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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITIES COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

11th Meeting, 2016 (Session 5) 
 

Wednesday 16 November 2016 
 
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in the James Clerk Maxwell Room (CR4). 
 
1. Subordinate legislation: Parts 2, 3 and 5 of the Community Empowerment 

(Scotland) Act 2015: The Committee will take evidence from— 
 

Ian Cooke, Director, Development Trusts Association Scotland; 
 
Mhairi Wylie, Chief Officer, Highland Third Sector Interface; 
 
Ruchir Shah, Policy Manager, Scottish Council for Voluntary 
Organisations; 
 
John Wilson, Chairperson, Glenboig Neighbourhood House and GNH; 
 
Mark McRitchie, Chief Executive, Community Central Hall, Glasgow. 
 

2. Draft Budget Scrutiny 2017-18: The Committee will take evidence on the 
Scottish Government's Draft Budget 2017-18 from— 

 
Nicola Barclay, Chief Executive, Homes for Scotland; 
 
Mary Taylor, Chief Executive, Scottish Federation of Housing 
Associations; 
 
David Bookbinder, Director, Glasgow and West of Scotland Forum of 
Housing Associations; 
 
Tony Cain, Policy Manager, Association of Local Authority Chief Housing 
Officers; 
 
Fraser Stewart, Director, New Gorbals Housing Association; 
 
Julia Fitzpatrick, Managing Director, Horizon Housing Association; 
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Professor Kenneth Gibb, Director, Policy Scotland, University of Glasgow. 
 

3. Consideration of evidence (in private): The Committee will consider the 
evidence heard at agenda item 1. 

 
4. Consideration of evidence (in private): The Committee will consider the 

evidence heard at agenda item 2. 
 
 

Clare Hawthorne 
Clerk to the Local Government and Communities Committee 

Room T3.60 
The Scottish Parliament 

Edinburgh 
Tel: 0131 348 5232 

Email: Clare.Hawthorne@parliament.scot 
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The papers for this meeting are as follows— 
 
Agenda item 1  

Note by the Clerk 
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Note by the Clerk 
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(P) 

Agenda item 2  

Note by the Clerk 
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SPICe Summary of Evidence 
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PRIVATE PAPER 
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(P) 
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Local Government and Communities Committee 
 

11th Meeting, 2016 (Session 5), Wednesday 16 November 2016 
 

Subordinate Legislation 
 

Overview of instruments 
 
1. The Committee is taking evidence on a number of statutory instruments relating 

to Parts 2, 3 and 5 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 at 
today’s meeting. 

 
2. Nine Scottish Statutory Instruments (SSIs) relating to Part 2 (Community 

Planning) and Part 5 (Asset Transfer Requests) were laid before the Parliament 
on 10 November 2016.  
 

3. Further SSIs relating to Part 3 (Participation Requests) are expected to be laid 
later in the year. The Scottish Government’s consultation sets outs its 
proposals for regulations in relation to participation requests, along with a copy 
the proposed draft order and can be accessed here: 
 
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-
request-regulations/user_uploads/422046_p1.pdf-1 
 

4. Responses to the consultation can be accessed here: 
 
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-
request-regulations/consultation/published_select_respondent?b_start:int=0&-
C= 
 

5. The policy notes for each instrument published to date are attached at Annexe 
A. 

 
6. The instruments are: 

 
Subject to Negative Procedure: 

 
 The Asset Transfer Request (Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2016 (SSI 

2016/357); 
 The Asset Transfer Request (Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2016 

(SSI 2016/358); 
 The Asset Transfer Request (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2016 (SSI 

2016/359); 
 The Asset Transfer Request (Appeal Where No Contract Concluded) 

(Scotland) Regulations 2016 (SSI 2016/360); 
 The Asset Transfer Request (Designation of Community Transfer Bodies) 

(Scotland) Order 2016 (SSI 2016/361); 
 The Community Empowerment (Registers of Land) (Scotland) Regulations 

2016 (SSI 2016/362); 

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-request-regulations/user_uploads/422046_p1.pdf-1
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-request-regulations/user_uploads/422046_p1.pdf-1
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-request-regulations/consultation/published_select_respondent?b_start:int=0&-C
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-request-regulations/consultation/published_select_respondent?b_start:int=0&-C
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-request-regulations/consultation/published_select_respondent?b_start:int=0&-C
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 The Community Planning (Locality Planning) (Scotland) Regulations 2016 
(SSI 2016/364); 

 
Subject to Affirmative Procedure 
 

 The Asset Transfer Request (Designation of Relevant Authority) (Scotland) 
Order 2017 (SSI 2016/draft) 

 
Subject to No Procedure 
 

 The Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 (Commencement No. 4 
and Transitory Provision) Order 2016 (SSI 2016/363) (c.32). 

 
Background 
 
The Asset Transfer Request (Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2016 
 
7. These Regulations make provisions in relation to how an asset transfer request 

is to be made under Part 5 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 
2015 (“the Act”). They also sets out the period within which a relevant authority 
is, unless otherwise agreed, to give notice of it decision on an asset transfer 
request to the community transfer body and provide for the information which 
the decision notice is to contain. 

 
8. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/357/contents/made 
 
9. A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment is available at: 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/357/pdfs/ssifia_20160357_en.pdf 
 
The Asset Transfer Request (Review Procedure) (Scotland) Regulations 2016 
 
10. These Regulations make provision in connection with applications for review 

made to a local authority under section 86 of the Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Act 2015 (“the Act”) and applications for reviews made to the 
Scottish Ministers under section 87 of the Act. 

 
11. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/358/contents/made 
 
12. A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment is available at: 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/358/pdfs/ssifia_20160358_en.pdf 
 

 
 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/357/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/357/pdfs/ssifia_20160357_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/358/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/358/pdfs/ssifia_20160358_en.pdf
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The Asset Transfer Request (Appeals) (Scotland) Regulations 2016 
 
13. These Regulations make provision in connection with appeals made to the 

Scottish Ministers under sections 85 and 88 of the Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Act 2015. 

 
14. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/359/contents/made  
 
15. A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment is available at: 
 
16. http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/359/pdfs/ssifia_20160359_en.pdf    
 
The Asset Transfer Request (Appeal Where No Contract Concluded) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2016 
 
17. These Regulations make provision in connection with appeals to the Scottish 

Ministers under sections 83(6) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 
2015 (“the Act”) and applications for directions under section 83(8) and 90(5) of 
the Act. 

 
18. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/360/contents/made  
 
19. A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment is available at: 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/360/pdfs/ssifia_20160360_en.pdf  
 
The Asset Transfer Request (Designation of Community Transfer Bodies) 
(Scotland) Order 2016 
 
20. This Order designates classes of bodies as community transfer bodies for the 

purposes of Part 5 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015. The 
Order also provides for a body falling within the designated classes to be able 
to make an asset transfer request for ownership of land to be transferred to it. 

 
21. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 
 
22. http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/361/contents/made  
 
The Community Empowerment (Registers of Land) (Scotland) Regulations 
2016 
 
23. These Regulations specify descriptions of land that need not be included in the 

register of land to be established and maintained by relevant authorities under 
section 94(1) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015. 

 
24. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/359/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/359/pdfs/ssifia_20160359_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/360/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/360/pdfs/ssifia_20160360_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/361/contents/made
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25. http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/362/contents/made 
 
The Community Planning (Locality Planning) (Scotland) Regulations 2016 
 
26. These Regulations describe the localities into which community planning 

partnerships must divide local authority areas for the purpose of carrying out 
locality planning under Part 2 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 
2015. 

 
27. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 
 
28. http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/364/contents/made 
 
The Asset Transfer Request (Designation of Relevant Authority) (Scotland) 
Order 2017 
 
29. This Order designates Historic Environment Scotland as a relevant authority for 

the purposes of Part 5 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015. 
 
30. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 

 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/sdsi/2017/9780111033746/introduction 

 
The Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 (Commencement No. 4 and 
Transitory Provision) Order 2016 
 
31. This Order brings into force certain provisions of the Community Empowerment 

(Scotland) Act 2015. 
 
32. An electronic copy of the instrument is available at: 
 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/363/contents/made 
  
Committee consideration 
  
33. The Committee will formally consider the seven instruments subject to 

negative procedure and the one instrument subject to affirmative procedure at a 
future meeting. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/362/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/364/contents/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/sdsi/2017/9780111033746/introduction
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2016/363/contents/made
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ANNEXE A 
 

POLICY NOTE 
 

THE ASSET TRANSFER REQUEST (PROCEDURE) (SCOTLAND) 
REGULATIONS 2016 

 
SSI 2016/357 

 
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by sections 
81(1) and 82(8)(a) and (9) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  
The instrument is subject to negative procedure.  
 
Policy Objectives  
 
These regulations specify procedures to be followed and other requirements in 
relation to asset transfer requests under the Community Empowerment (Scotland) 
Act 2016 (“the Act”). 
 
Regulation 3 provides for the form and content of an asset transfer request.  
Regulation 3(1) specifies the most basic requirements: the request must be made in 
writing, it must contain the name and contact address for the community transfer 
body, and must state that it is an asset transfer request under the Act.  Paragraph (2) 
specifies further information that must be included, in addition to that set out in 
section 79(4) of the Act, to allow the relevant authority to check that the community 
body is eligible and to assess the request. 
 
Regulation 4 deals with the acknowledgement of requests.  Paragraphs (1) and (2) 
provide that if a request is received that contains the basic information in regulation 
3(1), but is missing any other required information, the relevant authority must send 
the community transfer body a notice setting out what still needs to be submitted.  
Paragraphs (3) to (5) provide that when all the required information for a request has 
been received, the relevant authority must send an acknowledgement to the 
community transfer body.   
 
The acknowledgement must include the validation date for the asset transfer 
request, which is the date on which the request is taken to have been made, and 
explain the timescales within which the relevant authority must give notice of its 
decision on the request.  Regulation 5 defines the validation date as the date on 
which the last of the required information in relation to the request is received by the 
relevant authority.  Section 82(8) of the Act provides that the relevant authority must 
give notice of its decision to the community transfer body within a prescribed period 
set out in regulations, unless a longer period is agreed with the community transfer 
body.  Regulation 10 sets this prescribed period as the period of 6 months beginning 
with the validation date. 
 
Regulation 6 requires the relevant authority to give notice of the asset transfer 
request to any third party who is an owner of the land to which the request relates, or 
a tenant or occupier of that land.  Regulation 7 requires a notice of the request to be 
published online, and displayed at a public place in the vicinity of the land. 
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In addition to details of the request, these notices must state how the request and 
associated documents can be inspected, and explain how and by what date 
representations may be made to the relevant authority.  That date must be no less 
than 20 working days after the date the notice is given.   
 
Regulation 8 provides that any representations made in response to these notices 
must be copied to the community transfer body, who must be given at least 20 
working days to make comments to the relevant authority on those representations. 
 
Under regulation 9, the relevant authority must make copies of the asset transfer 
request, any associated documents and any representations and comments on 
those representations available online until the asset transfer request is determined. 
 
Regulation 11 specifies information that must be included in the decision notice, in 
addition to those set out in the Act, and requires the relevant authority to publish a 
copy of the decision notice on a website or by other electronic means, and inform 
everyone who made representations of the decision and where the decision notice 
can be inspected.   
 
Regulation 12 makes provision for documents to be sent electronically.  Regulation 
13 defines the “contact address” for the community transfer body, to which any 
documents relating to the request may be sent.     
  
Consultation  
 
Draft regulations were developed with a steering group of public sector and 
community sector stakeholders, and a public consultation was carried out from 17 
March to 20 June 2016.  Details of the consultation and responses are available at:  
 
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-
procedures  
 
The majority of respondents agreed with the proposed regulations.  A number of 
changes have been made to clarify the requirements, particularly in relation to the 
content of the request and the acknowledgement.  Some concerns were expressed 
in relation to erecting notices on the land to which the request relates; article 7(2)(b) 
has been amended to allow the notice to be displayed at a public place in the vicinity 
of the land instead. 
  
Impact Assessments 
  
Screening has been carried out and concluded that no impact assessments are 
required, as these regulations have no effect on equality, privacy, children’s rights 
and welfare, or the environment. 
  
 
 
 

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
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Financial Effects  
  
A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) has been completed for 
these regulations and others relating to asset transfer, and is attached.  We do not 
consider that these provisions will lead to any increase in costs for relevant 
authorities or community transfer bodies.   
  
Scottish Government 
Local Government and Communities Directorate 
8 November 2016 
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POLICY NOTE 
 

THE ASSET TRANSFER REQUEST (REVIEW PROCEDURE) (SCOTLAND) 
REGULATIONS 2016 

 
SSI 2016/358 

 
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 
86(3) and (7)(b)(i) and 87(3) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  
The instrument is subject to negative procedure.  
 
Policy Objectives  
  
These regulations make provision for procedures to be followed in relation to reviews 
of decisions on asset transfer requests under the Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Act 2016 (“the Act”).  The regulations are framed mainly in terms of a 
local authority review; Part 4 sets out how they apply to a review by the Scottish 
Ministers. 
 
The procedure follows a model similar to that used in other systems, such as 
planning and some forms of licensing.  It ensures that anyone with an interest in the 
request has the opportunity to see and comment on all the evidence submitted.   
 
The community transfer body must make its application for review in writing, setting 
out its reasons for requiring a review and accompanied by a list of evidence it 
intends to rely on (regulation 3).  They must provide copies of any documents the 
local authority does not already have. 
 
The local authority must send an acknowledgement of the application for review to 
the community transfer body, and give notice of the review to each “interested party” 
- people who made representations on the original asset transfer request  (regulation 
4).   They may make further representations, which the local authority must copy to 
the community transfer body, and give them an opportunity to comment.  Regulation 
16 also requires the local authority to comply with the requirements for notifying and 
publishing the original request, if this was not done at the time. 
 
Regulation 5 provides that the local authority must make copies of all documents 
relating to the review available for inspection on a website or by other electronic 
means. 
 
Regulation 6 provides that the local authority may determine the review without 
further procedure, if it considers it has enough information in the review documents.  
If not, under regulation 7 it may decide how the review is to be conducted.   
 
If the local authority wants further representations or information to be submitted in 
writing, they must give notice to the community transfer body and any other person 
they want to provide that additional material (regulation 8).  Any material provided to 
the local authority in response to the notice must be copied to anyone else the notice 
was given to, and they may make comments. 
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If a hearing session is to be held, the rules set out in the schedule to the regulations 
will apply.   
 
Regulation 10 provides that  if the local authority proposes to take into consideration 
any new evidence that was not obtained through the process for written 
representations or hearing sessions, they must not reach a decision on the review 
without giving the community transfer body and other relevant parties an opportunity 
to comment on that evidence. 
  
Regulation 9 prescribes that the decision on a review by a local authority must be 
given within 6 months of the application being made (unless a longer period is 
agreed with the community transfer body).  They must give notice to the community 
transfer body and every person who made representations on the review, and 
publish the decision notice online (regulation 17). 
 
Regulations 15, 18 and 19 make general provisions about further copies of 
documents, the contact address for the community transfer body and electronic 
communications. 
 
Part 4 of the regulations describe how they apply to reviews by the Scottish 
Ministers.  Regulation 12 requires them to appoint a panel of 3 people to consider a 
review and report their findings to Ministers, who make the final decision. 
 
Consultation 
 
Draft regulations were developed with a steering group of public sector and 
community sector stakeholders, and a public consultation was carried out from 17 
March to 20 June 2016.  Details of the consultation and responses are available at: 
 
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-
procedures  
 
The majority of respondents were content with the proposed regulations.  Many of 
the comments made related to practical implementation, such as ensuring 
consistency in decisions and providing support to community bodies, rather than the 
regulations themselves.  There was no consensus for making any substantive 
changes to the regulations.   
  
Impact Assessments 
  
Screening has been carried out and concluded that no impact assessments are 
required, as these regulations have no effect on equality, privacy, children’s rights 
and welfare, or the environment. 
  
Financial Effects  
  
A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) has been completed for 
these regulations and others relating to asset transfer, and is attached.  We do not 
consider that these provisions will lead to any increase in costs for relevant 
authorities or community transfer bodies.   

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
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Scottish Government 
Local Government and Communities Directorate 
8 November 2016 
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POLICY NOTE 
 

THE ASSET TRANSFER REQUEST (APPEALS) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 
2016 

 
SSI 2016/359 

 
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 
85(3) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  The instrument is 
subject to negative procedure.  
 
Policy Objectives  
  
These regulations make provision for procedures to be followed in relation to 
appeals to the Scottish Ministers in relation to decisions on asset transfer requests 
under the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2016 (“the Act”).  The 
regulations are framed mainly in terms of appeals directly to the Scottish Ministers 
under section 85(2) of the Act; Part 4 sets out how they apply to an appeal made 
under section 88(2) following a review by a local authority.  
 
The procedure follows a model similar to that used in planning, and ensures that 
anyone with an interest in the request has the opportunity to see and comment on all 
the evidence submitted. 
   
The community transfer body must give notice of its appeal in writing to the Scottish 
Ministers, setting out its reasons and providing copies of the documents relating to 
the original request, and any other evidence it intends to rely on (regulation 3).  At 
the same time, under regulation 4, the community transfer body must send notice of 
the appeal to the relevant authority to which the original request was made.  It must 
provide a list of the documents sent to the Scottish Ministers, and copies of any 
documents the relevant authority does not already have. 
 
The relevant authority must send its response to the Scottish Ministers and the 
community transfer body, together with any additional documents which were taken 
into account in the original decision and which the community transfer body has not 
listed in its notice of appeal.  The community transfer body may send comments on 
the relevant authority’s response to the Scottish Ministers. 
 
The relevant authority must give notice of the appeal to each “interested party” - 
people who made representations on the original asset transfer request  (regulation 
5).   They may make further representations to the Scottish Ministers.  The Scottish 
Ministers must copy these to the community transfer body and the relevant authority, 
and give them an opportunity to comment.  Regulation 14 also requires the Scottish 
Ministers to comply with the requirements for notifying and publishing the original 
request, if this was not done at the time. 
 
Regulation 6 provides that the Scottish Ministers must make copies of all documents 
relating to the appeal available for inspection on a website or by other electronic 
means. 
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Regulation 7 provides that the Scottish Ministers may determine the appeal without 
further procedure, if they consider they have enough information in the appeal 
documents.  If not, under regulation 8 they may decide how the appeal is to be 
conducted. 
 
If the Scottish Ministers want further representations or information to be submitted 
in writing, they must give notice to the community transfer body, the relevant 
authority and any other person they want to provide that additional material 
(regulation 9).  Any material provided in response to the notice must be copied to 
anyone else the notice was given to, and they may make comments. 
 
If a hearing session is to be held, the rules set out in the schedule to the regulations 
will apply.   

Regulation 10 provides that if the Scottish Ministers propose to take into 
consideration any new evidence that was not obtained through the process for 
written representations or hearing sessions, they must not reach a decision on the 
appeal without giving the community transfer body, relevant authority and other 
relevant parties an opportunity to comment on that evidence.   
 
Regulation 15 provides that the Scottish Ministers must give notice of their decision 
and any direction issued as a result, to the community transfer body, the relevant 
authority and every person who made representations on the appeal, and publish 
them online (regulation 15). 
 
Regulations 13, 16 and 17 make general provisions about further copies of 
documents, the contact address for the community transfer body and electronic 
communications. 
 
Consultation 
 
Draft regulations were developed with a steering group of public sector and 
community sector stakeholders, and a public consultation was carried out from 17 
March to 20 June 2016.  Details of the consultation and responses are available at:  
 
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-
procedures  
 
The majority of respondents were content with the proposed regulations.  Many of 
the comments made related to practical implementation, such as ensuring 
consistency in decisions and providing support to community bodies, rather than the 
regulations themselves.  There was no consensus for making any substantive 
changes to the regulations.   
  
