
 

 
AUDIT COMMITTEE INQUIRY REPORT ON THE RELOCATION OF PUBLIC SECTOR POSTS: 1ST REPORT 2007 
SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE RESPONSE 
 

Report 
para 

Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

27 Setting Objectives Conclusion: There is a continuing lack 
of clarity around what constitutes 
“success” in the relocation policy. 

Rejected.  The key aims of the policy are set out clearly, most 
recently in the Relocation Guide (2005).  There is potential to improve 
the definition of success in the case of each individual relocation.  
This is being taken forward through the development of a consistent 
evaluation framework for all relocations.  
 

28 
 

Setting Objectives Recommendation: The Executive must 
define the aims of the policy more 
clearly and evaluate the outcomes. 
 

Agreed. The current aims of the policy are clearly stated, but we have 
acknowledged the need to evaluate the outcomes further.  

32 The Decision-Making 
process: Use of the 
Lease Break Trigger 

Conclusion: The current method of 
triggering location reviews on the 
basis of property lease breaks fails to 
take account of other factors which 
affect an organisation’s suitability for 
relocation. 
 

Partially Accepted. Reviews are not triggered by property lease 
breaks alone. Relocation is also considered where there are significant 
changes to an organisation’s structure or functions, or where there are 
potential efficiency benefits, for example from co-location.  The 
method for triggering reviews is kept under review to ensure that other 
suitable factors are taken into account.  Once a review is triggered 
relevant factors are considered, for example where a body is 
undertaking wider re-organisation. 
 

33 The Decision-Making 
process: Use of the 
Lease Break Trigger 

Recommendation: A system more 
relevant to an organisation’s 
operations is required which, while 
having regard for lease break, is 
sensitive to factors such as, but not 
exclusively: 

- The current workload and 

Agreed. We already keep the trigger mechanism under review and 
ensure that due consideration of these factors is taken into account 
prior to the automatic commencement of a location review once a 
trigger has been reached. 
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Report 
para 

Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

priorities for the organisation; 
- The timing of organisational 

reviews; and 
- Whether the organisation 

requires to remain at its 
current location. 

 
36 The Decision-Making 

process: Use of the 
Lease Break trigger 

Recommendation: In responding to this 
report, the Executive should give a 
progress report in its database of 
lease accommodation occupied by 
central government units, agencies 
and NDPB’s. 

Agreed.  Information on current property assets and leases for the vast 
majority of devolved public bodies, Agencies and Departments is now 
recorded on the central e-PIMS database.  Training has been provided 
and organisations are being encouraged to keep the information up-to-
date.  Arrangements for specialist sectors, such as health bodies, are 
being explored.  Consistent and shared information is a vital element 
in ensuring an effective and strategic approach to asset management 
and location decisions, for example in identifying opportunities for co-
location. 
 

38 The Decision-Making 
process : Consistency 

Conclusion: The Relocation Guide has 
improved clarity in the weightings to 
be given to the various criteria 
employed to rank potential locations. 
 

Accepted.   

39 The Decision-Making 
process: Consistency 

Recommendation: The Executive must 
ensure that guidance is adhered to, 
ensuring that genuine consistency is 
being achieved in the application of 
criteria used to select locations. 
 
 

Agreed.  The Relocation Guide has assisted the consistency of 
location review processes. 
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para 

Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

41 The Decision-Making 
process: Consistency 

Conclusion: The Committee 
recognises that there may be other 
factors which Ministers wish to take 
into account which would result in the 
selection of a final location which was 
not ranked highest following the 
application of selection criteria. 

Accepted.   

42 The Decision-Making 
process : Consistency 

Recommendation: Ministers must 
ensure that, where they consider that 
factors such as decentralisation 
outweigh issues such as cost, their 
reasons must be clearly and publicly 
stated. 
 

Agreed.  

45 The Decision-Making 
process : Redundancy 
Costs 

Recommendation: the Committee 
believes that potential redundancy 
costs should be considered during the 
decision-making process. 
 

Agreed. Consideration of potential redundancy costs already takes 
place as a matter of course in the decision-making process. Under HM 
Treasury guidance ‘transfer payments’ such as redundancy costs are 
not included in the economic appraisal but do form part of the 
financial appraisal. 

47 The Decision-Making 
process : Redundancy 
Costs 

Recommendation: Where relocation is 
pursued despite higher redundancy 
costs, the reasons for this must be 
clearly articulated. 
 

