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STANDARDS, PROCEDURES AND PUBLIC APPOINTMENTS COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

1st Meeting, 2011 (Session 3) 
 

Tuesday 18 January 2011 
 
The Committee will meet at 2.15 pm in Committee Room 3. 
 
1. Declaration of interests: Stewart Stevenson will be invited to declare any 

relevant interests. 
 
2. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether 

to take items 6, 7 and 8 in private. 
 
3. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether 

its consideration of its legacy paper and directions to the Scottish Parliamentary 
Standards Commissioner should be taken in private at future meetings. 

 
4. Commissioner for Public Appointments: The Committee will consider letters 

from the Cabinet Secretary for Justice and the Permanent Secretary to the 
Scottish Government. 

 
5. Cross-Party Groups: The Committee will consider an annual update on Cross-

Party Groups. 
 
6. Cross-Party Groups: The Committee will consider a note by the Clerk. 
 
7. Accuracy of contributions in Parliamentary proceedings: The Committee 

will consider a note by the Clerk. 
 
8. Commissioner for Public Appointments: The Committee will consider 

correspondence received in relation to the Code of Practice for Ministerial 
Appointments to Public Bodies in Scotland. 

 
9. Financial Resolutions and Financial Memoranda (in private): The 

Committee will consider a draft report. 
 
10. Scrutiny of SPCB supported bodies (in private): The Committee will 

consider a draft report. 
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The papers for this meeting are as follows— 
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Note by the Clerk 
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Standards, Procedures and Public Appointments Committee 
 

1st Meeting, 2011 (Session 3) 
 

Tuesday 18 January 2011 
 

Commissioner for Public Appointments – responses from the Scottish 
Government to correspondence regarding reports CPA/2010/04 and 

CPA/2010/05 
 
Background 

1. In 2010 the Committee considered two reports from the Commissioner for 
Public Appointments (“the Commissioner”) regarding non-compliance with the Code 
of Practice for Ministerial Appointments to Public Bodies in Scotland (“the Code”).  
The Committee agreed to write to the Permanent Secretary to the Scottish 
Government in relation to report CPA/2010/04 and to the Cabinet Secretary for 
Justice in relation to report CPA/2010/05. 

2. The Committee has now received responses to its letters and is invited to 
consider what further action it may wish to take in relation to the matters raised. 

Report CPA/2010/04 – Advisory Committee on Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest 

3. This report related to the appointment of a convener to the Advisory Committee 
on Sites of Special Scientific Interest (ACSSSI).   

4. The Committee noted that the report stated that advice provided by the 
Commissioner in November 2009 regarding options for making the appointment in a 
Code compliant manner had not, as of March 2010, been presented to the Minister.  
The Committee therefore agreed to write to the Permanent Secretary asking him to 
comment on whether he was satisfied that the information provided to the Minister 
for Environment by Scottish Government officials was appropriate. 

5. The Permanent Secretary’s response (attached at Annexe A) indicates that he 
is content that the actions taken by Scottish Government officials were appropriate.  
The Permanent Secretary outlines the main reasons for his conclusion as being— 

• ACSSSI would only meet if a case was referred to it if informal and statutory 
procedures between Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) and the landowner did 
not resolve issues about the site for designation.  The view taken by officials 
was that there was no compelling reason to proceed with appointing a 
Convener at that time (November 2009) due to uncertainty about whether 
the case would be referred and the expected abolition of ACSSSI in mid-
2010. 

• Once position was clarified by SNH in March 2010, officials approached 
existing ACSSSI members to ascertain if one would be willing to fill the 
position of Convener for consideration of this single case.  This option for 
making the appointment had been discussed in November 2009 but at that 
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time existing members had indicated they would not wish to take on the role.  
Scottish Government officials were notified in March 2010 that, while the 
approach proposed was accepted by the Commissioner as being 
proportionate, the Commissioner would not endorse the appointment and 
would consider it as being non-compliant with the Code. 

