
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Scottish Parliamentary Elections 2011 
CPPR Briefing Paper No.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MANIFESTO COSTINGS 
 
What each Party is proposing and how 
they intend to pay for it 
 
 
 
 
 
April 2010 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Jo Armstrong 
John McLaren 
Richard Harris 

 



 1 

 
 

CONTENTS 
 
 
 
 
 

 Executive Summary 2 

1 Background - The Baseline Budget 5 

2 Standardised Manifesto costings 8 

3 Manifestos in summary  11 

4 Sources of Savings 15 

5 Emerging Issues to address post election 19 

6 Conclusions 28 

7 Annex: Party Manifesto costings See separate 
spreadsheets 

 
 



 2 

Executive Summary 
 
This fourth report in our election series compares the costings contained in the 2011 
Scottish election manifestos of the four main political Parties, against a background of 
a falling Scottish Budget, the first since the devolved government was established. 
 
Section 2 of the report illustrates the difficulties of making like-for-like comparisons, 
due to issues over the various assumptions each Party has made on such key areas as 
Scottish Water, additional borrowing, Forth Bridge savings etc. It also highlights the 
risks of not achieving a funding balance between spending commitments and new 
sources to fund these. Under certain circumstances this danger exists for all Parties.  
 
Section 3 of the report consists of a 1 page analysis of each of the Parties Manifestos, 
cutting through the considerable verbiage to get to the heart of what each is offering. 
 
Section 4 considers the main sources of savings and the issue of generic efficiency 
savings in particular. We conclude that in assessing overall affordability we need to 
assume parity across all proposals over the level of generic efficiency savings 
delivered, regardless of which Party or coalition comes to power after the election. 
This approach is based on the view that it is not possible to clearly identify any 
political Party that shows greater or lesser commitment to pushing through efficiency 
savings. Equally all Parties will be dependent on the same Civil Service and the same 
NDPBs to help them deliver such efficiency savings. 
 
Any such generic savings that eventually emerge will then be available to meet 
increased demand pressures, whether arising from the inputs side e.g. wages, or from 
the outputs side, e.g. increased demand for services.  
 
In general, we believe that where a Party wants to convince voters that it will find the 
funding for a new spending commitment this should be done by clearly identifying a 
new, offsetting, cash saving. Where that commitment is downgraded to finding the 
money via generic efficiency savings then the public is entitled to question whether or 
not this will be fully realised and/or whether or not it will come at the cost off some 
downgrading of the quality or quantity of a public service elsewhere in the Budget. 
 
Section 5 looks at a number of important but complicated issues and tries to clarify 
the different positions taken by the Parties. In particular it looks at: the funding of 
Higher Education; Capital Spending, including the use of borrowing and money freed 
up with respect to the Forth Bridge replacement; variants on the Council Tax freeze; 
and treatment of Scottish Water. In each case different assumptions lead to different 
funding requirements. 
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Section 6 contains our main conclusions which are that: 
 
a) Those Parties who save big can afford to spend big 
 
Both the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats have made the decision to change 
the ownership structure of Scottish Water and in both cases this releases substantial 
savings that can be spent elsewhere. In the case of the Conservatives this freeing up of 
cash is further enhanced by the charging of tuition fees for post school education. 
 
b) Much of the current funding difficulties are being wished away through general 

efficiency savings 
 
The existing flat-lining resource budgets for everything but Health mean that any 
inflation and any new demand will need to be catered for through general efficiency 
savings. This may be possible, although it is likely that we will never know for sure. 
Hence it is not the most prudent way of accommodating for these pressures.  
 
c) Many policy promises are just that, promises 
 
Each Manifesto contains a plethora of seeming commitments and pledges, often with 
no (increased) funding attached to them. In many cases they are relying on the 
existing budget allocations to help them deliver the promises, the budget lines that are 
all falling in both cash and real terms. In other cases the funding is, yet again, 
expected to arise from generic efficiency savings. The true worth of such 
commitments must therefore be called into question in many cases. 
 
d) Where are the contingencies? 
 
There is no reserve in the event costs rise faster than projected or savings and 
revenues fail to be generated to the level of in the timescale proposed. Generic 
efficiencies are also a necessary income line for some. Where the new borrowing 
arrangements acts as a safety net this simply adds to the need to have far greater 
clarity on how debt will be used and how it will be repaid. 
 
e) Confronting difficult decisions 
 
A number of difficult decisions follow from the budget downturn, they include on the 
future of post school education funding; the future governance and funding 
arrangements for Scottish Water; the continuation of subsidised/free universal 
services; the scope for continued efficiency savings; the rise of demographic demand 
led services, like for Long Term Care. 
 
In some cases, like with Scottish Water, these issues have been addressed by some of 
the Parties. In most, they have been avoided, or only addressed in a token manner. In 
place of the difficult decisions, decisions of unproven worth have been relied on.  
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f)   The diminished role of the voter 
 
Serious questions have to be asked of all of the four main Parties as to whether what 
they have outlined in their Manifestos is sufficient to meet the challenges facing them 
in terms of real terms cuts to their budgets over the next four years. 
 
Voters are entitled to be highly sceptical as to whether what they are being offered in 
the Manifestos is actually what will happen, rather than a pale imitation of the 
difficult choices that await, post-election. 
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1  Background 
 
Purpose 
 
The main role of this paper is to compare the costings contained in the 2011 Scottish 
election manifestos of the four main political Parties. 
 
We do not seek to ascertain whether these costings are accurate, as to do so would 
take an enormous amount of time and effort. Rather our purpose is to check that, by 
their own calculations, the Manifestos stack up in financial terms and to clarify the 
key assumptions that each Party has made to derive their individual and overall 
budget positions. 
 
However, where a number of Parties make the same claim, e.g. over a freeze on the 
Council Tax, but assume different costs, then we highlight why these differences 
occur. 
 
Beyond this we concentrate on where the Manifestos lack clarity and where difficult 
decisions have been obfuscated. 
 
To start, it is worth reminding ourselves of the financial position facing each Party 
going in to the election. 
 
The Baseline Budget 
 
All political Parties are seeking to offer manifesto commitments against a background 
of falling budgets (against a baseline of 2010-11), the first since devolution (see Table 
1). 
 
