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REPORT OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES



TO THE LEAD MEMBER FOR CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES

on MONDAY, 26TH SEPTEMVER, 2005 

BUDGET AND AUDIT SCRUTINY COMMITTEE

on WEDNESDAY, 5TH OCTOBER, 2005


TITLE : 
FORMULA GRANT CHANGES – CONSULTATION RESPONSE


RECOMMENDATIONS : 
That members support the proposed consultation response


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY :   The ODPM is consulting local authorities on various options for changes to the Formula Grant distribution formulae. This report sets out Salford’s proposed response.


BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS : 
ODPM Consultation Paper : Formula Grant Distribution 

(Available for public inspection)
issued July 2005 


ASSESSMENT OF RISK:
 Low

	


SOURCE OF FUNDING: 
Revenue Budget

	


COMMENTS OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES (or his representative):

1. LEGAL IMPLICATIONS



Not applicable 

2. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
This report has been written by the Head of Finance and addresses the financial implications

3. PROPERTY




Not applicable 

4. HUMAN RESOURCES 



Not applicable

	


CONTACT OFFICER :  John Spink
  Tel : 793 3230
E-mail : john.spink@salford.gov.uk 


WARD(S) TO WHICH REPORT RELATE(S):
None specifically


KEY COUNCIL POLICIES: 

Budget Strategy


DETAILS

INTRODUCTION

Attached to this report are the following :-

· Salford’s proposed consultation response

· A report, for background information, prepared for Budget and Efficiency Group which sets out the options and their impact upon Salford and the different classes of authority.

The closing date for consultation responses is 10th October. The response in this report is designed to be submitted for that deadline.

Local authorities are currently preparing their responses and the opportunity has been taken to compare with a couple of authorities draft responses locally, as well as with a draft response prepared by SIGOMA.

Of the 39 questions posed by the ODPM, there is general consensus on the key questions.

 The critical issues in terms of financial impact on Salford are in the following questions and an indication is given below as to whether Salford’s response is in line with SIGOMA’s :-

Q9   (Older People PSS options) – agree with SIGOMA

Q13 (Younger Adults PSS options) – agree with SIGOMA

Q21 (Concessionary fares) – disagree with SIGOMA, but can live with SIGOMA’s line in the absence of a specific grant

Q25, 26, 27 (Capital financing) – disagree with SIGOMA, but their preference was not an option exemplified by ODPM so cannot comment

Q33, 34 (Resource equalisation) – agree with SIGOMA

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that members support Salford’s proposed consultation response.

ALAN WESTWOOD

Strategic Director of Customer and Support Services
FORMULA GRANT DISTRIBUTION

CONSULTATION RESPONSE

Chapter 2
Schools Transfer

Q1
Do you think that there should be a customised damping system ?

There is a clear dilemma for the Government in adjusting FSS in the traditional manner of removing the appropriate FSS element because of the practical financial effects upon authorities given the range of variations between budgeted spend and FSS. Authorities that spend above FSS should not be disadvantaged by losing grant, but equally authorities that spend below FSS would expect some protection.

The pragmatic approach of a damping system proposed by the Government seems to be a sensible way of minimising the impact and phasing it in over time. However, any damping system to protect the potential losers should not be at the expense of the gainers but should be funded by the Government putting the extra resource into the system to fund it.  

Q2
Do you have comments on the Government’s other proposals, to adjust the base using spend figures and to isolate police, fire and shire district authorities from the effects of the transfer ?

It seems perverse that a non-education providing authority is impacted by a change to the distribution of education funding and therefore those authorities should be isolated from the effects of the proposed schools funding transfer.

The exemplification of option SCLT 2, which purports to ensure that no authority receives less grant for non-school services, still produces situations where non-education authorities gain or lose from the schools funding transfer, eg Greater Manchester Police lose £1.488m under the revised exemplification of 1st August. It is unclear from the exemplifications whether this grant loss would be compensated for elsewhere within the system. It needs to be made transparently clear that such authorities are not adversely affected.

Chapter 3
New Grant System

Q3
Whether we should use the proposed alternative grant system ?

The alternative appears to be even more complicated than the existing system, with what appears to be relatively neutral impacts. It is also difficult to understand the impact of this alternative over time.

Chapter 6
Education – LEA Block

Q4
Do you think we should remove the element for Further Education residual pensions?