• In May 2010 Scottish Government officials advised the Minister of all the 
options that had been discussed with the Commissioner’s office and the 
views expressed by the Commissioner in relation to the appointment of an 
existing member to fill the role of Convener.  The Minister made the decision 
to make the appointment of an existing member. 

Recommendation 

6. The Committee may wish to consider whether to take any further action in 
relation to the information about the appointment that is set out in the 
Commissioner’s report and the letter from the Permanent Secretary. 

7. There are two areas on which the Committee may wish to consider inviting 
further comments— 

• The option of appointing an existing member as Convener (the option 
chosen to make the appointment) was discussed by the Commissioner and 
Scottish Government officials at a meeting on 18 November 2009.  However, 
the Commissioner’s report does not appear to suggest that an indication was 
given that this would be a Code compliant method of making the 
appointment. 

• The Commissioner’s understanding, as set out in the report, appears to be 
that the option of co-opting or seconding an individual to the ACSSSI and 
therefore not requiring a public appointment was possible.  In contrast, the 
letter from the Permanent Secretary states that “Scottish Government Legal 
officials confirmed that this option was not legally permissible”. 

8. The Committee may therefore wish to seek further comments from the 
Commissioner and the Permanent Secretary on these specific points. 

9. Alternatively, the Committee may wish to consider whether it is content with the 
response from the Permanent Secretary.  The Committee may also wish to consider 
whether it has any comment in relation to the particular circumstances of this 
appointment, i.e. that the Advisory Committee was soon to be dissolved and there 
was ongoing uncertainty about the point at which the Advisory Committee would 
have been required to meet. 

Report CPA/2010/05 – Scottish Legal Aid Board 

10. This report related to a complaint made by an applicant for the Scottish Legal 
Aid Board. In summary, the complaint submitted was that the Scottish Government 
had not provided the applicant with constructive feedback about his application in 
response to his initial request, that the detailed feedback did not, in the 
complainant’s opinion, provide a fair assessment of his application and that the 
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feedback referred to an additional criterion against which his application was 
measured but which had not been part of the publicised criteria for the role. 

11. An extract from the Commissioner’s report, setting out her findings following 
investigation of the complaint, is attached at Annexe B for the Committee’s 
reference. 

12. The Committee invited the Cabinet Secretary for Justice to respond to the point 
raised by the Commissioner and, in particular, whether the Government accepted 
the Commissioner’s findings and will ensure that systems are put in place to take 
account of guidance issued by the Commissioner.  The Cabinet Secretary’s 
response is attached at Annexe C and indicates that discussions are ongoing 
between Scottish Government officials and the Commissioner’s office.  The 
Committee may also wish to note that the outcome of these discussions may form 
part of the guidance that the Commissioner has indicated will be developed to 
support the revised Code.  

Recommendation 

13. The Committee is invited to consider what, if any, action it wishes to take in 
light of the response from the Cabinet Secretary for Justice.  The Committee may 
wish to simply note that is has received a response from the Scottish Government 
confirming that discussions are being held with the Commissioner’s office to address 
a number of the issues raised. 

Conclusion 

14. In terms of notifying the outcome of its consideration of these reports the 
Committee may wish to consider whether the correspondence in relation to these 
reports should be published on its web page.  This would ensure that the details of 
consideration of these reports is available to the wider public but would not constitute 
a formal report to the Parliament.  
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LETTER FROM THE PERMANENT SECRETARY TO THE SCOTTISH 
GOVERNMENT – 26 OCTOBER 2010 
 
Appointment of Convener to ACSSSI – OCPAS Report CPA/2010/04 
 
Thank you for your letter of 7 October about the Commissioner for Public Appointments 
in Scotland’s report to Parliament in respect of the appointment of the Convener to the 
Advisory Committee on Sites of Special Scientific Interest (ACSSSI). 
 
Since taking up the post of Permanent Secretary in June of this year, I have taken a 
close interest in our procedures for managing public appointments.  Although Scottish 
Ministers have the responsibility for appointments to public bodies in Scotland officials 
have an important part to play in providing advice and information which assist Ministers 
in carrying out their responsibilities in an efficient and effective manner.  Having looked 
into the particular matter and the issues raised by the report and the evidence given by 
the Commissioner to your Committee on 14 September, I am satisfied that the approach 
taken by officials in this case was properly considered, appropriate and proportionate.  I 
have set out below the key points which I took into account in coming to this view. 
 
