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Foreword
The Liberal Democrats have long held a firm belief in devolution to the regions and nations of the
United Kingdom. Nowhere is this more necessary than in the North of England ‒ once the hub for
our industrial success, culturally rich and possessed of civic and regional pride.
As Britain became more centralised and our economy more imbalanced, much of that heritage was
imperilled ‒ a problem that was barely addressed by the efforts of successive governments at
“regeneration”.
In government a clear target was set by the Coalition to rebalance the economy and devolve
power, recognising both the problems of the North and the unsustainability of endless expansion
in the South East.
Sadly, the current government has failed to deliver on those ambitions. Despite the rhetoric there
is little change in the balance and profile of government expenditure and an obsession with models
of governance and elected Mayors. This is not sufficient in our view to reverse the growing
inequalities between North and South, nor to produce the substantial change envisaged by the
Liberal Democrats in and out of government. Promises and prospects predominate over hard cash,
real powers, firm transport commitments and a followed-through industrial strategy.
A project that was started with real hope and commitment is likely to dissipate behind a screen of
smoke and mirrors.

Tim Farron
MP for Westmorland and Lonsdale

Greg Mulholland
MP for Leeds North West

Nick Clegg
MP for Sheffield Hallam

John Pugh
MP for Southport
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This report examines whether proposals for the Northern Powerhouse can actually deliver sizeable
benefits to the residents of the North of England – particularly those in the City Deal areas. It raises
the question, as to whether they act as a smoke screen to hide cuts that have been implemented
across communities and local government and questions whether they will actually change the
economic imbalances in our country.

Key facts

40%

30%

£30m a year

estimated real-terms reduction in
central government funding to local
authorities involved in the first
wave of City Deals 2010-11 to 201516

estimated real-terms reduction in
local authorities’ income involved in
the first wave of City Deals 2010-11
to 2015-16, once council tax is
included (i.e. 30% reduction in
revenue spending power)

over 30 years. Value of the Mayoral
devolution agreements agreed by
the government with combined
authorities of Greater Manchester,
Sheffield City Region, The North
East, Liverpool City Region

£30m a year for 30 years is the value of the Mayoral Devolution agreements agreed by the
government with combined authorities of Greater Manchester, Sheffield City Region, The North
East, Liverpool City Region with the explicit aim of fostering growth in those regions (£15m a year
for 30 years with Tees Valley and £36.5m a year in the West Midlands).

> The government describes those devolution agreements as a “significant step in the
government’s ambition for the Northern Powerhouse”.1
> Those Deals led to some increase in powers for local authorities, but not huge increases
(see table 3).
> There is very little revenue funding associated with the Devolution Deal projects. The vast
majority of income relates to capital income over the next 30 years – much of which the
local authorities would have received in one form or another anyway. This is more than
offset by cuts to the budgets of first tier and joint authorities within the City Regions.

1

See written ministerial statement of My Rt Hon Friend the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Greg Clark.
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There is no consistent picture of the reduction in government funding in absolute terms:
Since the duties placed on local authorities have changed significantly between 2010-11
and 2015-16, and since the data on local authority revenue expenditure and financing used
in this report2 underwent diverse changes in reporting which highly impact its
comparability over time, it has been impossible to work out wholly reliable estimates which
capture the change in government funding in absolute terms over time.

The best method of calculation to account for the changes in central government funding
over time is proposed by the National Audit Office [NAO] provides following percentage
figures:
37% reported average estimated real-terms reduction in central government funding to
local authorities from 2010-11 to 2015-16 in England overall.3
40% estimated real-terms reduction in central government funding to local authorities
involved in the first wave of City Deals, 2010-11 to 2015-16.
43.5% largest estimated real-terms government funding reduction, 2010-11 to 2015-16,
concerns the Liverpool City Region.

> City Deals have little effect on local authorities’ finances other than creating the potential
to grow business rates incomes over the long term.
> It is clear from the NAO statistics that the local authorities have to “do more with less”;
the extent to which this is true is not sufficiently appreciated or clear in absolute terms.

2

The data comes from the Department for Communities and Local Government’s Data Collection.
Report: National Audit Office [NAO]. (2014). The impact of funding reductions on local authorities. : The figures presented in this
report from the National Audit Office are drawn from analysis undertaken for its two 2014 reports, Financial sustainability of local
authorities 2014 and The impact of funding reductions on local authorities. On request, the National Audit Office provided additional
unpublished figures for individual city regions and local authorities. These form part of the original analysis underlying the headline
figures published in the National Audit Office’s reports.
3
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1 Introduction
Britain is one of the most centralised countries in Europe, with most key decisions being made in
London and Westminster. Arguably as a result, the Northern economy, infrastructure and
employment market have suffered. The once prosperous cities of the North have been unable to
thrive whilst focus has been on London and the South of England. Over the last few decades,
central government has started to realise that the southern focus of the UK economy might be
unhealthy, and that only a more diverse economy can strengthen the whole of the UK. The picture
of an over-heating, high-value, expanding South East and a stagnant, if not declining, North may
be crude but is not wholly inaccurate. Growing regional inequality and unsustainable growth in and
around London is not a prospect politicians of any party can be comfortable with.
Lord Heseltine famously outlined a better vision for the UK economy in his 2012 report No Stone
Unturned,4 which still profoundly influences the government’s current ambition towards
devolution. At the heart of Lord Heseltine’s original vision for the UK economy is a decentralised
approach, which aims at empowering local actors to foster economic growth.
Local actors would indeed be in a better position to understand the needs of their local population,
as well as to address the opportunities to growth within their communities. Devolution of powers
and resources from central government to local areas and leaders should help unlock the full
growth potential of cities, particularly in the North, and sustainably transform the national
economic performance.
However, implicit in any scheme should be a willingness of government to re-assess its current
resource allocation and infrastructure spend and, as we shall see, there is little real evidence that
this has happened or is likely to happen.

Devolution of responsibilities and powers to local authorities has developed incrementally over the
last 5 years.5 City Deals were a first step in the devolution process and were created as a new way
of working between central and local government. City Regions, it was argued, should be given
more control over their resources and a stronger right to spend more of their own money.
The first wave of City Deals was signed off in 2012. The workings of which were shared between
the Cabinet Office, the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister and the Treasury.
Whilst not directly linked, the genesis of the devolution programme could be found during the Blair
administration (1997-2007) when the then Deputy Prime Minister John Prescott had suggested the
establishment of elected Regional Government.6

4

Rt Hon Lord Heseltine. (2012). No stone unturned.
Communities and Local Government Committee [CLGC]. (2016). Devolution: the next five years and beyond, p.6.
6
BBC News. (2004). North East votes 'no' to assembly.
5
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Whilst never fully realised, and largely rejected, the blue print of both financial and administrative
devolution from Westminster could be found here. Lord Prescott’s concept of the “Northern Way”
re-emerged as the “Northern Powerhouse”.
The Coalition government’s laudable aim was for local authorities to set their own growth
priorities. Ideologically, this was part of Chancellor George Osborne’s “Northern Powerhouse”
agenda,7 with wider powers being devolved directly from Westminster to council areas located in
the northern part of England. Osborne’s ‘Northern Powerhouse’ vision was explicitly about
“rebalancing the economy” by shifting more power and government resources to the North. In his
initial speech he promised to give the ‘Powerhouse’ better transport links, to foster science and
innovation and improve the confidence of those important Northern cities which had been left
behind.8
This report examines if the steps which have been taken by central government effectively
contribute towards the laudable objective of fostering growth in the Northern part of England and
thereby reducing the economic imbalances between North and South.

The word “Deal” is used to describe the devolution arrangements between central and local
government. This contrasts markedly with how such arrangements are described in other
European democracies. There we have in general a clear constitutional framework and a hard
wired separation of powers. Deals are matters that are mutable, variable, temporary, potentially
reversible and are haggled over. They are not the sort of constitutional settlement called for in the
last parliament by the Select Committee for Constitutional Reform.