Table 1: Scottish Government discretionary spending (DEL), 
 £million, nominal prices 

 2010-11 2011-12 2014-15 2010-11 over 2014-15   

    £cash £real % real 
DEL Resource 25,931 25,401 26,207    
March Barnett Consequetials  n/a 25.5 6.1    
 25,931 25,426 26,213 282 -2,368 -9% 
       

DEL Capital 3,293 2,607 2,380    
March Barnett Consequetials  n/a 33.7 0.0    
 3,293 2,640 2,380 -913 -1,154 -35% 
       

Total DEL 29,224 28,067 28,593 -631 -3,521 -12% 

Source: Scottish Government, November 2010 & January 2011; UK Treasury March 2011 
 
Total DEL is set to fall by £631 million (2%) in cash terms between 2010-11 and 
2014-15. DEL Resource fairs marginally better, rising by £276 million (up 1%) in 
cash terms whilst DEL Capital falls £913 million (almost 28%).  
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These cash reductions are significant and accounting for inflation will add further to 
the new Government's challenges. Applying the GDP deflator to these cash figures 
means spending on Scotland's public services will fall by £3.5 billion by 2014-15, a 
real terms fall of 12% in 4 years. The current GDP deflator is low relative to RPI or 
CPI. If either of these latter inflation rates were to be used to derive the real value of 
the budgets, these real terms budget reductions would be even greater than the 12% 
shown above. 
 
Of course, in addition to this supply (of cash) side cut, there is also the problem of 
increasing demand (for services), which some think could double the overall size of 
the squeeze on funding1. 
 
Departmental allocations 
 
Departmental allocations for years 2011-12 to 2014-15 were announced in January2 
and these illustrate the impact of what happens to all other budget lines when Health 
spending rises by underlying inflation (see Table 2).  
 
These allocations were stated by the outgoing Scottish Government as being purely 
illustrative for planning purposes. However, all the Party manifesto costings have 
been based on the assumption that these allocations, in the main, are what will apply 
should they be in office after May 5th. This has serious implications for any budget 
recipients who hoped their individual budget might be reprieved following the 
election. 
 
Table 2: Selected Departmental Resource DEL allocations3, 
 £million, nominal prices 

 2010-11 2011-12 2014-15 2014-15 Vs 2010-11   

    £ % (cash) % (real) 

Health 10,504 10,772 11,598 1,093 10.4 -0.7 
Local Government 8,742 8,355 8,355 -387 -4.4 -14.1 
Higher & Further 
Education* 

1,577 1,479 1,479 -98 -6.2 -15.7 

Justice 1,256 1,197 1197 -59 -4.7 -14.3 
Transport 1,091 1,049 1,049 -42 -3.8 -13.6 
SG Administration 252 229 209 -43 -17.1 -25.4 
Scottish Parliament &  
Audit Scotland 

95 93 93 -2 -2.1 -12.0 

The Rest 2,415 2,227 2,227 -188 -7.8 -17.1 
Total DEL 25,931 25,401 26,207 274 1.1 -9.2 

* Resource DEL funding from the SFHEFC 
Source: Scottish Government, November 2010 & January 2011; ONS 
 
                                                
1 COSLA have estimated this to be of the order of £1.7 billion by 2013-14, rising to £2.8 billion by 
2016-17. 
2 See John Swinney's letter to Finance Committee 24th January 2011. 
3 The DEL Capital figures reported in January 2011 were not split by sub-category for the years 2011-
12 to 2014-15 inclusive. As a consequence this table assesses the changes between 2010-11 and 2014-
15 for DEL Resource only.  
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Health resource spending accounts for over 40% of the total DEL resource and the 
budget allocation for Health has been increased by inflation, but no adjustment has 
been made to fund rising demand. Nonetheless, even just increasing this budget line 
by inflation leaves the rest of Scotland's public sector budget recipients facing 
substantial real terms reductions over the next four years; resource funding for 
Transport could fall over 13% in real terms and the Scottish Government's central 
administration is set to fall by one quarter over the next 4 years. 
 
The continuation of some form of efficiency programmes, as outlined in the January 
budget announcement, remains critical in helping to mitigate the impact of these 
impending real terms budget cuts. Section 4 discusses the difficulties inherent in 
finding true efficiency savings. 
 
The incoming Scottish Government may choose to undertake a comprehensive 
spending review. If this happens - and we believe that it should and will - the current 
baseline budget allocations could be both challenged and adjusted. Indeed, the 
Christie Commission on public sector reform is set to report its findings in June, and 
so offers a further reason for the incoming Scottish Government, along with the 
assistance of civil servants in the Scottish Government's finance department, to take 
stock and seek maximum value for money. For this challenge role to be, and to be 
seen to be, impartial, establishing a separate Finance Ministry, unattached to any 
spending department, as proposed by the Liberal Democrats, Labour and the 
Conservatives, would be welcomed. 
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2  Standardised Manifesto Costings 
 
Table 3 highlights CPPR’s assessment of the Manifesto offerings based on, as far as is 
possible, a like-for-like basis. To undertake such comparative assessments we have 
estimated the overall budget surplus / (deficit) taking into account: 
 

 the total current DEL budget (resource and capital) 
 the March 2011 UK Budget Barnett Consequentials 
 all manifesto spending commitments 
 all manifesto projected programme-related4 efficiency savings 
 all manifesto projected additional income 

 
In addition, where it is relevant, we have estimated the budget surplus / (deficit) 
including (A) any manifesto projections for generic efficiency saving (relevant for 
Labour and the SNP) and (B) any additional income arising from the assumption that 
new borrowing will be raised to fund the Forth Crossing (relevant for the 
Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats).  
 
A more detailed analysis of the generic efficiency savings is in Section 5, a brief 
precis of each Party's is offering is in Section 4 and the detailed manifesto costings are 
provided in the Annex. 
 
Table 3 concentrates on whether, and if so by how much, each Party is able to balance 
its Budget in each year, contingent on the assumptions we outline above.  
 
This overall affordability side-steps a crucial issue. The total DEL budgets for 2012-
13, 2013-14 and 2014-15 are those outlined in the January 2011 letter from John 
Swinney. Apart from the budget lines for Health (which rises by 10.4% in cash terms) 
and the Scottish Government's Administration (which falls 17% in cash terms), all the 
other DEL resource lines are assumed to be the same in cash terms as for this current 
financial year. In other words, no adjustment has been made to accommodate any 
increases in demand for services or any uplift in the cost of provision arising from 
inflationary pressures (see Section 5 for more on this).  
 
There are also a number of budget lines where spending in 2011-12 was delayed or 
cancelled (eg, Scottish Water debt support, the Crown Office IT system and the 
motorway and trunk roads maintenance programme). It would seem reasonable to 
assume that funding for at least some, if not all, of these existing spending 
commitments will eat into the available budget for 2012-13 and beyond.  
 
Finally, it is reasonable to question the sustainability over all four years of continued 
public sector wage freeze for all on salaries above £21,000. 
 