Timeline 
Scottish Government officials originally approached the Commissioner’s office on 2 
November 2009 to seek the Commissioner’s view how best to proceed with appointing 
a Convener to ACSSSI given that there were clear plans for dissolution of the body in 
summer 2010.  This appointment was only under consideration because of the 
possibility that a single case might need to be referred to ACSSSI before its dissolution, 
but that depended on the timing and outcome of decisions which had still to be taken by 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH).   
 
Officials subsequently met with the Commissioner to discuss the options available on 18 
November.  The 4 options suggested for consideration were: 
 
• Option 1:  Approach previous Convener(s) (other than the immediate past 

Convener) to ask if one of them would be willing to take on the role again for a 
short period; 

• Option 2:  Invite an existing member to take on the role; 
• Option 3:  Approach the Royal Society and perhaps other sources to publicise 

the vacancy; or 
• Option 4:  Consider whether a secondment, co-option or similar arrangement 

would be more suitable than making a public appointment. 
 

None of these options appeared attractive for the reasons outlined below: 
 
Option 1 – previous Conveners of ACSSSI (with the exception of the immediate past 
Convener) would not have carried out this role for a considerable number of years; 
 
Option 2 – existing ACSSSI members had already indicated that they were not able to 
take on the role of Convener; 
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Option 3 – since the time input for the single case which might need to be referred to 
ACSSSI was not expected to exceed a week; it seemed questionable that an 
advertisement would attract a credible response; and 
 
Option 4 – Scottish Government Legal officials confirmed that this option was not legally 
permissible. 
 
The nature of ACSSSI’s remit as an advisory committee was such that it would only 
need to meet if a case was referred to it for consideration after informal and statutory 
procedures between an owner and SNH had failed to resolve any issues about the case 
for a site designation. There was not therefore a compelling reason for proceeding with 
filling the vacant position of Convener especially since the expectation was that ACSSSI 
would be abolished in mid 2010 and in light of with the fact that there was significant 
uncertainty whether the one outstanding case would in fact need to be referred to the 
Committee.  
 
Officials therefore took the view that it would be premature to refer the question how to 
fill the vacant position to the Minister until it was clear that the Committee would have 
any further business to transact. SNH was not able to clarify the position on the case 
until March 2010 at which point they confirmed that the case was likely to require 
reference to ACSSSI. ACSSSI’s consideration of the case was not expected to require 
any longer than a week.   
 
At that stage (in order to provide the Minister with an up-to-date assessment of the 
options), officials approached existing members of the Committee again to ascertain 
whether one of them might be willing to consider taking on the position of Convener to 
deal with this single case and at that point one of the members confirmed that he would 
be willing to do so.  This was, of course, one of the options which had been discussed 
with the Commissioner in November 2009.  However at this point, the Commissioner’s 
staff advised the sponsor team that the Commissioner, while accepting that this 
represented a proportionate approach, would not be willing to endorse appointment of 
an existing member as Convener and would regard such an appointment as not 
complying with the Code. 
 
Officials provided advice to the Minister on 4 May in relation to all the options which had 
been discussed with the Commissioner and advised the Minister of the views which had 
been expressed by the Commissioner in relation to the suggestion of appointing an 
existing member of the Committee to fill the position of Convener.  The Minister made 
the decision to appoint a Convener.  
  
Having taken into regard all the relevant facts and the particular circumstances as 
described above it is my view that the approach taken by officials was both appropriate 
and proportionate. 
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EXTRACT FROM REPORT CPA/2010/05 
 
Was the complainant provided with constructive feedback in response to his 
initial request in compliance with code paragraphs 26.1 and 26.2? 
 