The existence of this element seems to be anomalous in that it is based upon expenditure rather than formulae, and its removal would simplify matters with minimal impact. Removal is therefore supported.

Q5
Do you think the LEA damping block should be removed ?

The existence or inclusion of damping at an FSS service block level should be unnecessary if damping at the total FSG level is maintained. Therefore, removal of the LEA damping block is supported in principle.
The removal of the LEA damping block would not have any great overall effect for the vast majority of authorities, although it should be noted that there are a handful of authorities for whom there are significant variations, eg Essex would lose £3.7m, Kent £3m, and Lancashire and Hampshire over £1m whereas Hackney, Tower Hamlets, Wandsworth, Birmingham and Bradford would all gain over £1m, who would argue with the ODPM’s contention at paragraph 87 that it no longer greatly affects any authority’s total FSS. 
Chapter 7
Personal Social Services

Q6
Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to implement option SSC 1 ? If not, what alternative would you propose ?

Salford has long believed that there is a need for the Childrens’ deprivation top-up to be updated. The use of a children living in flats indicator naturally favours an authority whose demographics require a greater concentration of flatted accommodation and also works against authorities like Salford whose policy has been to discourage the placement of families in flats. The use of 1991 data is also clearly unsatisfactory.

However, the basis and robustness of the proposed indicator, ie using information on every child seen by social services during a particular week in 2003, seems highly questionable and equally unsatisfactory. For example, what if social services happened not to see a representative cross-section during the week chosen ? The comments in the paper also suggest that the ODPM is also far from convinced about its use. 

It would be preferable to continue with the current basis for a further year to allow further research to be done to test the robustness of the new indicator using a wider sample.

Q7
Which option for updating the Foster Care Adjustment do you prefer ?

Of the 2 options proposed, SSC 3 is preferred in principle over SSC 2 in that it would appear to have a better range of indicator data.

However, the exemplification of the effects indicates some unusual swings in variation between the 2 options for some inner London boroughs, eg Camden, Hackney, Islngton and Tower Hamlets all shows losses over £1m under SSC 3 yet gains between £0.4m and £1m under SSC 3. Variations of this magnitude between what appear to be broadly similar options do not appear logical and an understanding of the drivers of changes of this magnitude needs to be understood.

Q8
Do you think that there should be specific floors with either ceilings or scaling factors on the children’s social services FSS to limit the extent of the changes ?

See statement of principle in the first paragraph of response to Q5. There should be no system of floors or ceilings for individual FSS service blocks.

Q9
Which needs formula option do you prefer – SSE 1 or SSE 2 ?

Both options would appear to have flaws and create some extremes in variation. 

Neither option would appear to inspire confidence that the sample size is sufficiently large as to give reliable results. Equally, there are some huge variations, eg Birmingham gain £16.4m with SSE 1 and £8.7m with SSE 2, Liverpool gains £7m with SSE1 but hardly any change with SSE 2, Bedfordshire lose almost £3m with SSE 1 but gain £11.6m (6.9% of total FSS !) with SSE 2, Hampshire lose £12.4m with SSE 1 and £4.8m with SSE 2, Surrey lose £10.2m with SSE 1, but hardly any change with SSE 2.

It is noted that the age range has been changed for the age top-up from 75 to 84 currently to 80 to 84 for SSE 1 and to 90 and over for SSE 2. Whilst longer life expectancy can justify the change in SSE 1, is this not stretching the point in SSE 2 ?

It is also noted that further data is expected for SSE 1 in September.  This option would appear to be a closer fit in principle to the current method and if any preference is to be expressed it would be for SSE 1 for this reason. 

It would be interesting to have an exemplification of the current model with updated Census data only so that we could isolate the effect of data change only against SSE 1 and SSE 2. 

Q10
Do you agree with the proposal to revise the Low Income Adjustment to include 2001 Census data ?

It seems logical to update the Low Income Adjustment for the 2001 Census data.

Q11
Which method of distributing the sparsity top-up do you prefer ?

Whilst the case made by rural authorities for option SSE 5 has logic, the results do not appear to be consistent. For example, Manchester with a density two-thirds more than Salford gains £186k whereas Salford loses £29k. There are also more gainers than losers amongst Inner London boroughs, which would seem illogical. The results are not financially significant, but given the vagaries of the results of option SSE 5, the preferred option would be SSE 4 which is closer to the current sparsity indicator.