                                                
4 These are efficiencies that relate to specific manifesto programmes, have been costed and are distinct 
from the generic efficiency programmes that are applied globally to the DEL budget.  
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Table 3: Manifesto Commitments, £million, nominal prices 
  2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 

 Conservative     
 New spending commitments in Manifesto 75 504 1,003 992 
 Manifesto Savings & Revenues 54 505 915 921 
 Budget surplus / (deficit) (inc Barnett Consequentials) 38 24 -81 -65 

B Budget surplus / (deficit) PLUS assumed new borrowing 38 24 149 173 

 Labour     
 New spending commitments in Manifesto 35 265* 271 315 
 Manifesto Savings & Revenues 105 287 401 518 
 Budget surplus / (deficit) (inc Barnett Consequentials) 70 22 130 204 

A Budget surplus/(deficit) PLUS assumed generic efficiencies 70 568 1,228 1,852 

 Liberal Democrats     
 New spending commitments in Manifesto 47 1,754 520 481 
 Manifesto Savings & Revenues  0 1,738 287 372  
 Budget surplus / (deficit) (inc Barnett Consequentials) 12 7 -226 -103 

B Budget surplus/(deficit) PLUS assumed new borrowing 12 7 4 137 

 SNP     
 New spending commitments in Manifesto 15 337 470 585 
 Manifesto Savings & Revenues  15 80 120 120 
 Budget surplus / (deficit) (inc Barnett Consequentials) 59 -234 -342 -458 

A Budget surplus / (deficit) PLUS assumed generic efficiencies 59 326 778 1,222 

* This figure includes the revised figure by Labour on Council Tax freeze 
 
Important Notes: 
 
Different Parties mean different things when discussing the Council 
Tax freeze,  see Section 5 for more details .  
 
There are also two other major uncertainties which need to be 
clarified, and the budgets then adjusted accordingly,  to make these 
comparisons entirely consistent: 
 
The first major uncertainty relates to Scottish Water.  The Liberal  
Democrats assume that the 2011-12 budget allocation of zero is  
maintained throughout,  and so do not assume it can claim any 
capital spend savings from transferring it  out of the Scottish block. 
The Conservatives assume that since the 2011-12 draft budget 
document stated that the Scottish Government would guarantee the 
remaining £560 million funding requirement for Scottish Water,  the 
budget lines in  future years include an allocation amounting to 
around £180 million per annum. It is  unclear which of these 
approaches has been followed by Labour and the SNP. This 
confusion and lack of clarity arises because the allocation of the 
future DEL capital spend has not been provided by the previous 
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Scottish Government at the sub-departmental level for each of the 
next 3 years (see Section 5 for more details).  
 
The second major uncertainty relates to the Forth Bridge 
procurement savings.  The SNP include savings from the recently 
completed procurement worth around £250 million over the next 
four years but the other Parties do not.  Again, we do not know what  
total was assumed to be spent on this budget line in the first place 
and consequently do not know to what extent this saving is  real and 
also available for all  to al locate in future years (see Section 5 for 
more details).  
 
 
In studying Table 3, Labour has a projected budget surplus throughout, with the 
generic efficiencies being available over and above for other budget commitments. 
Included within these commitments would be as yet unallocated funding for such 
identified projects as the GARL5. All others have a surplus budget once borrowing 
and/or generic efficiencies are included. 
 
An argument could be made that a fairer comparison in Table 3 would have included 
the £250 million Forth Bridge Saving for all Parties, rather than just for the SNP. In 
addition a case could be made for both the Conservatives receiving a similar capital 
receipt for Scottish Water as the Liberal Democrats receive and for the Liberal 
Democrats to, likewise benefit from a saving in Scottish Water capital funding. 
 
The risks of not achieving a surplus (or more realistically having to cut services) are 
apparent for all Parties to some extent. Despite its projected surplus, Labour too face 
this risk as so much of their identified savings are in the area of Health. These are to 
be ring-fenced to a wider definition of Health, in line with the new National Care 
Service. Even so, at almost 50% of total savings, these appear to be well in excess of 
associated health/care related spending commitments. 

                                                
5 See separate spreadsheets for the details of the Parties' manifesto commitments. 



 11 

3  Manifestos in summary 
 
CONSERVATIVES 2011 MANIFESTO 
 

Top Spending Commitments (top 3 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Council Tax Pensioner discount £250 million 

2 Road maintenance £246 million 

3 Scottish Futures Trust £175 million 

4 Scottish Water reform £173 million 

5 Business Start Up Fund £154 million 

6 Town Centre Regeneration Fund £140 million 

7 Superfast Broadband £135 million 

 
Top Programme-related Savings: (top 3 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Scottish Water reform £560 million 

2 Police Reform £307 million 

3 Scottish Futures Trust £175 million 

4 Concessionary Fares £110 million 

 
Top Revenue generators: (top 2 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Prescriptions charges £126 million 

 
Higher Education Funds (cumulated over the 4 years) 

 Support to Institutions and Bursaries (cost) £622 million 

 Student Contributions (revenue) £782 million 

 NET funding released for other Non-HE/FE spending  £160 million 

 
Notes:  
 
Generic efficiency savings - No specific target has been set for generic efficiency savings. Any that 
may arise are assumed to pay for increased pay and pension costs, etc, post 2012-13. 
 
UK borrowing - Assumed to total £468 million, starting in 2013-14. 
 
Forth Crossing procurement savings - None assumed. 
 
Scottish Water - No capital proceeds are assumed to arise from the proposed restructuring of Scottish 
Water, which opens up the potential for a windfall gain to be secured sometime over the next 4 years. 

  
The Scottish Futures Trust - Funding for new commitments is predicated on the assumption that there 
is an equivalent amount of savings, i.e. additional spend will not happen if savings are not delivered. 

 
Higher Education - The Contribution to HE/FEs Institutions and to Students in the form of Bursaries is 
£160 million less than is projected to be raised from the Graduate contribution. These contributions are 
assumed to be paid from 2013-14 onwards although students will only start to pay once they have 
graduated and secured suitably paid employment. The UK Government's forthcoming White Paper on 
Higher Education (delayed now until the summer), is expected to provide the detail on how this 
funding stream will work in practice and so how this cashflow timing gap will be closed. 
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LABOUR 2011 MANIFESTO 
 

Top Spending Commitments: (top 3 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Higher Education - No Tuition Fees £114 million 

2 First Class Fund for schools £105 million 

=3 Living Wage £80 million 

=3 Council Tax Freeze £80 million 
 
Top programme-related Savings: (top 3 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Merger of Police Forces £293 million 

2 Hospital efficiencies (ring-fenced for National Care Service) £250 million 

3 Medicine prescribing savings (ring-fenced for NCS) £250 million 

 
Top Revenue generators: (top 2 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Sale of unused NHS land (ring fenced for NCS) £48 million 

2 Non-domestic rates £30 million 

 
Notes: 
 
Generic Efficiency Savings - These are based on an assumed 2% p.a. saving across all budgets and 
amount to £3,290 million over the 3 years 2012-13 to 2014-15 (almost identical to those assumed by 
the SNP). These are also in addition to individually identified programme-related efficiencies.  
 