Agreed.  

50 The Decision-Making 
process: Clarity and 
Transparency 

Conclusion: It is unacceptable that the 
Executive has failed to give a clear 
explanation of the reasons behind 
each choice of location, despite giving 
an undertaken to Parliament to do so. 

Reject.  The Executive has set out a clear explanation of all location 
decisions in line with its commitment to Parliament. 
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Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

51 The Decision-Making 
process: 
Clarity and Transparency 

Recommendation: The Executive must 
deliver on its promise made in 2004 
and ensure that each relocation 
announcement is accompanied by a 
full statement of the reasons and 
rationale behind its selection. 
 

Agreed.  Ministers already set out clearly the reasons underpinning 
their decisions. 

54 The Decision-Making 
process : Time taken to 
reach a final decision on 
relocation 

Conclusion: An extended period of 
uncertainty over an organisation’s 
future is unacceptable for: 

- Organisations, which may be 
distracted from service 
delivery and suffer 
recruitment and retention 
difficulties; 

- Staff and their families, who 
will be uncertain about the 
future of their jobs for 
extended periods. 

 

Accepted.  The Executive accepts that extended delay and uncertainty 
is unacceptable.  The range of reasons that can give rise to extended 
timescales for location reviews were set out in our evidence to the 
Committee. 

55 The Decision-Making 
process : Time taken to 
reach a final decision on 
relocation 

Conclusion: It is therefore in no one’s 
interests for there to be protracted 
organisational uncertainty which has 
the potential for recruitment 
difficulties and a loss of skills through 
staff leaving. 

Accepted. 

56 The Decision-Making 
process : Time taken to 
reach a final decision on 
relocation 

Recommendation: The Executive must 
give organisations an estimated 
timeframe in which it expects a final 
decision to be made and do everything 

Agreed.  However, it must be recognised that not all factors leading to 
delay lie within the gift of the Executive, and that some reviews will 
necessarily take place over a longer period of time, notably where 
consideration is being given to new-build property or where 
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(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

in its power to expedite each review. 
 

organisations are subject to wider review of their functions or 
structures. 

58 The Decision-Making 
process : Time taken to 
reach a final decision on 
relocation 

Conclusion: The Committee accepts 
the need for careful analysis.  
However, the Executive must ensure 
that costly research, which is likely to 
add to the time taken to reach a 
decision, is of proportionate value to 
the process. 
 

Accepted.  There is a sensible balance to be maintained to ensure that 
cost estimates are robust and meet the requirements of the Public 
Finance Manual, and that the process remains proportionate.  
Streamlined review procedures already apply for small 
organisations/units. 

62 The Decision-Making 
process : Non-monetary 
costs of relocation 

Conclusion: Non-financial losses, such 
as the loss of expertise and a 
detrimental impact on staff morale, 
should be factored in to evaluations in 
advance of decisions on relocation. 
  

Accepted.  The review process already acknowledges that it is 
important that the wider costs and benefits associated with any 
relocation should be factored into the appraisal process.  

66 The Decision-Making 
process : Fine-tuning the 
decision-making process 
 

Conclusion: In order to achieve the 
greatest benefit to receiving areas, the 
Executive must employ a more finely-
tuned approach.  
 

Accepted.  We agree that where possible we should adopt a fine-tuned 
and strategic approach. 

67 The Decision-Making 
process : Fine-tuning the 
decision-making process 
 

Recommendation: The Executive must 
adopt an approach to decisions on 
relocation which will take account of 
the particular needs of receiving areas
and: 
• consider the best destinations for 
small and for large organisations 
in terms of delivering the objectives of 

Agreed.  We are giving consideration to how current processes might 
be adapted to take account of these points, and to whether or not 
research would improve understanding of the extent of impact of 
relocations to enable the effect on a city/its wider economy to be 
assessed. 
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(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

the policy; 
• assess what proportion of staff will 
choose to commute for each 
potential destination; 
• take account of whether an 
organisation will bring mainly posts 
or 
mainly people; 
• analyse whether the local population 
in the receiving area will be 
likely to fill incoming posts; 
• enable the needs of areas within 
cities to be differentiated from the 
overall state of a city’s economy; 
• give full consideration to whether an 
organisation is best left where 
it is.  
 