Impact Assessments 
  
Screening has been carried out and concluded that no impact assessments are 
required, as these regulations have no effect on equality, privacy, children’s rights 
and welfare, or the environment. 

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
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Financial Effects  
  
A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) has been completed for 
these regulations and others relating to asset transfer, and is attached.  We do not 
consider that these provisions will lead to any increase in costs for relevant 
authorities or community transfer bodies.   
  
Scottish Government 
Local Government and Communities Directorate 
8 November 2016 
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POLICY NOTE 
 

THE ASSET TRANSFER REQUEST (APPEAL WHERE NO CONTRACT 
CONCLUDED) (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2016 

 
SSI 2016/360 

 
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by sections 
83(10) and 90(12) and (14) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  
The instrument is subject to negative procedure.  
 
Policy Objectives  
  
These regulations make provision for procedures to be followed in relation to 
appeals to the Scottish Ministers where the parties have failed to conclude a contract 
following agreement to an asset transfer request under the Community 
Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 (“the Act”).  They also make provision for 
applications to the Scottish Ministers under section 83(8) for directions to extend the 
time to agree a contract, or under section 90(5) to require a relevant authority to 
conclude the contract following an appeal. 
 
Unlike other appeals and reviews in relation to asset transfer, the procedure does 
not allow for third party representations or publication of documents, since 
negotiation of a contract is likely to be complex and include commercially sensitive 
information. 
 
Appeal where no contract concluded   
 
Regulation 3 requires the community transfer body must give notice of its appeal in 
writing to the Scottish Ministers.  This must be accompanied by copies of all the 
correspondence between the community transfer body and the relevant authority in 
relation to the negotiation of the contract, and a statement of the terms and 
conditions on which the community transfer body considers the transfer of land 
should be made.  At the same time, under regulation 4, the community transfer body 
must send notice of the appeal to the relevant authority.  It must provide a list of the 
documents sent to the Scottish Ministers, and copies of any documents the relevant 
authority does not already have. 
 
The relevant authority must send its response to the Scottish Ministers and the 
community transfer body, including a note of the terms and conditions on which it 
considers the transfer of land should be made.  The community transfer body may 
send comments on the relevant authority’s response to the Scottish Ministers. 
 
Regulation 5 requires the Scottish Ministers to appoint a panel of 3 people to 
consider the appeal and report their findings to Ministers, who make the final 
decision. 
 
Regulation 6 provides that the panel may determine the appeal without further 
procedure, if they consider they have enough information to do so.  If not, under 
regulation 7 they may decide how the appeal  is to be conducted.   
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If the panel want further representations or information to be submitted in writing, 
they must give notice to the community transfer body, the relevant authority and any 
other person they want to provide that additional material (regulation 8).  Any 
material provided in response to the notice must be copied to anyone else the notice 
was given to, and they may make comments. 
 
If a hearing session is to be held, the rules set out in the schedule to the regulations 
will apply.   
 
Regulation 9 provides that if the Scottish Ministers propose to take into consideration 
any new evidence that was not obtained through the process for written 
representations or hearing sessions, they must not reach a decision on the appeal 
without giving the community transfer body and the relevant authority an opportunity 
to comment on that evidence.   
 
Regulation 10 provides that the Scottish Ministers must give notice of their decision 
to the community transfer body and the relevant authority. 
 
Regulations 17, 18 and 19 make general provisions about further copies of 
documents, the contact address for the community transfer body and electronic 
communications. 
 
Part 4 of the regulations deals with an application for a direction to extend the time 
allowed to conclude a contract.  Under regulation 11, the community transfer body’s 
application must include details of the steps taken by the community transfer body 
and the relevant authority to agree a contract, and to agree a longer period to 
conclude it, and must state the period which the community transfer body considers 
should be specified in the direction.  Regulation 12 requires the community transfer 
body to copy the application to the relevant authority, who may send comments to 
the Scottish Ministers and the community transfer body.  The Scottish Ministers may 
seek further representations or information, following the procedures in Part 3 and 
Part 6 of the regulations.  
 
Part 5 of the regulations deals with an application for a direction to require a relevant 
authority to conclude a contract, following an appeal under section 83(6).  Under 
regulation 14, the community transfer body’s application must include details of the 
steps taken by the community transfer body and the relevant authority to conclude a 
contract and the community transfer body’s reasons why a direction should be given, 
and must state the period within which the community transfer body considers the 
contract should be concluded.  Regulation 15 requires the community transfer body 
to copy the application to the relevant authority, who may send comments to the 
Scottish Ministers and the community transfer body.  The Scottish Ministers may 
seek further representations or information, following the procedures in Part 3 and 
Part 6 of the regulations. 
 
Consultation 
 
Draft regulations were developed with a steering group of public sector and 
community sector stakeholders, and a public consultation was carried out from 17 
March to 20 June 2016.  Details of the consultation and responses are available at 
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https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-
procedures  
 
The majority of respondents were content with the proposed regulations.  However, 
a substantial minority suggested that a panel should be appointed to consider these 
appeals, and the regulations have been changed to require this.  90% of 
respondents agreed that third party representations should not be allowed.  A 
substantial majority also agreed that documents should not be published, although 
some suggested that summary information might be published after the appeal was 
concluded.  There was no consensus on any other changes to be made to the 
regulations.   
  
Impact Assessments 
  
Screening has been carried out and concluded that no impact assessments are 
required, as these regulations have no effect on equality, privacy, children’s rights 
and welfare, or the environment. 
  
Financial Effects  
  
A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) has been completed for 
these regulations and others relating to asset transfer, and is attached.  We do not 
consider that these provisions will lead to any increase in costs for relevant 
authorities or community transfer bodies.   
  
Scottish Government 
Local Government and Communities Directorate 
8 November 2016 

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
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POLICY NOTE 
 

THE ASSET TRANSFER REQUEST (DESIGNATION OF COMMUNITY 
TRANSFER BODIES) (SCOTLAND) ORDER 2016 

 
SSI 2016/361 

 
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 
77(2)(b) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  The instrument is 
subject to negative procedure.  
 
Policy Objectives  
  
A single community organisation may, at different times, want to acquire land 
through different mechanisms.  The Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 
(“the Act”) and the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 (“the 2003 Act”) set out 
eligibility criteria relating to provisions that must be included in a community 
organisation’s constitution or governing documents, for that organisation to use asset 
transfer or community rights to buy.  These provisions are intended to ensure that 
the organisation is controlled by members of the community it represents, and that 
its funds and assets are used to benefit that community.   
 
The criteria for asset transfer and for community rights to buy are similar, but not 
identical.  As a consequence, it is not possible to produce governing documents that 
meet both sets of requirements.  The purpose of this Order is to resolve that issue, 
by providing that any organisation whose constitution meets the requirements of the 
Land Reform Acts is also eligible to make asset transfer requests.   
 
Under section 79 of the Act, an asset transfer request may be made by a 
“community transfer body”.  Section 77 of the Act provides that a community transfer 
body may be a “community-controlled body”, defined in section 19, or a body, or one 
of a class of bodies, designated by order as a community transfer body.   
 
This order designates two classes of bodies as community transfer bodies.  They are 
defined as bodies falling within certain sections of the 2003 Act.  These sections set 
out the provisions that must be included in the governing documents of bodies that 
wish to use the different community rights to buy: 
 

 Article 2(2)(a) specifies bodies falling within section 34(1), (1A) or (1B) of the 
2003 Act, namely bodies whose constitutions meet the requirements set out in 
those subsections and so may be community bodies for the purposes of the 
community right to buy under Part 2 of the 2003 Act. 

 Article 2(2)(b) specifies bodies whose constitutions meet the requirements set 
out in section 71(1)(a) to (h) of the 2003 Act and so may be crofting 
community bodies for the purposes of the crofting community right to buy 
under Part 3 of the 2003 Act. 
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Section 34(1), (1A) and (1B) relate respectively to requirements for companies 
limited by guarantee, Scottish Charitable Incorporated Organisations and Community 
Benefit Companies.  The requirement in section 34(1)(c), (1A)(c) and (1B)(c) and 
also in section 71(1)(c) that may be disapplied by the Scottish Ministers under 
section 34(2) or 71(2) is the requirement for the constitution of the body to provide 
for a minimum number of members.. 
 
In order to use the community rights to buy there is an additional requirement: the 
Scottish Ministers must give written confirmation that they are satisfied that the main 
purpose of the body is consistent with furthering the achievement of sustainable 
development.  The Order does not require a body to have this confirmation letter to 
be eligible for asset transfer; it will be for each relevant authority to consider whether 
the organisation’s governing documents include the required provisions. 
 
Section 80 of the Act sets out further requirements that must be met for a community 
transfer body to be eligible to make an asset transfer request for the transfer of 
ownership of land.  If a body or class of bodies is designated as a community 
transfer body, the order may provide that they may make asset transfer requests for 
ownership.  Since the classes being designated necessarily relate to community 
bodies seeking ownership of land, article 3 of the Order provides that any body 
falling within these classes may make an asset transfer request for ownership. 
 
Consultation  
 
We have not consulted specifically on this order.  There is a general expectation 
among stakeholders that community bodies such as Development Trusts will be able 
to use both community right to buy and asset transfer.  The designation will have no 
effect on bodies eligible for community right to buy that do not want to pursue asset 
transfer. 
  
Impact Assessments 
  
There are no issues for which impact assessments are required. 
  
Financial Effects  
  
The Minister for Local Government and Housing confirms that no BRIA is necessary 
as the instrument has no financial effects on the Scottish Government, local 
government or on business. 
  
Scottish Government 
Local Government and Communities Directorate 
8 November 2016 
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POLICY NOTE 
 

THE COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT (REGISTERS OF LAND) (SCOTLAND) 
REGULATIONS 2016 

 
SSI 2016/362 

 
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 
94(4) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  The instrument is 
subject to negative procedure.  
 
Policy Objectives  
  
Section 94 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 requires each 
relevant authority to establish, maintain and make available for inspection a register 
of land which, to the best of its knowledge and belief, is owned or leased by the 
authority.  An aim of this is to help community transfer bodies to be aware of what 
land or buildings may be available through asset transfer.   
 
Section 94(4) provides that the Scottish Ministers may make regulations specifying 
land or descriptions of land that a relevant authority need not include in its register.   
However, an asset transfer request may be made for any land owned or leased by a 
relevant authority, even if it is not included in the register.   
 
The Regulations provide that the following descriptions of land need not be included 
in the register: 
 
(a) Roads.  Including all roads would make registers much larger for no purpose, 

as community bodies are unlikely to want to take over roads.  If they do, it is 
usually clear who to approach.  The definition covers pavements, footpaths and 
cycle paths.  

 
(b) Underground railways, together with stations and other land forming part of 

or ancillary to the operation of the railway.  In practice, this applies only to 
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport (SPT), in relation to the Glasgow Subway.  

 
(c) Canals, including towpaths, bridges, reservoirs etc, which are ancillary to the 

operation of the canal.  
(d) Bus stations and associated facilities.   
 
These are facilities that community bodies could not take over in part, as they work 
as part of a single system.  If community bodies are interested in using land 
associated with them, it is usually clear who to approach. 
 
(e) Houses, hostels and lodging-houses.  As with roads, including all houses 

would make registers much larger.  There are also concerns about the privacy of 
tenants and security for accommodation for vulnerable people.  Community 
bodies do not often want to take over houses that are occupied, and special 
arrangements would apply if they wanted to transfer social housing to a new 
landlord.   
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The exclusion does not apply to commercial hostels and lodging houses, such as 
tourist accommodation, or to properties that are surplus to the requirements of 
the relevant authority, which will usually mean they are empty and available for 
sale.  
  

(f) Land used for the supply of drinking water and disposal of waste water, 
and certain reservoirs.  

  
(g) Radio masts for the emergency services network, and ancillary land. 
 
(h) Sites used for covert policing.   
 
The location of these facilities is not published in the interests of national security 
and the prevention and detection of crime. 
 
(i) Souvenir plots.  These are areas of land that are of “inconsiderable size and 

no practical utility” and have never been registered, as described in section 22 of 
the Land Registration (Scotland) Act 2012 

 
(j) Mineral rights owned or leased separately from the land to which they relate.  

The ownership and exercise of such rights is likely to be complex and would 
require significant investigation to put them on a register. 

 
Consultation  
 
Draft Regulations were developed with a steering group of public sector and 
community sector stakeholders, and a public consultation was carried out from 17 
March to 20 June 2016.  Details of the consultation and responses are available at 
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-
procedures  
 
87% of those who responded to the question on registers of land agreed with the 
proposed descriptions of land that need not be included.  A number of responses 
sought clarification on the definitions, which we have considered and addressed 
where necessary. 
 
A separate question asked whether any additional descriptions of land should be 
specified.  A wide range of suggestions were made.  However, it appeared that some 
responses were based on the mistaken belief that excluding types of assets from 
registers would prevent them being subject to an asset transfer request.   
 
As a result of the consultation categories (f) to (j) above were added, and (e) was 
adjusted to remove commercial hostels.  We worked with SPT, Scottish Canals, 
Scottish Water and Police Scotland to confirm the terms of the categories that relate 
to them. 
 
 
 

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/asset-transfer-procedures
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Impact Assessments 
  
There are no issues for which impact assessments are required. 
  
Financial Effects  
  
The Minister for Local Government and Housing confirms that no BRIA is necessary 
as the instrument has no financial effects on the Scottish Government, local 
government or on business. 
  
Scottish Government 
Local Government and Communities Directorate 
8 November 2016 
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POLICY NOTE 
  

THE COMMUNITY PLANNING (LOCALITY PLANNING) (SCOTLAND) 
REGULATIONS 2016 

  
SSI 2016/364 

  
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 9(2) 
of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2016.  It is subject to negative 
procedure.  
  
Policy Objectives  
  
The Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 introduces locality planning in 
respect of community planning for the first time.  The previous Parliament approved 
amendments which Scottish Ministers at the time lodged at Stage 3 to introduce a 
statutory basis for locality planning, including the regulation making power in section 
9(2). 
 
Locality planning has been introduced in recognition that it is at a more local level 
that communities and community bodies can get really engaged in community 
planning where it has most relevance to their lives and circumstances.   It is also at a 
locality planning level where CPPs and their partners can seek to tackle inequalities 
for communities facing disadvantage in particularly well targeted and effective ways, 
enabling positive change to be delivered where it is needed most.  
  
These Regulations are required to enable Community Planning Partners to prepare 
locality plans.  The Act requires every CPP to identify each locality in its area where 
persons residing there experience significantly poorer outcomes which result from 
socio economic disadvantage than those experienced either by people living in other 
areas within that local authority area, or generally across Scotland.  It is for the CPP 
to determine the boundaries for these localities.  As a matter of policy which is set 
out in statutory guidance supporting this Part of the Act (para 148), the CPP should 
do so in a way which ensures that the locality area constitutes a natural community.  
In all cases, however, the locality area must conform with criteria set in these 
Regulations. 
 
The Regulations set the criteria for these purposes, i.e. an electoral ward or a 
geographic area with a population maximum of 30,000.  This population maximum 
has been set to ensure that a locality is small enough to attract local community 
engagement; while being large enough so not to inhibit reasonable discretion by 
CPPs in identifying natural communities in their area to be localities.  Expressly 
permitting CPPs to identify an electoral ward area as a locality ensures this option is 
available to CPPs in instances where the population of a ward approached or 
exceeded 30,000 people.   
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Consultation  
 
Policy officials engaged in extensive pre consultation dialogue about the content of 
this regulation and statutory guidance with a wide range of stakeholders across the 
country, including CPPs, public bodies, third sector and community bodies.   
 
A consultation including questions about our draft Regulations ran from March to 
June 2016.  On locality planning we asked whether the Regulations should set one 
criterion only, a maximum population.  We also asked whether the population 
maximum of 30,000, with an exception for local authority electoral ward where its 
population exceeds that maximum was appropriate.   
 
In a separate question we asked what difference a would it make to how localities 
were identified if the maximum population were set at (a) 25,000 residents or (b) 
20,000 residents.  
 
Respondents to these questions generally favoured our approach which provided 
sufficient detail with the flexibility they were seeking to develop local responses.  As 
a result the proposed Regulations in our consultation remains unchanged.    
 
A list of those who responded and those who have indicated that they are content for 
us to share their responses are available to all via the attached link, 
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/community-planning-
guidance.  It includes full details of responses from CPPs, public bodies, third sector 
and community bodies. 
 
Impact Assessments 
  
A range of impact assessments were conducted as part of the Bill.  These 
Regulations make no difference to these existing assessments therefore no updates 
to these assessments have been conducted.  A template for a Child Rights and 
Welfare Impact Assessment has been completed and is attached.  This assessment 
was not required when the Bill was introduced. 
  
Financial Effects  
  
A Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) has not been completed.  It 
is not anticipated that this regulation will impose any significant additional costs on 
partners due to the local action that is already underway to strengthen community 
planning.  We do not consider that these provisions will lead to any significant 
increase in costs for CPPs or partners. 
 
The Minister for Local Government and Housing confirms that no BRIA is necessary 
as the instrument has no financial effects on the Scottish Government, local 
government or on business. 
 
Scottish Government 
Directorate for Local Government and Communities 
2 November 2016 

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/community-planning-guidance
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/community-planning-guidance
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POLICY NOTE 
 

THE ASSET TRANSFER REQUEST (DESIGNATION OF RELEVANT 
AUTHORITY) (SCOTLAND) ORDER 2017 

 
SSI 2017/xxx 

 
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 
78(3) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  The instrument is 
subject to affirmative procedure.  
 
Policy Objectives  
 
Under section 79 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 (“the Act”), 
an asset transfer request may be made by a community transfer body for any land 
owned or leased by a “relevant authority”.  Schedule 3 of the Act lists a range of 
public bodies as relevant authorities, including the Scottish Ministers.  Scottish 
Ministers may by Order modify that schedule, or designate new relevant authorities. 
 
This order designates Historic Environment Scotland (HES) as a relevant authority, 
so that asset transfer requests can be made for land (including buildings) which it 
owns or leases. 
 
HES is an NDPB created by the Historic Environment Scotland Act 2014 in order to 
undertake functions of its predecessors, Historic Scotland, which was an Executive 
Agency of the Scottish Ministers, and the Royal Commission on the Ancient and 
Historical Monuments of Scotland (RCAHMS). It came into being on 1 October 2015.  
 
Responsibility for the functions of the Scottish Ministers with regard to the Properties 
in their Care, as defined in section 4 of the Historic Environment Scotland Act 2014, 
have been delegated to HES under section 3 of that Act. Properties in Care may be 
owned by the Scottish Ministers or by private individuals or charities, whereas HES 
separately owns or leases ancillary land around some sites, which does not form 
part of the Properties in Care, for purposes such as access, parking and visitor 
services, or to protect the setting of the property.  It also owns offices, workshops etc 
not connected with Properties in Care. Previously, such land was held in the name of 
the Scottish Ministers, but was transferred when HES was created.  Designating 
HES as a relevant authority will bring this land back within the scope of asset 
transfer.  This may be of interest to community bodies who want to take on or 
contribute to the management and promotion of historic sites.   
 
Consultation  
 
There has been no consultation on this designation, as it restores the situation that 
was in place when the Act was passed. 
 
Impact Assessments 
 
This designation has no impact on issues for which impact assessments are 
required.  
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Financial Effects  
 
The Minister for Local Government and Housing confirms that no BRIA is necessary 
as the instrument has no financial effects on the Scottish Government, local 
government or on business.  HES would be involved in advising the Scottish 
Ministers on asset transfer requests in relation to the property it manages on their 
behalf. Adding its own property will not have any additional effects. 
 
Scottish Government 
Local Government and Communities Directorate 
8 November 2016 
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POLICY NOTE 
 
THE COMMUNITY EMPOWERMENT (SCOTLAND) ACT 2015 (COMMENCEMENT 

NO. 4 AND TRANSITORY PROVISION) ORDER 2016 
 

SSI 2016/363 (C. 32) 
 
The above instrument was made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 
145(2) and (3) of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.  The 
instrument is not subject to any Parliamentary procedure.  
 