7
8

See Osborne, G. (2014). We need a Northern powerhouse. Manchester: HM Treasury.
Osborne, G. (2014). We need a Northern powerhouse. Manchester: HM Treasury

| Introduction 7

The Northern Powerhouse: Smoke & Mirrors? June 2016

2 City Deals, a first step towards devolution
Devolution of responsibilities and powers to local authorities has developed incrementally over the
last 5 years.9 The “first wave” of City Deals represented a first step towards devolution. Those
Deals, to which the government committed up to £2.3 billion spread over 30 years,10 were agreed
with eight Core Cities outside London by July 2012 (Birmingham, Bristol, Leeds, Liverpool,
Manchester, Newcastle, Nottingham and Sheffield and their wider economic areas). Appendix 1
contains an exhaustive list of all local authorities involved in the first wave of City Deals. The present
chapter takes a closer look at those Deals and raises some issues surrounding their
implementation. Except for the Liverpool City Deal, which will be taken as a case study in
subchapter 2.2, this report will nevertheless not look at each City Deal in details.11

2.1 Wave 1 City Deals – A Wider View
Each City Deal signed off between the aforementioned City Regions and the central government
was bespoke so that the different needs and features of each City Region could be taken into
account. Indeed, each City Region was given the opportunity to set its own priorities and the city
region was primarily responsible for the implementation of the programmes agreed with the
government. Although each Deal was tailor-made, HM Treasury notes in its 2012 report12 that they
had the same explicit three main objectives, namely:
> To give cities the powers and tools they need to drive local economic growth;
> To unlock projects or initiatives that will boost their economies;
> To strengthen the governance arrangements of each city.
“Those initial City Deals did not transfer general powers to local authorities. Instead, they provided
cities with a small amount of additional funding to be used flexibly for specific programmes and
outcomes”.13 Each Deal contained between four and nine tailored programmes.14 The NAO report
provides a table summarising the City Deal programmes by theme, which is reproduced bellow:

9

Communities and Local Government Committee [CLGC]. (2016). Devolution: the next five years and beyond, p.6.
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals.
11
For details about the individual Deals, see HM Treasury. (2012). Unlocking growth in cities: City Deals – wave I.
12
HM Treasury. (2012). Unlocking growth in cities: City Deals – wave I, p.1.
13
Communities and Local Government Committee [CLGC]. (2016). Devolution: the next five years and beyond, p.6.
14
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.15.
10
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Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield

Skills

Housing

x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

x

x
x

Investment/ Transport Low-carbon
Funding
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

IT

Business
support
x

x
x
x

x

Table 1: Table of City Deal programmes by theme (Source: NAO, 2015, p.16)

Eight government departments have committed approximatively £2.3 billion to the initial City
Deals spread over 30 years.15 The NAO reports that the government’s financial commitment
consists in four types of funding, namely:
1. Up to £900 million for Greater Manchester’s ‘earn back’ programme;
2. The enablement for some cities (Newcastle, Sheffield, Nottingham) to retain a greater
portion of business rates generated locally up to a combined total of £133 million over six
years; Bristol can retain all of the business growth generated in five ‘enterprise areas’ over
25 years;
3. £577 million dedicated to major transports projects in Greater Manchester, Leeds,
Sheffield and Bristol;
4. £300 million in the form of various specific grants associated to 20 individual
programmes.16 The vast majority of the funding takes the form of capital investment (at
present, only £106 million is revenue funding).17
The NAO notes that some of those grants would have been paid by the government to local
authorities anyway.18 It is utterly improbable that capital permissions would not have been secured
by relevant city and transport authorities over the period covered by City Deals. Although City Deals
were subject to further negotiation and the funding inclined to evolve over time, the governments
initial financial contribution to them seems modest (especially in regard to the expectations the
Cities Policy Unit19 had concerning their impact on economic growth). The Unit estimates for
example that (if cities would be in a position to implement all their programmes successfully) the
first wave of City Deals could create 175,000 new jobs and 37,000 apprenticeships over the next
20 years.20

15

National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.17.
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.19.
17
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.17.
18
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.17.
19
This is the government Unit, which was in charge of the negotiations and scope of the Deals with the city regions.
20
HM Treasury. (2012). Unlocking growth in cities: City Deals – wave I, p.1.
16
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The City Deals, however, were not simply forwarded as a way to pass on more funding to City
Regions, but they were also designed to give local authorities (or Mayors) a greater say as to how
the money should be spent to foster local growth. The government expected that the Deals would
unlock additional funding from other sources in the public and commercial realm.21

2.2 Case Study: Liverpool City (Region) Deal in scope
Joe Anderson, Mayor of Liverpool and Chair of the Liverpool City Region Cabinet, as well as Robert
Hough, Chair of the Liverpool City Region Local Enterprise partnership (LEP), who submitted the
first Liverpool City (Region) Deal with the government,22 said that “as Lord Heseltine and Sir Terry
Leahy noted in their report for government, rebalancing Britain has to be more than a slogan” and
they were “committed to make that a reality and have been ruthless in ensuring that our Liverpool
City (Region) Deal reflects and complements the recommendations of Lord Heseltine and Sir Terry
and the plans of our businesses to create 100,000 jobs over the next 10 years”.23

Figure 1: Liverpool Waterfront, Source: Leo Evans

The Liverpool City (Region) Deal24 was agreed to and published on 5th July 2012. The “Region” is
determined by the footprint of local authorities of Halton, Knowsley, Liverpool, Sefton, St. Helens
and Wirral (see Appendix 1). This covers the whole of Merseyside, and small portions of West
Lancashire and north Cheshire, though at this stage endorsement by all surrounding boroughs was
not a pre-condition.

21

National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.20.
Local Enterprise Partnership. (2012). Liverpool City Region Deal with Government.
23
Local Enterprise Partnership. (2012). Liverpool City Region Deal with Government, p.3.
24
See HM Treasury. (2012). Unlocking growth in cities: City Deals – wave I, p.12ff. for an overview of the Deal.

22
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The Deal was divided into two parts. The HM Treasury report about wave I City Deals summarises
Part I and Part II of the Liverpool City (Region) Deal as follow:25
Part I focuses on giving the new elected Mayor the tools to drive economic growth:
> The establishment of a new Enterprise Zone covering the ‘City Fringe Buffer Zone and
Central Business District’. This new enterprise zone is deemed to help delivering the £10bn
Liverpool and Wirral Waters project.
> The creation of a Liverpool Mayoral Investment Board to supervise the city’s economic and
Housing strategy. This comprises also a £75million endowment fund to the Mayoral
Development Corporation to help the Mayor deliver critical economic development
projects.
> The development of welfare pilots to deliver a localised programme of support for people
leaving the Work Programme and a local alternative to the national 16-17 youth contract
programme.
> The creation of 6 new academy schools and the launch of a Secondary School Investment
Plan funded by the Council that will deliver up to twelve new build secondary schools.
Part II of the Deal concerns the wider City Region and LEP capitalises on wider assets of the region
and comprises:
> The delivering of an international business festival that will facilitate new business
opportunities in the City Region.
> The running of a low red tape pilot that aims at reducing regulatory burdens and speed up
local planning processes to accelerate investments, especially in offshore wind
infrastructure.
> The creation of a combined package to tackle skills gaps and raise productivity, which
involves (1) the creation the first Skills for Growth Bank - a business led mutual that unifies
public and private skills investments; (2) the set-up of a Young Unemployment Task force;
(3) the piloting of a payment by results approach to adult skills with providers rewarded
when their services get people into work.
> The creation of a new strategic transport body across the City Region that will establish a
£800m 10-year transport fund which will unlock investment in critical infrastructure links
to the Port of Liverpool and the Northern Hub.
> The creation of an Investment Fund that will bring together multiple public funding streams
and give the City Region the control to invest in local priorities.

25

HM Treasury. (2012). Unlocking growth in cities: City Deals – wave I, p.12ff.
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> Attract ‘big science’ to generate job growth and to fully realise the potential of the Liverpool
City Region’s knowledge assets.

The published Deal26 states a number of ways as to how the region would benefit from it.
We note for example the International Business Festival that did indeed take place in 2014, was
deemed to deliver £100m return on investment. We observe that, whilst there was unlikely to be
a negative result of the Festival, such a statement is empirically ungrounded and cannot be
economically proven. Many such claims are to be found in the submitted Deal. For instance, it is
claimed that putting transport at the heart of economic development (i.e. the creation of the
mentioned new strategic transport body) will lead to the creation of 15,000 new jobs. The
combined package to foster skills and employment is supposed to help 17,400 additional people
into work, as well as create 6,000 new apprenticeships. Overall, the Deal is expected to support
35,000 people into work.

2.3 Reaction concerning the City Deals
Initial reactions concerning the City Deals were overwhelmingly positive.
On the 18th February 2013, it was reported that the Local Government Association, which
represents the interests of local councils in England and Wales, said the Deal was “very positive”.
Spokesman Peter Box said: “It reflects the government's increasing recognition that local areas are
best placed to drive economic growth. We need to accelerate the pace and scale of devolution and
make Deals available to all areas that want them”.27
Mayor of Liverpool Joe Anderson said: “Our young people deserve the best education and when
we lost the Building Schools for the Future funding we were absolutely determined to find an
alternative way of delivering badly needed new schools for our children. We worked really hard
with the schools to come up with a pot of funding using some of our own land and resources,
selling school sites and getting government to match it through the City Deal”.28
Deputy Prime Minister Nick Clegg said the City Deals were “groundbreaking” and signalled “a
dramatic power shift, freeing cities from Whitehall control”. “Over the coming months, we are
transferring more and more power from Whitehall to these cities,” he added. “They are the
economic powerhouses of England ‒ so it makes sense that the cities decide for themselves how
to boost their local economies”.29

26

Local Enterprise Partnership. (2012). Liverpool City Region Deal with Government.
BBC News. (2013). Clegg extends City Deal to 20 more English zones.
28
Hughes, L. (2015). Seven new schools for Liverpool as £169m investment takes shape. Liverpool Echo.
29
Channel4. (2012). 'City Deals' give more power to eight British cities.