70 The Decision-Making 
process : How decisions 
affect subsequent 
reviews 
 

Recommendation: the Executive must 
ensure that, as decisions on relocation 
take place, their impact is 
immediately taken into account in 
current and future relocation reviews. 

Agreed.  Ministers have not set specific targets for the numbers of 
posts to be relocated to particular areas.  Also the impact of 
relocations will not feed through immediately into the underlying data 
used within the relocation methodology.   Due consideration must also 
be given to the needs of individual organisations under review to 
ensure that the outcome of previous location reviews does not result in 
failure to identify a location at which it can operate effectively. 
However, within these requirements, previous relocation decisions are 
taken into account in considering the relative ranking of different 
location options. 
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Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

74 Evaluating Progress: 
Economic Benefits 

Conclusion: The Executive’s 
argument that the loss of 
organisations has had 
no impact is inconsistent with its 
claim that it is too soon to assess the 
economic impact of incoming 
organisations on receiving areas. 
 

Rejected.  These conclusions are not inconsistent.  The key issue is 
the relative performance of different areas.  Relevant economic 
indicators demonstrate that since the introduction of relocation policy 
in 1999, the Edinburgh economy has continued to perform well 
compared with other parts of Scotland.  The full impact post-
relocation to a new area is more difficult to disaggregate from other 
spatial interventions and expert analysis suggests that this may take 5-
8 years to reach fruition. 
 

75 Evaluating Progress: 
Economic Benefits 

Conclusion: Whether or not it is too 
soon to make a full economic 
evaluation, it is essential that evidence 
is being gathered now so that a 
thorough evaluation can take place in 
the future.  
 

Accepted.  We are developing an evaluation framework to ensure that 
adequate baseline data is gathered. 

76 Evaluating Progress: 
Economic Benefits 

Recommendation: Interim evaluation 
of the socio-economic benefits 
brought by relocation must be 
undertaken now and the Executive 
must make clear its plans for full 
evaluation in the longer term. 
 

Agreed. We have undertaken an interim evaluation of the relocation 
policy which has been submitted to the Finance Committee and will 
publish an evaluation framework shortly.  

77 Evaluating Progress: 
Economic Benefits 

Recommendation: Furthermore, a 
proper evaluation of the Relocation 
policy should be sufficiently sensitive 
to identify benefits and losses at 
individual locations as well as assess 
the impact of the policy on a national 
basis. 

Agreed.  However, it must be noted that received methodology 
accepts the difficulty of disaggregating the specific impact of 
relocation from other spatial interventions, especially at the local area 
level. 
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Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

80 Evaluating Progress: 
Dispersal and 
Decentralisation of jobs 
throughout Scotland 

Conclusion: The Committee is 
disappointed to observe that the 
relocation of organisations to date is 
not delivering a true dispersal of jobs 
throughout Scotland.  
 

Rejected.  Ministers have not set specific targets for the dispersal of 
posts to particular areas.   However, the current relocation policy has 
succeeded in dispersing jobs across the country, taking account of its 
additional aims for business efficiency and benefiting areas in social 
and economic need.  
 

81 Evaluating Progress: 
Dispersal and 
Decentralisation of jobs 
throughout Scotland 

Recommendation: The Executive must 
ensure that the dispersal of economic 
benefits originally envisaged is 
achieved.  
 

Agreed.  This is an on-going commitment. The needs of each 
organisation must also be taken into account. 

84 Evaluating Progress: 
Dispersal and 
Decentralisation of jobs 
throughout Scotland 

Recommendation: Regardless of where 
an organisation is currently located, 
proper and full consideration should 
be given to the case for retaining the 
organisation in its current location.  
 

Agreed.  Proper consideration is given to whether there are factors 
that require an organisation to be retained in its existing location, 
within the wider context of Ministers’ relocation policy.  A stated aim 
of the relocation policy is dispersal: achieving a change in the 
distribution of public sector jobs across Scotland.  

87 Evaluating Progress: 
Dispersal and 
Decentralisation of jobs 
throughout Scotland 

Recommendation: It should not be 
assumed that relocation necessarily 
means moving a significant distance. 
Location to areas with particular 
socio-economic needs within the city 
of Edinburgh should be assessed on 
the same basis as potential locations 
in other parts of Scotland.  
 