The complainant was provided with feedback by the chair of the selection panel in a 
letter dated 18 February. That feedback was lifted directly from the selection panel’s 
collective assessment of the complainant’s application. The feedback and the 
underpinning assessment in relation to one of the criteria (the ability to operate at a 
strategic level) had involved further interpretation of that criterion by the selection panel. 
During assessment, the selection panel looked additionally for evidence that applicants 
had the ability to make or shape strategic decisions that would have a positive impact 
on the future and success of an organisation, in some cases paraphrasing this as 
“setting the direction of an organisation in a way likely to determine its future success or 
failure”. The result of this further interpretation was that the feedback provided to the 
applicant was less than constructive in that it included an element of assessment (in the 
applicant’s case expressed as “shaping the choices which will determine the future 
success of the organisations concerned”) not communicated to applicants at the outset. 
 

• This element of the complaint is partially upheld; feedback was provided but was 
not wholly constructive. Furthermore, the investigation found that the selection 
panel had redefined one of the selection criteria communicated to applicants 
when selecting people for interview. This was unfair to everyone who applied and 
did not demonstrate openness and transparency. 

 
Did the complainant have to make several requests before constructive feedback 
was provided to him in contravention of code paragraph 26.1? 
 
The complainant first requested feedback on 22 January. On 25 January and again on 
11 February the complainant requested a copy of the panel’s scoring of his application 
as he had been advised that his feedback may take some time to provide. Feedback 
was provided by the selection panel chair on 19 February. In mitigation, the panel chair 
concerned advised OCPAS that his workload was heavy and that he had other 
commitments on his time. He believed that it was reasonable to provide feedback in 
response to requests within 20 working days of the request, and that he did so on this 
occasion. 
 

• The complainant made one request for feedback on 22 January followed by two 
requests for the scoring of his application. Thus technically this element of the 
complaint is not upheld, as only one request was made. 
 
The selection panel’s assessment of the complainant’s application was available 
prior to 22 January. With a heavy workload, the panel chair could have prioritised 
this work or delegated the provision of feedback to a member of the sponsor 
team, to ensure that feedback was provided shortly after the original request. The 
Commissioner does not accept that 20 working days is a reasonable timescale 
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for the provision of material that is readily accessible once a panel has made its 
short-listing decisions. The Commissioner has taken this view to ensure that, in 
the case of non-selection for interview, unsuccessful applicants have an 
opportunity for concerns to be addressed before the round ends and appointment 
decisions are made. The Commissioner intends to clarify timescales for 
responses to requests for feedback in the guidance accompanying the revised 
code of practice. 

 
Did the feedback provide a fair assessment of the answers the complainant 
provided in his application form in accordance with Code paragraph 26.2? 
 
As the feedback and underpinning assessment involved further interpretation of one of 
the criteria for the role, the assessment was not fair. 
 

• This element of the complaint is upheld. The complainant’s view that his 
application was not assessed fairly or openly was exacerbated when the 
selection panel chair provided additional feedback to the applicant. The panel 
chair advised the applicant, by reference to a dictionary definition of strategic, 
that the panel had also looked for evidence of long-term planning. The 
investigation found no evidence in the audit trail to suggest that this further 
interpretation of the criterion was used in the assessment of applications. 

 
Was the feedback on and assessment of the complainant’s application subject to 
the introduction of a new criterion for selection in contravention of code 
paragraph 19.6? 
 
Whilst a new criterion was not introduced, redefining the criterion communicated to 
applicants meant that assessment was on a different basis and so had the same effect 
as introducing a new criterion. The original criterion, “the ability to operate at a strategic 
level” was defined during the assessment of applications as “setting the direction of an 
organisation in a way likely to determine its future success or failure”. It is not necessary 
to provide evidence of setting strategy to demonstrate the ability to operate at a 
strategic level. Redefinition by the selection panel to mean the ability to make or shape 
strategic decisions that would have a positive impact on the future success of an 
organisation was not appropriate. 
 

• This element of the complaint is upheld. 
 
Did the directorate concerned conduct the round in accordance with the code’s 
principle of Openness and Transparency and the code’s obligation that the 
requirements of relevant legislation must be reflected at every stage in the 
appointments process? 
 