Q12
Do you favour increasing the quantum for the sparsity adjustment to more than 0.4%?

No case has been made for increasing the quantum beyond 0.4% therefore it is impossible to form a judgement without any hard evidence as to what an alternative figure might be.

Q13
Which option do you prefer for the Younger Adults Social Services formula ?

Both options create significant distributional turbulence between local authorities, and as such the impact may be considered to be unacceptable. The lack of sufficient data for mental health suggests the sample used may be insufficient or insufficiently representative of the client group mix. It is therefore suggested that any change is deferred for a further year to allow for further research to be conducted.

Of the 2 options put forward, the use of long-term unemployed in SSA 2 is preferred to the use of a black ethnicity indicator in SSA 1, as the long-term unemployed indicator will contain its own ethnicity content for each authority and take account of all ethnicity, not just black. The rationale for a black only ethnicity indicator rather than a mixed one in SSA 1 is unclear. If a choice has to be made, therefore, it would be for option SSA 2 as a more representative mix of factors.

Q14 – Q19
relate to Police and Fire

Chapter 10
Highway Maintenance

Q20
Do you agree that back lanes should be included in the highway maintenance formula?

The inclusion of back lanes appears logical and is supported.

It is noted that options for including 3-year averages for traffic flow and updating net in-commuters data for the 2001 Census are both exemplified but no questions asked about views on them. It is presumed, therefore, that the ODPM believe there can be no logical case against their implementation.

Chapter 11
Environmental, Protective and Cultural Services

Q21
Do you think we should adjust the coefficients for concessionary fares ?

Salford believes that there will be such volatility with this funding change that a specific grant is justified in preference to funding from FSS/RSG. However, if FSS/RSG is the only option under consideration then the view is as follows.

In introducing a re-weighting of the coefficients for population density, pensioners on income support and incapacity benefit/severe disablement allowance, the exemplification of this change combines the effect of 2 sets of variables. It would be preferred if the impact of introducing the extra £350m could have been modelled separately from the impact of re-weighting the coefficients so that the effect of both changes could have been assessed.

It is therefore not possible to properly answer this question without seeing the separate effects.

Q22
Do you think we should make any further changes to coefficients ; for example, it has been argued that we should do so to take into account the increased expenditure on waste ?

Experience indicates that waste disposal costs have been increasing faster than other local authority costs and with the continued increases in landfill tax and the introduction of LATS will continue to do so. An increased coefficient for waste is therefore justified.

It is disappointing to note that the ODPM do not appear to be prepared to introduce a separate service block for waste, and this option would have been preferred to increasing coefficients.

Q23
Do you think we should update the fixed cost element ?

Increasing the fixed cost element is supported, although it would be more appropriate for the amount to reflect the size of the authority, eg by having a banding system.

Q24
Do you agree with the proposed method for transferring Critical Ordinary Watercourses to the Environment Agency ?

There is no objection to this proposal.

Chapter 12
Capital Financing

Q25
Do you think we should remove the Interest Receipts elements ?

The removal of the Interest Receipts elements from the Capital Financing FSS has some logic given the emphasis of the Prudential Code on the management of debt. Certainly, the retention of the element for interest on reserved receipts now appears to be anachronistic given the demise of reserved receipts under the Prudential Code. 

However, the options for adjusting FSS create some extremely volatile results, and it seems illogical that a choice of option can give wildly different results. In Salford’s case, for example, option CF 1, which would increase FSS overall, would benefit Salford by £3.5m whereas option CF 2, reducing the capital financing FSS to make it cost neutral, would lose Salford almost £1.9m, yet option CF 3, spreading the effect over the remaining FSS service blocks, would benefit Salford by £0.16m. Other authorities have much wider variations than Salford.

Option CF 1 in isolation does not appear to be realistic because this would increase FSS by £818m and would only be a realistic option if it was coupled with implementation of an appropriate resource equalisation option (see comments at Q34 later).

Option CF 2 creates too much volatility and cannot be related to the current distribution basis. 

Option CF 3 would appear to offer the least volatile impact generally and has some merit in so far as it would be consistent with the way in which the other interest receipts element is currently distributed and therefore seen to be “reversing out” the current distributional arrangement. This option is therefore preferred. 