Rejected.  Where it is agreed that an organisation should remain in 
Edinburgh, consideration should be given to areas of the City in socio-
economic need.  However, it is broadly accepted that the benefits of a 
relocation extend more widely than to the immediate environs: to 
achieve Ministers’ overarching aims of dispersal and supporting areas 
in socio-economic need, and given the current economic success of 
Edinburgh City, there is a general presumption against new 
organisations being established within Edinburgh.  

89 Evaluating Progress: 
Dispersal and 
Decentralisation of jobs 

Conclusion: The Committee believes 
that some organisations are best 
located in Edinburgh in order to best 

Accepted.   
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Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

throughout Scotland facilitate work with the Scottish 
Parliament and also with partner 
organisations, customers and 
stakeholders.  
 

90 Evaluating Progress: 
Dispersal and 
Decentralisation of jobs 
throughout Scotland 

Recommendation: Some organisations 
are inappropriate candidates for 
relocation outside Edinburgh and 
should therefore not be subject to 
fullscale review.  
 

Agreed. However, even where organisations are to be retained within 
Edinburgh, due consideration should be given to the choice of 
location. 

93 Evaluating Progress: 
Efficiency 

Recommendation: The Executive 
should consider how its policy of 
dispersal either complements or 
conflicts with the efficient government 
agenda and can assist with the 
delivery of best value in the use of 
public funds.  
 

Agreed.  We consider the opportunities for synergy and/or potential 
conflict between relocation policy and the Efficient Government 
agenda both in terms of the general policy and for individual location 
reviews. 

95 Evaluating Progress: 
Evaluating the Policy 
overall 

Conclusion: The Committee concludes 
that the Executive is not yet able to 
gauge the extent to which the key 
objectives of the Relocation policy are 
being achieved.  
 

Partially accepted.  Progress has been achieved on key objectives of 
the relocation policy, including the dispersal of public sector posts and 
improved efficiency in how individual organisations operate.  We 
have acknowledged that it is too soon to gauge fully the impact of 
relocations for areas which have received posts.   

97 Evaluating Progress: 
Evaluating the Policy 
overall 

Recommendation: The evaluation 
framework must enable the Executive 
to: 
• monitor efficiencies brought about 

Agreed. 

 9



 

Report 
para 

Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

by relocation; 
• identify whether the aim of bringing 
government closer to the 
people is being achieved; 
• assess the economic benefits to 
receiving areas; and 
• demonstrate that its approach is 
flexible and can take changing 
circumstances into account.  
 

98 Evaluating Progress: 
Evaluating the Policy 
overall 

Recommendation: The evaluation 
framework must take into account the 
Audit Committee and Auditor 
General for Scotland’s findings and, 
in the interests of openness and 
transparency, must be published. The 
Committee would like to see the 
framework in the public domain by 
Summer 2007.  
 

Agreed, subject to any change in wider Ministerial policy. 

132 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: 
Significant Efficiency 
Gains  

Conclusion: There is no evidence to 
suggest that efficiency gains realised 
from bringing the SNH HQ functions 
under one roof in Inverness would not 
also have been achieved by moving to 
a single site in one of the other “front-
runner” locations.  
 

Rejected.  SNH is now co-located in Inverness with the Deer 
Commission for Scotland and the Paths for All project. It is 
accommodated in one of the most environmentally efficient buildings 
in the UK.  The organisation has rationalised its staffing and 
undertaken other restructuring.  There can be no absolute certainty that 
these changes would have been achieved in another location.  

133 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-

Conclusion: The fact that the 
Accountable Officer felt that a move 

Rejected.  The fact that the Accountable Officer considered that 
another location would have provided better value for money does not 
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Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

Making process: 
Significant Efficiency 
Gains 

to Inverness did not represent value 
for money undermines the case for 
moving to Inverness on the grounds of 
efficiency.  
 

lead to the inference that Inverness would not provide efficiency gains 
relative to the status quo.   In any case, Ministers have made clear that 
efficiency was just one of a range of factors that they took into 
account in reaching their final decision. 

136 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: 
Potential synergies 

Conclusion: The potential synergies to 
be achieved by moving to Inverness 
were both unclear and unquantified.  
Ministers appear to have placed 
considerable weight on the issue of 
potential synergies without any clear 
evidence as to what the benefits might 
be.  
 

Rejected.  There was and is considerable evidence of the potential 
benefits of bringing together individual organisation’s functions and 
those of other related bodies in a particular location.  