27
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These reactions show a generally positive reception to the introduction of the City Deals,
particularly at their onset. These were coloured somewhat by the transfer of significant power to
specific individuals under Mayoral Deals agreed ‒ usually demanded ‒ as a pre-condition by
government. In Liverpool decision making powers vested in 90 councillors were delegated to a
Mayor.
Our report focuses on the period 2010-2016 and on the Deals made during that time; it questions
how far such a positive reception is warranted and how likely it is that any of the current
agreements in place can reverse some of the negative trends identified. In particular, we will be
examining the changes in government spending commitments.

2.4 Issues concerning City Deals
Contrary to the overwhelmingly positive reactions that the City Deals initially received, there were
some important issues raised concerning their effects and their implementation.
2.4.1 City Deals – most appropriate model for wider devolution?
Concerns had been raised that the City Deals in themselves were not “necessarily the most
appropriate model for wider devolution”.30 Whilst City Deals were perceived as ‘pilots’ for
devolution, their focus was almost exclusively on capital projects. Indeed, City Deals were mostly
about devolution of funding for capital projects and discrete programmes, not public services.31
Whilst we accept that being a model for wider devolution was not the aim of the City Deals per se,
we think that this begs the question as to how fit for purpose the City Deals are.

Furthermore, the approach used by the City Policy Unit to negotiate the first wave of City Deals
exhibited some serious limitations. City Deals, in order to be set, needed to be signed off by all
affected Departments. The NAO reports that the Cities Policy Unit failed to engage some of the
officials that would need to be involved in implementing programmes, such as the one that would
approve cities’ business cases or administer funding, when discussing the Deals.32 Where
departmental delivery teams were not engaged early enough, this has caused a delay in some of
the Deal’s being signed and implemented. In some cases, the delay was caused because the
funding Department didn’t see the programme as viable, because it did not meet the objectives of
the departmental grants, or it was not clear what benefit there would be to the Department from
the programme once carried out.33

30

Committee of Public Accounts. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.5.
Committee of Public Accounts. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.5.
32
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.29.
33
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.29.

31
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2.4.2 Monitoring and assessing the Deals’ impact on economic growth
Local scrutiny and accountability is another concern; figures claimed for specific beneficial
measures – such as employment schemes, and education benefits – cannot always be monitored
effectively. Measuring the Deals’ impact on economic growth is tricky. In its assessment of the
Deals’ implementation and impact on economic growth, the NAO correctly stresses that the impact
on growth of certain programmes, especially those aiming towards long-term capital investment
in infrastructure, will not be realised for years or even decades.34 The amplitude of their current
impact is therefore not measurable.

Nevertheless, concerning certain other types of programmes, such as investment in skills and
business support, it has been possible to discern earlier impacts of the Deals.35 The City Policy Unit
estimates for example that the Deals led to a creation of 25,000 new jobs and 10,000
apprenticeships as of December 2015. The NAO notes however that we cannot rely on the Unit’s
information on the Deals’ overall progress because of following serious limitations in how the Unit
has collected its information:36
> Since the returns and measures were introduced after the Deals had been signed, the
Unit did not have a reliable baseline from which to measure the Deals’ progress.
> Some key measures, such as jobs, are not defined consistently.
> The measures do not cover all of the programmes implemented as part of the Deals.
> The Unit does not check whether the information cities provide is accurate.
> The Unit is not able to identify or discount any displacement between cities (where one city
might be growing at the expense of another) to understand the net national benefit of the
Deals.
The monitoring and evaluation of the impact of City Deals is an important task in order to see if the
programmes are achieving their long-terms growth objectives and to identify problems early. Even
though the NAO has found some examples of monitoring and evaluation being built into
programmes’ delivery mechanisms, it reports that the City Policy Unit, departments and cities
could have done more in this respect.37 For instance, the NAO criticizes the fact that the Unit’s
implementation plans did not require cities to consider how to include monitoring and evaluation
in their programme. Further, some programmes had non-measurable objectives, or lacked
sufficiently detailed data collection to assess their impacts. Finally, the NAO observes a lack of
continuity in the personal overseeing programmes in departments.

34

National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, pp.27ff.
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.27.
36
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.35.
37
National Audit Office [NAO]. (2015). Devolving responsibilities to cities in England: Wave 1 City Deals, p.34.
35
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The figures of 175,000 jobs and 37,000 new apprenticeships which could potentially be created in
the wake of the first wave of City Deals are hardly verifiable, on the grounds that it is difficult to
build a counterfactual of how the jobs and apprenticeships would have evolved if the cities would
not have benefitted from the Deals.38 It is worthwhile to stress that according to the NAO “the Unit
does not intend to undertake a separate evaluation of City Deals’ overall impact. The Unit considers
that the challenges in identifying what would have happened without the Deals and the complex
variations between cities make meaningful assessment very difficult. However, it still expects the
cities to be proactive in demonstrating the impact of the Deals on local growth as a basis for
claiming further devolved responsibilities from the government”. So, the Unit seems to delegate
the burden of assessing the impacts of the Deals on City Regions. It is doubtful that the City Regions
do possess the means to endorse this additional task.
2.4.3 Cities capacity and capability to deliver growth programme
City Regions need to “sustain and to develop their capability and capacity to manage funding and
responsibilities government has devolved through City Deals and subsequent policies”.39 Local
authorities have to appoint people with expertise able to cope with the Deals’ implementation and
the new coordination tasks and equipped with forecasts and economic modelling faculties, as well
as local knowledge. The Department did not provide additional revenue funding to local authorities
to implement the City Deals programmes.40 So, since the experts salaries are to be paid through
the local authorities’ annual revenue budget, it was reported to the NAO that “wider reductions in
the government’s funding mean it has been challenging to devote sufficient resources to managing
devolved funding effectively”.41 As we will stress in Chapter 3, the parallel cuts in local authorities’
budget makes it questionable that local authorities can rely on sufficient capacities to manage and
oversee programmes locally. As we will see in Chapter 4, this risk is “likely to increase if more
funding, or more complex programmes are devolved”.42 The Commons Public Accounts Committee
is unconvinced that the approach the Department has taken to assess whether local areas have
sufficient and sustainable capacity to deliver City Deals in the wider context of government funding
reductions is adequately evidence-based.43
2.4.4 Parallel cuts in government funding to local authorities impact faculty to deliver
The biggest concern raised by this report are the issues surrounding reductions – in real terms – in
government funding to local authorities (which will be addressed in the next chapter), and the
amount available to spend, which took place in parallel to the introduction of the City Deals.
Indeed, such cuts, by negatively affecting local authorities’ faculty to deliver core services to its
residents and capacity to manage new devolved funding and responsibilities, could have worked
against the very purpose of the City Deals, which aimed at fostering growth in those regions.
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2.4.5 Lack of clarity over accountability
The Public Accounts Committee raised some concerns about the lack of clarity over who is
accountable for programmes and devolved funding.44 The Department explained that
accountability is devolved as funding responsibility is shifted to local places, but that the central
government remains responsible for assuring that an overall system of accountability is in place.
The Public Accounts Committee sees a potential risk of accountability lines blurring if arrangements
are set in an ambiguous way.

This chapter has raised serious concerns about City Deals which might undermine the very purpose
of devolution. Those concerns have to be taken seriously, but as we shall see, it seems that the
later-developed Devolution Deals are the mere continuation of the City Deals and, overall, show
the same limitations we listed in this chapter.
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3 Cuts in government funding to local authorities
The first wave of City Deals took place in a period of economic slowdown and financial austerity.
Our primary aim was to find out how much each local authority involved in the eight wave I City
Deals received from central government to finance their current expenditures in each period and
to work out an estimate which captures the absolute change in government funding over the
period 2010-11 to 2014-15 (2015-16). This task, for a range of reasons outlined in Appendix 2,
turns out to be extraordinarily complex.

3.1 Absolute change in government funding
This report used the individual local authority data from the General Fund Revenue Account
outturn summaries for the years 2010-11 to 2014-1545 and worked out two ways of compiling an
estimation of the absolute change in government funding over this period, which leads to more or
less equivalent results. The details about the two methods of calculation and the difficulties we
encountered in compiling them can be found in Appendix 2.
Both methods may provide a “rough estimation” of the amount of money that flew from the
exchequer to local authorities to cope with their current expenses in each single year. Appendix
2A provides an overview of the absolute figures aggregated on the City area level and Appendix 2B
for more specific figures on the Liverpool City Region.
3.1.1 No consistent picture of the reduction in government funding in absolute terms
Both approaches face substantial limitations when it comes to the comparison of the changes over
time. Since the duties placed on local authorities have changed significantly since 2010-11, and
since the data on local authority revenue expenditure and financing used in this report underwent
diverse changes in reporting which highly impact its comparability over time (see Appendix 2 for
more details), it has been impossible to work out a reliable estimate which captures the change in
government funding in absolute terms over time. It is therefore extremely difficult to get a precise
idea of the impact of (re)allocation of funds to City Deals projects on the local authorities’ budget
in the last few years.

