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DRAFT ANNUAL BUSINESS PLAN 2011 (P.99/2010): NINTH AMENDMENT 
 

1 PAGE 2, PARAGRAPH (a) – 

After the words “withdrawn from the consolidated fund in 2011” insert the 
words – 

“, except that the proposed total net revenue expenditure of £652,881,000 
shall be reduced to £647,881,000 and that the net revenue expenditure of 
the ministerial departments as set out in the said Summary Table A shall 
be reduced on a pro-rata basis to achieve this £5,000,000 reduction as 
shown in the Summary Table A amended for Ministerial Departments 
(excluding Grant to the Overseas Aid Commission and Central 
Allocations for Treasury and Resources) set out below – 

Summary Table A amended for Ministerial Departments (excluding 
Grant to the Overseas Aid Commission and Central Allocations for 

Treasury and Resources) 

 

States Funded Bodies 

2011 
Revised Gross 

Revenue 
Expenditure 

2011 
Income 

Allocation 

2011 
 Revised Net 
Expenditure 

Allocation 
    
 £      £      £      
Ministerial Departments    

Chief Minister 5,545,841 (493,000) 5,052,841 

Economic Development 17,424,680 (1,475,000) 15,949,680 

Education Sport and Culture 116,199,606 (16,904,000) 99,295,606 

Health and Social Services 186,373,798 (20,118,000) 166,255,798 

Home Affairs 49,670,364 (1,706,000) 47,964,364 

Housing 17,127,883 (38,184,000) (21,056,117) 

Planning & Environment 10,316,435 (3,644,000) 6,672,435 

Social Security 176,958,673 (3,335,000) 173,623,673 

Transport and Technical Services 46,687,501 (18,602,000) 28,085,501 

Treasury & Resources (Dept alloc.) 47,399,219 (7,712,000) 39,687,219 

TOTALS FOR THESE 
MINISTERIAL DEPARTMENTS 673,704,000 (112,173,000) 561,531,000 

2 PAGE 2, PARAGRAPH (a) – 

After the words “with any increase above” insert the words “or decrease below” 
and for the word “compensated” substitute the words “to be adjusted”. 
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3 PAGE 2, PARAGRAPH (e) – 

After the words “within these amounts” insert the words – 

“except that the proposed total net revenue expenditure of the States 
funded bodies for 2012 and 2013 as set out in Summary Table E shall be 
decreased from £708,000,000 to £698,000,000 in 2012 and from 
£712,000,000 to £697,000,000 in 2013”. 
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REPORT 

Over recent years there has been considerable public disquiet about the increase in 
States’ spending, a perception of considerable wastage and a growing appetite for a 
determined attempt to bring this under control. The report of the Comptroller and 
Auditor General – “States Expenditure Forecasts: updated evidence submitted by the 
Comptroller and Auditor General to the Finance Sub-Panel of the Corporate Services 
Scrutiny Panel – December 2009” in February 2010 (page 7) includes the table below 
outlining the growth in actual spend since 2001.The table illustrates that the rise in 
spending since 2001 has been significant. It must be brought under control. 

Year of account Actual Annual increase % 

2001 417  

2002 410 -1.68 

2003 443 8.05 

2004 460 3.84 

2005 484 5.22 

2006 504 4.13 

2007 522 3.57 

2008 562** 7.66 

2009 598* 6.41 

 * Estimated 
 ** Excludes £103 million Energy from Waste plant 

There are many diverse views as to the scale and the way in which we make savings 
within the public sector in order to continue with our commitments to the Jersey 
taxpayer, who quite rightly expect ‘value for money’. The Annual Business Plan being 
proposed to the States Assembly for 2011 incorporates the first phase of the 
Comprehensive Spending Review which represents 2% of the savings with 3% and 
5% to follow in years 2012 and 2013. 

The Council of Ministers have from the beginning decided to bring forward a ‘happy 
medium’ to attempt to remedy the forecast deficits by taking a 50/50 approach to both 
making savings and raising taxes. The Corporate Services Panel understand that in 
most cases a consensual approach is one by which Jersey has been used to over many 
years and that any attempt to do something other than this may be seen as too high a 
risk. After many hearings and discussions with Ministers and Chief Officers of all 
departments, the Panel remain unconvinced that everyone can take a holistic approach 
to this very worrying situation facing Jersey. We have identified several problems in 
the course of review on the Comprehensive Spending Review. Three are worth 
highlighting in the context of this amendment. 