140 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: Profile 
and nature of SNH’s 
work 

Conclusion: The fact that it was not 
“inappropriate” to locate SNH in 
Inverness is not a positive argument 
in favour of location. Inverness is no 
more “appropriate” a location for a 
natural heritage body than Stirling, 
Perth or West Lothian. 
 

Rejected: A stated aim of Ministers’ relocation policy, supported by 
the findings of the Audit Committee report, is the dispersal of public 
sector posts across Scotland.  Ministers have made clear that, relative 
to other organisations, they considered SNH to be suitable for location 
in Inverness because of its strong links with all parts of Scotland.  
Other bodies were not considered to be suitable for location in 
Inverness but have been considered for relocation in Stirling, Perth 
and West Lothian. 
 

143 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: Criteria 
which informed the 
decision 

Conclusion: It was unhelpful that: 
• new criteria were introduced 
relatively late in the process once 
SNH’s review report had been 
submitted to the Department; and 
• that non-financial criteria were 
poorly developed.  

Partially accepted. Whilst it is important to ensure the clarity and 
consistency of relocation decisions, if relevant information is available 
that should have a material impact on Ministers’ decision, for example 
revised information about potential redundancy costs, then it is open 
for Ministers to consider whether to take this into account.  
Publication of the Relocation Guide has improved the consistency of 
non-financial information. 

 11



 

Report 
para 

Sub-heading Conclusion / Recommendation Executive response  
(Accepted / Agreed / Rejected with comments as appropriate) 

146 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: 
Transparency 
(Relationship with SNH) 

Conclusion: The Committee is very 
critical of the decision not to share 
cost information with SNH.  
 

Partially accepted.  See response above. 

147 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: 
Transparency 
(Relationship with SNH) 

Recommendation: In future any 
further financial modelling 
undertaken by the Department must 
be shared fully with the organisation 
undergoing review. 
 

Partially agreed.  Relevant information should be shared with 
organisations and the basis for Ministers’ final decision should be 
made clear.  However, there may be circumstances where for public 
interest certain specific advice to Ministers should not be released. 

150 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: 
Transparency 
(Relationship with SNH) 

Conclusion; Ministers should have 
clearly spelled out their reasons for 
choosing Inverness over the other 
higher ranked locations under 
consideration.  
 

Agreed. The reasons for their decision were clearly set out by 
Ministers at the time in response to Parliamentary Questions and in 
correspondence with SNH.  

151 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: 
Transparency 
(Relationship with SNH) 

Recommendation: In future reasons 
for choosing a particular location 
should be clearly articulated. 
Furthermore where Ministers choose 
a location which 
was not ranked highly under the 
option appraisal process the reasons 
for this should be set out.  
 

Agreed. 

134 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: The Decision-
Making process: 

Conclusion: The lack of transparency 
in the decision-making process 
following the submission of SNH’s 

Rejected.  There was clear communication with the organisation and 
Parliament at the appropriate times. 
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Transparency 
(Relationship with SNH) 

review report is a cause for concern. 

157 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: Decision to 
relocate to Inverness: 
overall conclusions 

Conclusion: The evidence does not 
support the argument that the policy 
objectives would be best achieved by 
relocating the organisation to 
Inverness.  
 

Rejected.  Ministers have set out clearly the basis of their decision to 
relocate SNH to Inverness.   

158 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: Decision to 
relocate to Inverness: 
overall conclusions 

Conclusion: The Committee considers 
that the arguments advanced by the 
Minister do not justify the decision to 
relocate to Inverness. 
 

Rejected.  Ministers’ view remains that Inverness was the most 
appropriate location, consistent with their policy objectives at the 
time. 

159 Relocation of the HQ of 
SNH: Decision to 
relocate to Inverness: 
overall conclusions 

Conclusion: While SNH may be able 
to operate effectively from its new 
headquarters, at a total cost likely to 
be in the region of £30m, the move to 
Inverness does not provide value for 
money.  
 

Rejected.  It is important to emphasise that all the proposed location 
options, including the status quo, would have had an economic cost.  
This was set out in the evaluation evidence submitted to the 
Committee.  Between the highest and lowest cost options outside 
Edinburgh, the estimated NPV differential over 15 years was less than 
£1.5m.  Whilst it was legitimate for the Accountable Officer to request 
and receive a written instruction, Ministers’ view remains that the 
wider benefits for the dispersal of public sector posts justified the 
choice of Inverness for the SNH location. 
 