Programme-related Efficiency Savings - Health savings are ring-fenced, i.e. they will be spent within 
the newly created National Care Service (NCS). The scope of where these health efficiencies might be 
spent is also widened beyond the current health budget line. 
 
UK borrowing - All funding options will be assessed to maximise funding for infrastructure. 
 
Forth Crossing procurement savings - None assumed. 
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LIBERAL DEMOCRATS 2011 MANIFESTO 
 

Top Spending Commitments: (top 3 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Finance Scotland £500 million6 

2 Transport Capital Programme £470 million 

3 Scottish Water interest foregone £300 million 

4 Energy Saving Fund £250 million 

5 Digital Scotland Fund £250 million 

6 Science Nation Fund £245 million 

7 Early Intervention Revolution Fund £240 million 

8 Council tax freeze £140 million 

 
Top programme-related Savings: (top 3 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Reduce drugs bill £225 million 

2 Ending bonuses for top earners £126 million 

3 Cut pay bill of top earners by 10% £105 million 

 
Top Revenue generators: (top 2 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Receipt for Scottish Water £1,500 million 

2 Business Rates inflationary growth £166 million 

 
Notes: 

 
Generic efficiency savings – No specific target has been set for such savings. 
 
UK borrowing - Assumed to total £470 million, starting in 2013-14, almost identical to the 
Conservatives. 
  
Forth Crossing procurement savings - None assumed. 
 
Scottish Water I - A receipt has been derived using the estimates and analysis undertaken by the SFT 
and the Beveridge Report. If the receipt is less than the projected £1.5 billion, or is received in tranches 
over the period, the various Funds being established from this receipt would similarly be delayed and / 
or reduced.  

  
Scottish Water II - No benefit has been assumed from the release of debt support to Scottish Water as 
the budget for this in 2011-12 is zero. 
 
The Funds being set up in 2012-13, from the Scottish Water receipt, are intended to act as capital-
priming for investments. However, in some cases it is unclear exactly what this is for. For example, 
under Early Intervention, family-nurse partnerships are mentioned but this would seem to indicate an 
on-going resource commitment. 
 
Digital Scotland - Revenues amounting to £50 million each are assumed be generated from Digital 
Scotland fees and subscription payments and from interest and principle repayments from Regional 
Development Bank borrowers. 

                                                
6 The total allocated to programmes amounts to £483 million 
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SNP 2011 MANIFESTO 
 

Top Spending Commitments: (top 3 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Council Tax Freeze £420 million 

2 University Funding £298 million 

3 Scottish Futures Fund £180 million 

 
Top programme-related Savings: (top 3 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Forth Crossing replacement £245 million 

 
Top Revenue generators: (top 2 or over £100 million, cumulated over the 4 years) 

1 Empty Property Levy £90 million 

 
Notes: 

 
Generic Efficiency Savings I - These are based on an assumed 2% p.a., saving across all budgets, 
amounting to £3,360 million over the three years 2012-13 to 2014-15 (almost identical to Labour's 
calculation). 
 
Generic Efficiency Savings II - While the SNP highlight some hoped for specific savings in relation to 
these generic efficiency targets (e.g. in relation to Better Procurement, Smaller Government, Scrutiny 
Savings etc), these are part of, not on top of, the generic savings total. As a result they have not been 
separately identified. Some other such savings, for example in relation to police and fire reform, are 
more clearly specified, although still within the generic total, but amount to quite small sums.  
 
UK borrowing - All funding options will be assessed to maximise funding for infrastructure. 
 
Forth Crossing procurement savings - The £245 million of Forth Crossing replacement savings from 
existing budget lines will also be available to whichever Party is in power after the election. 

 
Higher Education - The RUK tuition fees are not shown as a source of revenue as they will accrue to 
Universities directly and not via the Scottish Government. They will also available to Labour and the 
Liberal Democrats as they also seek to maximise whatever income source may be possible. 
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4  Sources of Savings 
 
The use of efficiency savings and additional revenues to fund the manifesto 
commitments varies significantly between the four main Parties (see Table 4).  
 
There are two types of efficiency savings involved; those that are directly linked to a 
specific programme or manifesto pledge and those that will be delivered under the 
continuation of a generic efficiency programme.  
 
In addition, Revenues accrue from a wide variety of possible sources and some Parties 
make use of an expected new borrowing power from the UK government from 2013-
14 onwards. 
 
Table 4: Efficiency Savings and Additional Revenues, £million, nominal prices 

 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 TOTAL 

Conservatives      
Programme related savings 36 432 451 457 1,376 
Generic Savings 0 0 0 0 0 
Additional revenues* 18 73 694 701 1,486 
 54 505 1,145 1,158 2,862 
Labour      
Programme related savings 104 269 375 482 1,230 
Generic Savings 0 546 1,098 1,648 3,292 
Additional revenues 1 19 26 36 83 
 105 834 1,499 2,166 4,605 
Liberal Democrats      
Programme related savings 0 162 217 252 631 
Generic Savings 0 0 0 0 0 
Additional revenues* 0 1,576 300 360 2,236 
 0 1,738 517 612 2,867 
SNP      
Programme related savings 15 50 90 90 245 
Generic Savings 0 560 1,120 1,680 3,360 
Additional revenues 0 30 30 30 90 
 15 640 1,240 1,800 3,695 

*Additional borrowings are shown here as an assumed source of revenue 
Source: Various Party Manifestos 2011 
 
Over the next four financial years: 
 

 Conservatives are projected to deliver £1.4 billion of programme-linked 
efficiency savings, no generic efficiency savings and £1.5 billion of additional 
revenues.  

 
Of its programme-related savings, the proposed Police Reform is projected to 
deliver over £300 million and changing Scottish Water's ownership model 
means no longer having to fund its debt requirements, freeing-up over £560 
million. Borrowing for the Forth Crossing raises one third of the projected 
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additional revenues, £468 million, whilst the graduate contribution is set to 
inject an additional £782 million. Reintroducing prescription charges is set to 
raise an additional £126 million over the four years. 

 
 Labour is projected to deliver £1.2 billion of programme-linked savings, £3.3 

billion of generic efficiency savings and £83 million of additional revenues. 
 

Of its programme-related savings, well over one third are NHS-related and will 
be ring-fenced i.e., the Hospital and medicine prescribing efficiencies are each 
delivering £250 million. A single police force contributes over £290 million of 
savings whilst a single fire service delivers over £90 million and, adding in the 
proposed saving to be delivered through the top-earners wages and bonuses 
schemes (£67 million and £60 million respectively), these 6 programmes alone 
are projected to deliver almost three-quarters of the Labour's programme-related 
efficiencies. 
 