A possible hybrid might be a combination of options CF 2 and CF 3 in proportion to their current total amounts, although this would still retain the volatile element of CF 2, albeit the effect would be somewhat damped.

Q26
If we retain one or both of the Interest Receipts elements, do you have any views on how they should be distributed ?

There would not appear any logic to retaining one of the Interest Receipts elements.

The only justification for retaining both elements would be to avoid the volatile impact of any change, but this option would be at the expense of preserving a distributional method which would become increasingly out of date and out of touch with the way in which debt must be managed the longer it was preserved. However, if both elements were to be retained, there is no obvious alternative distribution basis and so the current distribution basis should be maintained, but this would be far from satisfactory.

Q27
If so, should we reduce other FSS totals to compensate, or not ? And if we reduce other FSS elements, where should we make the reductions ?

See answer to Q26.

Chapter 13
Area Cost Adjustment

Q28
Do you have any comments on our intention to use the full ASHE data set to calculate the ACA ?

Use of the extended ASHE data set would seem appropriate as a larger survey sample should give more representative results.

Q29
Do you think we should remove the very small rates cost adjustment, or do you think we should update the weighting of the RCA in line with 2003/04 expenditure data ?

Whilst the rates cost is small at less than 1% of council spending, its removal can have some distributional impact upon those authorities with high rateable values, especially Inner London boroughs. Updating the weighting would appear to be a more equitable option.

Q30
Do you agree with the Government’s proposal to retain the current method of setting the lower limit for options ACA 1 – 3 ?

It is difficult to form a judgement on this option without understanding the impact and further research is therefore necessary. The status quo should therefore be maintained for 2006/07.

Q31
Do you think we should calculate a separate ACA factor for each upper tier authority?

The ODPM has recognised the shortcoming with this approach in that it produces a number of substantial “cliff edges” between neighbouring authorities, which make it impossible to justify. This is typified in Greater Manchester, where under option ACA 4, Manchester and Trafford, neighbouring authorities to Salford, would gain £6.8m and £3.7m respectively, whereas Salford would lose £0.4m. Under option ACA 5 there is an even wider disparity, with respective gains of the 3 authorities being £11m, £5.2m and £0.2m, whilst other authorities in Greater Manchester would lose between £1m and £3.5m. The respective costs of service delivery do not reflect this disparity, particularly when there is great consistency between local authority pay scales in the region. There is also a significant distributional effect of both options nationally.

A separate ACA factor for each upper tier authority is therefore not supported.

Q32
If we implement the change above, which option for setting the lower limit do you prefer ?

See response to Q31 above. Neither option is acceptable, but if a preference has to be expressed it would be for option ACA 5 where a lower qualifying limit is set. 

Chapter 14
Additional Resource Equalisation


Q33
Do you think we should increase resource equalisation ?

It is appropriate in principle to adjust resource equalisation to bring FSS totals into line with actual spending levels, particularly where there are significant shortfalls in Social Services, Police and Fire, and so ensure that resources adequate reflect high spending needs and low resources.

Q34
Which of the options do you prefer ?

We see no justification for a halfway-house measure in option RE 2 and believe the only realistic options for consideration to be the full equalisation options of RE 1 and RE 3.

Of these two options we would prefer option RE 1as this is the only one that fully reflects the shortfalls in service block needs.

However, we would have preferred to see an extra option which illustrates fully resourced service blocks with a capital financing FSS at its existing level that reflects net debt.

Chapter 15
Floor Damping

Q35
Do you consider that the capital adjustment should be abolished ?

The inclusion of the capital adjustment over-complicates the calculation of floor damping and it may be argued that the adjustment gives double benefit to authorities at the floor at the expense of non-floor authorities because they also get allowance in their Capital Financing FSS.

Abolition of the capital adjustment is therefore supported.

Q36
Which approach for paying for damping do you prefer (ie the existing method, DMP 2 or DMP 3) ?

We do not see that either of the alternative options, DMP 2 based on taxbase or DMP 3 based on population, gives any fairer basis for damping than the existing method of a proportionate damping and therefore the existing method is preferred.  

Chapter 16
Day Visitors

Q37
Would you prefer us to use the new day visitors indicator ?

It is accepted in principle that the data for day visitors needs to be updated from the 1991 census. However, it is not clear whether the model exemplified is more or less robust than the current model or any other possible models. The proposal to reduce the threshold for a round trip to 10 miles from 20 miles would seem appropriate.