Policy Objectives  
 
Article 2 provides that Part 2 of the Act, which makes provision in relation to 
community planning, comes into force on 20 December 2016, together with schedule 
1 of the Act which lists the community planning partners.  Some sections of Part 2 
were commenced previously, to allow the Scottish Ministers to make regulations and 
consult on guidance. 
 
Article 3 provides that provisions connected to asset transfer requests will come into 
force on 23 January 2017.  The main provisions are in Part 5 of the Act, and 
schedule 3 lists “relevant authorities” to which requests can be made.  Some 
sections of Part 5 were commenced previously, to allow the Scottish Ministers to 
make regulations and consult on guidance.   
 
Section 19, which defines a “community-controlled body”, is commenced because 
the definition of a “community transfer body”, which can make an asset transfer 
request, depends on it. 
 
Part 6 of the Act amends the meaning of a “community body” in the Forestry Act 
1967, relating to the types of body which can lease land from the Forestry 
Commission for forestry purposes.  The amendments bring the definition closer to 
the requirements for a community controlled body, so that a body which can make 
an asset transfer request for lease would also be able to request delegation of 
forestry functions. 
 
Article 4 provides that the asset transfer report to be published no later than 30 June 
2018 must include information in relation to the period from commencement of Part 5 
on 23 January 2017 to 31 March 2018.  Section 95 requires a relevant authority to 
publish a report for each reporting year beginning on 1 April, setting out the number 
of asset transfer requests received, agreed to, refused, appealed, etc.  This 
transitory provision ensures that any requests received before 1 April 2017 will be 
captured in the report to be published on 30 June 2018.    
  
Scottish Government 
Local Government and Communities Directorate 
8 November 2016 
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Local Government and Communities Committee 
 

11th Meeting 2016 (Session 5), Wednesday 16 November 2016 
 

Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 statutory instruments 

Introduction 

1. The Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 received Royal Assent on 
24 July 2015. The Scottish Government explains that the Act will help empower 
community bodies through the ownership or control of land or buildings and by 
strengthening their voices on decisions about public services.  

2. Nine Scottish Statutory Instruments (SSIs) relating to Part 2 (Community 
Planning) and Part 5 (Asset Transfer Requests) were laid before the Parliament 
on 10 November 2016. Further SSIs relating to Part 3 (Participation Requests) 
are expected to be laid later in the year.  

Local Government and Communities Committee consideration 
 
3. As these instruments are related, the Committee agreed to consider them as a 

package. On its meeting on 16 November 2016, the Committee will hear from 
Development Trusts Association Scotland, Highland Third Sector Interface, the 
Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations, Glenboig Neighbourhood House 
and GNH and Community Central Hall Glasgow. A written submission from 
Glenboig Neighbourhood House and GNH is attached at Annexe A 

4. Health and Social Care Alliance Scotland were invited to give evidence on 16 
November but were unable to attend. It has provided the Committee with a link 
to its submission to the Scottish Government consultation on participation 
requests. The submission can be found at: 

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-
request-regulations/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=810800356.  

Next steps 

5. The Committee expects to continue to take evidence on these SSIs at its 
meeting on 23 November 2016 and will consider them formally at its meeting 
on 30 November 2016. 

  

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-request-regulations/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=810800356
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participation-request-regulations/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=810800356
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ANNEXE A 
 

Submission from Glenboig Neighbourhood House and GNH 
 

Glenboig 
Neighbourhood 

House 
& 

GNH 
Annual Report 

2015-2016 
 
 

 
 

Committed to our community 
today, tomorrow, always 
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Chairperson’s Report 
Welcome to the Glenboig Neighbourhood House and GNH Annual Report which 
summarises the work and activities undertaken by the management committee, staff 
and volunteers over the past year. Condensing the numerous activities, carried out 
on a daily, weekly and annual basis, by all those involved, into a single report is a 
formidable but important challenge: important because the tangible, positive changes 
people from Glenboig make in their lives, by involving themselves in these activities, 
must both be recognised and celebrated. This report focuses on the services 
identified by locals as essential for the life enhancement of toddlers, young and older 
people in the community.  
 
Highlights include the important role played by Glenboig Neighbourhood House and 
GNH in shaping Scottish Government legislation to improve community 
empowerment; this has captured the interest of Cabinet Secretaries and ministers 
who have visited us to take a look for themselves at the many services delivered for 
and by the community. The success of our services is also evidenced by the 
confidence that funders have in us to ensure that vital services are delivered in the 
area; one such example is the Senior Care Project funding from the Big Lottery.  
Applying for funding is an ongoing occupation, and the committee has continued to 
work hard to secure money to deliver an improved community facility which would 
best meet the needs of Glenboig. The committee has implemented policies and 
practices to protect the employees and volunteers who work for Glenboig 
Neighbourhood House and GNH, as well as proposing that Glenboig Neighbourhood 
House and GNH be brought under a Scottish Charitable Incorporated Organisation 
(SCIO); this is to bring all services under one body – at present the management 
committee has to hold separate meetings to deal with Glenboig Neighbourhood 
House and GNH business.  
 
I would like to thank the committee members, staff and volunteers for their huge 
contribution to all aspects of the delivery of services in the area. I also pay tribute 
and thanks to Jack Cantwell who, after many years’ working with us, decided to 
stand down as treasurer; thanks also to Michael McAlinden for the commitment he 
has shown for many years. The community of Glenboig has continued to show great 
perseverance and determination in ensuring that the services delivered are those 
most needed; this is the primary goal of any community organisation – to meet the 
needs and aspirations of the community. 
 
John Wilson 
Chair 
Glenboig Neighbourhood House and GNH. 
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Development Manager’s Report 
When it comes to the Annual Report and I reflect on the work carried out within the 
community over the previous year – representation on boards and committees, 
supporting groups and partnership working with our various partners – the scale of 
delivery hits home. We have one of the most enthusiastic and committed teams 
working for us, and it is testament to their commitment that we make such a positive 
impact. Through consulting with our community, we are driving forward projects and 
regeneration within Glenboig, making it one of the most sought-after places families 
want to live.  
 
Recognition as an anchor organisation, by funders and by the government, has 
dramatically raised our profile within the voluntary sector: through our membership 
with DTA Scotland, I have been invited to deliver presentations in Dunblane and 
Glasgow, showcasing the diversity of activities within our community. We have 
hosted visits from groups as far as Bristol and Edinburgh, all interested in finding out 
about the services we provide.  
 
Organising community events at least four times every year brings local people 
together and boosts community spirit. A highlight was in September, when First 
Minister Nicola Sturgeon visited Glenboig to announce a new energy programme. In 
partnership with local schools, the nursery and the community, we brought around 
150 local people together to enjoy this important event.  
 
The takeover of the Community Centre and Post Office in April 2014 significantly 
expanded our services, and the potential for growth remains huge; consequently, we 
have outgrown the two centres from which we operate. As well as the lack of 
physical space, being based at two distinct hubs is, logistically, very challenging and 
hinders further growth and expansion. This current arrangement does not meet the 
needs of the community, but our staff remain enthusiastic and motivated, and 
despite the practical challenges, they continue to deliver vital services.  
One of our main aims now is to bring all services under one roof, allowing us to 
develop activities for a wider range of people, whilst linking in with the Seven Lochs 
Heritage Project.  
 
I trust the Annual Report gives you a good overview of the activities and services 
delivered this year, and I would like to thank our dedicated board, staff and 
volunteers for their invaluable support throughout the year.    
 
Teresa Aitken                                                           Development Manager     
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Volunteering 
Our volunteers are fundamental to everything we do: from Youth Work to Senior 

Care projects, from the Community Café to our big community events. They are at 

the heart of our work, giving invaluable support in all our services. We continually 

need new volunteers and welcome anyone looking for this kind of opportunity. You 

do not need formal training, although any is welcome; we provide training and 

upskilling where necessary.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

To our volunteers: we sincerely thank you all for freely and generously giving us your 

valuable time and effort this past year. With your continued dedication we can grow 

and benefit the community in all sorts of ways in the year ahead. You are stars – all 

of you! 

 

Training 
Training is a vital service we provide within the community. As outlined in the 

Employability section, we train and upskill participants in initiatives such as CJS and 

BF; we also train community members, in-house groups and social groups outside 

the community. 

The positive impact of our training is exemplified by the remarkable results of the 

computer class we delivered to some of our Senior Care members in the last year: 

they are very much more confident in using computers and are comfortable in 

navigating the internet to keep in touch with friends and family, for example, or to 

shop online. Crucially, this training has engendered a sense of independence, raised 

self-esteem and increased social inclusion in our Senior Care members. 

Employability 
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Over the years, we have been instrumental in securing employment opportunities for 

the long-term unemployed. A key criterion of this initiative is that posts must create 

community benefit, and because we are at the heart of the community, we are 

uniquely positioned to provide such. This makes a real difference both to those who 

gain employment and the community as a whole. 

 

In the past year we have participated in two Government-run initiatives to assist 

people in getting full-time work: Community Jobs Scotland (CJS) and Brighter 

Futures (BF). The numbers of young people employed by us as part of these 

initiatives are 11 young people aged 16 – 19 in CJS; and, 11 people aged 24 and 

over in BF. These people have gained valuable skills and work experience from 

being involved in our projects such as Youth Work, Catering, Administration, 

Community Gardening and Senior Care. A measure of the success of the initiatives 

is that many of the participants go on to gain full-time employment because of their 

time with us. 

                                
 

In an educational project named Sail, 3 young people aged 15-17, who were having 

a difficult time at school or at home, were given the opportunity to work with us for a 

short time; this helped them build routine and structure in their lives and introduced 

them to the world of work. 
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Community Café 

 

 
 

We provide fresh, nutritious food for our Café customers and our Meals Delivery 

Service; the service ensures that older people and their carers who cannot travel can 

still access the same food, and we deliver lunches and dinners six days a week. 

 

                                          
 

Our café also supplies in-house training to staff such as cookery, and health and 

hygiene courses. Young people train there as part of the D. of E. Award or the North 

Lanarkshire Challenge, and CJS and BF participants train there too. The café is a 

social hub for both its customers and certain social groups: the Men’s group meet 

every Tuesday for lunch and subsequently participate in various activities, trips and 

visits. On Wednesdays, many of our Village Autumn group meet in the Café for lunch 

before going on to their own activities. Throughout the year, there have been several 

occasions where our catering facilities have enhanced community events: on our 

Gala Day last year, which attracted over 2400 people, our Community Café tea tent 

Community Café – Annual  numbers  

 Adults 65> <16 Total 
Apr 2015/Mar 2016 

 
3511 1220 464 5195 
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was a main attraction. Other events that have benefitted from our outside catering 

have been the Halloween Walk, the Burns Supper, the Christmas Fair and the Tea 

Dances. 

 

Community Transport 
During the past year, our Community Transport has been well used by many within 

our community and further afield, as summarised in the table below.  

 
Total Passengers Children Older People Disabled Carers 

14,923 5508 6883 1399 1133 

 

   

We have two minibuses, a van and a car which give us flexibility when meeting the 

needs of our groups. For our Village Autumn Group, we operate a minibus door-to-

door pick-up service to transport them to and from all activities and services if 

required. Convenient and efficient, the minibus service importantly increases social 

inclusion in our older people. Our helpers are trained in Passenger Assist, giving 

passengers peace of mind whenever they travel. 

 

Groups for young people also greatly benefit from Community Transport: the Jelly 

Bean Club members are collected at the local primary schools, which form a joint 

campus, and ferried safely to our Community Centre; our minibuses are also widely 

used by the playschemes we run during school holidays. Our Community Transport 
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Programme, run within the guidelines of SPT, continues to be a considerable asset 

used by us and other nearby social groups. 

Big Community Events 
With around 400 new houses built in the last few years alone, the population of 

Glenboig and the surrounding village areas (there are five settlements in all) has 

increased dramatically. There is still undeniably, however, a genuine sense of 

community spirit which we have helped nurture. Every year we run four big annual 

community events designed to encourage the community to come together, have a 

feeling of belonging and enjoy themselves. 

 

We started last year’s events fairly quietly, with the 

Easter Bunny popping up everywhere over the course 

of a massive Easter egg hunt. The children had lots of 

fun searching around the Village Park to find their 

prizes. Refreshments and other games and 

entertainment were provided in the Community Centre 

for everyone who took part. A huge thanks again to our fantastic volunteers who 

helped make the event a huge success.  

 

Despite heavy rain throughout, our Gala Day, last June, attracted around 1100 
visitors of all ages who enjoyed the day’s amusements which included the Gala 

Parade; music; dancing and martial arts displays; games; a variety of stalls; bouncy 

castles; the Tea Tent; the fun fair; races; a disco; and face painting. We are very 

fortunate to have our own Village Park (designed and built by the community) where 

the Gala Day takes place each year 

 

. 
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Each October we host our scary Halloween Walk 

which is a big draw mainly for families who live 

nearby. Last year over 440 people were ‘scared to 

bits’ thanks to all the hard work of our children’s 

and young peoples’ groups who did the art work, 

planning and acting in the tableaux. Thanks to our 

wonderful volunteers who helped in so many different ways, and also to our café’s 

outside catering and our stewards and walk leaders; we all had a fantastic time.  

 

 In December we ushered in Christmas with the 

lighting of the Christmas tree, and Santa Claus 

made a dramatic entrance at the cenotaph and 

was followed by the children to the Community 

Centre which was full of Christmas music, fun, 

food and good cheer. The crowd who filled the 

hall was in great spirits and everyone really 

enjoyed themselves with the children receiving a free gift from Santa. 

 

Consultation 
Consulting with the community is a key element in all our projects. A current, prime 

example of this is the consultation that took place a few months ago over several 

weeks: the Coalfields Regeneration Trust worked with us in targeting as many local 

residents as possible to ask what their vision is for Glenboig Neighbourhood House 

and their community for the next five years. The outcome of this consultation will 

form a five-year Community Action Plan. A steering group was set up to work with 

Coalfields; over 175 families took part in the door-to-door consultation and many 

people took part through our projects and drop-in groups. 

 

The residents were asked to comment on: 

 likes and dislikes of where we live 

 priority concerns 

 actions they would like to see taken to deal with these concerns 

 any other visions for the future 



LGC/S5/16/11/2 

11 
 

The responses are currently being collated, and our Action Plan will be completed 

soon; but, even before the analysis is complete, it is clear that residents appreciate 

the important role played by Glenboig Neighbourhood House and GNH; they are 

also very enthusiastic about our vision of a purpose-built Community Hub. 
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Senior Care Project 
 
This year has been a momentous one for our Senior Care Project (SCP) in many 

different ways, but perhaps the most notable is our securing five years’ funding from 

the Big Lottery. This gives us the support and stability to plan ahead, knowing that 

the service we provide will go from strength to strength. 

 

                          
Various challenges can affect older people especially: social isolation; health or 

mobility issues; and feeling safe and secure at home. A robust SCP is essential to 

meet these challenges head on, making it one of our most important projects in the 

community. Our project provides a multifaceted service including Telephone 

Wellbeing Calls; the Men’s Group; the Village Autumn Group; the Craft and Bowling 

Group; and Digital Inclusion – these are supported by our dependable, caring staff 

and volunteers who also help provide Community Transport, Gardening/Handyman 

services, Meals Delivery and any other assistance as needed. The high demand for 

these services is reflected in some of the following examples: 

 

 Between September 2015 and May 2016, over 6400 outbound calls were 

made by us through the Health and Wellbeing Service. 

 Over the past year, more than 135 older people from Glenboig and the 

surrounding areas regularly accessed the services above from our SCP. 
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 During this year, 65 older people, including those with greater needs, have 

taken part in three five-day respite breaks. 

           
We are always aware that an element of fun should be a large component in much of 

what we do, and in addition to everything above, this past year has seen many tea 

dances; days out; special celebrations such as the Burns Supper and Christmas 

Dinner; intergenerational activities; theatre visits and much more. 

 

Owing to our success as the Host Organisation in the Coatbridge area for Reshaping 

Care for Older People (RCOP), on the 14th April this year we were chosen to 

spearhead a new project to improve Health and Social Integration in the Community. 

This is an honour – a recognition of our ongoing hard work to improve the lives of 

older people within our community. 

 

Children and Young People 
 

We work with children and young people in the area 

from pre-school upwards to late teens. We have had a 

very successful year in all our youth projects where our 

main outcomes remain those of building confidence and 

self-esteem and increasing social inclusion.  

 

All our programmes are designed to complement the 

Curriculum for Excellence, and they always have a 

sense of fun and enjoyment. This work comprises a 

comprehensive Youth Provision within our community:  
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 We run youth clubs for all ages, including pre-school to primary 3.  

 The Jelly Bean Club – where we pick children up after school, then, they can 

relax, enjoy activities and a snack and after two hours are collected by their 

parents. 

 Our North Lanarkshire Challenge and D. of E. are very successful, giving 

participants a sense of progression and achievement. 

 We provide catering training and cycle maintenance and practice. 

 Our young people enjoy playschemes, residentials, days away and physical 

activities, such as Forest School throughout the year. 

 We are continually conscious of the issues facing young people and address 

these in our Issues-Based Work where appropriate. 

                                               
 

One of our funders this year for Youth Provision was the Cattanach Trust. The 

project supported by this funding helped us allow parents, carers, grandparents and 

their children to enjoy time together and increase confidence and interpersonal skills 

through the medium of music; children and adults benefitted greatly from this 

experience. Another positive outcome from this funding was the Healthy Cooking 

and Eating sessions which encouraged children and adults to enjoy the preparation 

of food whilst making it fun; we continually promote healthy eating for life, and this 

funding has gone a long way to that end. 

 

Our senior youth worker funded through BBC childen in need supports a team of 

sessional workers who work with children and young school from pre school 

upwards.  
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Our Young Start funding was instrumental in allowing us to build three main projects 

for our young people: 

 

 Drama programmes: these helped build confidence, skills and physical fitness 

while interacting and working with each other, staff and volunteers. This 

outcome played a huge part in our annual Halloween Walk last October. 

 Our Cycle Maintenance Club: this also benefitted from this tranche of funding, 

which encouraged young people to use their bikes to and from school, while 

buddying up with older young people. Children learned basic cycle 

maintenance and those who were about to start high school mixed with those 

already there, providing a perfect opportunity for friendships to develop. 

 Get Cooking: these eight-week cooking programmes have been very popular, 

teaching young people to cook healthily on a budget. Subjects covered 

include basic kitchen safety; health and hygiene; and nutrition. All of these 

have given them the skills to improve their health and wellbeing. 

176 people participated in these project activities, and 167 achieved the 

outcomes. Many of the participants used the experience as part of their North 

Lanarkshire Challenge or D. of E. Award to complete their Service to the 

Community section. 

 

GNH Income Generation 
New and viable ideas form an essential part of our potential to generate income, and 

one which has recently taken root is the sale of administration services. Self-

employed clients might wish to outsource their admin work, for example, and our 

services particularly suit small business owners within the community or further 

afield. For a monthly fee, agreed with the client, we offer a range of services.  

 

We sell confectionary and juice in the Tuck Shop within the Community Centre 

where we also currently have 9 local entrepreneurs who sell their products; this 

directly connects local small businesses with their local clientele, as well as 

generating a 10% commission on sales for GNH. 
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A substantial source of income is the hiring out of the hall in the Community Centre 

to various local clubs and groups; their activities include taekwondo, Metafit, junior 

football and Irish dancing. One feature of this proving particularly successful is the 

hosting of children’s parties for which, in addition to providing the venue, we offer a 

‘catering and entertainment’ package. 

