSTRICT COUNCILS (totals)  21.0 50.58
ISLATS COUNCILS (totals) 34.9 12.23

LS

% of
total
excess

ARUEY ¢

' Novembey 1980
Priceg

% share of
unselective
grant reduction

A
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EXCESS OVER GUIDELINES | Shage
1981-82 Share —| °f un-
Budget ! p of selec-
n @ £x ®  ltotar |tive
Nov '80 Excess Grant
prices reduc~
tion
% %
1.061 | 3.0 | 0.59 | 1.68
- - - 0.02
il shire |
ﬂ;—m’le” 1.226 | 0.256 |26.4 0.4 | 0.04
Hric | |
— [ 1.228 | 0.078 | 6.8 | 0.04 | 0.06
T T
0.490 | 0.020 | 4.3 | 0.01 | 0.02
k;iiale
NAL COUNCIL [89.100 | 3.100 | 3.6 172|375
2.574 | 0.334 [14.9 | 0.9 | o0.20
bicc 7.644 | 0.364 | 5.0 [0.2 |0.20
g 4.945 | 1.463 [42.0 |o.81 |o0.19
M
tEJS'?GAwaAy
0 G
- UNCIT, 47.413 [-0.087 [-0.2 -0.05 2.18
h"ﬁle&g ===
\““dﬂe\ 1.118 | 0.208 | 7.9 | 0.12 | 0.05
izl Etdes
N 1.650 || = = = 0.08
ty
l%\\ 0.765 | 0.115 |17.7 0.06 | 0.03
\_‘ 0.910 | 0.150 |19.7 0.08 | 0.04

ANNEX D
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EXCESS OVER GUIDELINES [Share
1961-82 Share _|of un-
Budget of selec~ |
£m @ £m % Total [tive
Nov '80 Excess |0Fant
prices reduc~
tion
% %
112.298| 7.298 7.0 1 4.05 5.21
5.677| 1.327 | 30.5 | 0.74 | 0,22
7.403| 1.503 | 25.5 | 0.83 | 0.3
3.243| 0.353 12.2 | 0.2 0.12
155.462 | 4.462 3.0 | 2.48 | $7817
bieen City 11.393 | 2.843 | 33.3 | 1.58 | 0.34
b & Buchan 3.415| 0.945 | 38.3 | 0.52 | 0.12
ein 2.096 |-0.184 | -8.1 |-0.1 0.09
feanine & Deeside 1.126 | 0.006 0.5 0 0.06
o 3.824 | 0.994 35.1 | 0.55 | 0.12
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EXCESS OVER GUIDELINES |Share

1981-82 Share
Budget of
£m @'BO £m % |Total
Nov Excess
prices

%

rots?
0.335| 0.035 11.7? 0.02 | 0.02

och & strathspey
00
g 1.078| 0.268| 33.1 | 0.15 | 0.04

tf;.ess
b— | 2.232| o.302| 15.6 | 0.17 [ 0.05

qimess
1 0.812| 0.212| 35.3 0.12 | 0.04
gsber

/’-

7 0.314| 0.006| -1.9 - 0.01
P

L s Cronazty 1.452| 0.122 9.2 0.07 | 0.08
—

b & lochalsh 0.329| 0.059 | 21.9 0.03 | 0.02
izrland 0.561| 0.031 5.8 | 0.02 | 0.02

waw.l% 63.199 | 24.7 | 35.1 |10.55
tirictgs

b

i 5.003| 1.613| 47.6 | 0.90| 0.13
iy

LM“V 25.568| 3.398 | 15.3 | 1.89| 0.74
™

1 = 4.303| 0.773| 21.9 | 0.43| 0.14
lothiay

~—=__ | 5.791] 1.631| 39.2| 01| 0.2
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T EXCESS OVER GUIDELINES |Share
1981-82 Shaﬁ"’f un-
Budqct of selec~
fn @ £n % |Total (tive
Nov '80 |Excesg |Grant
P prices Treduc-
tion
% %
922.916| 29.916 3.4 | 16.62 | 45.43
5.477| 1.107| 25.3 | 0.61 | 0.1
- rlngavie 2.256( 0.456| 25.3 0.25 | 0.10
sien
= 3.453| 0.623| 22.0 0.35 0.17
s —
[omautd & Kilsyth 3.102 0.632| 25.6 | 0.35 | 0.15
beock & Doon Valley 2.238| 0.578( 34.8 0.32 0.11
. 8.363| 1.743| 26.3 | 0.97 | 0.29
£ 4.904| 1.054| 27.4 | 0.59 | 0.18
b [ilbride 4.662| 0.782| 20.2 0.43 0.16
- 2.548| 0.278| 12.2 | 0.15 | 0.10
B City 65.803| 10.923| 19.9 | 6.07 | 3.19
flin 4.975| 0.535| 12.0 | 0.30 | 0.28
Frivie 5.543| 0.553| 11.1 | 0.31 | 0.26
ek & Loudoun 4.389 0.599| 15.8 | 0.33 | o0.18
e & Carpy
arri ck 6.686| 0.296| 4.6 | 0.16 | 0.25
izl
2.822| 0.252| 9.8 | 0.14 [ 0.11
h‘lmda
h— | 5-903| 1.083| 22.5 | 0.60 | 0.30
l"‘"ell
o—— | 7619 o.6a9| 9.2 | 0.36 | 037
k,%i\ 16.169| 4.509| 38.7 | 2.50 | 0.55
\n
\\J 5.086| 0.966| 23.4 | 0.54 | 0.19

N
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EXCESS OVER GUIDELINES Share
1931_82 | Share of un-
Budget of selec~
£m @ £m % Total |bive
Nov '80 Excesg |Grant
o prices reduc-
" tion
% %
136.660 [ 6.160 4.7 | 3.42 | 6.22
4.035| 0.295 | 7.9 | 0.16 [0.15
11.427] 3.517 | 44.5 | 1.95 [0 .
4.392 |-0.058 ' -1.3 |-0.03 |0.19
- 11.511 | 3.011 | 35.4 | 1.67 |0.43
feilnd 18.961 | 7.961 | 72.4 | 4.42 |0.58
P
fin Tales 16.756 [1.256 | 8.1 | 0.70 [1.03




ANNEX, E -

CURRENT EXPENDITURE BY SERVICE - SCOTIAND, 1981.8»

Settlement
Iasumgtion
99.2
pincatio?
;s and Museums 29:6
jbraries
212.2
social Work
191.0
police
Ll
fire
other law and Order 5.4
soads and Transport 191.8
Jater, Sewerage and
Mvix'-onmental Services - 154.6 L
Planning 6.6
leisure and Recreation 65.5
Miscellaneous 76.9
Central Administration 93.2

Less interest receipts

£m at 1980 Pprices
timtgu

1,054.8