Further interpretation by the selection panel at the point at which assessment took place 
was neither open nor transparent. When his initial request for feedback and the scores 
given to his application by the panel did not receive a substantive response, the 
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complainant used the provisions of the Freedom of Information Scotland legislation in 
order to obtain this information. The complainant was advised by the directorate that 
this was to be treated as a data subject access request. The information was provided 
to the applicant on this basis. 
 

• The complaint is upheld in respect of meeting the principles of the code. The 
complaint is not upheld in respect of the directorate’s meeting the requirements 
of relevant legislation. 

 
Were the complainant’s concerns and latterly formal complaint about the 
appointment process and the feedback he received dealt with appropriately and 
timeously in accordance with the code principle of Probity and Respect and code 
paragraph 40.1? 
 
There was a delay between the applicant’s request for feedback and the provision of 
that feedback to him. The applicant’s request that his concerns be treated as a formal 
complaint appears not to have been handled appropriately by the directorate. The 
complainant acted reasonably throughout by simply setting out why he thought his 
application was worthy of consideration and asking for more detailed feedback on the 
panel’s assessment. The complainant offered to discuss the matter with the selection 
panel chair on several occasions before complaining. Rather than take the opportunity 
to discuss the matter with the complainant the panel chair chose to respond in writing 
and to further paraphrase the selection panel’s agreed assessment. Only after the 
applicant raised his concerns in the form of a formal complaint did the selection panel 
chair offer to discuss these with him in person. 
 
The Scottish Government conducted no investigation into the complaint. The panel 
chair, about whom the complaint was made, did not refer the matter to another senior 
civil servant who might have been sufficiently arms-length from the subject matter to 
review the complaint objectively. No investigation of the complainant’s concerns was 
conducted until the matter was referred to OCPAS. 

• This element of the complaint is upheld regarding code paragraph 40.1. The 
Commissioner questions whether the response from the directorate reflects the 
principle of respect and intends to add clarity on timescales for feedback to the 
guidance on the new code of practice. 
 

In order to conduct this investigation OCPAS requested all material held by the 
directorate relating to the complaint. Some material considered significant to 
consideration of this case, such as correspondence between the complainant and the 
directorate, was not provided by the directorate. The directorate also therefore failed to 
comply with paragraphs 28.1 and 40.2 of the code. 
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LETTER FROM THE CABINET SECRETARY FOR JUSTICE – 22 DECEMBER 2010 
 
Commissioner for Public Appointments in Scotland – Report CPA/2010/05 
 
I am writing to you following your letter of 4 November inviting me to respond to the 
points raised in the Commissioner for Public Appointments’ report, which was 
considered by your Committee on 2 November.    
 
As you are aware, the Commissioner found that the Justice and Communities 
Directorate (“the Directorate) did not comply with certain provisions contained in the 
Code of Practice for Ministerial Appointments in Scotland (“the Code”) and concluded 
that the Directorate did not comply with the Code’s principle of Openness and 
Transparency and may have compromised the principle of Probity and Respect.  I will 
respond to each of the findings in turn: 
 
Para 19.6 - Interpretation of published criteria 
 
I understand that, at the time, panel was clear that it was interpreting and applying the 
published criterion.  The OCPAS Assessor, who was a member of the panel, confirmed 
through his Statement of Validation that this approach was compliant with the Code.  
That judgement was reversed by the Commissioner in the course of her investigation of 
the complaint, and after the completion of the appointment round.  My officials are 
discussing this finding with the Commissioner and her staff with a view to reducing or 
removing the possibility of a “red flag” being raised at the end of the process after a 
“green flag” during the process.  I understand that these discussions have been 
constructive and are being followed up in the context of the Commissioner’s review of 
the Code.   
 
Paras 26.1 and 26.2 - Provision of feedback 
 
The complainant asked for and received written feedback.  The Code sets no deadlines 
for providing feedback.  As a result, it was decided that this should be provided within 
the 20-day period which would apply to an FOI request.  The Commissioner does not 
accept that this was a reasonable timescale.  We note, however, that the report makes 
no criticism of the feedback provided to the complainant.   
 