 

Fruit and Veg 
Our fruit and veg initiative within our Community Centre gives people easy access to 

nutritious food at a significantly lower cost than in local shops and supermarkets. We 

are continuing to build on this project and strive to provide seasonal produce to meet 

the demands of our community. This service is a great success, used not only by 

local residents but by people from the surrounding areas. 

 

         

Local Grocery 
The grocery has the essentials that everyone eventually forgets to buy during their 

main shopping trip. From sugar to shampoo or tea to toilet roll, people can travel a 
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short distance from their door to the grocery to get that one item they forgot, but 

need right now. This is a very popular service which changes and grows in response 

to demand: we regularly take customers’ suggestions on board to expand our range 

of products. 

                         

Post Office 

Our Post Office, installed in the Community Centre, is an integral service attracting 

not only local people but those from nearby districts. It has also become part of a 

social focus due its proximity to the grocery, the fruit and veg counter, the main office 

and the hall entrance. The closure of the previous Post Office over two years ago in 

March 2014 was a blow to the community and surrounding districts, but we are 

happy that, after taking it over, not only have we maintained full Post Office services, 

but we have grown the business which continues to provide an essential service to 

the community. Taking over the Post Office has also created a number of jobs for 

local people. 

 

Website and Facebook Page 
We are developing our website and Facebook page to help keep the community 

informed, for consultation purposes and to help members keep in touch. This is set 

to grow – watch this space! 
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Community Centre 
The Scottish Government funding (Strengthening Communities, distributed through 

DTA Scotland) helps staff our Post Office and has given us a measure of stability in 

this project. We have been working over the last few years with North Lanarkshire 

Council to take over the Community Centre as a whole through the Asset Transfer 

Policy and are grateful for their financial contribution so far. 
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Local Government and Communities Committee 
 

11th Meeting 2016 (Session 5), Wednesday 16 November 2016 
 

Draft Scottish Government Budget Scrutiny 2017-18 

Introduction 
 
1. The Local Government and Communities Committee has responsibility for 

scrutinising the Scottish Government’s draft budget in relation to Local 
Government and Housing spending. Following its scrutiny, the Committee 
reports any findings to the Finance and Constitution Committee who in turn 
report to the Parliament. 

Local Government and Communities Committee budget consideration 
 
2. Given that the Scottish Government’s draft Budget 2017/18 and associated 

documents are not expected to be published until 15 December and the 
Committee is required to report to the Finance and Constitution Committee by 
13 January, the time available for the Local Government and Communities 
Committee to take evidence on the budget is limited. The Committee has 
therefore agreed to undertake pre-budget scrutiny looking back at what has 
actually been spent in 2015/16 and (to the extent possible) 2016/17. 

3. The Finance and Constitution Committee wrote to all subject Committees on 26 
October 2016 providing an update on its evidence sessions on possible 
scenarios for the Scottish budget which have been published by the Fraser of 
Allander Institute. It also provides an update on the tri-partite review group 
which has been set up to examine the budget process following the devolution 
of further powers in the Scotland Act 2012 and the Scotland Act 2016.  

4. In addition, the letter asks subject Committees to address the following issues 
in their submission to the Finance and Constitution Committee: 

 The impact of the timing of the publication of Draft Budget 2017/18 on 
our scrutiny of Draft Budget 2017/18; 

 The usefulness of the material which the Cabinet Secretary has 
provided in advance of the publication of the draft budget in informing 
our budget scrutiny; 

 The usefulness of the performance reporting material in informing a 
shift towards a more outcomes based focus to budget scrutiny as set 
out in the guidance to subject committees.  

5. The letter from the Finance and Constitution Committee can be viewed here: 
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http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S5_Public_Audit/2016.10.26_Convener_Fina
nce_Committee_to_Subject_Committees.pdf 

6. The Committee held an evidence session with Local Government stakeholders 
on 9 November. At the meeting on 16 November, the Committee will hold a 
second session with housing stakeholders. 

7. The issues raised in both sessions will then inform the evidence sessions with 
the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and the Constitution (on the Local 
Government aspect of the budget) and Minister for Local Government and 
Housing (on the housing aspect of the budget), following the publication of the 
draft budget and associated documents. 

8. The Committee held a call for evidence which closed on 28 October 2016. The 
call for evidence and responses can be viewed here: 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/10
0918.aspx 

9. SPICe has compiled a summary of responses, which is available as a separate 
paper LGC/S5/16/11/5  

Next Steps 
 
10. At its meeting on 16 November 2016, the Committee is due to hear from 

Homes for Scotland, the Scottish Federation of Housing Associations, Glasgow 
and West of Scotland Forum of Housing Associations, the Association of Local 
Authority Chief Housing Officers, New Gorbals Housing Association, Horizon 
Housing Association and Professor Kenneth Gibb, Policy Scotland, University 
of Glasgow. Written submissions provided from those attending this session are 
attached at Annexe A.   

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S5_Public_Audit/2016.10.26_Convener_Finance_Committee_to_Subject_Committees.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S5_Public_Audit/2016.10.26_Convener_Finance_Committee_to_Subject_Committees.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/100918.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/100918.aspx
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ANNEXE A 
Written Submission from Homes for Scotland 

 
Homes for Scotland (HFS) welcomes the opportunity to provide the Scottish 
Parliament’s Local Government and Communities Committee views on the Scottish 
Government’s draft budget for 2017-18.  
 
Our response will focus on the Committee’s call for evidence on the Scottish 
Government’s target to build 50,000 affordable new homes over the next five years.  
 
HFS Chief Executive Nicola Barclay has also accepted the invitation to participate in 
the round table evidence session focused on housing on 16 November.  
 
Housing Supply Budget  
 
Question 5  
 
How well the centrally managed funding programmes are managed, what 
outcomes they deliver and do they represent value for money?  
 
Our direct experience is with the management of the Help to Buy (Scotland) (HTB) 
funding which has been patchy since its introduction. The funding ran out early in 
2014/15 and 2015/16 which meant the scheme experienced a stop/start which had 
an effect on market behaviour and the confidence of builders. This is in contrast to 
the scheme in England where funding was committed for a number of years which 
gave the industry confidence to open up sites and customers the confidence that the 
purchase was not urgent and they could save and plan accordingly. This helpfully 
resulted in less distortion in purchasing trends through the HTB scheme in England.  
In 2016 3 years of funding was committed (all be it with new scheme criteria with a 
cap in house prices and reduced max equity available) and this was welcomed to 
avoid a repeat of the above. However whilst we are working closely with the Scottish 
Government on monitoring the scheme, we do have concerns that the levels of 
funding will not be adequate to support sales through the years going forward.  
 
Also to reduce demand on the budget new price caps are to be introduced in 
2017/18 and 2018/19 and we have concerns about the coverage of the scheme 
going forward. The Scottish Government’s aim is to tail off the scheme but if this is to 
happen we would still like to see the scheme available throughout the country as it 
happens, as opposed to concentrated in certain sites where the lower price cap 
remains viable such as in Glasgow.  
 
In terms of value for money the funding for HTB does more than support those 
customers who qualify. It gives confidence to builders to open up new sites and drive 
forward with build programmes which will also result in the delivery of affordable 
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homes. Without this confidence production could slow. In addition to this a benefit of 
HTB from a housing supply budget point of view is that the money invested in 
people’s homes will be returned to the Scottish Government at a point in the future, 
along with any associated valuation growth.  
 
To what extent are the innovative funding packages leading to a change in the 
way affordable housing is being delivered? (information on innovative 
financing is available on the Scottish Government website at this link.  
 
Home builders would wish to provide affordable housing units over a mix of tenures 
but local authority policy is by and large highly weighted towards providing social 
rent. We believe that innovative funding packages have in recent years resulted in 
greater variety and creativity in the delivery of affordable housing and we welcome 
this.  
 
There is more than one type of affordable housing and to help developments happen 
private home builders, RSLs and others have brought forward mid market rent units, 
shared equity, discounted home ownership (i.e. golden share) etc. Not everyone in 
housing need in Scotland requires or wants a social rented unit. This can be 
demonstrated by the high levels of demand evidenced for mid market rented 
developments.  
 
The extent to which the centrally managed funds support development of the 
appropriate mix of affordable housing to meet housing needs (such as mid-
market rent as compared with social rent or private rent))?  
 
See comment above.  
 
Question 6  
 
To what extent do the Resource Planning Assumption and the Strategic Local 
Planning Agreements processes effectively enable local housing needs to be 
prioritised and resourced?  
 
Despite slippage in programmes and projects having RSL support, builders have 
encountered local authority unwillingness to add “shovel ready” affordable housing 
projects to SHIP’s/Programmes. This is hampering the delivery of affordable homes 
as it means Scottish Government subsidy cannot be secured.  
 
We would like to see more flexibility in the resource planning to allow new 
developments to come forward and be in a position to provide the affordable housing 
required in a timely manner.  
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Some projects contained in SHIPs are blocked for a variety of reasons and if another 
project can deliver then it should be replaced. Whilst it is helpful that the Local 
Authority identifies priorities, they must work much closer with the private sector to 
ensure money is allocated in the right places. Flexibility is the key to delivery in an 
ever changing market.  
 
We would also suggest a cascade mechanism/structure that easily allows other 
forms of affordable housing to be considered where there is no funding available for 
social rented units.  
 
Furthermore, we would suggest that an affordable housing credit system be 
considered where it is possible to deliver more affordable units on one site if for 
viability reasons they can then deliver less on another. This works in Perth & 
Kinross, Moray and Aberdeenshire and we would be keen to see this flexibility rolled 
out throughout the country.  
 
Finally, despite our calls to increase flexibility within the plans to respond to changes, 
we see a long term funding horizon as essential for all stakeholders to plan 
accordingly. Annual budgeting would not be helpful to anyone.  
 
Question 7  
 
We seek written responses on whether the increased subsidy levels will 
support new housing developments; and in particular whether the flexibility in 
subsidies will improve the provision of housing for older people or for people 
with particular needs.  
 
The lower grant levels on offer in recent years were problematic in terms of 
managing the impact in both labour and material costs within the industry. Feedback 
from our members suggests that the increase grant levels were welcomed and 
should, going forward, help affordable housing schemes stack up financially.  
 
This however should not stop innovation and as a sector we should continually look 
at ways that efficiencies in delivery can be increased. For example, through 
procurement routes with the introduction of a standard product range. Feedback 
from our home building members suggests that at the moment there is a different 
design brief and expectation of finished product for every new affordable scheme, 
RSL or Council. This it could be argued does not result in the best use of money.  
 
We agree that additional subsidy levels should help deliver higher cost projects such 
as those for elderly, disabled, those with ‘green’ credentials and those in rural 
locations where build costs could be higher. The additional subsidy should be kept 
under review to ensure it is enough to help cover additional costs. 
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Question 8  
 
Do you have any other comments to make about the outcomes the Scottish 
Government seeks from its Housing Supply Budget and how it delivers those 
outcomes?  
 
Infrastructure Loan Fund  
 
We understand that the Infrastructure Loan Fund is funded from Financial 
Transactions. We wonder whether further funding could be allocated within the 
housing supply budget to maximise its impact and help unlock sites to deliver much 
needed new homes. This financial year £50m was allocated to the loan fund. Whilst 
this was welcomed the financing of infrastructure is one of the biggest blockers to the 
delivery of new homes and we would like the Scottish Government to offer further 
support. Education provision for example could not be included in the fund given its 
financial limits. The ability of builders to fund the provision of education, particularly 
high schools, is blocking the delivery of housing across the country. Whilst the 
housing developments could potentially afford to contribute towards the funding of 
education, home builders are unable to afford to do this upfront and a facility such as 
the Infrastructure Loan Fund could go a long way to make the difference if its lending 
ability was increased.  
 
Build to Rent Private Rented Sector  
 
The Scottish Government is currently exploring the use of a Rental Income 
Guarantee to provide some financial security to investors to come to Scotland and 
deliver purpose built, quality, professionally managed PRS developments in what is 
currently a market in its infancy. Whilst it is a guarantee scheme we expect it will 
require some form of provisioning within the housing supply budget and we would be 
keen for the Scottish Parliament to offer its support to its introduction.  
 
General comments  
 
In closing we would like to take the opportunity to remind the Committee of the 
importance of increasing the supply of all housing tenures. The Scottish 
Government’s ambitious target to deliver 50k affordable homes during this 
Parliamentary term will be absolutely reliant on an increased supply of homes within 
the private sector.  
 
Whilst this response is focused on the housing supply budget, it is very important to 
note that there are other significant factors that can hamper delivery. The delivery of 
affordable homes will encounter the same challenges to delivery as those in the 
private sector, such as planning, building warrant approvals and skill shortages. We 
would be happy to share further information on the challenges of delivery to the 
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Committee. It is absolutely crucial that improvements to the system are made if 
much needed new homes are to be built. 
  



LGC/S5/16/11/4 

8 
 

Submission from the Scottish Federation of Housing Associations 
 
WHO WE ARE 
 
The SFHA leads, represents and supports housing associations and co-operatives 
throughout Scotland. We want to see a thriving housing association and co-operative 
sector providing sustainable and affordable homes.  
 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The SFHA welcomes the Scottish Government commitment to build 50,000 
affordable homes over the next 5 years, with 35,000 for social rent.  
 
This responds in large measure to research commissioned by SFHA and other 
housing bodies which found that, in order to meet outstanding housing need, 
Scotland needs to build 60,000 new houses, that is 12,000 new homes in each of the 
next 5 years1.  
 
We note, however, that 50,000 will be a challenging target for the sector, as only 
30,000 affordable homes were built in the previous 5 year period. This needs to 
borne in mind when scrutinising the housing budget. Increases in grant levels, and a 
planned investment programme will provide the assurance that housing associations 
need be able to plan to increase the supply of affordable housing.  
 

 Other factors will be at least as important if the Scottish Government 50,000 
homes target is to be achieved 

 Access to affordable land 
 People with the skills to plan and build the homes 
 A planning system that supports the development of homes where they are 

needed 
 A way to fund infrastructure so that sites are ready to be developed 
 Support from utilities 
 Strategic partnerships between councils and housing associations 

 
It is important to keep social housing rents at a level which is affordable to employed 
people on low incomes – if capital grant is cut then rents need to be increased to 
make up the shortfall.  The uplift to the benchmarks for funding affordable rented 
housing, implemented in April 2016, is therefore welcome. 
 
Housing associations also work to provide housing for people with particular needs 
and older people.  It is early in the 5 year programme to comment in detail on 

                                            
1SFHA, CIH and Shelter Scotland ( Powell et al September 2015); Affordable Housing Need in 
Scotland available at 
http://scotland.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/1190871/7909_Final_Housing_Needs_Rese
arch.pdf accessed 24th October 2016  

http://scotland.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/1190871/7909_Final_Housing_Needs_Research.pdf
http://scotland.shelter.org.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/1190871/7909_Final_Housing_Needs_Research.pdf
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progress to build 50,000 homes and to provide housing for people with particular 
needs.   
 
SFHA is engaging in a number of areas to work with members and the Scottish 
Government to increase the supply of affordable housing - including the review of 
planning, discussions on a vacant land tax, running events to help associations 
partner and collaborate, and providing a procurement advice service.   
 
MAIN REPORT 
 
General Comment 
 
We believe it is right that the majority of the Housing Supply Budget is for the AHSP 
which provides affordable rented housing for those in greatest need. The Scottish 
Government’s commitment to increase affordable housing supply to 50,000 over the 
next 5 years, with 75% of those homes for affordable rent, is welcome.  
Increasing the delivery of affordable rented housing will however be a challenge as 
previous cuts to the AHSP has led to a loss of development skills in the sector and a 
reduction in the number of housing associations developing homes.   
 
SFHA is working with Scottish Government to look at the challenges that need to be 
overcome to increase housing supply, and we plan a further event shortly to 
showcase joint working and collaboration and to match associations who can work 
together to deliver more affordable homes.  We are also engaged in a number of 
other pieces of work (detailed in our answer to Question 8) to help housing 
associations build more homes for social rent.  
 
Our view of the centrally managed funds is that shared equity housing and 
innovations such as LAR and NHT have a role to play in providing mid market 
housing.  These forms of housing meet the needs of people unlikely to be housed in 
social housing but whose needs are not met by the market, and can help to 
regenerate areas and provide sustainable, mixed tenure communities.  These 
initiatives also have the advantage of using financial transactions money that flow 
from the UK Government a result of the Barnett formula – the 2015/16 Housing 
Supply budget received a £64 million boost in October 2014 of Barnett 
consequentials that were used to support these initiatives .   
 
The Home Owner Support Fund makes a significant contribution to supporting home 
owners in financial difficulty to remain in their own homes, preventing homelessness 
and associated problems.  Housing associations have played a significant role in 
this, converting homes to shared ownership or affordable rent.  
 
We have not answered questions 1-4 as they relate to local government funding. 
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QUESTION 5: IN PARTICULAR WE WANT TO HEAR YOUR VIEWS ON: 
How well the centrally managed funding programmes are managed, what 
outcomes they deliver and do they represent value for money?  
 
To what extent are the innovative funding packages leading to a change in the 
way affordable housing is being delivered?  
 
The extent to which the centrally managed funds support development of the 
appropriate mix of affordable housing to meet housing needs (such as mid-
market rent as compared with social rent or private rent)?  
 
As stated in our introductory remarks, independent research has been demonstrated 
that there is significant unmet need for affordable rented housing.  This is provider 
(mainly) by housing associations, with a significant minority supplied through local 
authority housebuilding programmes.  While initiatives such as NHT, LAR and others 
innovations have an important role to play in meeting the needs of people unable to 
have their needs met by the market, they do not contribute to the supply of 
affordable rented housing and so while they have a role to play we believe the lion’s 
share of the funding should continue to be to the AHSP to support those in greatest 
need. 
 
We understand that these programmes are generally well managed and meet an 
identified need. The mix of housing is about right with the majority being for 
affordable rent with other funds supporting tenure diversification and providing 
housing for people whose needs are not met by the market.    
  
Question 6: To what extent do the Resource Planning Assumption and the 
Strategic Local Planning Agreements processes effectively enable local 
housing needs to be prioritised and resourced? 
 
We understand that the Resource Planning Assumption (RPA), coupled with 
Strategic Housing Investment Plans will help enable local housing priorities to be 
met. While it is not possible to comment in detail on these for 2017/18 as the RPAs 
have yet to be published, we have been working closely with Scottish Government, 
members and the Association of Local Authority Chief Housing Officers (ALACHO) 
to look at capacity to deliver 50,000 affordable homes and to identify where support 
is needed to deliver additional homes. 
 
 We also understand that there is likely to be a budget with RPAs for the next 3 years 
– we believe that this is necessary in order to enable local authorities and housing 
associations to plan to increase supply and work to meet needs. 
 
Increasing the benchmark for affordable rent was a necessary, evidence-based step 
to enable housing associations to increase the supply of affordable rented housing. 
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The SFHA was an integral part of the Scottish Government Subsidy Review Group 
that in June 2015 recommended a higher level of grant, and we gathered evidence 
from a large number of members indicating the need for increased benchmarks to 
cover the cost of development and enable housing associations to invest.   Providing 
50,000 affordable homes for rent will be a challenge and to do this, based on 
evidence collected from our members, we need the increased grant rates.  The 
report of the Subsidy Working Group explains the need for higher grant levels to 
meet development costs and support housing delivery2. 
 
Question 7: We seek written responses on whether the increased subsidy 
levels will support new housing developments; and in particular whether the 
flexibility in subsidies will improve the provision of housing for older people or 
for people with particular needs.  
 
We believe that the recently increased subsidy levels will support new developments 
for affordable rent – members tell us that either they are now able to increase their 
development programmes, or start developing again, now that the benchmarks are 
closer to reflecting the cost of development.  While we are early in the 5 year 
programme to build 50,000 homes and the increase will be gradual as the 
development of housing has a long lead-in period, evidence from members tells us 
that development activity has increased. 
 