 Liberal Democrats are projected to deliver £631 million of programme-linked 
efficiency savings, no generic efficiencies and over £2.2 billion of additional 
revenues. 
 
Of its programme-related savings, reductions in the drugs bill is set to contribute 
£225 million whilst pay reductions and restraint measures are set to offer up 
£231 million. The large revenue contributions are because the Liberal 
Democrats not only assume a receipt from Scottish Water sale but also 
additional borrowing/debt for the Forth Crossing. 
 

 SNP are projected to deliver just under £245 million of programme-related 
efficiency savings, arising from the Forth Crossing procurement savings. The 
generic savings projected amount to £3.4 billion and additional revenues from 
their proposed Empty Property Levy are set to total £90 million over the four 
years. 
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General Points on the role of generic efficiency savings: 
 
“As we watch the Parties squabble over how much can be achieved in efficiency 
savings this year, it is worth remembering that we will not be able to judge with 
confidence which was right even after the event. 
 
The National Audit Office has been highly sceptical of the Government’s claimed 
efficiency savings in the past. And, while the Office for National Statistics has 
improved its measurement of public services output, its estimates of the bang we get 
for our buck are nowhere near accurate enough to verify the claims the Parties 
make.” 

Quote from Robert Chote, April 2010 
As Director of the Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS), now the 
Director of the UK Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) 

 
 
Past audits of out-turn versus plans for efficiency savings fail to convince as to their 
robustness as a source of true savings. Problems exist over the baselines that are used 
by which future savings are measured; the degree to which savings are on-going, as 
opposed to one-offs; and, the degree to which such savings would have occurred in 
the normal course of events. 
 
Furthermore, the current position on where such efficiency savings might be expected 
to come is confused. For example7: 
 

 The budget allocations in January already assumes an annual 3% efficiency 
savings in the Scottish Government's Administration budget; 

 
 The Beveridge Report assumes that efficiency savings only occur in relation to 

non-pay, non-capital, spending (i.e., amounting to a total budget of £7.5 billion). 
The range it reports is between 2% to 3% p.a. which generates efficiency 
savings of between £600-900 million a year by 2014-15. The Beveridge Report 
also states that to achieve such savings would require “radical redesign in the 
way that services are provided”. 

 
 Those Parties advocating programme-related efficiency savings through, for 

example, the introduction of a single police/fire service or medicine prescription 
efficiencies may need to remove these budgets amounts before applying the 
generic saving target; 

 
 If the NHS budget is to grow in real terms (£11 billion), all related efficiency 

savings need to be retained within this budget; 
 
Overall, all we can really say at present is that efficiency savings of somewhere 
between 2% to 3%, on an undetermined share of the Scottish Budget, are likely to be 
sought by at least two of the political Parties. 

                                                
7 It would also aid understanding of the true cost, as well as benefit, of efficiency savings if all political 
Parties acknowledged that any such savings automatically lead to some degree of job losses in both the 
public and private sectors as a result of lower public spend and purchases. 
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Within this total it is important to highlight the role played by wage costs. Both 
Labour and the SNP assume that 2% efficiency savings will be made across the entire 
Scottish Budget. As the Beveridge Report pointed out, public sector pay accounts for 
over 50% of the Scottish Government’s DEL budget. To achieve a 2% efficiency 
saving from this requires not only a complete pay freeze but also a 2% cut in pay 
costs that can be fed into delivering new services. This can be achieved by i) job cuts, 
ii) wage cuts, or iii) productivity gains. Clearly most political Parties find the last of 
these options the most palatable but, as the quote by Robert Chote points out, ONS 
work in this area suggests that such productivity gains have not been forthcoming in 
the past. 
 
As a result, CPPR believes that whatever generic efficiency savings do arise then they 
should, at this stage, be assumed to be the same, regardless of which Party or coalition 
comes to power after the election. In other words, the best way to treat generic 
efficiency savings is to separate them out from programme-specific savings and new 
revenue sources. This approach is based on the view that it is not possible to clearly 
identify any political Party that shows greater or lesser commitment to pushing 
through efficiency savings. Equally all Parties will be dependent on the same Civil 
Service and the same NDPB’s to help them deliver such efficiency savings. 
 
Any such generic savings that eventually emerge will be available to meet increased 
demand pressures, whether arising from the inputs side e.g. wages, or from the 
outputs side, e.g. increased demand for services.  
 
 
The general conclusion in this area is that where a Party wants to convince 
voters that it will find the funding for a new spending commitment this should be 
done by clearly identifying a new offsetting cash saving. 
 
Where the commitment is downgraded to finding the money via generic 
efficiency savings then the public is entitled to question whether or not this will 
be fully realised and/or whether or not it will come at the cost off some 
downgrading of the quality or quantity of a public service elsewhere in the 
Budget. 
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5  Emerging Issues to address post election 
 
Both a minority-led Government or a coalition arrangement inevitably means the 
proposals that will finally be implemented will comprise a mixture of the pledges 
contained in the Party manifestos.  
 
This section aims to highlight what we believe are the more complicated areas which 
need greater explanation Some of these issues will probably have to be included in 
whatever final package is produced. 
 
 
Higher (and Further) Education 
 
Support for Colleges & Universities 
 
The baseline resource budget for funding Scotland's higher and further education 
institutions is flat in cash terms8. The resource baseline therefore does NOT 
incorporate the substantial, negative, Barnett Consequentials implied by the English 
Spending Review settlement. Rather, the indicative budget allocation for 2012-13, 
2013-14 and 2014-15 assumes there are no Barnett cuts.  
 
The Universities Scotland's Technical Group (USTG) estimates that the emerging 
funding gap for the Scottish block will amount to £263 million by 2014-15, based on 
an average English fee of £8,000 (indexed). Currently the average is calculated to be 
around £8,6009.  
 
To help close this gap:  
 
The Conservative's propose a graduate fee that is set to provide additional income for 
the sector from 2013-14 onwards; £391 million per annum (cash terms). It is 
anticipated that graduates will start to repay after graduation in 2016 and once they 
reach the pay threshold. The Conservative's manifestos costings are based on the 
assumption that students repay £391 million each year from 2013-14. Clarity on how 
to close the resultant funding gap will need to emerge once the details of the UK 
proposals are known. The allocation of funding to Institutions is projected to be £311 
million per annum. This suggests that the new fee arrangements will also provide 
some additional funding to support non-HE/FE activities. 
 