3.2 Percentage change in government funding
The NAO proposes an alternative method to account for these changes by building a chain-linked
index. 46 In that way, the NAO data provides a comparable analysis of change in revenue funding
to the relevant local authorities for the delivery of their core services, but the figures are presented
as % change in an index rather than in £s.
The NAO approach consists of taking the spending power (which captures the main streams of
government funding to local authorities alongside the council tax) as a basis for the calculation and
removing the council tax out of the calculation to compile an estimate of the total real terms
45
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reduction in Local Authority funding between 2010-11 and 2015-16. The NAO constructed the
chain-linked index broken down to each individual local authority.47
3.2.1

Clear reduction in government funding and revenue spending power in %

Overall in England, there has been a 37% estimated real-terms reduction in government funding
to local authorities 2010-11 to 2015-16.48

NAO figures outlined in Table 2 illustrate the year-on-year total change in government funding (in
%) (bottom) as well as the total change in revenue spending power (in %) (on top) concerning the
eight City Deals Regions involved in wave I over the period 2010-11 to 2015-16. We observe that
both the government funding and the revenue spending power decreased in each year for all
regions. For instance, summed up and adjusted in prices of 2012-13, the total decrease in
government funding for all eight regions is estimated at approximately 40% (up to 2015-16),
whereas the total decrease in revenue spending power amounts to approximately 30%. The largest
estimated real-terms government funding reduction is recorded in Liverpool and amounts to
43.5%.

47
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NAO Figures of Revenue Spending Power and government funding: Chained link Index 2010 – 2016

Revenue Spending Power - in 2012-13 prices - chain-linked index
year-on-year change
Total change (in %)
Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield

2010-11 to 2011-12 2011-12 to 2012-13 2012-13 to 2013-14 2013-14 to 2014-15 2014-15 to 2015-16 Up to 2015-16
-9,74
-5,89
-3,13
-7,26
-10,58
-31,76
-5,16
-4,34
-4,31
-4,51
-6,27
-22,29
-7,96
-5,44
-3,75
-6,03
-8,76
-28,18
-10,28
-7,13
-3,74
-7,37
-10,77
-33,71
-9,05
-6,02
-3,79
-6,60
-9,67
-30,62
-9,92
-5,51
-3,46
-6,99
-9,93
-31,17
-10,48
-5,86
-2,23
-7,71
-11,38
-32,61
-9,74
-5,93
-3,87
-6,72
-9,51
-31,11

Government funding - in 2012-13 prices - chain-linked index
year-on-year change
Total change (in %)
Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield

2010-11 to 2011-12 2011-12 to 2012-13 2012-13 to 2013-14 2013-14 to 2014-15 2014-15 to 2015-16 Up to 2015-16
-13,04
-8,06
-3,74
-9,43
-14,85
-40,65
-7,88
-7,03
-6,44
-7,29
-11,94
-34,58
-11,47
-8,09
-4,94
-8,92
-14,28
-39,61
-13,94
-10,08
-4,63
-9,59
-15,33
-43,50
-12,68
-8,69
-4,84
-9,09
-14,74
-41,20
-13,72
-7,70
-4,28
-9,18
-14,38
-40,73
-13,80
-7,81
-2,50
-9,84
-15,75
-41,15
-13,57
-8,48
-4,94
-9,18
-14,37
-41,52

Table 2: Revenue Spending and government funding (Source: NAO, 2015).
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3.3 Comments about the change in government funding
The limitations shortly mentioned above (and further outlined in Appendix 2), which highly
impact on the comparability of the data, prevents us tracking the changes in government
funding in absolute terms over time. It is therefore difficult to get a precise idea if the
(re)allocation of funds to City Deals projects had a negative impact on the local authorities’
budget in the last few years.
Because significant changes in the duties placed on local authorities as well as the City Deals
were introduced in a period of difficult economic situation and financial austerity, it is easy for
the government to justify the cuts to the local authorities on the ground of the economic
slowdown. At the same time, this allows it to obscure other potential causes of the cuts, such
as the reallocation of funds to City Deals/Devolution Deals projects and mask a degree of
“quiet” redistribution – in other words “Smoke and Mirrors”.
It is undoubtedly clear from the NAO statistics for 2010-11 to 2015-16 period that the local
authorities have to “do more with less”; the extent to which this is true is certainly not
sufficiently appreciated, nor clear in absolute terms.
On June 30th 2015, Lord Heseltine spoke out in the Guardian where it was reported he “told
councils to focus on the opportunities offered by devolution of central government power
rather than the cuts being made to their budgets”.49 The difference pointed out by Lord
Heseltine – devolved power against enormous cuts to the Communities and Local Government
Department – is at the heart of the argument.
Actually, very little revenue funding is associated with the City Deal projects. The great majority
of income relates to capital income over the next 30 years – much of which the local authorities
would have received in one form or another anyway. Thus overall, the Deals have little effect
on local authorities’ finances other than creating the potential to grow business rates incomes
over the long term.

49
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4 City Deals to Devolution Deals
City Deals were a kind of rehearsal for the introduction of the so called “Devolution Deals”.
Devolutions Deals, as part of the Northern Powerhouse project, go further in terms of
devolution of powers and funding to City Regions than the previously discussed City Deals. But
how exactly do these Devolution Deals alter the picture? Do they have the potential to achieve
the growth objectives which their advocates commonly attribute to them? The following
chapter addresses those questions.

4.1 The Northern Powerhouse Scheme
The Northern Powerhouse Scheme was originally announced by George Osborne during his
speech at the Museum of Science and Industry in Manchester on the 23rd of June 2014.50 His
speech came on the back of a series of movements to increase the powers and capabilities of
Northern cities, not the least the original eight City Deals discussed in Chapter 2. Osborne’s
‘Northern Powerhouse’ promised to build a network of better transport links, fostering science
and innovation, improving culture and finally, significant powers,51 with the specific objective
of “rebalancing the economy” and shifting more power and government resources to the North
of England.
The transport networks proposed by the Northern Powerhouse are probably the most detailed
element of the scheme. The belief is that the poor transport networks in and to the North are
considerably holding back the economic growth of Northern Cities. A report from March 2015
details the transport plans for the future of the ‘North’.52 It claims to set out “a vision for the
North with a vibrant and growing economy that builds on the existing strengths of Northern
City Regions”, with the overall aim to “see the North capitalise on its natural assets of the UK”.
In doing so it criticises the current state of the rail network, criticising the slow speed of the
east-west network, the problem of overcrowding, significant infrequency, the poor quality of
rolling stock and the poor and slow connections to the South. Indeed it proposes to solve these
issues with the “TransNorth” rail system, supporting considerable investment in the
infrastructure, moving forward with the proposed HS2 & HS3 rail systems, as well as
considerable investment in the ‘Northern Hub’, in attempt to create a “London Underground”
style train network across the Northern cities involved.53
On science and innovation, in his original 2014 speech, Osborne was encouraging the
universities of the Northern Powerhouse, which includes the Russell Group Universities of
Liverpool, Manchester, Leeds, York, Sheffield, Nottingham, Newcastle and Durham, to come up
with “radical, transformative long term ideas for doing even more outstanding science in the
North”. In many ways, this was much of what these universities were already doing, and there
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was little more Osborne could do other than promote potential increases in funding for
schemes such as the N8 Research Partnership.54
With regards to improving culture, the Chancellor directly mentioned the investment in
Northern theatres like the Liverpool Philharmonic and the Manchester Lyric theatre, as well as
expressing delight at the growth of Media City in Salford in fostering the “creative class” as
Richard Florida claims. Indeed, the investment in a modern culture has been seen over recent
years, the Liverpool Philharmonic has seen considerable investment over the last few years,55
and the continued growth of Media City has seen a large number of jobs move into the North
West.56
Finally, the main aspect of the Northern Powerhouse speech itself was the proposal for
devolving greater powers to the region. In many ways, this was a further expansion of the
already in negotiation City Deals. The Chancellor specifically mentioned the main headline
policy of the new Devolution Deals in the form of directly elected Mayors of combined regional
authority, specifically naming and mentioning the role that Joe Anderson has played in the
Liverpool City Deal. The Liverpool Deal itself, which was released in November 2015, lists its
functions including the additional £30m in funding for 30 years as well as taking control over
local transport budgets.57 The Liverpool Devolution Deal was praised as a success by
government and Liverpool figures alike, with Joe Anderson saying “I’m pleased, not so much
that we’ve managed to negotiate with central government but that we have finally been able
to get an agreement at a local level”, and with Stuart Wilks-Heeg of the Department of Politics
at the University of Liverpool saying “I think it’s as good a Deal as the City Region could have
hoped for”. However, he added that; “I can see why they are taking it because there’s nothing
else on offer. It’s the only game in town”.58
Whilst the speech from the Chancellor has specifically set out a number of areas in which he
would like to see Northern growth and development, the action and indeed merit in some of
this is questionable. With regards to transport, the agenda put forward is, in many ways, a
credible idea. The rail system in the North is considerably lacking in a number of functions, the
1North Report effectively highlights the issues of the Northern Rail and road systems in great
detail,59 yet the major proposal to solve the problems are extremely London-centric. The entire
purpose of HS2 is not to increase the resources in the North, but to shorten the journey time
to and from London, and the fact that it underplays the east-west connections needed only
reinforce the flaws in the policy. Indeed, the plans that are in place for the Northern Hub
transport network are in essence, trying to create ‘London North’ with idea of implementing a
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“London Underground-like” system. Fraught with issues it under-estimates the individual
circumstances of each Northern city and the terrain between them.
Indeed, the attempts to re-create the model of London in the North are further seen in the
desire to implement elected Mayors in each regional authority, even against the will of the
people in referenda, or in some cases, like Liverpool, by not even holding a referendum in the
first place.60 Because a directly elected Mayor appears to be effective in London, it should not
automatically be assumed that it would be effective in Liverpool City Region or Manchester City
Region. Liverpool especially has seen a backlash to the role of an elected Mayor, centred on
the lack of any referendum on the subject.
Furthermore, the commitment to science and innovation is severely lacking. The Chancellor
originally focused on University engagement, but it appears this has been at the expense of
secondary education. In a speech in February 2016, Michael Wilshaw of Ofsted claimed that
the schools in the North and the Midlands were failing secondary school pupils, highlighting
especially schools in Liverpool and Manchester.61 If the Powerhouse is to be a success at all,
then its priority should be to create an environment and a space to allow future generations to
capitalise on the current and future successes. However, if the Powerhouse continues to fail
secondary school children, then the idea of creating a prosperous North will only be that, an
idea. High-quality education paves the way for high quality of services, innovation and
investment, but it must start from secondary school; it cannot simply be a top tier idea aimed
at Universities, which will simply undermine attempts to create a sustainable future in the
North again. The Liverpool City Region Deal, for example, is thin on its substance, with the only
actual commitment to science and innovation being to hold a “Smart Specialisation Advisory
Hub workshop”,62 which was described by Guardian Northern Editor Helen Pidd as “lots of
spraff”.63
Much of the Chancellor’s original speech appears to be simple rhetoric lacking real substance.
The claim for universities to work on science and innovation, to give cities more power and to
improve the transport networks were all plans that were already either in action or in planning
long before the Northern Powerhouse was even a concept. The ideals behind the Northern
Powerhouse are certainly commendable. The North has for too long been lagging behind, but
if the Chancellor and the government as a whole are not thinking it through, it is too easily
portrayable as a strategy without content, and substance which focuses on stating the obvious
and the populist, extrapolating policy from a London framework. The fact is that the ‘Northern
Powerhouse’ can be a buzzword to give the appearance of strength and commitment to the
North, and as a method of pacifying Northern cities and regions without actually giving them
60
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the control, finances and infrastructure investments that the North should be using to actually
improve and expand its major cities to truly be effective powerhouses.