On the development of housing for older people or people with particular needs, the 
Subsidy Working Group recommended a separate fund for special needs housing – 
the recommendation was not accepted but the Scottish Government stated instead 
that there should be greater flexibility in funding projects above the benchmark grant 
levels. 
 
While several housing associations have plans for this type of accommodation it is 
early to say whether increased benchmarks will lead to significantly more new 
housing for people with particular needs.  
 
We will continue to work with members and government to see if significantly more 
housing is being developed to meet those needs. 
 
QUESTION 8 – ANY OTHER POINTS/ COMMENTS 
 
Scrutiny of the Housing Supply Budget is important now and in future., While the 
SFHA welcomes both the boosted 5 year target, the increased HAG benchmark and 
the commitment to significant investment, other significant factors could impact on 
the ability of housing associations to increase the supply of affordable housing.   

                                            
2 Scottish Government (June 2015); Report of Subsidy Working Group – available at 
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0048/00482578.pdf accessed 24th October 2016  

http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0048/00482578.pdf
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These include as outlined at the outset 
 

 Infrastructure, 
 Skills – of housing association staff, local government for approvals and the 

construction industry 
 Supply of affordable land 

 
The Scottish Government is working hard with the SFHA and other bodies in the 
sector to work towards the 50,000 homes target but it will be a significant challenge. 
The SFHA has engaged in the Planning Review, taken part in discussions on a 
charge on derelict and vacant land, facilitated workshops for developers by Scottish 
Water and responded to a consultation on funding infrastructure for housing – all 
with the aim of increasing the supply of affordable housing.  
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The SFHA welcomes the Scottish Government’s commitment to invest £3bn in 
housing to provide 50,000 affordable homes over the next 5 years. 
 
Increases in the 2016/17 AHSP budget, and the recent rise in grant benchmarks to 
reflect the costs of building homes for affordable rents can only help housing 
associations increase housing supply and contribute to meeting the target. 
 
Proposals to provide 3 year RPAs should also assist longer term planning so that 
housing associations can help to increase the supply of new affordable homes. 
 
As noted above, however, factors other than finance will have an impact on the 
number of affordable homes delivered – these include access to affordable land, 
skills and capacity, the development of strategic partnerships, a responsive and 
supportive planning system and the delivery of infrastructure. 
 
The SFHA will continue to work with our members, the Scottish Government, local 
authorities and other partners to create the conditions that allow 50,000 affordable 
homes to be delivered across Scotland in the next 5 years. 
 
POST SCRIPT – IMPACT OF UK SOCIAL SECURITY CHANGES 
 
We consider that the SG, in this budget and in all its budgets from now on, will have 
to take a much more robust, well planned and accurately calculated approach to 
addressing the impact in Scotland of social security changes that the UK 
Government has made and which could have a deleterious effect on social housing.  
The obvious example is the impact of the ‘bedroom tax’, which the Scottish 
Government has, of course, committed to mitigating, but of equally gravity will be the 
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effect of the application of the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) cap to social rented 
housing, the further lowering of the ‘benefit cap’ and the roll out of Universal Credit. 
At the very least the budget for Discretionary Housing Payments (DHP) should be 
increased until more sustainable solutions to the inevitable problems are identified 
and actioned.  
 
We attach as an appendix our recent submission to the Social Security Committee of 
the Scottish Parliament on such matters. 
 

Appendix 
 
Submission to the Social Security Committee of the Scottish Parliament on 
SFHA’s social security priority concerns, to inform the Committee’s round-
table event of 6 October 2016  
 
Benefit Cap: From November 2016, the ‘benefit cap’ is being reduced from £26,000 
to £20,000 per household, causing a tenfold increase in the number of Scots 
claimants affected (currently circa. 770). While those currently affected tend to live in 
higher-rent temporary or hostel accommodation, the lower cap will hit, in particular, 
families with 3 or more children living in general needs accommodation. The only 
recourse would be to apply for Discretionary Housing Payments (DHPs) but recent 
static DHP annual budgets make it unclear whether DHP will be able to do anything 
other than mitigate the ‘bedroom tax’.  
 
Universal Credit (UC) First Payment: Under UC, claimants will have to wait around 
6 weeks before they get their first payment: a 7 day waiting period before their claim 
is even considered, a calendar month for the assessment period and a 7 day 
administrative period for the payment to be made. This leaves claimants penniless in 
the interim. Under ‘legacy benefits’ (the existing benefits to be rolled up into UC) 
there is also a 7 day waiting period, but this does not apply to Housing Benefit (HB) 
which can be claimed from day 1. The housing element of UC, by contrast, is caught 
by the waiting period. Anecdotally, during the first stages of roll-out, SFHA members 
have reported decreased tenant income & increased tenant debt and reliance on 
food banks. This problem will only get worse as UC is rolled out to couples, families 
and claimants with complexities rather than just applying to single claimants meeting 
the initial ‘gateway criteria’ for inclusion in UC (who constitute the majority of cases 
at the moment).  
 
Universal Credit (UC) Roll-out Numbers and Complexity: We now know that full 
roll-out will take until 2022 at the earliest. In addition to new geographical areas 
going over to the ‘full service’ (the latest name given to the Department for Work and 
Pensions (DWP)’s new administrative system for UC), the roll-out will also catch the 
full range and complexity of cases once the limiting ‘gateway criteria’ are removed. 
Roll-out will see an increase in DHP claims and therefore add to the complexity for 
Local Authorities (LAs) of administering them: Claimants must meet certain criteria to 
qualify for a DHP. Information as to qualification must go to the LA straight from the 
claimant because, even though the DWP holds that information, it does not, as a 
matter of course, share it with LAs. There is a huge challenge in scaling up: in May 
2016 there were 5,900 social housing tenants getting housing cost paid via UC, 
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compared with 244,614 social housing tenants of working age with HB awards. It 
should also be noted that HB and UC housing costs are not equivalent because 
certain service charges (for example, for certain adaptations for disabled people), 
which are eligible to be covered under HB, are not eligible to be covered by the 
housing element of UC.  
 
Local Housing Allowance (LHA) Cap to Shared Accommodation Rate (SAR) of 
HB for single under 35s: This will catch many vulnerable people and there needs to 
be a range of exemptions if not actual or effective abolition. The SNP manifesto 
commitment to mitigate removal of entitlement to HB for 18-21 year olds; whilst 
welcome; does not address this issue directly.  
 
Local Housing Allowance (LHA) Cap on HB for on Supported Accommodation 
(SA): The Secretary of State for Work and Pensions Recent recently announced that 
this policy will not be introduced until 2019 but that it will then apply to all existing 
and future tenants in SA. The lack of detail as to how the DWP will mitigate the effect 
of this in practice (which, admittedly, they have promised to do) is a disincentive for 
landlords to build or develop SA and creates significant anxiety for current SA 
tenants who now know that in 2019 their payments will be capped but know nothing 
about how that will be ameliorated. This takes place at a time when a growth in SA is 
needed as an effective alternative to institutional care. The DWP will be issuing a 
consultation on this matter in the near future.  
 
Social Security Powers Devolved to the Scottish Parliament: We hope that the 
Committee will consider the Scottish Government (SG)’s approach to use of these 
powers in light of the above, the need for new and top up benefits (which are not 
referred to in the recent SG social security consultation) and the management of the 
transfer of powers and responsibilities from Westminster to Holyrood. 
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Submission from Glasgow and West of Scotland Forum of Housing 
Associations 

 
Question 5: In particular we want to hear your views on: 
  
How well the centrally managed funding programmes are managed, what 
outcomes they deliver and do they represent value for money?  
 
To what extent are the innovative funding packages leading to a change in the 
way affordable housing is being delivered? (information on innovative 
financing is available on the Scottish Government website at this link.  
 
The extent to which the centrally managed funds support development of the 
appropriate mix of affordable housing to meet housing needs (such as mid-
market rent as compared with social rent or private rent))?  
 
GWSF comments on Question 5: 
 
Innovative finance schemes, particularly those that creatively seek to develop grant 
mechanisms out of ‘financial transactions’ loan funding, have a place in providing 
small scale initiatives on the fringes of the mainstream programme. Generally they 
fund intermediate tenures such as mid-market rent: they do not fund social rent as 
only decent levels of grant can do this. 
 
GWSF notes that the LAR Housing Trust initiative is focused mainly on providing 
mid-market rent in Aberdeen and Edinburgh and so we have no views on it, other 
than to note our extreme surprise that the contract for managing the homes was 
awarded to Orchard and Shipman, who have a very poor track record of property 
management in both Edinburgh and Glasgow. 
 
GWSF has no specific comment on the Help to Buy scheme. 
 
Since 2012-13, the Scottish Government has provided each council with a 3-year 
Resource Planning Assumption [1] which councils then use to develop Strategic 
Housing Investment Plans (SHIPs).The core purpose of the SHIP is to set out 
strategic investment priorities for affordable housing over a 5 year period to achieve 
the outcomes set for the LHS. SHIPs will be the key documents for identifying 
strategic housing projects to assist the achievement of the 50,000 target.  Priority 
projects may include, for example, those provided by local authorities or RSLs 
operating in the areas. 
  
SHIPs are currently submitted to the Scottish Government every two years and form 
the basis of Strategic Local Planning Agreements (SLPAs) which are discussed with 
local delivery partners and then agreed with councils. SLPAs then form the basis of 
individual RSL and local authority programme agreements.  
 
Question 6: To what extent do the Resource Planning Assumption and the 
Strategic Local Planning Agreements processes effectively enable local 
housing needs to be prioritised and resourced?  
 

https://beta.gov.scot/policies/more-homes/innovative-financing/
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GWSF comments on Question 6: 
 
GWSF’s main interest here is to comment on the extent to which local community 
controlled housing associations are able to make a significant, equitable contribution 
to the programme alongside larger and regional/national associations and, in areas 
outwith Glasgow and Inverclyde, alongside the local authority’s own house building 
programme. 
 
The first round of Strategic Housing Investment Plans (SHIPs) is due from Scotland’s 
32 local authorities in November. These will give the Scottish Government – and 
other bodies, where the SHIPs are openly available – the first indication of the plans 
in place for contributing to the five year target, and the balance of the programme 
between councils’ own new build programmes, larger regional and national housing 
associations and community controlled housing associations. 
 
In the meantime, outside Glasgow, feedback from members suggests a mixed 
picture. In some areas, local housing associations which have had little or no 
development programme in recent years have been invited to submit plans for 
developments. This suggests that the local authority is aware of the need to involve 
as many providers as possible in order to meet its much expanded supply target. It 
means community controlled housing associations will play a role alongside larger 
associations and the council’s own new build programme. 
 
But in some other areas, community controlled associations feel they are being 
squeezed out, despite having a track record of high quality new build provision over 
the years. In one area, for example, the six community based associations are set to 
provide only 18 units of new build in 2016-17, as against 275 from larger, national 
associations and 96 from the council itself. Such an approach overlooks years of 
development experience built up by local associations. 
 
In Glasgow, across most parts of the City the Council has been keen to encourage 
local community controlled associations to contribute to the programme and, as a 
result, more of our members are expecting to be involved in the five year programme 
than have been involved in the last five years. 
 
But in some areas, most notably Easterhouse, and on some specific sites elsewhere 
in the City, community controlled housing associations have lost out because the 
Council has prioritised sites for Glasgow HA, other associations in the Wheatley 
Group, or other large associations such as Sanctuary.  
 
GWSF recognises that the scale of the programme in Glasgow, and the fact that 
there is no council house building programme, should mean there is a place for 
contributions from a  wide variety of providers, including the larger associations. But 
there are particular implications with giving GHA priority over local associations. 
Firstly, the intention behind the stock transfer was to break up a large provider and 
disperse the stock among more local associations: prioritising GHA new build is 
effectively reversing this trend and this is of real concern to GWSF. 
 
Secondly, there is a significant degree of risk in the Council putting too many eggs in 
one basket. If it subsequently proves difficult for any of the larger associations to 



LGC/S5/16/11/4 

17 
 

keep to their commitments (bearing in mind that GHA and other larger associations 
are also active in many areas outwith Glasgow), then there is the risk of slippage in 
the programme, which could lead to failed targets and underspend. Maximising the 
role of community controlled associations means more evenly spreading the risks 
which always come with development. 
 
From January 2016, affordable housing grant subsidies for Registered Social 
Landlords and for local authorities were increased. In addition, the Scottish 
Government increased the flexibility within the subsidies such that grants can be 
awarded for higher cost projects.  
 
Question 7: We seek written responses on whether the increased subsidy 
levels will support new housing developments; and in particular whether the 
flexibility in subsidies will improve the provision of housing for older people or 
for people with particular needs. 
 
GWSF comments on Question 7: 
 
GWSF played a key role in the working group whose recommendations led to the 
increased benchmark subsidy rates. The cost of providing social housing varies 
between areas and individual sites, but our belief is that in many instances, the 
revised rates will make the difference and enable schemes to go ahead when 
otherwise the finances simply would not have stacked up. 
 
However, the rates increased to what GWSF believes were the minimum levels 
required. It is important to remember that the increase, whilst hugely welcome, 
simply restored grant rates in real terms to somewhere near (but still lower than) 
their 2009 rate. Particular schemes on particular sites are likely to need above-
benchmark grant, but at this stage of the five year programme it is too early to 
assess the extent to which councils are willing to discuss enhanced rates in 
reflection of the flexibility they have. 
 
One area where we anticipate additional grant will be needed is for sites where 
significant remediation work is needed, for example to address contamination on 
former industrial sites. Another is where additional environmental work is needed to 
the area immediately surrounding the site. The Subsidy Working Group 
recommended an additional grant fund into which providers could bid, by way of 
replicating the former GIPSE – Grants for Improving the Physical and Social 
Environment. Ministers did not feel able to agree this, presumably because of the 
proposed £30m cost over three years, and the Scottish Government’s position is (a) 
that there is flexibility within the mainstream benchmark subsidy system to deal with 
such costs, and (b) that this decision was for one year only and could be reviewed 
ahead of the remainder of the programme. GWSF will be seeking feedback from 
members on this issue ahead of 2017/18. 
  
It is too early to assess whether there will be much specific provision for older people 
within the five year programme. GWSF suspects that most of any specialist provision 
will be at the ‘lower’ end of the spectrum, as highly specialist provision would need 
much higher levels of subsidy and also guarantees of future support/care funding. 
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In relation to housing built to a full wheelchair standard, some councils have notional 
targets for this but it is not clear how rigorously these are implemented. It also 
appears that the great majority of such provision is in the social rented sector, with 
very little mid market rent or low cost home ownership provision meeting this 
standard. This is likely to be narrowing the options open to wheelchair users. 
 
Question 8: Do you have any other comments to make about the outcomes the 
Scottish Government seeks from its Housing Supply Budget and how it 
delivers those outcomes?  
 
GWSF comments on Question 8: 
 
Acquisition and improvement of poor tenemental housing in the private sector 
 
GWSF has been making the case for some time now that more local authorities 
should make greater use of their power to use new supply funding to support 
housing associations, working closely with their local authority, to acquire and 
improve private tenement flats which have fallen into poor condition. This brings the 
housing into the social rented sector and also means the flats are subject to 
sustainable, long term, high quality factoring services. 
 
As Glasgow City Council has shown in recent years, associations can be supported 
both to buy one-off flats which would give the local housing association majority or 
full control over a close, and to tackle whole blocks whose condition has deteriorated 
and which may be a blight on the local community. Few other councils in GWSF’s 
area have used even a very small part of their new supply funding in this way, 
despite it contributing to targets for new social and affordable housing and providing 
work for the local construction industry. 
 
Impact of benefit cuts on the new build programme 
 
Westminster cuts to Housing Benefit/Universal Credit for social housing tenants pose 
a significant threat to the success of the new build programme. In April 2018, tenants 
who began their tenancy after March 2016 and who are reliant on benefit will find 
that the help they get is restricted to the Local Housing Allowance rate for their area.  
The biggest group affected will be single people under 35, whose help will be limited 
not to the one-bed LHA rate but to the shared accommodation rate. Some current 
examples of the rate are £68.28 in Glasgow, £61.36 in Argyll and Bute and £60 in 
Renfrewshire and Inverclyde, and these rates are frozen at least until April 2020. 
As an example of the likely impact, one of our member associations has highlighted 
that a proposed new build project would have around a third of lets allocated to 
homeless applicants, the majority of whom would be single people under 35, with a 
number of further allocations through the housing list also likely to be to people 
under 35. Realistically, a good proportion of these lets will be to people reliant on 
support with their housing costs. The association’s current estimate is that rents for 
one-bed homes will be around £15 per week above the LHA shared accommodation 
rate. That blows a hole in the association’s efforts to make the development’s 
funding package stack up. 
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GWSF recognises that the Scottish Government cannot mitigate every punitive cut 
imposed by the UK Government, but we are keen to discuss the impact of the April 
2018 cuts and the challenges this presents to tenants and future tenants, social 
landlords and the new build programme. 
 
People and Communities Fund 
 
Finally we would ask the Committee to note that GWSF will shortly be making a 
separate budget submission specifically on the Scottish Government’s People and 
Communities Fund, which supports a wide range of community regeneration 
initiatives, and is available both to housing associations and voluntary organisations. 
As far back as 2008/09 the previous Wider Role Fund stood at £12m and at that time 
was exclusively for housing association initiatives. In 2016/17 the Fund stands at 
£10.8m and less than half of the money goes to housing associations. 
 
Over the years this has been a much-valued source of funding for services and 
initiatives which cannot be funded from rental income and which goes directly to 
community anchor bodies. It complements the much greater amount of funding 
which goes into new build, and at a time when there is £3 billion in that programme, 
and the Scottish Government’s community empowerment agenda is gathering 
momentum, GWSF strongly believes that it is a false economy to trim the size of the 
PCF. 
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Submission from the Association of Local Authority Chief Housing Officers 

Introduction 
 
As the representative body for Scotland’s Local Authority Chief Housing Officers 
ALACHO welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Local Government and 
Communities Committee’s call for evidence in relation the Scottish Government’s 
2017/18 draft budget. 
 
Whilst services to Council tenants are almost entirely funded through the rents they 
pay Scotland’s Council Housing Services have a significant interest in the budget 
arising from: 
 

 our role as strategic housing authorities with an interest in the functioning of 
the local housing market and planning to meet housing needs and demands; 

 the provision of services to the homeless and those at risk of homelessness 
including housing options, advice and support services; 

 the operation of the welfare system and the assistance available to 
households on low incomes or with particular needs; 

 our role in improving the energy efficiency of Scotland’s homes and in 
reducing fuel poverty; 

 our role in the regulation of the private rented sector and in particular our 
efforts to improve standards for private tenants;  

 the availability and effectiveness of health and social care services and in 
particular the support available to vulnerable households and those at risk of 
homelessness to help them access and sustain suitable accommodation. 

 
In preparing this response to the Committee’s call for evidence we recognise that the 
Scottish Government has difficult choices to make on income and spending 
priorities. 
 
The Committee has set out a number of questions that it is seeking evidence on.  
Not all of these questions fall within ALACHO’s remit and the questions do not 
address all the issues that we would want to raise.  In particular, we are not in a 
position to comment on questions 2, 3 and 4. 
 
ALACHO’s core concern is to set out those areas of housing and related services 
that are under most pressure both in terms of scope and effectiveness and to identify 
the risks that could arise if adequate funding isn’t made available through the 
2017/18 budget and beyond.  In particular, our evidence focuses on: 
 

 The funding (both capital and revenue) that is available for the provision of 
high quality temporary and interim accommodation for homeless households; 



LGC/S5/16/11/4 

21 
 

 The funding for housing support services including housing advice and 
housing options; 

 The resources available to support improved enforcement across the private 
rented sector; and 

 The scope and effectiveness of mental health services available to those 
facing “multiple exclusion” homelessness. 