Labour accept the SNP government’s calculation of a £93 million funding gap by 
2014-15 (which implies that they expect to receive the same RUK student fees the 
SNP have built into their own figures). To help bridge this gap they will increase total 
funding to HE/FE institutions, but only by an additional £38 million (cash terms) in 
each of the three years to 2014-15. The remainder is intended to be found from 
charging EU students, efficiency savings, increasing philanthropy etc. 
 

                                                
8 The budget line is set to fall by over £370 million in ‘real’ terms between now and 2014-15; higher 
education will fall by just under £285 million (or by a quarter) whilst further education faces a real 
terms cut of £90 million or a reduction of 15%. 
9 It should be noted that this covers teaching only, not research or capital funding.  
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The Liberals Democrats aim to assist Universities through their Science Fund, 
although it is not clear how much extra this will give them. Such a bias towards 
Science also suggests a possible skewing to support certain types of courses. They 
also intend to introduce more 3 year courses, although no estimate is given for how 
much this might save. 
 
The SNP have added almost £300 million to University funding in order to fully fund 
what they see as the upcoming gap. However, this gap is based on the assumption that 
the average English fee is around £7,500 per annum, in fixed cash terms. As stated 
above, the English average annual fee is currently calculated to be around £8,600. 
Hence, their calculations on what is needed overall is on the low side of what the 
Technical Group reported. In addition, some of the additional funding sources, e.g. 
revenue from UK students are still uncertain.  
 
For comparison purposes between SNP, Labour and the Liberal Democrats (none of 
whom are proposing to introduce fees) we have also shown what funding from the 
‘rest of the UK’ students' is projected to be provided to universities in the Table 
below. This is an additional revenue stream that the USTG costed and so seems likely 
will also be one encouraged not only by the SNP (who include it in their costings 
report) but also by Labour and the Liberal Democrats. 
 
Table 5: Estimate of additional support required to maintain funding parity 

between Scottish and English Universities, £ million, nominal prices 
 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 

Additional support needed to match funding at 
English fees of: 

    

 - £7,500 (fixed) 40 126 148 155 
 - £8,500 (fixed)  40 164 225 270 
 - £8,500 (linked to inflation) 40 164 242 324 

Expected fees from RUK students - 25 44 62 

Additional support from each Party     

- Conservatives (i.e., fees from students) - 0 202 202 
- Labour - 38 38 38 
- Liberal Democrats - 0 0 0 
- SNP - 101 104 93 

Source: Universities Scotland's Technical Group 
Notes:  
i)  the Conservatives also add £54 million in 2013-14 and 2014-15 for extra capital spend 
ii) the Liberal Democrats also have a £250 million Science Fund from 2012-13 in 2013-14 but how 
much would go into HE/FE funding is uncertain. 
 
Even the most generous of the proposed funding support packages is well short of 
what would be needed if the average English fee turns out to be the current front-
runner of around £8,500 per annum. 
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College Bursaries 
 
Students face an increase in bursary support. The Conservatives will provide an 
additional £55 million (cash) per annum from 2013-14 whilst Labour are committing 
an additional £3 million in 2011-12 and £4 million per annum thereafter. The SNP 
provide £10 million from 2012-13. There is no specific commitment made by the 
Liberal Democrats. 
 
The benefit of such support depends on whether or not fees are being introduced. The 
considerably larger contribution under the Scottish Conservative's manifesto is to 
assist those students that would also be facing additional educational costs from 
student fees. 
 
CPPR comment 
 
As the Universities Scotland's Technical Group report states, it is difficult to see why, 
for most alternatives to greater student contribution e.g. greater philanthropy, 
Scotland would be able to outperform England. 
 
Without a student contribution to fees, it seems highly likely that the new Scottish 
government would be looking to secure the necessary HE/FE support either by 
reducing funding in other budget lines, as some Parties are effectively already doing, 
or by accepting a slow, gradual, decline in the standard of Scottish post school 
education and research. Most likely the answer would involve an element of both. 
 
The Beveridge Report’s assessment of this subject was that something similar to what 
was being proposed in England would be an option “worthy of serious examination in 
the current financial context”. On the basis of these manifestos and costings, only the 
Conservative Party appears to be willing to act on this particular piece of Beveridge 
advice. 
 
Capital spending 
 
All Parties look like closing the emerging capital funding gap, at least in part, by 
being willing to embrace a variety of possible alternative sources of funds, including 
not-for-profit / profit capped models, TIF and Jessica alongside more conventional 
additional levels of borrowing.  
 
The Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats have specifically proposed to use 
additional borrowing to fund the New Forth Crossing, freeing up the capital grant for 
spending elsewhere on infrastructure activities. Assuming HM Treasury agree to such 
an acceleration of the new borrowing powers, this would then be a source of 
additional monies open to all of Parties.  
 
The SNP's £245 million 'saving' secured on the Forth Crossing procurement to fund 
other capital activities will also be available for whichever Party(s) is in power after 
the election and so, it could be argued, provides some upside for Labour, the Liberal 
Democrats and the Conservatives. 
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CPPR comment 
 
Data on what infrastructure projects are currently being funded from the declining 
DEL Capital budget (ie, the various roads, bridges, schools and hospital projects) is 
woefully limited. For example, it is not possible at present to analyse the centrally 
held infrastructure database and there is no regular, publicly available update on 
performance. It is not possible, therefore, to verify the annual value of the savings 
from the Forth Crossing procurement nor is it possible to verify how successful the 
public sector will be in implementing the many publicly-supported infrastructure 
projects, both large and small. 
 
It is highly likely that whichever Party(s) ends up holding the reigns in May (or June) 
a comprehensive re-assessment of the infrastructure programme will be essential in 
order to be certain that the infrastructure projects which the Scottish economy needs 
will be able to secure the necessary funding. 
 
Whilst the new borrowing capacity from the UK government may well rescue the 
delivery of some of Scotland's capital projects, the longer-term implications of turning 
capital spending into an on-going revenue obligation also need to be addressed. 
Securing additional spending now will mean projects that would otherwise need to be 
postponed or even cancelled can progress. However, as with PPP/PFI of old, 
accelerating such infrastructure benefits come at a price. Future Scottish Governments 
with have less discretion over its spending or the Scottish electorate will need to make 
direct contributions through user charges or increased taxation to accommodate the 
resultant long-term revenue commitment.  
 
Any post-election negotiations need to outline not only the amount of debt that is 
assumed will be secured over the period of the Parliament but also what the terms of 
this debt will be (e.g., interest rates and repayment period) and provide greater clarity 
over the longer-term implications any new funding arrangements will have on future 
Scottish Government budgets. 
 
Merging Social Care and the NHS 
 
The Conservatives are proposing to merge all spending on adult care currently under 
local authority control with spending on care for older people in the NHS with the aim 
over time to "lead to savings due to better co-ordination”. No specific quantification 
of any savings arising from these measure have been proposed.  
 