There is likely to be a significant distributional impact from the change and an exemplification of the impact would have been welcome.

Additional Questions

Q38
Do you agree that the January 2005 pupil count should be used instead of the 2005 September pupil count as the source for pupils aged 11 and over ?

The use of the January 2005 pupil count is supported. It is important that the most reliable data is available and as the DfES propose to devote fewer resource to the 2005 September count to focus on the January 2006 count for the schools grant in 2006/07 it would be preferable to have data as free from error as possible. It would also enable a degree of consistency to be adopted in that a pattern of using January counts for the future would be established.

Q39 
Do you agree  that an adjustment to the 2001 census based country of birth indicator used in EPCS should be made ?

It is accepted that the 1991 Census data needs to be updated to 2001 Census data and that the country of birth indicator is applied to the revised 2001 mid-year estimate of population. Option EPCS 3 is therefore considered to be more complete than EPCS 1 and is therefore preferred.

General Comment


It will be important that the floor increase for 2006/07 is set sufficiently high as to adequately protect those authorities that are adversely affected by the changes that the ODPM choose to implement. 
REPORT OF THE STRATEGIC DIRECTOR OF CUSTOMER AND SUPPORT SERVICES

TO BUDGET AND EFFICIENCY CABINET WORKING GROUP

MONDAY, 25TH JULY, 2005 

Subject :
2006/07 RSG – FORMULA GRANT DISTRIBUTION CHANGES – CONSULTATION PAPER

The Government, via the ODPM, has issued a 315-page consultation paper on 19th July on options for change to the RSG formula grant distribution mechanism in 2006/07 following 3 years of freeze in formula changes.

The Government has exemplified the effect of each of their options for change by re-running the 2005/06 settlement, although it points out that the detailed effect when the 2006/07 settlement is announced may differ due to changes to spending block totals and funding transfers.

Responses to the consultation are due by 10th October.

Schools Funding

The ODPM comment in the paper that final figures for the transfer from FSS and Formula Grant to the new Dedicated Schools Grant has yet to be determined by the Government.

There are clear hints that the transfer of funding is expected to be more than merely the Schools FSS. The ODPM suggests adjusting the base 2005/06 grant figure for comparison purposes by budgeted spend in 2005/06 rather than by FSS. They have also exemplified the impact in 2006/07 by assuming for the purposes of the paper a funding transfer halfway between Schools FSS and budgeted spend.

New Grant System Under 3-Year Settlements

Although not the specific purpose of the consultation paper, the ODPM does comment on their developing thoughts for the grant system under 3-year settlements.

They are exploring a range of possible grant systems that would focus on grant rather than notional measures of spending and council tax. This would be based on a “4 block” model containing elements of relative needs and resources, ie :

· A relative needs block

· A resource block

· A basic amount block

· A damping block,

with the relative size of each block set by judgement.

3-Year Settlements

The first settlement will cover 2 years only for 2006/07 and 2007/08 before aligning with the first year of the Comprehensive Spending Review in 2008/09.

New funding for new responsibilities will be distributed as specific grant until it can be incorporated into the settlement cycle.

The dominant data drivers of population and council tax base will be based upon projections. Data which is very difficult to forecast, eg benefit claimants, will be frozen based on multi-year averages. However, as the 2007/08 settlement coincides with the revaluation of domestic dwellings the announcement this year for 2006/07 and 2007/08 will contain provisional taxbase figures for 2007/08 that will be updated when the revaluation details are known in 2006/07.

Amending Reports

The ODPM intends to issue amending reports for 2004/05 and 2005/06 settlements to take account of population adjustments flowing through from the 2003/04 settlement and other minor data corrections with the 2006/07 settlement announcement.

Proposed Data Changes
This is the main purpose of the consultation paper and responses are invited on 37 questions specifically relating to proposed data changes covering all FSS blocks, the area cost adjustment, resource equalisation, floor damping and day visitor data. 

A schedule of the options exemplified in the paper with the effect upon Salford is attached.