 
Our views on these issues should be seen as our response to the committee’s first 
question about the impact of budget reductions to date and the risk of further 
reductions in spending in these areas. 
 
We have also provided a response to questions 5-8 relating to the Affordable 
Housing Supply Programme but would stress that at this time our view is that a 
shortfall in the funding for the revenue born services presents the greatest risk to the 
most vulnerable households in Scotland. 
 
We have not provided evidence in relation to fuel poverty or the development of a 
welfare system for Scotland.  This is not because we regard these as being of less 
importance than other issues but rather because the Scottish Government is 
currently in the process of developing its proposals on both and because we are 
aware that other organisations will be making more detailed submissions on the 
funding issues involved. 
 

The impact of budget constraints on key areas of housing related services 
 
The funding (both capital and revenue) that is available for the provision of 
high quality temporary and interim accommodation for homeless households. 
 

Both the statutory and service delivery framework for homelessness services has 
improved significantly over the past 15 years.  The abolition of the priority need test 
from 2012 in particular has extended eligibility for assistance to a significant number 
of vulnerable single people who in the past may have been offered little or no 
practical assistance.  These households, often previously seen as either having no 
priority need or being intentionally homeless contain a significant number of 
individuals facing “multiple exclusion” from a range of services and opportunities. 
 
As a result, the client group now accessing homelessness services has significantly 
higher support needs than previously, creating a need to reconfigure both 
accommodation and support services. 
 
Councils have been developing responses to this changing need over the past four 
years but have faced problems in developing new models of temporary and interim 
accommodation particularly in relation to capital funding (which is not currently 
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covered by the Affordable Housing Supply Programme) and revenue support for the 
increasing demand for housing support services.   
 
These difficulties will now be compounded by changes to the rules around housing 
benefit for those in temporary accommodation.  Up until April this year no upper limit 
was applied to housing benefit in Council owned temporary accommodation.  In 
future, assistance with rents will be limited to the Local Housing Allowance (LHA).  
For those under 35 this will be further restricted to the “shared accommodation rate” 
(SAR).  The LHA and SAR have been frozen until 2020.  The rates that will apply are 
set out in the appendix to this submission. 
 
Typical rents in homeless hostels and dispersed accommodation range from £180 to 
£250 a week (though some are significantly higher or lower than these figures).  
These charges reflect much higher management, maintenance and supervision cost 
associated with: 
 

 The provision and replacement of furniture 
 Decoration and redecoration on relet; 
 Additional security and supervision costs; 
 Higher void rates; and 
 Intensive management. 

 
These costs do not cover “housing support” including assistance with benefit claims, 
resettlement, relations with neighbours or help with coping with day to day domestic 
activities like shopping, paying bills or operating domestic appliances.  These tasks 
are not eligible cost for the purposes of Housing Benefit (or the housing element of 
Universal Credit) and as a result cannot be included in the rent charge. 
 
Attempts to quantify the shortfall in funding arising from these changes has been 
hampered by a lack of clarity from the DWP and the wide variety of approaches to 
rent setting and service provision adopted by individual local authorities.  However 
recent announcement by the DWP have made it clear that, whilst arrangements 
have been announced to provide additional funding to some types of supported 
accommodation, there is no intention to fund the whole of the shortfall in funding for 
council owned temporary accommodation. 
   
The scale of the funding gap is likely to be not less than £40m a year for Scotland as 
a whole.  As at 31 March 2016 there were 10,555 households in temporary 
accommodation3.  Based on typical rents of around £200 a week the total revenue is 
likely to be around £100m a year.  Comparing this to the levels of LHA currently in 
pace it’s likely that authorities will lose up to half of their rental income from 

                                            
3 HOMELESSNESS IN SCOTLAND: 2015-16, Scottish Government. pp5 
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Housing-Regeneration/RefTables/RefTables  

http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/Browse/Housing-Regeneration/RefTables/RefTables


LGC/S5/16/11/4 

23 
 

temporary accommodation.  This could be as much as £50m across Scotland though 
the % reduction will vary significantly from council to council depending on rent levels 
and stock profile. 
 
The Westminster Government has indicated that a global sum of around £220m will 
be made available to assist with meeting these costs.  The sum likely to be available 
to the Scottish Government will be in the order of £20m. 
 
Significant work remains to be done to properly quantify the funding shortfall arising 
from the changes to the housing benefit system.  However, based on consultation 
with our members, ALACHO expects the sum required to be not less than an 
additional £20m a year over and above the “consequential” funding that is likely to be 
provided if current service levels are to be sustained.  There is a possibility that the 
figure could be significantly higher than this. 
 
In the light of this it is our view that the Scottish Government should: 
 

 set aside at least £40m (including any consequential funding provided by the 
Westminster Government) in the 17/18 budget to support the emerging 
shortfall in revenue from temporary accommodation rents; 

 undertake the work necessary to properly quantify the full shortfall in funding 
to properly inform future spending plans; and 

 amend the rules around the provision of funding for new social housing to 
allow, where the local housing strategy demonstrates a need, Councils to 
access this funding for new temporary and interim accommodation. 

 
The funding for housing support services including housing advice and 
housing options. 
 

As we have already noted housing benefit and the housing element of Universal 
Credit are limited to cost associated with the provision of accommodation only.  
Since 2003 this has specifically excluded any costs associated with the provision of 
“housing support”.  Housing Support was defined in the regulations developed for the 
introduction of “Supporting People” funding and includes a total of 21 tasks4. 
 
Demand for these services has, however, risen significantly in recent years in part 
driven by the increasing proportion of vulnerable single people accessing 
homelessness services.  Whilst most of those applying for assistance under the 
homeless persons’ legislation have low support needs and in general simply need 
assistance to secure a home, there is a significant group of mainly single applicants 
facing what is often called “Multiple Exclusion Homelessness”.   
 
                                            
4http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2006/05/17100620/9   

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2006/05/17100620/9
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The profile of these clients is well understood in homelessness services.  They may 
have a history in care or offending, are likely to have some level of mental health 
problem, may have undiagnosed learning difficulties, previously experienced rough 
sleeping and often have problems with alcohol and drug use. 
 
They often have little or no experience of sustaining a tenancy or may have a 
number of failed tenancies behind them.  They are also at much higher risk of 
experiencing benefit sanctions or of being excluded from access to other services, 
including health services, as a result of past behaviour. 
 
Other service providers have been slower to appreciate the demand that these 
clients make on services more generally.  However recent work through the NHS 
Public Health Network has highlighted the significant inequalities in health outcomes 
(including high levels of self-harm, suicide and premature death)5 whilst research by 
the Scottish Government has demonstrated that homelessness is a significant 
contributor to reoffending6.  
 
Overall a failure to address multiple exclusion homelessness is resulting in real harm 
to the individuals and communities and significant avoidable costs to public services. 
 
In addition to these challenges our members are reporting a growing problem with 
providing a response to applicants, often economic migrants, whose immigration 
status means they have “no recourse to public funds”.   
 
Whilst there is specific provision in legislation that allows assistance to be provided 
to prevent children being destitute, no such protection exists for adults.  There is 
evidence that one of the drivers behind the recent rise in rough sleeping in 
Scotland’s cities has been growth in the number of homeless adults with “no 
recourse to public funds” who are simply being left destitute and on our streets.  In 
addition, a small number are to be found in temporary accommodation accumulating 
significant rent arears whilst the Council faces the dilemma of causing destitution or 
supporting these clients despite the fact that they are not eligible for assistance. 
 
There is no easy solution to this problem, however, the alternative to doing nothing is 
to consign a growing number of adults to long term rough sleeping.  This is clearly 
unacceptable.  It is our view that the Scottish government and local authorities 
should undertake to work with private housing providers (including RSLs) and the 
charitable and voluntary sector to develop new models of service to support this 
group in particular and provide a practical alternative to rough sleeping. 
 

                                            
5 http://www.scotphn.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/Restoring-the-Public-Health-response-to-
Homelessness-in-Scotland-May-2015.pdf  
6 http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/01/6920/0  

http://www.scotphn.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/Restoring-the-Public-Health-response-to-Homelessness-in-Scotland-May-2015.pdf
http://www.scotphn.net/wp-content/uploads/2015/10/Restoring-the-Public-Health-response-to-Homelessness-in-Scotland-May-2015.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/01/6920/0
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In the light of this our view is that the Scottish Government should make an 
appropriate allocation of funds over each of the next five years either through 
homelessness services directly or via Joint Integration Boards to support: 
 

 the development of new models for support services combining housing 
support with other interventions, including mental health services, to prevent 
homelessness and repeat homelessness for those at risk of reoffending, or 
multiple exclusion from services; 

 The development a Scotland wide housing advice and options service for 
those leaving prison; and 

 work with RSLs, other private landlords and the voluntary and charitable 
organisations to end rough sleeping and destitution for those in this country 
“without recourse to public funds”. 

 
Evaluation of these pilots and the development of best practice will then provide the 
basis for a more widespread reconfiguration of support services including mental 
health and substance abuse service for those facing multiple exclusion 
homelessness with a much stronger focus on prevention. 
 

The scope and effectiveness of mental health services available to those 
facing “multiple exclusion” homelessness. 
 

Neither the 2012-2015 mental health Strategy nor the recently published consultation 
draft of a proposed ten-year vision for mental health services in Scotland make any 
specific mention or contain any actions relating to mental health and homelessness7. 
 
This despite the fact that it has long been acknowledged that housing stress and 
homelessness are strongly linked to metal health problems.  Mental illness may 
cause or significantly contribute to the loss of accommodation and the loss, or threat 
of losing accommodation can have a significant negative impact on the mental health 
of those involved. 
   
The most obvious demonstration of this is in the high levels of self-harm, attempted 
suicide and suicide amongst homeless clients.  A recent report published by the 
NHS Scottish Public Health Network indicates that mental health problem are almost 
twice as common amongst homeless people than the population as a whole8.  The 
life expectancy for long term homeless people has been reported as 43 for women 
and 47 for men.  Significantly below that experienced by even the most deprived 
communities in Scotland. 
 

                                            
7 https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/mental-health-unit/mental-health-in-scotland-a-10-year-vision  
8 Restoring the Public Health response to Homelessness in Scotland, Scottish Public Health Network, 
may 2015, pp7 

https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/mental-health-unit/mental-health-in-scotland-a-10-year-vision
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In any event there is a widespread impression amongst those working in 
homelessness that the current configuration of mental health services fails many of 
the homeless clients who need these services most.  And, whilst ALACHO has 
raised this issue regularly in recent years and in particular in the context of Health 
and Social Care integration there has been little progress in changing service 
delivery or improving outcomes for those affected by homelessness. 
 
We have already made the case of funding for pilot projects to develop integrated 
service delivery models to support the development of more effective practice and 
joint working in responding to the mental health needs of homeless clients.  We 
would go further and suggest that additional resources are required to increase the 
availability of mental health services generally but particularly for young people with 
a specific focus on homeless clients. 
 
Local authorities can support the development and delivery of these services by 
developing more appropriate temporary and interim accommodation options for the 
most vulnerable homeless clients (and for this reason we have asked that the 
Affordable Housing Supply Programme should be extended to new temporary and 
interim accommodation) but the overall approach will only be successful if the 
availability of mental health services generally is improved and extended. 
 
We are not, at this stage, in a positon to put a figure on the level of new resources 
required, rather we would argue that the Health and Social Care Joint Integration 
Boards should be asked specifically to work with local authority homelessness 
services to develop a strategic response to this need in the context of the finalised 
10-year vision for mental health services and to provide local estimates of the 
additional funding required or resource transfer options. 
 

The resources available to support improved enforcement across the private 
rented sector. 
 

The growth of the private rented sector and the increase in the number of families 
and in particular low income families that rely on it for their home has been well 
document9.  As with most other areas of housing policy, recent changes in the legal 
framework for the Private Rented Sector have had a positive impact on the overall 
operation of the housing system.   
 
However, significant problems remain both in relation to the physical condition of the 
private rented stock and the standards of management and compliance on the part 
of some private landlords.  Estimates from our members suggest that as much as 
10% of landlords may still be unregistered and only half the sector uses any form of 
                                            
9 http://www.scotsman.com/news/politics/scots-renting-homes-privately-double-in-20-years-1-
3390378 and http://www.propertytribes.com/growth-of-private-rented-sector-in-scotland-t-
127626553.html for example. 

http://www.scotsman.com/news/politics/scots-renting-homes-privately-double-in-20-years-1-3390378
http://www.scotsman.com/news/politics/scots-renting-homes-privately-double-in-20-years-1-3390378
http://www.propertytribes.com/growth-of-private-rented-sector-in-scotland-t-127626553.html
http://www.propertytribes.com/growth-of-private-rented-sector-in-scotland-t-127626553.html
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managing agent or professional support.  There is also evidence significant links 
between some private landlords and serious and organised crime10. 
 
The Scottish Government has made it clear that it wants to see a more robust 
approach to enforcement across the private rented sector.  This is clearly signalled in 
the current draft guidance on the operation of the landlord registration system. 
 
However, no new resources have yet to be made available to support this work and 
fees for landlord registration have remained unchanged since the system was first 
introduced in 2006.  Some Councils have never the less improved their overall 
approach to enforcement in part by using a range of supplementary charges 
including late registration fees.  
 
Whilst this has filled some of the gap left by the absence of a more coherent funding 
framework it also means that otherwise compliant landlords are at risk of increased 
charges from relatively minor infringements whilst many continue to avoid 
registration and flout the law. 
 
The current draft guidance on landlord registration will provide the policy and 
practice framework for a significant improvement in enforcement activity generally. 
However, without new resources to support this work it is unlikely to have any 
significant impact on poor conditions and bad practice across the sector. 
 
In the light of this we are asking that: 
 

 registration fees and associated charges are uprated at least in line with 
inflation since 2006; and  

 that the Scottish Government gives consideration to what the balance should 
be between funding enforcement from charges to compliant landlords (those 
that register and pay the fees) or through general taxation (that is council tax 
or the block grant to local authorities from the Scottish Government) and 
make additional funding available as appropriate. 

 
The management and impact of the affordable housing supply programme 
 

Overall our view is that the centrally managed affordable housing funding 
programmes are well manged and are delivering outcomes that are in line with Local 
Housing Strategies and Strategic Housing Investment Plans.  Officers in the Scottish 
Government’s area teams and the More Homes Scotland team are strongly focused 
on delivery, well aware of the challenges that housing development programmes can 
involve and adopt an engaged and appropriately flexible approach to the application 
of benchmarks and in agreeing the type and tenure mix for each development. 

                                            
10 http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Built-Environment/Housing/privaterent/landlords/LRSSOC  

http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Built-Environment/Housing/privaterent/landlords/LRSSOC
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The availability of a number of funding alternatives, particularly those associated with 
Mid-Market Rent, has supported some innovation in delivery and in particular has 
provided options to reduce the risk to some developers in some markets.  In doing 
so these approaches have allowed some developments to proceed that may not 
otherwise have done so. 
 
There has, however, been less success in securing significant investment in the 
“build to rent” sector other than in the student market or in Edinburgh.  This is likely 
to be more a product of the views of potential investors on risk and returns in the 
Scottish private rented housing market.  
 
Since 2012-13, the Scottish Government has provided each council with a 3-year 
Resource Planning Assumption [1] which councils then use to develop Strategic 
Housing Investment Plans (SHIPs).  The core purpose of the SHIP is to set out 
strategic investment priorities for affordable housing over a five year period to 
achieve the outcomes set out in the LHS. SHIPs will be the key documents for 
identifying strategic housing projects to assist the achievement of the 50,000 target.   
 
The provision of resource planning assumptions and guidance on the extent to which 
local authorities should “over programme” is generally regarded as helpful.  ALACHO 
has, however, argued that the practice of applying a “80%, 60%, 40%” formula to the 
current year’s budget for planning purposes is unhelpful at a time when the Scottish 
Government is seeking a significant expansion in the supply of new affordable 
housing. 
 
Officials have responded positively to this case and we understand that in future 
(and subject to the approval of the Scottish Government’s budget) the intention is to 
issue resource planning assumptions for the four years from 2017 based on actual 
budget rather than the reducing formula currently being used. 
This approach, if adopted, will support the development of more robust Strategic 
Housing Investment Plans and Strategic Local Programme Agreements (SLPAs) and 
allow for more confident and robust forward planning.  In particular, it will give 
individual Councils more confidence in making medium term programme 
commitments to RSLs and private developers. 
 
On the question of subsidy levels there is no doubt that the recent increase has had 
a significant impact on the overall capacity of social landlords, both Council’s and 
RSLs, to delivery more homes. 
 
Survey work undertaken by ALACHO has indicated that collectively Scottish Local 
Authority landlords are planning to at least double the number of additional social 
rented homes they will provide in the period to 2021 compared to the five years to 
April 2016. 
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In general terms the flexibility around benchmarks is sufficient to ensure that an 
appropriate proportion of housing to meet particular needs, including those of older 
people, can be provided.  This is particularly so in relation to the provision of 
individual adapted or adaptable homes to meet the needs of an ageing population. 
 
However, as we have set out in section 2 above, the uncertainty about the 
availability of revenue funding to provide housing support services and the impact of 
the Local Housing Allowance on rental income may have a significant impact on the 
willingness of some providers to commit to the development of housing for those with 
higher support needs. 
 
In addition, the difference between grant rates for Councils and those for RSLs 
remains a concern for many of our members.  Councils developing in remote and 
island locations are currently working with a benchmark grant level set at a little 
under 70% of the RSL rate.  In urban areas the grants to local authorities are just 
under 80% of that available to RSLs. 
 
In effect Council tenants are being asked to pay a higher proportion of the cost of 
each new social rented home than those renting from RSLs.  Whilst at this point 
there is no evidence that lower grants for Council new build will impact on the 
delivery of the Scottish Government’s target of 50,000 additional affordable homes 
by 2021 it will put further pressure on Council rents and increase the level of debt 
held on Council’s HRAs. 
 
As a result, capacity to sustain the programme beyond 2021 will almost certainly be 
reduced. 
 
Finally, the Committee has asked for views on issues relating to value for money in 
the affordable housing development programme.  This has also been the focus of 
some recent work by benchmarking organisations supporting the social housing 
sector11.  The Scottish Housing Regulator is currently undertaking work on financial 
planning and risk management in the RSL sector. 
 
Definite conclusions are difficult to come to.  Some areas are simply more expensive 
to develop in because of land supply and pricing issues, in others higher construction 
costs are driven by the limited nature of the local construction industry or the logistics 
of supplying and supporting sites. 
 
Our survey of members has shown that they are strongly focused on costs and value 
for money and that there are significant levels of collaboration between RSLs and 

                                            
11 In particular, HouseMark and Scotland’s Housing Network, the two most active “benchmarking” 
clubs in Scotland. 
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Local Council’s both in relation to planning new developments and where 
appropriate in the procurement process. 
 
It has also been argued that “modern methods of construction” including off site 
manufacture could reduce costs as could the adoption of standard designs or 
centralised procurement processes.  These are, as yet, however, relatively untested 
in Scotland. 
 
Over the piece there is no evidence that value for money isn’t being achieved and 
plenty of evidence of significant efforts to control costs, improve procurement and to 
achieve better standards including in design and “place making”. 
 
And whilst we would support any effort by the Scottish Government or others to 
improve the tools available to assess value for money we would also note that any 
assessment has to take account of the very wide variation in local context in which 
development takes place.  A one size fits all approach to value for money is unlikely 
to be helpful. 
 

Conclusions 
 

ALACHO is aware of the difficult choices that the Scottish Government will face in 
preparing its budget for 2017/18.  Nine years of constrained public spending is, 
however, starting to tell on key areas of housing service delivery though we are also 
aware that this is not unique to housing. 
 
We have set out four areas of service provision where current levels of underfunding 
and rising demand for services are placing increasing pressure on service delivery 
and where a failure to address this issue is likely to result in either a significant 
impact on vulnerable clients or a failure to meet key Scottish Government policy 
objectives. 
 