On the other hand Labour aims to create a National Care Service with the aim of 
securing savings of £250 million over the next 4 years.  
 
CPPR comment 
 
As the Beveridge Report suggested, the bringing together of these funding areas is a 
welcome move. However, it remains unclear where future priorities will lie in terms 
of, for example, the funding of the NHS relative to that for preventative measures and 
long term care. 
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Funding Local Government – the Council Tax Freeze 
 
The cost of freezing the council tax for some or all of the next 4 years is causing some 
confusion. If the intent is to keep the current council tax amounts at their 2011-12 
levels then Table 6 illustrates what additional support may be required.  
 
The 2011-12 council tax is projected to raise £1,877 million. The inflation increase 
required to maintain the real terms value of this income stream each year for the next 
3 years depends on whether RPI, CPI or the UK GDP deflator is used. For 2011-12 
the projections for each are 4.5%, 3.6% and 2.9% respectively. Applying each of 
these rates means the additional support required could be as low as £54 million to 
freeze for 2012-13, to £265 million if council tax, in its current form, is to be frozen 
for the rest of the spending review period and support increases in line with RPI.  
 
Table 6: Estimate of additional support required to maintain Council Tax freeze,  
 £ million, nominal prices 

 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 

Council Tax (increasing with GDP Deflator) 1,877 1,931 1,987 2,045 
Support already in budget to 'freeze' council tax 70    
Additional support needed for inflationary uplift     
 - Assuming RPI (4.5%)  84 173 265 
 - Assuming CPI (3.6%)  68 138 210 
 - Assuming GDP Deflator (2.9%)  54 110 168 

Additional support from each Party     
- Conservatives - 70 0 0 
- Labour* - 80 0 0 
- Liberal Democrats - 70 70 0 
- SNP - 70 140 210 

* Note: this is the revised Labour estimate. 
Source: Scottish Government, Local Government Finance; ONS 
 
Post 2011-12: 
 

 Labour are committed to keeping the council tax freeze in 2012-13 and assume 
that this costs £80 million. (Note: this figure has been corrected from an original 
£10 million estimate). 

 
 The Conservative's assume a cost of £70 million to freeze in 2012-13. 
 
 The Liberal Democrats assume an additional cost to the budget of £70 million 

for each of the two years they wish to continue the freeze, i.e., for 2012-13 and 
2013-14. 

 
 Labour, the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats reduce the additional 

funding to zero after the period of the freeze comes to an end. 
 



 24 

 The SNP fund their commitment to the freeze of the current council tax 
arrangement on the that assumption underlying inflation rate is no more than 
3.6% per annum. 

 
CPPR comment 
 
Freezing the council tax remains such a popular political policy that it is difficult to 
foresee its end. However, maintaining this subsidy calls into question just how local 
autonomy is meant to work and so how greater local responsibility will emerge. It is 
also important to note that by 2015-16 council tax increases of between 13% and 18% 
would then needed for local authority incomes just to standstill. 
 
Scottish Water 
 
The terms of Scottish Water's current charging regime mean the Scottish Government 
will need to provide it with £560 million of support over the remainder of this 
spending review period. This Scottish Water capital support was reduced to £0 for 
2011-12, and it is not clear from the capital allocations in the January budget 
allocations whether, and if they have, how, compensating amounts have been added 
back in future years10. 
 
Assuming that this HAS been done and that the £560 million funded in the existing 
plans then for those Parties looking to take Scottish Water out of the block, there is a 
commensurate capital spend saving of £560 million. 
 
The Conservatives' Manifesto funding arrangements roughly concur with what has 
been described in the preceding paragraph. They will legislate to turn Scottish Water 
into a publicly-owned Public Interest Company. In doing so it will free-up £542 
million of grant funding over the four years that will be funded by the private capital 
markets, albeit offset by losing £173 million of interest payments, resulting in a net 
gain of £369 million.  
 
The Liberal Democrats will also legislate to move Scottish Water into a public-benefit 
corporation. However, they assume that the £560 million is not saved as it is not in the 
existing funding lines.  
 
To further complicate matters they DO expect to secure a capital receipt of at least 
£1.5 billion, with a further £1.2 billion going to the UK Treasury. This capital receipt 
in NOT in the Conservatives estimates of savings. 
 
CPPR comment 
 
There are differing estimates as to what can be saved / gained from taking Scottish 
Water out of the Scottish block. Both the Liberals Democrats and the Conservatives 
assume a loss of income from the interest payments. However, the Liberal Democrats 
then assume a one–off capital receipt and no benefit from reduced annual payments 
                                                
10 The net extra capital spend over the three years 2012-13 to 2014-15 for Finance and Sustainable 
Growth, (the budget line which includes Scottish Water support), amounts to £180. This is well short of 
the £560 million Scottish Water will need, let alone what other transport and energy capital 
requirements there may also be over that period. 
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whilst the Conservatives assume savings in annual payments but no capital receipt. 
This confusion appears to stem from the lack of clarity around what is in the DEL 
capital budget line for Scottish Water in 2011-12 and the extent to which the value of 
the windfall receipt can be confidently predicted at this stage. 
 
Either way the benefits are likely to be identical regardless of which Party goes ahead 
with such a move. Given the UK Treasury has both a senior Liberal Democrat 
Minister (Danny Alexander) and a senior Conservative Minister (George Osborne) in 
charge, it would be odd if their Scottish Parties could negotiate different deals. 
 
On the capital funding point, if it is currently included in the projected Budget figures, 
then both Parties would make a saving, if it is not included then, unlike the SNP and 
Labour, they would not need to find the extra funds. 
 
On a more general point of whether this move is desirable or not it is worth revisiting 
the Beveridge Report’s conclusion on the position of Scottish Water, which was that it 
should be reviewed “with a view to realising the substantial benefits which could 
arise from a change of status”. Although only the Conservatives and the Liberal 
Democrats have followed this advice it will be interesting to see to what extent 
Labour and SNP continue to ignore the financial benefits from no longer having to 
fund Scottish Water's annual debt requirements and the real potential for securing a 
windfall gain to the much diminished Scottish budget. 
 
Single/Reduced number of Police Forces 
 
Both Labour and the Conservatives assume significant savings will be delivered from 
merging Scotland's police into a single national force. The National Police Board’s 
“Sustainable Policing Project” Phase 2 Report estimates that there would be a need 
for some transition costs (the maximum estimated at £92 million) and offered a 
“conservative estimate” for the size of potential annual savings of £154 million. 
 
The Conservatives assume a net funding profile of £92/-£102/-£102/-£102 million or 
a total saving over the 4 years of £214 million. This is £52 million less than the 
National Police Board's estimate above as it excludes the budget needed to 
"guarantee" police numbers.  
 
