
From: Clifford, Michael  
Sent: 03 June 2015 10:39 
To: Hay, Robert (EPS - LGFP) 
Cc: Manning, Sarah (EPS - LGFP) 
Subject: RE: Admin costs report 

 
Hi Rob, 
 
Thank-you for these, very useful. Can hopefully pick up some on the call today, others may need 
some further consideration. 
 
We were aware the timescales were reasonably ambitious and shall give these further considered 
thought in light of your comments below, 
 
Thanks, 
 
Mike 
 
From: Hay, Robert (LGC - LGFP)  
Sent: 03 June 2015 09:32 
To: Clifford, Michael 
Cc: Manning, Sarah (LGC - LGFP) 
Subject: Admin costs report 

 
Mike, 
        I thought it might be helpful to send you through some initial comments ahead of our discussion 
this afternoon on the final draft. Apologies for the presentation I have rather rushed these onto 
paper as off to a meeting this morning but keen to let you have these asap.  
  
We should have a word about the status of annex 1. This contains some really useful and important 
messages and whilst understanding the sensitivity around some of this we are not sure how practical 
it will be to have the information but not publish it. Would you be comfortable that we can share it 
with local govt to assist in terms of taking forward discussions? 
  
Re exec summary. Probably need to tweak the first sentence! “Local Govt in Wales” is wider than the 
22 authorities. The 22 unitary authorities are most significant part but we risk upsetting all the other 
bits. 
  
Recognise the importance of alignment with other reforms but important to emphasis that these 
authorities can deliver some of these savings without the need to wait for reforms.   
  
Should we caveat the indicative savings reports by LAs. We risk a response that says authorities have 
already delivered £17m of the £33m savings and does the further £16m in 2015/16 then mean they 
have delivered the £33m! 
  
Need to be clear the savings proposed are annual.  
  
Page 25 defn of “opportunity in scope” includes reference to no consideration of the investment 
costs. This is likely to be highlighted by authorities as undermining the savings figures. Is there 
anything further we can say on this? 
  
Page 6 – how does the £510m figure relate to the £471m figure? 



  
Page 26  
  
May need a bit more explanation on the difference between phase 1 normalisation and phase 2 
standardisation.  The key point here I think is normalisation within Wales and standardisation with 
the wider sector. Phase 2 refers to improving performance towards “mean sector 
performance”.  How is that defined?   
  
Timing of delivery of savings  
  
Is there a risk of challenge on the timings of the delivery of the savings. Perhaps there is a need to 
recognise there is some lead time required  before phase 1 normalisation is deliverable within one 
year?  If it requires costs to be removed from services that equate to removing FTEs from services, 
given that they are 65% of the cost.  ( There are timing issues around removing costs which mean 
that to arrive at a particular reduction for one financial year, you need to have made the staff 
redundant in the previous financial year.  If you are letting staff go later in the year, then you have to 
lose a higher number to compensate for the fact that you have already spent money on their salary 
costs during the first part of the year.) 
  
On what basis do KPMG believe that the radical transformation (which covers a number of different 
options) can be delivered within three years, given that there would be a need to first decide on 
which option is appropriate (eg a new shared service eg outsourcing to the private sector eg 
investment in new technology) and then move to the new models and given that the cost reductions 
may not come on stream in the first year of implementation?    The text refers to the longer term 
nature of phase 3 but assumes that it will be completed within a year of the first two rounds of 
savings. 
  
Page 29 – what is “disruptive technology”? 
  
Page 44 – the KPMG report assumes that all authorities in Wales can reduce their admin costs to 4% 
- which is currently the lowest level of spend achieved by any authority.  Is that realistic?  They 
mention that their spend reduction estimates ignore issues relating to quality of delivery and special 
factors such as rurality or deprivation.   Does that mean that the 4.0% figure is unrealistic?  There is 
reference to unitary authorities in England as “ a leading practice example” having admin costs of 3% 
to 4%(Fairly wide range relatively).  Are these the “best in breed” authorities?  Eg top quartile? Or is 
it the mean? 
  
Important to note that the % figures are based on 2013/14 spend so do not take account of any 
future spending reductions planned. 
  
Annex 1 
  
page 20 a figure missing (“x”) 
  
Spelling of Blaenau Gwent incorrectly. 
  
Speak later 
  
Regards 
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