In some areas we have highlighted non housing services that need additional 
funding or support to develop new service models without which housing objectives 
will not be met. 
 
In relation to homeless temporary accommodation we are aware that we are asking 
for significant additional resources.  However, without this funding all the recent 
achievements in homelessness will be undermined and the quality of the response to 
the needs of homeless people significantly reduced. 
 
There is an increasing recognition that effective housing responses can play an 
important part in improving a much wider range of outcomes for vulnerable people 
and reduce demand and costs to other services.  This is true of all the areas we 
have highlighted in our submission.  Additional funding and more effective early 
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intervention in these areas will support both better outcomes and reduced costs in 
the future. 
 
Our assessment of the current approach to managing the Affordable Housing Supply 
programme is that it is fit for purpose and supported, through the More Homes 
Scotland team, by skilled and committed civil servants who work well with local 
councils, RSLs and developers.  As things stand we are confident that collectively 
the 26 stock holding Council’s will deliver the significant increase in affordable and 
social housing supply that will be required to meet the Scottish Government’s target 
of 50,000 homes by 2021. 
 
Whilst there is always room for improvement in the development process we do not 
believe that there is any evidence of poor value for money in the delivery of new 
affordable homes. 
 
We look forward to elaborating on these points at the Committee’s evidence session 
on Wednesday 16 November 2016. 
 
Tony Cain 
Policy Manager 
Association of Local Authority Chief Housing Officers  
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Appendix 
LHA Weekly Rates (Scotland) 2016/17 

  
        Accommodation Size     
Broad Rental Market 
Area Room 1 Bed 2 Bed 3 Bed 4 Bed 

Aberdeen and Shire £75.63 £127.25 £162.24 £184.94 £235.97 

Argyll and Bute £61.36 £84.23 £103.56 £120.29 £180.00 

Ayrshires £62.69 £80.55 £97.81 £115.07 £158.90 
Dumfries and 
Galloway £59.44 £80.55 £97.81 £108.26 £129.47 

Dundee and Angus £57.69 £79.24 £103.85 £128.19 £189.07 

East Dunbartonshire £66.43 £97.81 £116.53 £160.38 £221.42 

Fife £59.95 £81.58 £102.56 £120.29 £174.81 

Forth Valley £62.38 £83.91 £103.56 £126.57 £181.80 

Greater Glasgow £68.28 £92.06 £116.53 £137.31 £206.03 

Highland and Islands £59.04 £91.81 £110.72 £126.92 £160.38 

Lothian £68.27 £116.52 £145.43 £186.47 £276.92 

North Lanarkshire £59.44 £80.55 £99.06 £114.23 £167.31 

Perth and Kinross £57.69 £82.40 £105.94 £137.31 £183.46 
Renfrewshire/ 
Inverclyde £60.00 £80.55 £101.26 £126.57 £190.80 

Scottish Borders £56.96 £72.00 £92.05 £109.31 £138.46 

South Lanarkshire £63.46 £80.77 £103.56 £126.92 £180.00 

West Dunbartonshire £63.46 £86.30 £103.56 £115.07 £169.69 

West Lothian £60.03 £97.81 £117.69 £133.85 £180.45 
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Submission from Professor Kenneth Gibb 
 
This short submission is evidence relating to the pre-budget scrutiny of the housing 
supply budget looking back at recent years spending. It attempts to respond to (most 
of) the questions set in the call of evidence on housing and also to address more 
general issues relating to housing public expenditure in Scotland. 
 
Background 
 
Following the galvanising impact of the national housing needs study that suggested 
need was 12,000 units per annum12, the Scottish Government increased its 
affordable housing supply targets from 6,000 to 10,000 units per annum. The 
cornerstone of the housing budget is the Affordable Housing Supply Programme 
(AHSP) which seeks to build 50,000 units (of which 35,000 will be social) over the 
five years of the current Parliament. Cumulatively, this will involve a budget of more 
than £3 billion. In 2016-17 alone the total housing budget was £690m, of which 
£406m was for the local grant element of the AHSP, £166m was the centrally 
managed programme and the remaining £117m was spent on other housing 
initiatives such as Help to Buy (Scotland). The centrally managed element is where 
innovation in funding lies and there are several alternative models posited by the 
Scottish Government to bring forward to increase investment funds for affordable 
and mid-market rent (as well as seeking institutional funds for private renting too). 
We discuss these in more detail below. 
 
General Points 
 
Before turning to the questions set in the call, it is important to make three more 
generic points about the housing budget and spending on housing in Scotland more 
broadly. 
 
First, housing is complex and, as Audit Scotland and others have noted, tracking and 
making sense of the housing budget is not easy. For transparency reasons it would 
be very useful for Government to explicitly set out, for each element of the 
programme (suitably defined and explained), how much is being spent in a given 
year and what the expected level of units invested in will be. Subsequent years can 
then add an extra column to historical spend by showing the actual delivered 
outcomes. In a target-oriented system, this should be the standard way of presenting 
the budgetary information. It should also make clear the difference between on-
budget spend and financial transactions and also the budgetary implications of loans 
and guarantees. The SPICE document (16/49 Housing Supply Budget, by Kate 
Berry) does an excellent job pulling together the material from diverse sources but 

                                            
12 Powell, Dunning, Ferrari and McKee (2015) Affordable Housing Need in Scotland (SFHA, 
CIH & Shelter Scotland) 
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we should be able to see a transparent analysis and retrospective monitoring of 
outcomes as part of the standard budgetary and housing policy communications 
process. 
 
Second, there is a strong case for providing relevant but non-budgetary housing 
spend information i.e. tax breaks and benefit spend from reserved sources – since 
they impact directly on the housing system (which is highly interdependent) and 
hence on the deliverability of the AHSP programme and broader value for money. 
Housing benefit spending is the largest single part of the ‘real’ housing budget in 
Scotland (£1.8B in 2014-1513) and continues to make rents affordable and also 
underpin new investment in affordable housing. 
 
In time, the new social security powers, including powers over the housing costs 
elements of Universal Credit, will be enacted in Scotland but even before then we 
should be thinking about the HB budget alongside the supply budget. The same 
reasoning applies to looking explicitly at the tax benefits (and disadvantages) 
applying to buy to let landlords (mortgage interest tax deductibility, higher LBTT rates 
and (relatively) higher CGT rates). We could go further and look at the costs of other 
interventions such as section 75 planning agreements that support social and 
affordable housing. 
 
Third, a fundamental challenge for the programme is that meeting its targets is not 
wholly within the power of government. It is largely down to the individual providers 
and the array of incentives, opportunities and objectives that shape their 
development plans. Government can provide capital subsidy and mitigate risks such 
as the spare room charge (‘bedroom tax’) and it can support innovative alternative 
funding models and is now contemplating taxes on vacant and derelict land – but 
that does not guarantee targets will be met. Housing associations concerned about 
the balance between protecting existing tenants versus new development may often 
be risk averse. There may be what economists call exogenous shocks – forces 
outside of the control of the principal parties that inhibit or prevent development e.g. 
macro shocks impact on the housing investment environment but also so might the 
proposed deregulatory response to the recent re-classification of the sector. 
 
Specific Questions 
 
While I do not address all aspects of the questions posed I have grouped my 
responses below. 
 
1. How well the centrally managed programmes are managed, what outcomes they 
deliver and do they represent value for money? 

                                            
13 Stephens, Blenkinsopp and Gibb (2014) The Devolution of Housing Benefit and Social 
Security: Rebalancing Housing Subsidies in Scotland. Shelter Scotland. 
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2. To what extent are the innovative funding packages leading to a change in the 
way affordable housing is being delivered? 
 
In a context of sustained budgetary pressures, a much changed private finance 
environment (compared to pre-2008) and a need to target scarce public resources, it 
is surely right that Government seeks to move beyond traditional funding models, 
especially for affordable (e.g. midmarket rent) as opposed to social housing. 
Government policy has evolved recognising the difficulties and risks in bringing 
alternatives to the table. The emerging environment and set of possibilities, often 
funded by financial transactions money is clearly set out in the SPICE paper (pp.12-
13): 
 

 charitable bonds (a charity receiving a loan to build affordable housing, the 
interest on which can be used to support social housing investment; 

 local affordable rent housing trust (LAR) involving long term affordable homes 
via a charity funded by a loan form the Scottish Government; 

 local government pension fund investment in mid-market rented homes; 
 guarantee-backed midmarket rent schemes building on the earlier National 

Housing Trust model; 
 the Housing Association Resource for Investment Scheme (HARIS) which is a 

not for profit partnership established by SFHA and the Scottish Futures Trust 
that will reduce borrowing costs and ability to borrow for providers with 
covenant or financial capacity problems (SPICE, p.13); 

 a proposal for time-limited rental income guarantee schemes to support 
institutional investment in the private rented sector (i.e. underwriting a 
proportion of the revenue risk for PRS developments; 

 Help to Buy involves the Scottish Government using financial transactions 
monies investing in up to 15% of the equity in approved new build either for 
affordable homes or for small developers. The maximum price is being 
reduced over time though the average realised price (SPICE, p.14) has been 
£189,000 (2015, Q3) and higher in certain Scottish regions – this is above the 
overall average house price in Scotland. 

 
It is early to assess whether many of these models will work as intended. They 
benefit from thinking through what works and being as it were second generation 
models that learn from previous experiences. Partnerships, loan funding and 
charities provide a web of different models and governance which may be flexible 
locally provided they are adequately supported and marketed. Help to Buy has 
certainly been successful and supported entry to home ownership in a difficult 
market and development context for the private sector though as indicated above 
they have realised relatively high sales prices (I would echo the SPICE paper [p.14] 
that a Scottish evaluation would be worthwhile especially if HTB was assessed 
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against other equity sharing and low cost home ownership products). There is clearly 
growing appetite for housing associations to do affordable rent and many of these 
projects offer a better deal on the face of it to the public purse that would 
conventional grant-funding of MMR (£44-46,000 per unit currently). A wide range of 
instruments helps deal with different problems and locations but does require 
intensive support centrally and locally to make the most of them. This latter issue is 
probably best addressed by the views of the stakeholders directly involved. 
 
3. The extent to which the centrally managed funds support development of the 
appropriate mix of affordable housing to meet housing needs (such as mid market 
rent (MMR) as compared with social rent or private rent)? 
 
The growing appetite for MMR and hence the array of instruments and models 
emerging represents a response to the growth in private renting more generally (and 
the growth in the group of working, non benefit-receiving, households who cannot 
access home ownership), the more challenging funding environment and the 
uncertain future of benefits that increase perceived risks with social housing. Some 
providers want to diversify for a wider range of social business reasons. On the 
demand or need side of the equation we should recognise that housing need studies 
do not deal particularly well with the private rented sector and I would argue neither 
do they address well this new intermediate demand group. Partly this is because of 
definitional problems with need (it is a binary – affordable or not) and also it does not 
capture well a non-price market failure in the form of weak private demand.  
 
Moreover, mid market rent is still an immature product set in a wider context of a 
poorly understood but rapidly growing PRS which it is closer to than social renting – 
but clearly meets an important blockage in the system. In the sense that we require a 
wide range of housing solutions in our interdependent local housing systems, we do 
need the extra capacity that MMR or affordable rent or even shared equity can 
provide – but classic VFM questions remain unanswered about the social return and 
the cost of providing these different models especially when we take into account 
second round and spill-over effects e.g. how will investment to scale in mid market 
rent impact on the private rented sector and then entry level home ownership 
sectors? This is why the word appropriate in the question is critical. 
 
4. To what extent do the resource planning assumptions and the Strategic Local 
Planning Agreements processes effectively enable local housing needs to be 
prioritised and resourced? 
 
The system has moved on massively in recent years offering multi-year planning, 
evidence-led local housing strategies which help shape local plans, targets and 
identifying priority projects and sites. It brings together a series of linked plans (LHS, 
SHIPS, RPAs and SLPAs). When the SLPAs are agreed this allows for programme 
agreements between specific HAs and councils. This is all good and appears to be 
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closely monitored in delivery terms by the Scottish Government (though it would be 
good to hear the views and experiences of councils and housing associations on this 
approach in practice) – but also the system needs to be evaluated and monitored as 
a whole – does it work consistently? 
 
What do the users say? 
 
5. We seek written responses on whether the increased subsidy levels will support 
new housing developments; and in particular whether the flexibility in subsidies will 
improve the provision of housing for older people or for people with particular needs. 
 
Absolute subsidy levels for benchmark properties are considerable (urban greener 
association grants at £72,000 and council greener grants at £59,000) and that must 
reflect a judgment by the Scottish Government about overall funding and what is 
required on a per unit basis to make the required scale of development proceed. But 
there are always risks – will the developing community of associations and councils 
determine that they can develop, can access land and the balance of private funding 
required, how do they assess the risks of development, higher gearing and long term 
repayment. Plus, there are exogenous shocks that might reduce development 
demand but might also, via Barnett consequentials, increase or decrease available 
funds. It seems reasonable on VFM grounds that councils should have lower grant 
rates but it is not clear to me that this is the right differential. Similarly it is not clear 
that the differential between social housing grant and mid-market rent grant levels is 
correct. The same goes for the urban-rural divide. The ordinal differences seem 
plausible but what the cardinal differences precisely? 
 
6. Do you have any other comments to make about the outcomes the Scottish 
Government seeks from its Housing Supply Budget and how it delivers those 
outcomes? 
 
Two final points. First, I do not know the extent to which and how the housing system 
as a whole and the Affordable Housing Supply Programme/housing needs link into 
the Scotland Performs refresh exercise that is underway. The high level indicators 
under the old model were too few and high level although the specific housing and 
regeneration indicators set was quite useful. In previous years the draft budget and 
housing spend have been set against the outcomes framework. Now we have an 
opportunity to make a much more detailed and thorough alignment between housing 
spend and housing/societal outcomes. This would seem to me to be a relevant topic 
for the committee to consider. 
 
Finally, I would like to reinforce and agree with the many commentators who have 
pointed out the difficulty of effective scrutiny given the collapsed and shortened 
timetable for the budget process given the late UK Autumn Statement. Is this 
something that the UK national and devolved governments can make progress with, 
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as it is surely bad for all if financial scrutiny of government budgets cannot be given 
the necessary space and time to be done to the level of detail we surely require? 
 
Kenneth Gibb 
Policy Scotland 
University of Glasgow 
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Local Government and Communities Committee 

 
Scrutiny of the draft Budget 2017-18 

 
Summary of written evidence – housing supply 

 
Introduction 
 
The Scottish Government’s Draft Budget for 2017-18 is not expected to be published 
until 15 December 2016. In light of this, the Local Government and Communities 
Committee agreed to undertake pre-budget scrutiny looking back at what has actually 
been spent in 2015-16 and (to the extent possible) in the current budget year 2016-
17. The Committee launched its call for evidence, featuring questions on both local 
government budget and housing supply budget, on 19 September. 
 
The Committee received 31 submissions, broken down as follows— 
 

 11 submissions from local government bodies; 
 1 submission from a public sector body; 
 12 submissions from professional and other bodies; 
 4 submissions from third-sector organisations; 
 1 submission from an academic; and,  
 2 submissions from trade unions. 

 
This paper provides a summary of the main points raised in the submissions, and is 
structured around the housing supply questions asked in the call for evidence. A list of 
all the submissions received can be found at:  
 
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/101252.aspx  
 
Kate Berry 
SPICe Research 
11 November 2016 
 

Note: Committee briefing papers are provided by SPICe for the use of Scottish 
Parliament committees and clerking staff.  They provide focused information or 
respond to specific questions or areas of interest to committees and are not 
intended to offer comprehensive coverage of a subject area. 
The Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh, EH99 1SP www.scottish.parliament.uk 
 
 
 
 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/101084.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/101252.aspx
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/
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Question 5: How well the centrally managed funding programmes are 
managed, what outcomes they deliver and do they represent value for 
money? In 2016-17 around £283m (about 41% of the total housing supply budget) 
was devoted to centrally managed programmes. Centrally managed funds include 
the Help to Buy scheme, Open Market Shared Equity, Home Ownership Support 
Fund and other innovations such as the Local Affordable Rented Trust).  
 
To what extent are the innovative funding packages leading to a change in 
the way affordable housing is being delivered? (information on innovative 
financing is available on the Scottish Government website at this link.  
 
The extent to which the centrally managed funds support development of the 
appropriate mix of affordable housing to meet housing needs (such as mid-
market rent as compared with social rent or private rent)?  
 
Many respondents, including West Lothian and Orkney Islands Councils and the 
Association of Local Authority Chief Housing Officers (ALACHO), reported that the 
centrally managed programmes were well managed. ALACHO thought that they were 
delivering outcomes that are in line with Local Housing Strategies and Strategic 
Housing Investment Plans.  Homes for Scotland commented that the operation of the 
Help to Buy scheme was patchy to begin with. But the commitment of three year 
funding in 2016 was welcomed.  
 
Value for money  
 
ALACHO suggested that value for money was being achieved and there was plenty of 
evidence of significant efforts to control costs, improve procurement and achieve 
better standards.  
 
East Ayrshire Council referred to the lower level of subsidy available to councils 
compared to RSLs (discussed more below) and that the balance of the capital cost 
must be paid for via borrowing and rents. They argued that value for money 
considerations must go beyond the initial capital cost to the ongoing borrowing 
required by the affordable housing developer and the affordability of the resultant rent.  
West Lothian Council and Orkney Islands Council considered the Open Market 
Shared Equity Scheme to provide value for money. It was pointed out that 
government funding is repaid when the property is sold. Homes for Scotland made a 
similar point about the Help to Buy scheme and suggested that it does more than 
support those customers who qualify. An additional benefit was that it gives 
confidence to builders to open up new sites.  On the other hand, Shelter Scotland said 
they have consistently questioned whether schemes to underwrite increased home 
ownership per se provide value for money in light of the scale of backlog housing 
needs.   
 
Link between central programmes and local programmes 
 
There were some comments to suggest there could be better linkages between the 
centrally managed programmes and locally developed programmes. Fife Council 
referred to a lack of a ‘big picture.’ Argyll and Bute Council welcomed the range of 
initiatives but also though it was confusing for prospective buyers and tenants. They 

https://beta.gov.scot/policies/more-homes/innovative-financing/
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indicated that it would be useful for the council to receive information on the uptake of 
centrally managed funds for planning purposes (as did East Ayrshire Council).  
 
Similarly, the Scottish Local Government Partnership (SLGP) said it would welcome 
clarity on the priorities of centrally managed funds and how they contribute to the 
delivery of local as well as national outcomes, and local housing needs. 
 
SLGP noted that it can be more efficient and appropriate to manage and distribute 
funding centrally but in some cases elements of the budget could potentially  be better 
served as local funding streams. They suggested that periodic challenge funding, e.g. 
that to tackle town centre/ empty homes did not always lend itself to the strategic 
approach required by councils (similar points were made by Renfrewshire, Orkney 
Islands, West Lothian and Highland councils).   
 
Innovative funding mechanisms 
 
Glasgow and West of Scotland Forum of Housing Associations (GWSF) and Scottish 
Federation of Housing Associations (SFHA) suggested that the role of innovative 
funding mechanisms was at the fringes of the mainstream programme. It was noted 
that the innovations particularly supported the use of mid-market rented housing. 
Although there was a role for this in some areas in many areas the greatest need was 
for social housing. GWSF argued that only decent levels of grant could support the 
development of social rented housing.  East Ayrshire Council was supportive of 
innovative funding where they met housing needs and offered the reassurances 
developers require in terms of due diligence. But they said models which are founded 
on short term affordable housing delivery which is not sustained do not meet the 
needs of people who seek long term security.  
 
Professor Gibb noted that, in a context of sustained budgetary pressures and a need 
to target scarce public resources, it was right that the Scottish Government sought to 
move beyond traditional funding models.  Homes for Scotland welcomed the 
development of innovative funding packages that have resulted in greater variety and 
creativity in the delivery of affordable housing.   
 