First, there appears to be no real vision for the future. The Island has been in a low-
tax/high-spend mode over the past decade, but the current rate of increase in 
expenditure by the States is such that the Island is being nudged into a high-tax/high-
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spend economy without a public debate as to whether this is the route the community 
wishes to take. This is an issue which is fundamental to the future of the Island and it 
essential that this debate is held. 

Secondly, there appears to be no real vision for the future, and the timescales of the 
Comprehensive Spending Review have been unreasonable in order to deliver 
appropriate sustainable savings that are acceptable to all. The public have not been 
adequately consulted; some of the States of Jersey employees have felt left out in the 
cold and the Assembly has been divided into many areas. This is no way to go about 
working towards the fundamental change that is required to establish sustainable 
public finances for the medium to longer term. 

Thirdly, it has been questionable from the beginning of the Comprehensive Spending 
Review as to whether this was really about savings or whether it was about 
restructuring the way that public services are delivered. Perhaps it is both, but this has 
not been adequately explained by Ministers. Many would like to think that by 
restructuring services, significant savings would be achieved: this is exactly what the 
Corporate Services Panel were hoping the Review would produce, but as evidence has 
suggested, it is yet another political ball-game and a way to continue to push 
expenditure further up, therefore inevitably increasing taxes. 

As Members know, the rise in expenditure has long been blamed on the States 
Assembly, who – so the argument goes – are unable to cut back and who instead 
continuously add to the deficit. Yet it is the Council of Ministers who have come to 
the States Assembly year-on-year with increased expenditure forecasts. This is amply 
illustrated in the forecast tables attached as Appendices to this amendment. 

It is because of the recently completed Comprehensive Spending Review report and 
the expenditure forecasts outlined in the Annual Business Plan that the Panel felt it 
was only appropriate that the States Assembly regained the control of the public 
finances once and for all. It is our role to establish the envelope of States’ expenditure 
going forward, and it will be the Council of Ministers’ responsibility to ensure that the 
departments are able to deliver the agreed Strategic Plan within that envelope. 

Although the 2011 Business Plan attempts to achieve a very wide scope of initiatives 
produced by the Treasury Department in a fairly tight framework, we are asking the 
Council of Ministers to reduce their expenditure even further. 

The practice of setting a 50/50 approach to taxes and savings is, we believe, a practice 
that is not viable for the longer-term direction of the Island. The Panel’s amendment 
redresses the balance. The increased savings required by this amendment will take the 
ratio of cuts to spending versus tax to the 80:20 split, which has been found to achieve 
the optimal results. It is also likely that there will be less public opposition to some 
increases in tax when the brunt of the cuts is taken by the public sector. We are 
therefore proposing an additional reduction of £30 million from States expenditure in 
order that taxes do not have to be raised as much. This will also avoid the path of the 
last 5 years where we continue down the road of higher taxes and small savings. 

From what has been established during our review on the Comprehensive Spending 
Review, although not easy, there are opportunities for significant change and only 
very few are willing to take the initiative to drive those forward. We are now asking 
Members to forget the micro-management that continues on a daily basis by each one 
of us and to say ‘enough is enough’. It is finally time to see these reductions in 
expenditure being made and to show the public that we can make these difficult 
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decisions and prove we are capable of doing what some would assume is the 
impossible. 

Financial and manpower implications 

The report to this proposition has been fairly self-explanatory in terms of financial 
implications: should this amendment be adopted, the overall Net Revenue Expenditure 
of the States of Jersey will be reduced by £5 million for the year 2011, £10 million for 
the year 2012 and £15 million for 2013 respectively. In terms of manpower 
implications, as to the final decisions in determining exactly where within the 
departments the Council of Ministers will look to identify these further savings, the 
Panel notes that these savings will more than likely have an impact on manpower with 
a possible decrease due to a large proportion of the States Expenditure being within 
this area. 
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APPENDIX 2 
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