An overview of the possible impact upon Salford is :-

	
	Best Case
	Worst Case
	More Likely Case

	
	Option
	Effect (£m)
	Option
	Effect (£m)
	Option
	Effect (£m)

	Education - School Grant
	SCLT1
	+ 1.624
	Cost neutral
	          0
	Cost neutral
	          0

	Education - LEA
	EDU2
	+ 0.037
	EDU3
	-  0.072
	EDU1+2
	+ 0.037

	Personal Social Services
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 - Children
	SSC1+3
	+ 0.017
	SSC1+2
	-  0.215
	SSC2
	-  0.215

	 - Older People
	SSE1
	+ 2.817
	SSE2+3+5
	-  0.491
	SSE2+3+4
	-  0.469

	 - Younger People
	SSA2
	+ 3.278
	No change
	          0
	No change
	          0

	Highway Maintenance
	HM1+2+ 3
	+ 0.498
	HM3 
	          0
	HM1+2
	+ 0.498

	EPCS
	EPCS1+2+3
	+ 2.862
	EPCS4
	-  0.021
	EPCS1-4 inc
	+ 2.841

	Capital Financing
	CF1
	+ 3.542
	CF2
	-  1.873
	No change
	          0

	Area Cost Adjustment
	ACA1+2+5
	+ 0.537
	ACA4
	-  0.390
	ACA1+3
	+ 0.268

	Resource Equalisation
	RE1
	+ 1.955
	No change
	          0
	No change
	          0

	Floor Damping
	DMP1
	+ 0.035
	DMP2
	-  0.546
	DMP1
	+ 0.035

	Day Visitor Data
	D1
	+ 1.095
	No change
	          0
	No change
	          0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Totals
	
	+18.297
	
	-  3.698 
	
	+ 2.995


The key conclusion from the above table is that, bearing in mind that proposal EPCS2 containing the distribution of the extra £350m for concessionary fares (Salford gains £2.764m RSG) will be at least neutralised by an increase in the PTA levy, the overall impact is likely to be broadly cost neutral.

There are 2 caveats to the above conclusion :-

· The ODPM see the review of the 3 Personal Social services elements as a priority because each element is based on 1991 Census. For the Younger People element, 2 options are offered, both of which benefit Salford (SSA1 + £1.998m ; SSA2 + £3.278m). ODPM prefer option SSA1 as technically sounder, but the impact of both options is extremely volatile and a view has been taken that the ODPM could defer proposals in this area for further research and consideration. If, however, change is effected then Salford would gain by a minimum of £2m.

· None of the exemplifications take account of other key data changes such as population and council taxbase figures, which will only be known close to the provisional settlement.

Further detailed analysis will be undertaken in conjunction with directorates to prepare a detailed response on behalf of Salford for the consultation deadline.

ALAN WESTWOOD

Strategic Director of Customer and Support Services

	Option Ref
	Details
	Sponsored by
	Impact on Salford (£m)
	Impact on LA groups

	
	
	+ ve
	- ve
	Gainers
	Losers

	EDUCATION – school grant
	
	
	
	
	

	SCLT1
	School spend less £95m transferred out of RSG 
	
	1.624
	
	All, mainly shires £81m
	

	SCLT2
	As SCLT1 but non-school services protected from grant loss
	
	0.564
	
	All, mainly shires £69m
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	EDUCATION - LEA
	
	
	
	
	

	EDU1
	Update sparsity data from 1991 to 2001 Census
	ODPM
	0
	
	Negligible impact
	

	EDU2
	Remove funding of residual college lecturer pensions
	ODPM
	0.037
	
	Negligible impact
	

	EDU3
	Remove LEA damping
	?
	
	0.072
	
	Shires -£13m

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	PERSONAL SOCIAL SERVICES
	
	
	
	
	

	Children
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SSC1
	New deprivation top-up based on Children in Need survey 2003
	ODPM
	0.197
	
	Mets £75m, Shires £113m
	London £188m

	SSC2
	Updated foster care adj using Children in Need survey 2003
	ODPM
	
	0.412
	Shires £14m
	London £5m, Mets £8m

	SSC3
	As SSC2, but with different variables
	ODPM
	
	0.180
	Negligible impact
	

	Older People
	
	
	
	
	