Labour assume a net funding profile of -£15/-£54/-£92/-£131 million and an increased 
spend in order “to ensure there are no cuts to police on the beat” of £0/£5/£19/£34 
million. 
 
These two estimates neatly highlight the potential for difference in outcomes with 
regards to both the timing of costs and savings arising from moving to a Single Force 
and the cost of maintaining current numbers of police officers on the beat. 
 
The SNP plan to move to three or four police forces, and assume low levels of savings 
of around only £14 million by 2014-15. 
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CPPR comment 
 
While the same report has been used by the Labour and Conservative Parties to cost 
the change to a single force, there are differences in timings with respect to net 
savings. It will also be interesting to see how the police service reacts to being asked 
to find any further, generic, efficiency savings on top of those already assumed in 
moving to a single force.  
 
Subsidised Universal Services 
 
This is an area that the Beveridge Report devoted a whole chapter to. While some 
Parties have made some move to reducing (i.e., the Conservative Party and to a much 
lesser degree the Liberal Democrats - with changes to bus pass eligibility), overall 
they largely remain unchallenged. As the impact of inflation and additional demand 
for services increase the pressure on budgets, it is less and less clear the rationale for 
maintaining such an approach, especially if the most disadvantaged ultimately end up 
being worst affected. 
 
Commitments treated differently by different Parties 
 
This is problematic in a number of areas.  
 
For example, Labour put extra funds in for their Living Wage proposal, but the SNP 
assume that this will be found from efficiency savings.  
 
Another example is the pledge to maintaining police numbers. The Liberal 
Democrats, the Conservatives and the SNP assume that this funding will be found 
from within the existing budget line, presumably through generic efficiency savings. 
In contrast, Labour allocate a growing sum of new money over time, presumably in 
order to meet inflationary pressures. 
 
CPPR comment 
 
This inconsistency in approach makes it very difficult to provide a genuinely like-for-
like comparison of the Manifestos funding implications. It reinforces our view that 
generic efficiency savings should be viewed separately from clearly identified savings 
which fund clearly identified new costs. 
 
Other commitments 
 
For each Party there exist a greater number of uncosted commitments many of which 
are assumed (a) to make use of budget lines in the existing Scottish Government 
budget, (b) that the funding will emerge from the generic efficiency savings being 
made, (c) it is currently not possible too estimate what the cost will be (e.g. GARL) 
and (d) the commitment will be costless or any cost will be picked up by non Scottish 
government sources. 
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CPPR comment 
 
Many of these omissions are valid reasons. However, using the existing budget to 
deliver such proposals is not that straightforward. How is the real terms decline 
inherent in the existing budget to be accommodated? Those manifesto commitments 
that have been specifically costed and for which funding has been found (at least 
within the overall funding total) seem most likely to be favoured. The rest will need to 
rely on a combination of generic efficiency savings and or a full assessment of the 
budget post the election. 
 
On issues like increasing the capacity of renewables energy sources in Scotland or 
fast-tracking Broadband upgrades/reach, we do not feel that there is sufficient 
information available to give any insightful comments over the likely cost or 
desirability of achieving any such targets. 
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6  Conclusions 
 
The Major Funding Conclusions 
 
a) Those Parties who save big can afford to spend big 
 
Both the Conservatives and the Liberal Democrats have made the decision to change 
the ownership structure of Scottish Water and in both cases this releases substantial 
savings that can be spent elsewhere. In the case of the Conservatives this freeing up of 
cash is further enhanced by the charging of tuition fees for post school education. 
 
b) Much of the current funding difficulties are being wished away through general 

efficiency savings 
 
The existing flat-lining resource budgets for everything but Health mean that any 
inflation and any new demand will need to be catered for through general efficiency 
savings. This may be possible, although it is likely that we will never know for sure. 
Hence it is not the most prudent way of accommodating for these pressures. Treating 
such gains as a windfall gain that could be rolled over into future, still constrained 
budgets would have been a more prudent way of addressing this issue. 
 
c) Many policy promises are just that, promises 
 
In many pages on these Manifestos there is a plethora of seeming commitments and 
pledges. However, when the current funding proposals are broken down these are 
often found to have no (increased) funding attached to them. In some case this 
funding is, yet again, expected to arise from generic efficiency savings. The true 
worth of such commitments must therefore be called into question in many cases. 
 
d) Where are the contingencies? 
 
As we have previously reported, the 2011-12 budget was already tight with spending 
being delayed and all spare funding being fully allocated. There is no reserve in the 
event costs rise faster than projected or savings and revenues fail to be generated to 
the level of in the timescale proposed. Generic efficiencies are also a necessary 
income line for some. If the new borrowing arrangements are the only safety net this 
simply adds to the need to have far greater clarity on how debt will be used (i.e. to 
support capital spending as well as revenue shortfalls), and how it will be repaid. 
 
Difficult decisions 
 
The problems associated with a number of difficult decisions that follow from the 
budget downturn have been rehearsed prior to this election. These were laid out in the 
Beveridge Report, as well as CPPR’s Election Briefing No. 2 and elsewhere. They 
included:  
 

 the future of post school education funding; 
 the future of Scottish Water; 
 clarity over prioritisation of capital projects; 
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 the continuation of subsidised or free universal services, like for prescriptions 
and bus passes for the elderly; 

 the scope for continued efficiency savings; 
 the simplification of existing structures, like a single police force; 
 the rise of demographic demand led services, like for Long Term Care for the 

elderly. 
 
In some cases, like with Scottish Water, these issues have been addressed by some of 
the Parties. In most, they have been avoided, or only addressed in a token manner, e.g. 
reducing universal free provision of services. In place of the difficult decisions, 
decisions of unproven worth have, yet again, been relied on. In particular, this is the 
case with regards to future efficiency savings, which are both uncertain, as both Audit 
Scotland and the UK’s National Audit Office have repeatedly reiterated, and often 
unverifiable. 
 
The diminished role of the voter  
 
Overall, serious questions have to be asked of all of the four main Parties as to 
whether what they have outlined in their Manifestos is sufficient to meet the 
challenges facing them in terms of real terms cuts to their budgets over the next four 
years. 
 
Voters are entitled to be highly sceptical as to whether what they are being offered in 
the Manifesto’s is actually what will happen, rather than a pale imitation of the 
difficult choices that await, post-election. 
 
In fact, rather than playing a critical role in determining how difficult future budget 
choices are to be made, voters are being sidelined. Even politicians are, to some 
extent being sidelined, with the role of unelected bodies like the Christie Commission 
gaining greater importance in determining the final budgetary choices. 
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7  ANNEX 
 
Party Manifesto Costings 
 
 
See separate spreadsheet printouts 


