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Item 9. LASAAC 19/11/14
To: 

LASAAC     
From:

Gareth Davies
Date:

19 November 2014
Subject: 
Service Expenditure Analysis - Community Safety Expenditure Proposal 
Purpose of Paper
1. To provide an analysis of responses received to the proposal which was issued for feedback (Appendix A)

Background
2. A meeting of the LFR Review group noted potential inconsistency of treatment of community safety expenditure.
3. LASAAC agreed to undertake a consultation exercise on the potential for a new classification in the SEA.

Existing Inconsistency
4. The existing inconsistency noted has subsequently been generally confirmed by a survey co-ordinated by Bert Allison (Inverclyde Council) as Chair of the West of Scotland Finance Officers Forum (see Appendix B).
Responses
5. Seven responses were received, including one from the Scottish Government (Local Government Statistics Unit). This is a relatively small sample compared to the numbers affected.
6. A detailed analysis of the responses is attached as Appendix C.  A summary overview is provided below:

	Topic
	Responses
	Comments

	New classification supported?
	Yes: 4
No: 2 (1 due to scale,  1 on principle)

The remaining respondent noted the inconsistent treatment by authorities.


	General support expressed suggests that existing inconsistent treatment should be addressed.


	Guidance improvement / amendment?
	A variety of responses noting:
· Risk of subjectivity

· Need for unambiguous guidance

· Anti Social Behaviour spend could be included

· Need to agree terminology / definition with Community Planning Partnerships

· 1 respondent suggested clarifying guidance for existing categories rather than introducing a new category

· 1 respondent suggested a ‘wider view’ of community safety spend including items currently coded to other SEA services


	Achieving agreed guidance which can be implemented in practice is important
Absolute elimination of inconsistency may not be practicable

Adopting a ‘wider view’ of community safety spend could be expected to pose some significant issues regarding redefinition/ stated spend on other services.
Need to ensure that all stakeholders are agreed on any definition / guidance.

	Significance of Community safety spend


	· 1 response stated spend was insignificant
· Others – relatively small level of spend when compared to total Cost of Services


	Materiality for some councils is likely to mean that separate identification of spend is not supported on a materiality or cost-benefit basis.


	Significant change to Trading Standards or Environmental Health potentially affecting GAE calculations?


	No significant impact: 3
Need to identify potential impact on funding allocations (GAE) before implementing changes: 3
	Scottish Government response specifically noted that the Settlement & Distribution Group would need to agree on any changes to Scottish Government data collation (eg LFRs).

This suggests that early implementation of a new category is not practicable.



	Treatment of spend re HRA tenants?


	No impact or change to existing identification of HRA spend anticipated.
	Spend specifically for HRA tenant benefit to be charged to HRA. 

	Impact on SOLACE benchmarking?
	No significant change (for the authority): 2

Possible significant impact: 2

Support for more consistency: 2

Differential assessments of impact noted. 

	SOLACE benchmarking group may wish to assess this specifically.
The requirement to restate prior years may need to be considered.

	Risk of 'default' classification to Community Safety? 
	Low risk /guidance can mitigate risk: 3
High risk: 1
	Absolute elimination of risk / achievement of perfect consistency is unlikely 

	Impact of expansion of multi-disciplinary teams with variety of SEA responsibilities?


	Not a significant issue: 2
Difficulties will arise: 2
	This issue is likely to be a wider problem for the whole of the SEA / LFR structure rather than just confined to Community safety.

	Timing of change - 2014/15 or 2015/16?


	2015/16 preferred: 2
2014/15 possible: 2 (1 requested early notification if 2014/15 possible)


	Given potential GAE implications 2014/15 change is unlikely

	Other comment 1


	Changes need to be aligned / co-ordinated with LFRs; POBE & annual accounts (SEA) [2 respondents]

	Agreed

	Other comment 2


	Policy interest in community safety spend but concern over ability to precisely identify in a consistent manner

	

	Other comment 3


	Scottish Community Safety Network (SCSN) could be contacted

	Wider stakeholder engagement may be needed

	Other comment 4
	Reasons for different levels of community safety spend need to be identified

	Potentially this may indicate some interest in a SOLACE indicator as a starting point for investigation.



Possible Options 
7. From the above two primary options, not mutually exclusive, are considered to exist:

a. Proceed with a longer term plan to establish a Community Safety SEA division of service. The timing would be dependent on the agreement of the Settlement & Distribution Group to any changes. Additional consultation with other stakeholders (e.g. SCSN, CPPs etc) is indicated.

b. Amend / enhance guidance on the existing treatment expected. This could potentially indicate that any general (non-service specific) spend should be coded to Housing Services (General Fund) within Private Sector Housing Renewal. This is suggested since existing guidance for this division indicates it includes “cross cutting initiatives such as community health, community safety and social inclusion”. 
[Note: Central Services to the Public is not recommended since none of the divisions of service appear as directly appropriate]

This approach would not require an amendment to the SEA structure. Specific LASAAC guidance for 2014/15 could be issued on the subject. Restatement of comparatives may be required. Age trend analysis of statistics would be affected.
Recommendations
8. That the proposal in 7 (b) above is implemented to support short term consistency.

9. That LASAAC considers the potential costs and benefits of seeking, for longer-term consistency, the establishment of a Community Safety category within Environmental Services.

Committee Action 

10. The Committee is requested to 
· Approve or amend the recommendations made in paragraphs 8 and 9.
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