	SSE1
	Updating age and deprivation top-ups – small sample base
	ODPM
	2.817
	
	London £34m, Mets £55m
	Shires £89m

	SSE2
	As SSE1 with much larger sample
	ODPM
	
	0.234
	London £47m
	Mets £16m, Shires £31m

	SSE3
	Update low income adj replacing 1991 with 2001 Census data
	ODPM
	
	0.228
	Shires £42m
	London £36m, Mets £6m

	SSE4
	Amend sparsity factor for pop’n over 65 rather than all pop’n
	ODPM
	
	0.007
	Negligible impact
	

	SSE5
	Amend sparsity factor using a distance-based measure
	ODPM
	
	0.029
	Negligible impact
	

	Younger Adults
	
	
	
	
	

	SSA1
	Replaces IS/JSA by DLA claimants & rented accom by ethnicity 
	ODPM
	1.998
	
	Mets £70m, Shires £64m
	London £134m

	SSA2
	As SSA1, butL/T unemployed instead of ethnicity 
	ODPM
	3.278
	
	Mets £140m, Shires £10m
	London £150m

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE
	
	
	
	
	

	HM1
	Moving from 1-year to 3-year average traffic flows
	ODPM
	0.120
	
	Negligible impact
	

	HM2
	Updating net in-commuters data from 1991 to 2001 Census
	ODPM
	0.378
	
	Negligible impact
	

	HM3
	Adding back lanes into formula
	ODPM
	0
	
	Negligible impact
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ENVIRONMENTAL, PROTECTIVE & CULTURAL SERVICES
	
	
	
	
	

	EPCS1
	Updating density, sparsity, net in-commuters & country of birth indicators from 1991 to 2001 Census
	ODPM
	0.098
	
	London £11m
	Mets £10m

	EPCS2
	Re-weighting of indicators to accommodate free travel scheme
	ODPM/DtP
	2.764
	
	All £350m : London £53m, Mets £110m, Shires £187m
	

	FD1
	Flood defence adj for EA change of responsibilities 
	ODPM/EA
	0
	
	Negligible impact
	

	FC1
	Updating fixed costs element
	ODPM
	
	0.021
	Negligible impact
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CAPITAL FINANCING
	
	
	
	
	

	CF1
	Abolish interest receipts elements
	ODPM
	3.542
	
	All £818m : London £130m, Mets £174m, Shires £513m
	

	CF2
	Abolish interest receipts elements & reduce cap fin FSS
	ODPM
	
	1.873
	London £8m, Shires £50m
	Mets £58m

	CF3
	Abolish interest receipts elements & reduce non-cap fin FSS blocks
	ODPM
	0.161
	
	Shires £52m
	London £34m, Mets £19m

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AREA COST ADJUSTMENT
	
	
	
	
	

	ACA1
	Expanded ASHE data for calculating labour cost adj
	ODPM
	0.220
	
	London £8m
	Mets £9m

	ACA2
	Updating rates cost adj
	ODPM
	0.108
	
	Mets £13m, Shires £12m
	London £35m

	ACA3
	Update weightings for rates cost adj
	ODPM
	0.048
	
	Mets £5m
	London £15m

	ACA4
	Change ACA areas, but reset qualifying wage threshold lower limit 
	LAs
	
	0.390
	Mets £74m, Shires £90m
	London £165m

	ACA5
	Change ACA areas, but keep threshold lower limit unchanged
	LAs
	0.209
	
	Mets £19m, Shires £41m
	London £59m

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	RESOURCE EQUALISATION
	
	
	
	
	

	RE1
	Full additional resource equalisation
	ODPM
	1.955
	
	London £88m, Mets £56m
	Shires £144m

	RE2
	Half additional resource equalisation
	ODPM
	1.215
	
	London £52m, Mets £34m
	Shires £86m

	RE3
	Full additional resource equalisation with abolishing interest receipts
	ODPM
	1.805
	
	London £39m, Mets £38m
	Shires £77m

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FLOOR DAMPING
	
	
	
	
	

	DMP1
	Abolish the capital adjustment
	LAs
	0.035
	
	Negligible impact
	

	DMP2
	Damping based on taxbase
	ODPM
	
	0.546
	London £27m, Mets £9m
	Shires £36m

	DMP3
	Damping based on basic amount per head
	ODPM
	
	0.103
	London £18m
	Mets £3m, Shires £14m

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	DAY VISITORS DATA
	
	
	
	
	

	D1
	Update data using 2001 instead of 1991 Census & reduce distance threshold to 10 from 20 miles
	ODPM
	1.095
	
	Analysis not provided
	