4.2 Devolution Deals: Contextualisation
In the framework of Devolution Deals the government is supposed to devolve additional and
wider responsibilities to local authorities than the old City Deals did. The main change brought
about by the Devolution Deals occurred at the governance level: City Region, in order to be
eligible for further Devolution need to have a directly elected metro-wide Mayor,64 the rest is
pretty much just the continuation of the City Deals.
Up to date, the government has agreed Mayoral devolution agreements worth £30m a year for
30 years with combined authorities in Greater Manchester, Liverpool City Region, Sheffield City
Region, The North East, as well as Mayoral devolution agreement worth £15m a year for 30
years with Tees Valley and an agreement worth £36.5m a year in the West Midlands.65 Each
Devolution Deal is tailor-made to address the specific needs of each region. There are some
common elements which have been made available to each Region though. Table 3 below
summarises the main powers that has been selectively devolved or are to be devolved in the
framework of those Deals.66
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Devolved Powers
Greater Manchester

Sheffield

North-East

Tees Valley

Liverpool

West Midlands

Cornwall

West Yorkshire

Redesign post-16 FEsystem
Further
Apprenticeship Grant for
Education &
Employers
Skills
Adult Skills funding by 2018-19
Devolved, consolidated transport
budget
Bus franchising
Transport Joint working with Highways
England & Network Rail
Local roads network
Smart Ticketing
Growth Hub to align local and
national business support services
Joint working with UKTI
Devolved approach to business
support services from 2017
Joint commissioning of support for
Employment harder to help claiments
Possible full joint commissioning
Support
from 2017
Public land commission
Housing Loan Fund
Compulsory purchase orders
Land &
Mayoral Development
Housing
Corporation
Planning call-in powers
Statutory spatial strategy
Integration
Health & Social
Comission / business plan for
Care
intergration
Mayor to become Police & Crime
Policing
Comissioner
Fire Service Mayor to take over
EU structural
Intermediate body
funds
Investment fund (per year)
Single funding pot
Finance
Retention of 100% business rates
growth
Business
Support

£30M

£30M

£30M

£15M

£30M

£36.5M

Key
Devolved
Under Discussion (Nov. 2015)

Table 3: Devolved powers (Source: House of Commons Library analysis.(2016). Devolution to local government in England, p.6)
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Following the description of the House of Commons Library analysis,67 we shortly outline here
what is contained in each category of Table 3.
> Further Education and Skills includes the restructuring of the further education system
which typically consists of local commissioning of the Adult Skills budget from 2016-17 in
a first step, and the full devolution of the budget from 2018-19 in a second step. The
Apprenticeship Grant for Employers falls into this category too.
> Transport regroups measures which are meant to help developing a more integrated
transport system across the City Region and to improve joint working between the city
Regions and Network Rail, Highway England and the HS2 line. Each Deal includes for
instance a unified multi-year transport investment budget. Some Deals include the
possibility to introduce bus franchising, which provide more flexibility for the regions to
determine their own routes networks and to let franchises to chosen private companies
operate services on those networks. Finally, a multi-model smart ticketing system à la
Oyster Card (available in London) is to be introduced almost in every City Region.
> Business support. Local and central business support services are to be united in a socalled “growth-hub”. Joint working between UK Trade and Investment and the local
business support services is to be fostered. As vague as this might sound, a “devolved
approached” to business support services has been agreed as part of most of the
Devolution Deals.
> Employment support. Many of the Devolution Deals contain the foundations of the joint
development of a programme for ‘harder-to-help’ benefit claimants, which will probably
evolve in a full joint commissioning from 2017.
> Land & housing. This category concerns the planning and the use of land. Many Deals
devolve the power to create a spatial plan for the area and/or the power to establish
Mayoral Development Corporations. The use of Compulsory Purchase Orders by the
combined authority will also be permitted by some Deals (if the consent is given by the
local authority in which the land or property is located). Public Land Commissions will be
established to improve the management of surplus land and buildings across public
sector bodies.
> Health & social care. Only the Greater Manchester Devolution Deal contains elements to
foster the integration of health and social care in the city Region. Other Deals only
contains commission or business plan for integration.
> Policing. This category also only concerns Greater Manchester where the Mayor is to
become the Police & Crime Commissioner.
> Fire Service. Again in Greater Manchester uniquely, the Mayor is to take over the Fire
Service.
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> EU structural funds. Some areas will become intermediate bodies, i.e. they will be able to
take decisions about which public and private bodies to give EU structural funds to
instead of the government. This will allow them to have a better grasp on where to
allocate funds provided they respect the terms of the EU structural funding agreement.
The government describes these devolution agreements as “another significant step in the
government’s ambition for the Northern Powerhouse and Midlands Engine respectively”.68 But
do they really have the potential to achieve government growth objectives for the North?
Let us turn to one of those Devolution Deal, the Liverpool Devolution Deal in more details.