166 The written authority 
process in connection 
with SNH: Effectiveness 
of the written authority 
process in relation with 
SNH 

Conclusion: The use of the ministerial 
written authority brought the issue of 
the value for money provided by the 
SNH relocation clearly into the public 
domain. It also ensured that 
subsequent parliamentary scrutiny 

Accepted. 
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clearly reflected the decision making 
process.  
 

175 Ministerial direction to 
SNH 

Conclusion: There is a tension 
between the role of Ministers in 
taking the final decision on 
relocations and the need for NDPBs to 
properly manage their 
own affairs.  
 

Rejected.  The Relocation Guide, the Scottish Public Finance Manual 
and the relevant legislation set out clearly the division of 
responsibilities between Ministers and NDPB’s.  Ministers can 
legitimately take decisions on the dispersal of public sector posts; it is 
for NDPB’s to ensure the management of operational matters 
including transactions resulting from Ministerial decisions.  

183 Written authorities: 
purpose and process: 
purpose of the process 

Conclusion: The Committee considers 
that section 15(8) of the PF and A 
Act: 
• provides a protection for the 
Accountable Officer in that, if he is 
required to undertake an action 
which is not consistent with his 
statutory duties, it is clear that he did 
so at the behest of the Minister, 
having advised the Minister against 
that course of action; 
• provides an incentive for Ministers 
to ensure that policy decisions 
incur proper expenditure and provide 
value for money; and 
• clarifies lines of accountability and 
ensures that scrutiny can properly 
reflect the decision making process.  
 
 

Accepted. 
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184 Written authorities: 
purpose and process: 
purpose of the process 

Conclusion: The written authority 
process clarifies lines of 
accountability and acts as a catalyst 
for valuable public scrutiny of 
important and complex issues. The 
Committee strongly supports the 
written authority process. 
(Para 184) 
 

Accepted. 

187 Written authorities: 
purpose and process: 
purpose of the process 

Recommendation: The Committee 
therefore recommends that the copy 
of the written authority sent to the 
AGS and copied to the Committee 
should, as a minimum, be 
accompanied by an explanation from 
the Accountable Officer of his 
grounds for requesting a written 
authority.  
 

Agreed.   The covering note should make clear whether the authority 
was sought on the grounds of value for money, propriety or regularity.  

191 Written authorities: 
guidance on the written 
authority process 

Recommendation: The Committee 
recommends that guidance on the 
ministerial written authority process 
and its implications be developed for 
Ministers. The Committee further 
recommends that the existing 
guidance for accountable officers be 
reviewed and amended as necessary, 
taking into account issues raised 
during the course of this inquiry. 
 

Agreed. The guidance contained in the Memorandum to Accountable 
Officers from the Principal Accountable Officer will be reviewed and 
updated as necessary.  Guidance for Ministers is a matter for the First 
Minister, but we will ensure that this issue is raised on the next 
occasion on which that guidance is reviewed. 
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198 Written authorities: Role 
of the Principal 
Accountable Officer 

Conclusion: The Committee would be 
concerned if intervention by the 
Principal Accountable Officer led to 
such significant concerns on the part 
of an accountable officer not being 
made public.  
 

Rejected:  In the unlikely event that there is a disagreement between 
the Principal Accountable Officer and one of the accountable officers 
to whom s/he has delegated part of his/her responsibilities, it is right 
that ultimate authority is aligned with ultimate accountability.  If any 
underlying issues were such as to raise audit concerns, they would 
become public in due course through that channel. 

199 Written authorities: Role 
of the Principal 
Accountable Officer 

Conclusion: The Committee is 
concerned that the role of the 
Principal Accountable Officer when 
an accountable officer seeks a written 
authority is unclear.  
 

Accepted.   The guidance to Accountable Offices will be reviewed to 
consider whether the role of the Principal Accountable Officer 
requires further clarification 

200 Written authorities: Role 
of the Principal 
Accountable Officer 

Recommendation; The Committee 
recommends that the memorandum 
to accountable officers be reviewed to 
clarify the role of the PAO. This 
should particularly address what the 
process would be were the PAO to 
disagree with an accountable officer’s 
decision to request a written 
authority.  

Agreed. This will be reviewed. 
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