CML indicated that there continues to be a strong supply of private funding and 
investment at competitive rates for RSLs. Given this, they suggested that innovative 
funding approaches could continue to supplement funding from traditional sources.  
They suggested the development of alternative sources could be accorded a lower 
priority at this time. 
 
Unison Scotland outlined their proposals, with the support of SFHA, for innovative 
financing to invest in housing needs, using some of the assets represented by public 
sector pension funds. They indicated there had been some limited take up of this 
proposal and they urged the Scottish Government to do more to make it happen 
widely. 
 
Renfrewshire Council and Professor Gibb commented that it was difficult to assess 
the impact of innovative funding packages, because it was too early to assess that or 
there was a lack of information. They noted there had been no evaluation of the Help 
to Buy scheme in Scotland and suggested this may be worthwhile.  
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Supporting the appropriate mix of housing needs  
 
Renfrewshire Council noted that there is considerable variation across Scotland in 
housing market conditions and the applicability of centrally managed programmes will 
vary. SFHA and Orkney Islands Council considered that the mix of housing supported 
was about right.  Shelter Scotland commented that it was too early to tell whether the 
combination of programmes which the Scottish Government has is the optimal mix to 
deliver the 50,000 target. Similarly, in advance of the next round of Strategic Housing 
Investment Plans (SHIPs), they indicated that it was not clear whether local plans are 
fully aligned with that target and with local assessments of housing need. 
 
Mid-Market rented housing  
 
Some evidence suggested there was demand for mid-market rented housing and that 
it played an important role in meeting affordable housing need (e.g. Highland and 
Aberdeenshire Council).  
 
Highland Council thought the mid-market rented scheme should be linked with 
assistance for mid-market tenants to take up the option to buy at the end of the 
tenancy, as this presents an important way to support people into home ownership. 
Similarly, West Lothian Council noted the importance of schemes that provide 
sustainable, long term options so that tenants have a good understanding of the 
implications of their tenure choice. 
 
Professor Gibb argued that housing need studies did not deal well with the private 
rented sector. He argued that the extra capacity that mid-market rent or affordable 
rent, or even shared equity, provide was required but said that classic value for money 
questions remain unanswered about the social return and the cost of providing these 
different models.   
 
Aberdeenshire Council noted that the delivery of mid-market rent can be more 
challenging given the significant drop in rents in the private sector in the Aberdeen 
Housing Market Area. The viability of some mid-market schemes has been affected, 
particularly in light of the inability of Aberdeenshire Council’s limited liability 
partnership Create Homes Aberdeenshire to access the same grant that is available 
to RSLs.  
 
Home-ownership  
 
There were mixed views on the schemes supporting home ownership. There was 
some support for schemes that promote home-ownership, particularly the Open 
Market Shared Equity scheme (Aberdeenshire, Orkney Islands and West Lothian 
Councils). 
 
Homes for Scotland were supportive of the Help to Buy (Scotland) Affordable New 
Build Scheme (‘Help to Buy’ scheme) but expressed some concern that the level of 
funding will not be adequate to support sales. The price caps for the scheme are 
being reduced over the next couple of years. They had concerns about the coverage 
of the scheme arguing that it needed to be available throughout the country instead of 
just concentrated in certain areas where the lower price cap remains viable such as in 
Glasgow.  CML welcomed the recent refining of criteria for the scheme to target the 
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limited funding available. In England there a commitment has been made to fully fund 
the scheme until April 2021. They would welcome a similar commitment in Scotland.  
The CML said that shared ownership could be a tenure that receives more profile and 
investment in Scotland. They also recommended that the Scottish Government should 
reflect on, and take account of, the impacts of Land and Building Transaction Tax. 
They argued that this can cause blockages or distortion across the housing market 
due to stagnation of sales at the top end of the market. 
 
Other evidence was less supportive of the amount of resources dedicated to home 
ownership (SLGP, Shelter Scotland, Unison Scotland). SLGP noted that almost a 
quarter of total funding (23.2% of the 2016/17 budget, £160m of £690m) was 
dedicated to schemes supporting home ownership. They suggested that Help to Buy 
had less of a clear link to helping households who might otherwise be on housing lists 
than the Open Market Shared Equity Scheme.  
 
Shelter Scotland also commented that such schemes may simply allow households to 
vary the timing or scale of housing purchase, and in a way which provides little long-
lasting benefit beyond the initial purchase. They argued the challenge for government 
is to ensure that home ownership is both easier to access and to sustain but without 
the level of direct financial commitment currently allocated.  
 
More detailed comments on specific funds  
 
Rural housing fund - Orkney Islands Council welcomed the Rural Housing Fund and 
valued the flexibility it offered. On the other hand, CIH Scotland argued that the 
criteria for the scheme prevented other rural but less remote areas from benefitting. 
They recommended the criteria should be revised so that awards are based on need 
and outcomes for rural communities, rather than geography alone. 
 
Open market shared equity scheme - Argyll and Bute Council were concerned about 
the threshold levels set for their area for their area. In the most pressured housing 
market areas of Oban and Lorn, Helensburgh, Mid Argyll and the islands, the 
thresholds are too low to make this a realistic alternative for first time buyers. On the 
other hand, Orkney Islands Council welcomed the increased benchmark levels of 
2016 and said that it had improved the ability of households to find properties that are 
eligible.  
 
Orkney Islands Council also highlighted a gap in low cost home ownership options for 
people who do not want to live in more urban areas because, for example, developers 
do not want to take on the risk of delivering very small numbers in rural areas. They 
were anticipating the results of the self-build pilot project that is being run in Highland 
as this style of project may help fill the gap left by the removal of the rural home 
ownership grants. 
 
Question 6: To what extent do the Resource Planning Assumption and the 
Strategic Local Planning Agreements processes effectively enable local 
housing needs to be prioritised and resourced?  
 
There were many positive comments about the Resource Planning Assumptions 
(RPAs) and Strategic Local Planning processes (SPLA) (e.g. Orkney Islands, 
Renfrewshire, Inverclyde councils).  It was suggested that the system has “moved on 
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massively in recent years…” (Professor Gibb).  Some noted that the RPA’s had 
reduced the risk and improved planning process (Argyll and Bute, Orkney Islands 
Councils).  
 
Homes for Scotland mentioned a lack of flexibility in the SLPA process regarding a 
lack of willingness of local authorities to add ‘shovel ready’ projects to 
SHIPs/programmes. They also suggested that an affordable housing credit system be 
considered where it is possible to deliver more affordable units on one site if for 
viability reasons they cannot be they can then deliver less on another. They said that 
this works in Perth & Kinross, Moray and Aberdeenshire and they are keen to see this 
flexibility rolled out throughout the country. 
 
NHS Scotland encouraged the involvement of local public health teams in developing 
local housing strategies, given the impact good housing can have on health.  They 
referred to some good examples of housing being well integrated into Strategic 
Commissioning Plans; this work could be built on and replicated across each local 
authority. 
 
GWSF raised the issue of the extent to which local community controlled housing 
associations are able to contribute to the programme. It was suggested there was a 
mixed picture. Their evidence argued that in some areas, most notably Easterhouse, 
community controlled housing associations have lost out because the Council has 
prioritised sites for Glasgow Housing Association, other associations in the Wheatley 
Group, or other large associations such as Sanctuary. 
 
Longer planning timescales  
 
Councils are currently given a 3 year Resource Planning Assumption with minimum 
grant planning assumptions. Some comments suggested that it would be useful to 
have longer term funding commitments (CML). The Scottish Government have 
committed to introducing five year RPAs (SLGP welcomed this). SLGP said it would 
be helpful if there were more certainty of a higher percentage RPA for a longer period 
of time. This would assist with programme delivery in that there would be greater 
certainty about the annual amount.  Similar points were made by others (e.g 
Aberdeenshire cCouncil ) although it was recognised this may be harder for the 
Scottish Government to give without a longer term funding agreement between the 
UK and Scottish Governments (Orkney Islands Council). 
 
Housing needs of disabled people. 
 
The Independent Living in Scotland project was critical of the planning processes and 
argued that Strategic Local Planning Agreements did not effectively enable the local 
housing needs of disabled people to be established, prioritised and resourced. 
They believed that national strategic intervention was required to address this. They 
argued that there was a ‘tacit assumption’ amongst housing professionals and other 
decision makers that the housing needs of disabled people were being met. But they 
argued that their evidence suggests that the current housing system is failing to meet 
the needs of disabled people, particularly in relation to wheelchair users. They argued 
that appropriate decision makers need to commit to ensuring that 10% of new build 
developments of 20 or more units for sale or rent are built to, or easily adaptable to 
wheelchair accessible standard.   
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The SLGP said that Transfer or Management Development Funding (TMDF) 
authorities would welcome discussion on streamlining the SLPA process to best 
reflect how the programme is managed.   
 
Question 7: We seek written responses on whether the increased subsidy levels 
will support new housing developments; and in particular whether the flexibility 
in subsidies will improve the provision of housing for older people or for people 
with particular needs.  
 
Many of the submissions welcomed the increase in subsidy levels (e.g. SFHA, 
ALACHO, Homes for Scotland, Renfrewshire and East Ayrshire Councils and GWSF), 
although it was pointed out though that subsidy levels had been cut in previous years 
and were just back around 2009 levels (GWSF, Renfrewshire Council).  
 
It was suggested that increased subsidies had allowed providers to increase their 
development programme or to start developing again (SFHA, Renfrewshire Council, 
ALACHO).  However, Orkney Islands Councils indicated that subsidy levels in its area 
may need to be increased to make developments viable.  
 
Older people and people with particular needs 
 
The SFHA noted that the Subsidy Working Group had recommended a separate fund 
for special needs housing – the recommendation was not accepted but the Scottish 
Government said there should be greater flexibility in funding projects above the 
benchmark grant levels.   
 
Reference was made to the higher costs of developed specialist accommodation 
(Independent Living in Scotland project, Orkney Islands, East Ayrshire and West 
Lothian Councils). It was suggested that higher levels of subsidy would be needed to 
continue to develop such accommodation. East Ayrshire Council was disappointed 
that a small additional subsidy for this type or provision was not brought forward. The 
Independent Living in Scotland project welcomed increased subsidies but suggested 
incorporating a level of additional grant targeted at improving provision by 
encouraging building to wheelchair user standard in all tenure types.  
 
ALACHO thought that there was sufficient flexibility within the system to develop this 
type of housing. Others (eg SFHA and GWSF) said it was too early to say whether 
increased benchmarks and flexibility will lead to significantly more new housing for 
people with particular needs. GWSF thought that most of any specialist provision will 
be at the ‘lower’ end of the spectrum, as highly specialist provision would need much 
higher levels of subsidy and also guarantees of future support/care funding.   
Concern was expressed about ongoing revenue support for such housing and the 
impact this may have on new developments (SLGP, ALACHO). Revenue support is 
discussed under question 8 below).  
 
It was noted that the majority of specialist provision was in the social rented sector 
which is likely to narrow the options open to wheelchair users (GWSF).  Some 
suggested that the provision of older people’s housing in other tenures should be 
looked at as a way of meeting demand whilst improving options of older people. 
(Homes for Scotland, CML and the Independent Living in Scotland project). CML also 
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said that issues around delivering older people’s housing should be considered in the 
mix of related issues including how property taxation might be used to support older 
homeowners to downsize. 
 
Different council and RSL subsidy benchmarks 
 
The different subsidy benchmark levels1 for councils and RSLs were raised by a few 
respondents (including Fife and West Lothian councils and ALACHO SLGP).  
 
Professor Gibb thought that it seemed reasonable on value for money grounds that 
councils should have lower grant rates but he was not clear that the right differential 
had been achieved.  The SLGP pointed out that many councils have large historic 
debt burdens which constrain their capacity for investment in new-build programmes. 
Orkney Islands Council indicated it had used some of its oil reserve money to support 
its affordable housing development programme but this was not sustainable beyond 
the currently approved projects. 
 
Shared Equity Schemes - Housing association shared equity schemes have been 
very successful in delivering low cost home ownership as part of mixed tenure 
developments. However, grant benchmarks for shared equity were not increased in 
2016 and the 2014 guidance (£40,000) makes it difficult to deliver shared equity 
(Renfrewshire Council). 
 
Other flexibilities – GWSF suggested that additional flexibility would be needed for 
sites where significant remediation work is needed, for example to address 
contamination on former industrial sites and where there was a need to improve the 
physical and social environment.  They suggested it was too early to assess the 
extent to which councils are willing to discuss enhanced rates in reflection of the 
flexibility they have.  
 
Innovation: Homes for Scotland argued that increased subsidy levels should not stop 
innovation. For example, through procurement routes with the introduction of a 
standard product range. They indicated that feedback from their home building 
members suggests that at the moment there is a different design brief and expectation 
of finished product for every new affordable scheme which may not result in the best 
use of money. 
 
Question 8: Do you have any other comments to make about the outcomes the 
Scottish Government seeks from its Housing Supply Budget and how it delivers 
those outcomes?  
 
Comments were made to suggest that the outcomes are ambitious and the 
commitment to funding is welcomed (e.g. SLGP, CIH Scotland, Shelter Scotland, NHS 
Scotland). It was noted there was cross-sector support for the 50,000 target (East 
Ayrshire Council).  Shelter Scotland regarded that the 50,000 affordable homes target 
as a minimum and recommended that the Scottish Government should commit to 
carrying out its own assessment of housing need during the programme period. 

                                            
1 Councils have a flat rate subsidy of £57k or £59k (greener standard) while the RSL subsidy varies 
from £70 -£84k per unit . 
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Unison Scotland argued that the figure falls short of the estimated 60,000 units 
required.   
 
A range of other comments were made, not all directly relating to the housing supply 
budget. 
 
Other barriers to housing development 
 
Respondents highlighted other challenges that could threaten the delivery of the 
50,000 affordable homes target.  Land and infrastructure problems, planning issues 
and a lack of skills were highlighted (e.g. Homes for Scotland, Shelter Scotland, CIH 
Scotland). East Ayrshire Council said that the current RPA and SLPA processes do 
not sit in isolation and must be factored into the broader remit that stretches from 
suitable land identification to site completion and ultimately the delivery of new 
affordable homes.  
 
Infrastructure Fund  
 
Homes for Scotland welcomed the Housing Infrastructure Fund but wanted to see the 
Scottish Government offer further support. For example, it said that education 
provision could not be included in the fund given its financial limits but home builders 
are unable to afford to do this upfront.  They argued a facility such as the 
Infrastructure Fund could go a long way to make the difference if its lending ability 
was increased. Highland Council would like to see an expansion of the infrastructure 
loan fund to ensure sufficient land to deliver the programme. 
 
Shelter Scotland noted that the scale of funding available (£50m) is relatively small 
against the cumulative infrastructure funding needs emerging from Local 
Development Plans. 
 
Revenue funding and the Impact of welfare reform 
 
ALACHO and CIH Scotland were more concerned about revenue funding rather than 
capital funding for new build2. GWSF said that welfare reform posed a “significant 
threat” to the 50,000 target. SFHA attached a copy of their submission to the Social 
Security Committee detailing their concerns about welfare reform. ALACHO raised 
concerns about the impact on temporary accommodation for homeless people. 
 
Particular comment was made about the plans of the UK Government to restrict social 
tenants’ housing benefit to the Local Housing Allowance (LHA) rate which is used to 
determine private tenants’ housing benefit (SFHA, GWS, ALACHO, CIH Scotland). 
GWSF cited an example of how one housing association could not make a 
development stack up financially because of this.  
 
The same restrictions will be applied to tenants in supported accommodation although 
that measure has been delayed. The UK Government will fund supported 
accommodation up to the LHA rate and the Scottish Government will fund put in place 
measures to fund the remaining costs.  ALACHO indicated that there was still likely to 
be a shortfall in funding and argued the Scottish Government should set aside 
                                            
2 The majority of the housing budget is capital funding. 
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resource to support this shortfall. They also suggested that rules around the provision 
of funding for new social housing should be amended to allow, where the local 
housing strategy demonstrates a need, to allow councils to access this funding for 
new temporary and interim accommodation. 
 
Shelter Scotland referred to the introduction of benefit caps which they thought would 
produce a rationalisation and reduction of temporary accommodation charges and 
may pose a risk to homelessness services. 
 
Homelessness and mental health: ALACHO suggested that there could be 
improvements in the scope and effectiveness of mental health services available to 
those facing “multiple exclusion” homelessness. They argued that the Health and 
Social Care Joint Integration Boards should be asked specifically to work with local 
authority homelessness services to develop a strategic response to this need in the 
context of the finalised 10-year vision for mental health services and to provide local 
estimates of the additional funding required or resource transfer options. 
 
Private rented sector  - CIH Scotland  highlight that local authorities’ work to enforce 
private rented sector regulations are often constrained by a lack of resources. They 
(along with ALACHO) recommend that private landlord registration fees are 
increased. CIH Scotland said the Scottish Government should consider other options 
for funding enforcement powers.  
 
Additional Dwelling Supplement – it was suggested that there was a conflict 
between the policy of increasing supply and the ADS (3% Land and Building 
Transaction Tax supplement on purchases of additional residential properties). 
Councils and RSLs are not exempt from this 3% tax. Local authorities would need to 
pay this anytime they want to buy back ex-local authority houses. Councils and RSLs 
should be exempt from this levy (West Lothian Council). 
 
Scottish Government People and Communities Fund: the fund supports a wide 
range of community regeneration initiatives, and is available both to housing 
associations and voluntary organisations. In 2016-17 the budget is £10.8m (previously 
the Wider Role fund just for housing associations was £12m). GSWF argued it is a 
useful source of funding and suggested that with the Scottish Government’s 
community empowerment agenda is gathering momentum, is a false economy to trim 
the size of the fund.  
 
Energy Efficiency: the Existing Homes Alliance was disappointed the funding for 
energy efficiency programmes was cut by 15% in 2016/17. They welcomed the 
commitment made by the Scottish Government to spend £500m on energy efficiency 
this parliamentary session but they said this still fell short of what was required.  They 
made a number of recommendations including that, as a transitional year, the 2017/18 
budget should allocate around £190m for energy efficiency so that total public 
spending is increased to around £250m. 
 
Adaptations: in some areas Stage 3 grants to RSLs for adaptation work are not 
working effectively. Some RSLs committed their full grant allocation from the Scottish 
Government for 2016/17. This may mean that adaptations for disabled persons 
assessed as required will not be undertaken by RSLs until 2017/18 (SLGP). 
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Private Tenements:  it was suggested that local authorities should make greater use 
of their power to use new supply funding to support housing associations to acquire 
and improve private tenement flats which have fallen into poor condition (GWSF).  
Inverclyde Council also highlighted the problem of older private tenements in disrepair 
and suggested that government initiatives like buy back funding for former RSL 
properties and no interest or equity release loan products would be of assistance 
 
National Performance Framework: it was argued that the Scottish Government’s 
high level indicators in the National Performance Framework were too few and high 
level an opportunity to make a much more detailed and thorough alignment between 
housing spend and housing/societal outcomes. Professor Gibb argued this might be 
of interest to the Committee.   
Budget Scrutiny: difficult because of the shortened timetable this year. Tracking the 
budget is not easy. Professor Gibb suggested ways in which the presentation of 
budget information could be improved for transparency issues. He also suggested 
there was a case for providing relevant but non-budgetary housing spend information 
i.e. tax breaks and benefit spend since they impact directly on the housing system.   
 
“Brexit”: possible issues arising from uncertainties around the UK’s withdrawal from 
the EU, including financial uncertainty and fluctuations in the value of sterling are 
likely to have an effect on the cost of borrowing and importing materials for 
construction (CIH Scotland).  
Housing 
 
TOTAL 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S5_Local_Gov/Inquiries/20161024_Budget_CIHScotland.pdf
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