4.3 Case Study: Liverpool Devolution Deal in scope
The Liverpool City Region Deal was published in November 2015 in a tricky environment. In the
months before the Deal was criticised by an inside government source to the BBC, who
described it as reading “like a thesis” and, that it “felt more like a thesis of what they should
say, rather than what they really wanted”.69 This led opponents in Liverpool to further criticise
the Deal that was, according to Church Ward Councillor Richard Kemp and leader of Liverpool
Liberal Democrats, “cobbled together after the six Labour Leaders agreed after three years of
squabbling to submit a bid just two weeks before the closing date. The meeting to agree the
bid was held two days before the deadline.”70
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The eventual report was accepted across the region, being described by some as the only
option available. However, the proposal was welcomed by those responsible, with many
claiming it as a victory for the Liverpool region, which covered the council areas of Liverpool,
Wirral, Halton, Knowsley, St. Helen’s and Sefton.
The first major area of change was the creation of a Liverpool City Region Mayor. Liverpool City
itself installed a directly elected Mayor in 2012, even though they had decided against holding
a referendum like other areas of the country who adopted a similar scheme. The role of the
Mayor is to act as the chair for the Liverpool City Region Authority (LCRA) and to act as the
figurehead that George Osborne had discussed when he first launched the Northern
Powerhouse, much like the role of Boris Johnson as Mayor of London.72
The headline-grabbing element of the Deal was the £30 million a year, for 30 years, which the
Mayor would be able to use “as they see fit”. This was a significant move and a key part of the
Devolution Deal, but as we will see in section 4.4, needs to be taken in context of the local cuts
that have been made to the entirety of the Liverpool City Region since 2011. The Deal
specifically mentions the maximising of HS2, but Joe Anderson has since advocated a ResPublica
report73 which recommends the city part funding a new link from Liverpool into HS2 at £2 billion
to finance the new link.
The actual powers given to the LCR are fairly limited in scale. It specifies the powers of a new
skills provision, new employment support design opportunities, working with UKTI to boost
trade & investment and to feature business opportunities in Liverpool, as well as government
advice on Science and innovation and a business model for museums Liverpool, and the
possibility for “funding flexibilities after the Spending Review”.74
On the surface this may seem positive, but in reality it is just a series of programmes rather
than real power to the city. Indeed, central government still seems to view devolution in
Liverpool warily, only partially replicating the transfer of powers to Liverpool that were found
in devo-Manc.75 As we can see from Table 3, powers over policing and health, as devolved to
Manchester, were not included in the City Deal, nor was actual ability to influence the income
of the city though control over taxes. This wariness is further illustrated by the fact that at the
time Liverpool did not have control over the full retention of Business Rates. A document
released around the time of the 2016 budget stated that Liverpool will be involved in a “pilot”
to “approach 100% business rate retention”.76 This further illustrates that Liverpool was not
seen as a high priority to the government, if rather than being given full powers, it was only to
be part of a pilot scheme ‒ a scheme that may see Liverpool getting considerably less than
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councils like Westminster due to the small number of high value businesses, something which
Joe Anderson has himself consistently criticised. The actual power devolved is really pretty
weak, and seems to be a series of ideas and programmes as much aimed at furthering the policy
goals of the Conservative government as the locally defined aims of the City Region.
The fact that Liverpool is now looking at a way to self-finance their way onto the High Speed
Rail Network in itself shows that central government does not appear to be prioritising
Liverpool within the ‘Northern Powerhouse’ agenda. Furthermore, the 2016 Budget gave the
Green light to a HS3 network between Manchester and Leeds, implicitly marginalising
Liverpool, Sheffield and Hull. On top of that, the ability to retain business rates in Liverpool may
be counter-productive if it is expected to be the only source of income for the Council. Even
given the number of tech start-ups in Liverpool ‒ especially in the Baltic Triangle Area –
Liverpool would struggle with 100% retention of rates even to fund the budget of Liverpool City
Council, let alone the Combined City Region.
Moreover, the £30 million a year appears to be only smoke and mirrors when we take into
account the size cuts which have been made into the local authorities’ budget involved in the
Devolution Deal over the last five years. Indeed, as we mentioned in Chapter 3, around 43.5%
of the LCR budget has been slashed over this period (see Table 2). The £30 million a year that
is added as a part of the City Deal would pale in comparison to the cuts the region has faced
over the last five years which has seen a significant change in the regions abilities to deliver
services. By repeatedly highlighting this figure, “as a consequent step towards devolution”, the
central government is attempting to sugar-coat the issue, highlighting the gains, to negate the
losses.

4.4 Verdict on the Devolution Offer
In the aftermath of the Devolution Deals, the Northern Powerhouse and the Manchester City
Region Deal in particular, a seismic change was heralded. However, the truth is more prosaic.
The actual money given in the Deals appears significant at first77 but is actually fairly modest.
In Liverpool for example the figure of £30 million a year is totally negated considering the fact
that the local authority budget has been cut by over 43% by central government ‒ putting
Liverpool at a net loss. The same is case in Manchester also, which has had over 41% cuts and
will only get £30 million a year, again negating the headline figure. Figures for other areas show
the same story.
Moreover, the transport networks proposed seem to have too much a bias towards how fast it
takes to get to London. The bulk of investment proposed is largely about making the line
between London and Crewe much faster, with a little less thought given to transport that would
cover the rest of the North. It’s about creating a Northern hub rather than building each
77
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Northern city and the connections between them. Difficulties commuters have in accessing city
centre employment from outlying areas comes further down the list.
The government intention to start any future HS3 route at Manchester, rather than in Liverpool,
and not ending in Hull as originally planned, underlines the limitations of its aspirations. Indeed
the Chancellor’s announcement in March 2016 which was presented as giving the green light
to HS3 between Manchester and Leeds, in redefining the project, effectively side-lined most of
the North.78 This is highlighted by the fact that the Merseyside Transport Authority, with the
assistance of ResPublica, is having to coming up with ways to self-finance a link route to HS2.
The creation of Transport for the North is a positive move but it is not obvious yet how far it
will possess the same level of autonomy or indeed subsidy that Transport for London currently
possesses.
Along with all this is the furthering of a democratic deficit which is felt deeply across the North
- not helped by the fact that the negotiating of Deals has been behind closed doors conducted
by Council Leaders with negligible involvement from other stakeholders and the general
public.79 This is backed up by the fact that the views of the public, when expressed, are ignored.
The original elected Mayor referendums were conducted in 2012 and saw nine cities reject the
use of an elected Mayor.80 However, many of these cities have since agreed Devolution Deals
and the results of those referendums are ignored, with elected Mayors as a precursor to any
form of Deal. This creates a level of uncertainty as to who is accountable if the devolution
project fails. Is it the fault of central government for creating a flawed system or the fault of
local authorities (or Mayors) for not carrying out the plan better, creating what has been
described as a “muddied” or ”complex” audit as outlined to the Public Accounts Committee?81
The Devolution Deals themselves are actually incredibly complex but the ambitious aims and
hopes that were originally set out have not been met.
The concept behind the Northern Powerhouse and Regional Devolution is fundamentally a
sound one. The Northern economy needs a boost and anyone who spends any amount of time
there can see the potential. Change is long overdue but it is not apparent that the City Region
Devolution Deals offer sufficient levers for local politicians to bring it about.
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5 Postscript
In the introduction to this report we asked if the City Deals, and the subsequently introduced
Devolution Deals, are an efficient way to deliver local growth and to close the gap between
North and South. This report indicated that they are not on target to do so.
Undeniably though we have witnessed encouraging signs of economic recovery across the UK
and in the North over the last few years. The University of Liverpool and Liverpool John Moores
University stress for example in their recent joint City Region report that Liverpool City Region
had been through “a long and quite difficult process of change but arguably has emerged in
better shape economically, socially, physically and politically than for a very long time”.82 The
City Region indeed welcomed new investments from world-leading companies including
Unilever, Jaguar Land Rover, Maersk, NSG (Pilkington), Novartis and Sony. It has begun to find
new economic niches. It succeeded in making better use of its indigenous assets and made
some improvements on key drivers, such as skills, diversity, connectivity, innovation and place
quality. “Liverpool is taking its place as one of the UK’s increasingly self-confident, city regions
with a big potential contribution to make to the northern and national economy”, so the report
states.83
Whereas it is indeed true that there has been progress on some economic indicators, on which
the North scored (and still scores) relatively low in comparison to southern regions over the
past few years, it is not at all clear that this progress is due to the introduction of the City and
Devolution Deals. Because:
a. City Deals are so limited in scope that they cannot be solely responsible for any
improvement in economic indicators. It is very difficult to assess the counterfactual, i.e.
what would have happened in the absence of those Deals, but it is highly probable that
the economic situation in the North and in the UK as a whole is improving anyway and
that this regeneration has little to do with the relatively non-substantial deals which
have been signed off between city regions and the government. Indeed such
improvements could more plausibly be seen as resulting from more orthodox
regeneration schemes like the Local Growth Deals largely administered by the Local
Enterprise Partnerships (successors to the Development Agencies).
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b. Devolution Deals are only at the onset of their implementation, therefore they cannot
be causally responsible for this growth. We should avoid making a ’post hoc ergo
propter hoc’ fallacy and claim that Devolution Deals must be fostering growth.
In response, it could be said that even if the Deals are not causally responsible for the progress
witnessed, we still need them precisely in order to be able to build on and develop additional
growth. However, taking into account the difficulties and weaknesses in the Deals as outlined
in this report, it is highly questionable whether such Deals are the appropriate tool to sustain
growth in that way and close the gap between Southern and Northern economies, especially
not in the context of continuing reductions in local authorities’ budget.
c. Finally, there is no reason to be too optimistic about those positive developments.

Indeed, a recent study from the Joseph Rowntree Foundation84 has shown that 10
northern cities still rank in the top 12 of the most declining cities in the UK.85 The study
analysed the economic situation of 74 cities and developed an index “of relative
decline” based on changes in employment rates, level of highly-qualified workers, the
number and type of full-time employment, population change and net migration rates
and showed that many cities in the North seem to be left behind and are lagging
significantly behind national level of economic growth.86
Even the above-cited report on the City Region notes that Liverpool still suffers from a
wealth gap, a jobs gab (low employment/high unemployment levels), especially for
young people, low job density, high level of long-term sickness, low rates of higher level
skills and has a high share of workers with no qualifications, a productivity gap, a GVA
which is around ¾ of the national figure, a low survival rate of businesses, an income
gap, a poverty gap, low household incomes and greater dependence on benefits and
state pensions as a source of income.87
This last information is confirmed by the Cities Outlook 201688 which notes that the 14
cities, which are defined as “high wage, low welfare” (i.e. the cities which are the
“engines of national economic growth”) are all situated in the South. This shows that
there is still a clear geography to these distinctions.
Tim Farron adds that, “poor transport is holding up growth across the North of England,
the roads across the Pennines haven't been widened since 1971 and all we seem to get
is more press releases and more recycled funding announcements.”89
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Scepticism is rife and a recent poll of businesses found over half of all respondents very doubtful
as to whether such announcements herald real change. The obstacles and the challenge of
improving Trans-Pennine connectivity are more widely appreciated in transport circles than in
the Treasury. Network Rail have no clear idea of what HS3 actually is.
While this is still the case, Northern Cities cannot hope to develop other than incrementally.
The economies of the North rely on cities being able to co-operate, both economically and in
terms of travel. In truth, both of these aspects have seen drastic underfunding over the past
few decades, and while there have been some recent welcome changes, they do not go far
enough to change the future and destiny of the North.
As we have seen, the rhetoric surrounding the City and Devolution Deals constantly dwarves
reality. If success in politics is to not over-promise or under deliver, this is a project that may
not deliver. In his speech at the Liberal Democrat Spring Conference 2016,90 Tim Farron
criticised George Osborne’s short-termist approach to the budget as “political theatre”; he said
“it’s about politics, headlines and calculated positioning. Not a long term economic plan, but a
short term political scam”. Adding: “As is his style, this Chancellor uses smoke and mirrors to
distort the truth.”
This is exactly what this report has stressed all along.
In truth, the Northern Powerhouse in its current incarnation will continue to fail at reinvigorating the Northern economy. If we want to live up to the Northern Powerhouse that
George Osborne envisioned, then we need to ensure that we are not selling it short. That
requires the re-profiling of national expenditure, advancing, funding and re-prioritising
transport investment and genuine democratic devolution of power on terms and in a form that
engages northern citizens.
As Tim Farron claims “the spirit of the people is the real northern powerhouse”.91
These are big changes which neither Whitehall nor the government have yet been able to
countenance. A cadre of elected Mayors acting as supplicants to a parsimonious Treasury is
about as edifying as Indian Maharajahs kept in power on sufferance to a colonial overlord – a
sign of Northern impotence not power.
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Appendix 1: List of Local authorities under City Deal area
Birmingham
Bromsgrove District Council
Redditch Borough Council
Wyre Forest District Council
Cannock Chase District Council
East Staffordshire Borough Council
Litchfield District Council
Tamworth Borough Council
Birmingham City Council
SolihulTetropolitan Borough Council
Bristol
Bath & North East Somerset Council
Bristol City Council
South Gloucestershire Council
North Somerset Council

Newcastle
Gateshead Council
Newcastle City Council
Nottingham
Nottingham City Council
Sheffield
Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council
Doncaster Metropolitan Borough Council
Rotherham Metropolitan Council
Sheffield City Council
Bassetlaw District Council
Bolsover District Council
Chesterfield Borough Council
Derbyshire Dales District Council
North East Derbyshire District Council

Leeds
Bradford Metropolitan District Council
Calderdale Council
Kirklees Council
Leeds City Council
Wakefield Council
Barnsley Metropolitan Borough Council
Craven District Council
Harrogate Borough Council
Selby District Council
City of York Council
Liverpool
Halton Borough Council
Knowsley Council
Liverpool City Council
St. Helens Metropolitan Borough Council
Sefton Council
Wirral Borough Council
Manchester
Bolton Council
Bury Council
Manchester City Council
Oldham Council
Rochdale Borough Council
Salford City Council
Stockport City Council
Tameside Metropolitan Borough Council
Trafford Council
Wigan Council
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Appendix 2: Figures explained difficulties in compilation
Data
The individual local authority data used in this report were compiled from the General Fund
Revenue Account outturn summaries for the years 2010-11, 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14, 201415 [See Appendix 3]. The datasets are part of the Local government collection, which brings
together all documents relating to local authority revenue expenditure and financing and are
issued by the Department for Communities and Local Government.92

Two Alternatives
This report worked out two ways of compiling such an estimation, which leads to more or less
equivalent results:
Method 1
Subtract the council tax requirement (as this is the money each local authority has to
“raise by themselves” from the revenue expenditure (total).

In working out the figures, it is noted that the total figure decreased over all time periods from
2010 to 2013 but rose again in 2013-14. This increase is probably explained by newly
introduced Public Health Grant which counts as an additional stream of funding since 2013-14
to counterbalance the new public health responsibilities which were delegated to the local
authorities and by the additional funding made available to councils in preparation for new
burdens from the 2014 Care Act, which assigns new social care responsibilities to them.
Method 2
Sum up the different grants awarded to each local authority each year. This leads to a
figure which reflects “central government funding” aggregated on City Deal region level.

Until 2012-13, the calculation93 was following:
Local Services Support Grant (LSSG)
+ Revenue Support Grant
+ Total Grants within AEF
+ Redistributed non-domestic rates
Central government funding
Since 2013 the business rate income is locally retained rather than redistributed by the
government and is therefore no longer considered a grant. The calculation from 2013-14
onwards consequently changes as follow:

92
93

The data comes from the Department for Communities and Local Government’sData Collection.
The calculation excludes the police and crime commissioner funding.
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Local Services Support Grant (LSSG)
+ Revenue Support Grant
+ Total Grants within AEF
Central government funding
If we take those figures as an estimate for the central government funding we see that it went
down on absolute terms every year from 2010-11 to 2015-16. Nevertheless, in an attempt to
account for the mentioned “disappearance” of the “redistributed non-domestic rates”, we
added the “Retained income from Rate Retention Scheme” (which is now locally retained) to
the “central government funding”. By doing so, we arrive to a similar results as in the first
calculation method.
Local Services Support Grant (LSSG)
+ Revenue Support Grant
+ Total Grants within AEF
Central government funding
+ Retained income from Rate Retention Scheme
Adjusted central government funding
Below, we list the succinct definitions of the different grants categories used in the
calculation:94
Local Services support Grant (LSSG) is a single grant paid by central government to individual
councils to help support and protect local services. Councils can decide themselves how they
wish to use it. It was first introduced in the outturn summary 2011-12. Instead we find the area
based grant in 2010-11.
Revenue Support Grant is a central government grant given to local authorities which can be
used to finance revenue expenditure on any service. The amount of Revenue Support Grant to
be provided to authorities is established through the local government finance settlement.95
Grants inside AEF (AEF = Aggregate external Finance) are given by specific government
departments and administered by the local authority within the service area described by the
grant. Note that the number of grants inside AEF changes from year to year. Note further that
the largest is Dedicated Schools Grant. It accounts for revenue expenditure and is local
authority funding from central government even though it is fully ring-fenced. As some schools
have become academies, which are funded centrally rather than by local authorities, the level
of education funding going through local authorities has declined.

Further, specific and special revenue grants outside AEF are not included in the calculation.
Although those grants are mainly given by individual government departments, they are of little
94

See gov.uk for more information about grant funding to local authorities, especially: https://www.gov.uk/
government/collections/local-authority-revenue-expenditure-and-financing
95
DCLG. (2014). A guide to the local government finance settlement in England.
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interest for our analyses as they are generally “paid to local authorities by individual
government departments but the local authority usually only acts as the ‘middle person’, as the
grants are passed over to a third party which administers the service. The local authority does
not normally have any control over the service for which the grant was intended for. This
responsibility rests solely with the third party that receives the grant.” So those grants aren’t
part of the proper budget of the local authority and are not classified as part of its funding of
local government.
Both methods may provide a “rough estimation” of the amount of money that went from the
exchequer to local authorities to cope with their current expenses in each single year (see
Appendix 1A for an overview and Appendix 1B for more specific figures on the Liverpool City
Deal). Nevertheless, there approaches face substantial limitations when it comes to the
comparison of the changes over time.
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Difficulties with Both Approaches
Indeed, there have been significant changes in the duties placed on local authorities and the
way financial data is reported over the period of interest.
For instance
> From 2013-14 on, the business rate income is locally retained rather than redistributed
by the government, so it is no longer considered as a “grant” anymore. When the
government introduced the business rate retention scheme it rolled in extra money to
the local government finance settlement. One major component of this was council tax
support, which across England was worth about £3.3 billion. Council tax support used
to be a national scheme administered by councils but paid directly by government
through the benefits system. From April 1 2013 council tax support schemes were
localised. In doing so the Coalition government increased grant funding for local
governments to cover the additional cost to local government.
> The newly introduced Public Health Grant counts as an additional stream of funding to
local authorities since 2013-14. In 2013-14 this grant amounted to £2.7 billion via a ringfenced grant to carry out their new public health responsibilities.
> The government has made additional funding available to councils in preparation for
new burdens from the 2014 Care Act, which assigns new social care responsibilities to
local authorities. This amounted to about £142 million in 2015/16.
> Other grants were added there or taking away here and there.
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Appendix 2A: Wave 1 City Deals Statistics: Overview (method 2)
All City Deals: overview
Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield
2014-2015

Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield
2013-2014
Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield

Local Services
Support Grant
Revenue
(LSSG) Support Grant
562
439 636
456
214 746
1 086
631 702
445
504 342
895
746 952
240
162 439
181
103 264
1 691
387 995

419
918
1 632
874
1 297
250
663
2 387

533 025
256 238
769 372
614 303
909 916
195 474
126 819
468 926

Total Grants
within AEF
1 210 644
647 694
2 115 603
1 257 745
2 347 607
386 514
250 243
1 004 685

Central
government
funding
1 650 842
862 896
2 748 391
1 762 532
3 095 454
549 193
353 688
1 394 371

Retained
income from
Rate
Retention
Scheme
371 130
178 288
544 404
419 167
614 722
125 882
89 726
324 564

1 202 865
642 526
2 117 284
1 261 915
2 358 223
387 240
252 175
1 105 622

1 736 309
899 682
2 888 288
1 877 092
3 269 436
582 964
379 657
1 576 935

360 850
171 609
495 332
414 201
600 584
107 010
82 804
265 072

Central
government
funding +
retained
income from
rate retention
scheme
2 021 972
1 041 184
3 292 795
2 181 699
3 710 176
675 075
443 414
1 718 935

Total Grants
Outside AEF
826 522
405 375
1 039 219
808 447
1 126 749
249 311
156 630
632 204

2 097 159
1 071 291
3 383 620
2 291 293
3 870 020
689 974
462 461
1 842 007

820 339
385 927
1 044 327
837 938
1 119 176
241 733
150 252
632 349
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2012-2013

Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield
2011-2012
Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield

Local Services
Support Grant
Revenue
(LSSG) Support Grant
3 345
13 916
1 962
6 291
5 117
20 432
4 031
16 009
8 124
23 576
545
4 950
212
3 291
5 666
12 346

Redistributed
non-domestic
rates
717 957
324 510
1 054 055
825 783
1 216 208
255 342
169 771
636 958

Total Grants
within AEF
1 249 850
688 199
2 107 083
1 214 457
2 244 078
355 525
230 192
1 055 328

Central
government
funding
1 985 068
1 020 962
3 186 687
2 060 280
3 491 986
616 362
403 466
1 710 298

Total Grants
Outside AEF
974 569
464 032
1 251 140
970 905
1 345 434
288 179
183 599
763 532

185 104
82 167
270 730
212 840
312 351
65 465
43 635
163 853

598 848
265 824
875 861
688 574
1 010 508
211 790
141 167
530 094

1 289 578
739 274
2 159 919
1 266 594
2 260 452
390 210
250 768
1 100 697

2 075 192
1 089 915
3 314 063
2 194 901
3 606 169
667 885
435 570
1 804 315

922 704
456 801
1 214 534
969 779
1 336 160
287 871
181 308
752 676

Area Based
Revenue
Grant (ABG) Support Grant
154 451
99 310
84 338
40 731
222 379
137 986
245 776
111 335
307 568
163 505
61 304
34 587
52 725
21 885
147 786
88 271

Redistributed
non-domestic
rates
683 897
280 496
949 528
766 725
1 126 005
238 184
150 711
607 890

Total Grants
within AEF
1 281 302
774 057
2 036 347
1 276 221
2 211 945
378 069
227 770
1 053 314

Central
government
funding
2 218 960
1 179 622
3 346 240
2 400 057
3 809 023
712 144
453 091
1 897 261

Total Grants
Outside AEF
2 376 487
1 240 983
3 224 625
2 252 224
3 503 848
657 542
437 140
1 826 150

1 662
2 650
7 553
26 893
22 858
420
0
9 671

2010-2011

Birmingham
Bristol
Leeds
Liverpool
Manchester
Newcastle
Nottingham
Sheffield
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Appendix 2B: In Scope – Liverpool City Deal

Method 2: in 1000
Liverpool City Council
Halton Borough Council
Knowsley Council
Liverpool City Council
St. Helens Metropolitan Borough Council
Sefton Council
Wirral Borough Council

2014-2015

E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total
2013-2014
E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD

Local Services
Support Grant
Revenue
(LSSG) Support Grant
20
38 988
0
67 684
186
189 233
67
50 213
155
70 731
17
87 493
445
504 342

20
0
282
143
172

47 409
81 922
232 038
60 693
85 274

Total Grants
within AEF
103 224
139 350
414 361
152 701
204 721
243 388
1 257 745

Central
government
funding
142 232
207 034
603 780
202 981
275 607
330 898
1 762 532

Retained
income from
Rate
Retention
Scheme
32572
55840
159797
42445
52639
75874
419 167

103 857
172 420
398 168
148 010
202 835

151 286
254 342
630 488
208 846
288 281

31624
56739
156845
40650
55469

Central
government
funding +
retained
income from
rate retention
scheme
174 804
262 874
763 577
245 426
328 246
406 772
2 181 699

Total Grants
Outside AEF
58 768
84 870
314 725
83 974
119 991
146 119
808 447

182 910
311 081
787 333
249 496
343 750

57 567
91 989
336 079
80 777
123 910
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E4305
Total

Wirral

MD

257
874

106 967
614 303

236 625
1 261 915

343 849
1 877 092

72874
414 201

416 723
2 291 293

147 616
837 938

Redistributed
non-domestic
rates
61 642
108 359
311 781
82 999
115 794
145 208
825 783

Total Grants
within AEF
108 731
168 542
378 642
136 173
193 055
229 314
1 214 457

Central
government
funding
171 983
279 371
697 900
221 264
311 613
378 149
2 060 280

Total Grants
Outside AEF
68 406
104 829
376 056
100 144
142 659
178 811
970 905

15 824
27 928
80 287
21 488
29 815
37 498
212 840

51 194
90 353
259 741
69 517
96 457
121 312
688 574

108 437
169 121
390 605
135 951
209 489
252 991
1 266 594

176 077
292 134
748 418
228 630
336 346
413 296
2 194 901

65 008
112 319
366 820
94 736
141 923
188 973
969 779

Area Based
Revenue
Grant (ABG) Support Grant
19 787
8 111
29 750
15 022
101 203
41 220
27 020
11 158
30 354
15 808
37 662
20 016
245 776
111 335

Redistributed
non-domestic
rates
55 858
103 453
283 867
76 838
108 865
137 844
766 725

Total Grants
within AEF
108 757
162 953
394 158
136 773
214 442
259 138
1 276 221

Central
government
funding
192 513
311 178
820 448
251 789
369 469
454 660
2 400 057

Total Grants
Outside AEF
171 180
288 760
756 469
229 842
352 269
453 704
2 252 224

2012-2013

E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total
2011-2012
E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

Local Services
Support Grant
Revenue
(LSSG) Support Grant
415
1 195
369
2 101
1 433
6 044
483
1 609
519
2 245
812
2 815
4 031
16 009

622
4 732
17 785
1 674
585
1 495
26 893

2010-2011

E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD
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Appendix 2C: In Scope – Liverpool City Deal

Method 1

Liverpool City Deal
Halton Borough Council
Knowsley Council
Liverpool City Council
St. Helens Metropolitan Borough Council
Sefton Council
Wirral Borough Council

2014-2015

E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total

2013-2014
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

Rrevenue
expenditure
210 285
316 696
881 188
306 288
429 490
511 281
2 655 228

Council tax
37 162
39 425
124 860
55 853
100 337
112 214
469 851

Council taxRevenue
expenditure
173 123
277 271
756 328
250 435
329 153
399 067
2 185 377

213 045
338 686
899 300
300 644
436 802
520 920
2 709 397

36 226
38 980
118 166
54 201
97 776
111 358
456 707

176 819
299 706
781 134
246 443
339 026
409 562
2 252 690
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2012-2013
E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

Local authority
Halton UA
Knowsley
Liverpool
St Helens MBC
Sefton
Wirral

Class
UA
MD
MD
MD
MD
MD

213 058
329 894
873 309
281 344
430 053
523 852
2 651 510

43 528
53 833
163 844
66 120
118 903
132 912
579 140

169 530
276 061
709 465
215 224
311 150
390 940
2 072 370

216 414
338 421
873 994
285 192
455 544
541 284
2 710 849

43 520
53 657
162 727
64 799
118 872
131 434
575 009

172 894
284 764
711 267
220 393
336 672
409 850
2 135 840

234 961
365 010
968 838
305 530
478 507
591 146
2 943 992

43 513
53 306
163 987
64 325
118 848
131 198
575 177

191 448
311 704
804 851
241 205
359 659
459 948
2 368 815

2011-2012
E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total

2010-2011
E-code
E0601
E4301
E4302
E4303
E4304
E4305
Total
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Enquires Phone Number: 020 7219 8318