The complainant expressed his dissatisfaction in a letter to the Panel Chairman. The 
Panel Chairman replied in an attempt to respond to the complainant’s concern and set 
out the reasoning behind the Panel’s decision.  The Commissioner finds that, by 
paraphrasing the Panel’s findings, this further feedback breached the Code.  The 
Scottish Government is concerned that this finding will mean that requests for further 
feedback can only be met by repeating feedback word-for-word, which applicants are 
unlikely to find helpful. 
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My officials are discussing with the Commissioner how timescales and requests for 
feedback should be interpreted under the code.  Again, I understand that these 
discussions have been constructive. 
 
Para 28.1 - Maintaining the audit trail 
 
The Commissioner finds that there were gaps in the audit trail in the information 
provided by the Scottish Government during the course of its investigation.  The 
Scottish Government accepts that to be the case.  I understand that my officials and the 
Commissioner have agreed that it would be useful to share documents and information 
earlier in the course of investigations and complaints in order to expose and remedy any 
gaps earlier in the process, reduce the possibility of confusion and produce earlier 
resolution.   
 
Paras 40.1 and 40.2 - Handling of complaint 
 
The complainant was not satisfied and indicated his intention to complain to OCPAS.  
After he contacted OCPAS, he made a formal complaint to the Panel Chairman:  that is, 
to the Scottish Government rather than OCPAS.  This complaint was in fact blocked by 
the Scottish Government’s firewall system on 10 May, for reasons that are not yet clear.  
Notwithstanding that the formal complaint was never received by the Scottish 
Government, OCPAS finds that the exchanges between the complainant and the 
Scottish Government breached the Code’s provisions on the handling of complaints. 
 
The fact that the original complaint had been blocked by the SG firewall only became 
apparent on receipt of the Commissioner’s draft report in August.  At that point, my 
officials spoke to the complainant and offered an apology for the fact that his email had 
been wrongly intercepted in that way.  The complainant subsequently made a separate 
complaint to me covering this point, among others also covered by the Commissioner’s 
investigation.  This has since been investigated and as a result my officials have made 
changes to the handling of mail intercepted by firewall software which should make it 
easier to detect when a genuine message has been wrongly intercepted.  My officials 
have also repeated their apology to the complainant. 
 
I hope it will be clear from the comments above that the Scottish Government accepts 
there are lessons to learn from the Commissioner’s report and that my officials are 
engaged in constructive discussion of these with OCPAS with a view to making 
improvements to the process which should reduce the likelihood of similar problems 
arising in future appointments rounds. 
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Standards, Procedures and Public Appointments Committee 
 

1st Meeting, 2011 (Session 3) 
 

Tuesday 18 January 2011 
 

Cross-Party Groups 
 
Introduction 

1. At its meeting on 13 January 2009, the Committee agreed that it would like to 
receive an annual update on Cross-Party Groups. 

2. This paper sets out a range of information about the number of CPGs, CPG 
membership and CPG activities.  

Number of Cross-Party Groups  

3. The Code of Conduct provides that only groups accorded recognition by the 
Committee are permitted to use the title of Cross-Party Group.1  There are currently 
78 approved CPGs in the Scottish Parliament. CPGs that were accorded recognition 
in a previous session can re-register within 90 days of the first meeting of the 
Parliament following an election (Section 6.3.8 of the Code of Conduct).  

4. In the current parliamentary session 29 CPGs re-registered within this 90 day 
period. Of the other 49 approved CPGs 35 were approved by the Committee from 
October 2007 to December 2008; nine were approved by the Committee in 2009; 
and the remaining five were approved from January 2010 to date with the most 
recent approved by the Committee on 22 June 2010. 

CPG Membership 

5. The Code of Conduct requires that each CPG must have a minimum of 5 MSP 
members (Section 6.4, Rule 2).2  The total MSP membership of all CPGs is currently 
899, or an average of 11.5 MSPs per CPG. 

6. CPGs may also invite non-MSPs to become members; these non-MSP 
members may join either individually or on an organisational basis.  The total non-
MSP membership (both for individuals or organisation) is currently 3588 or an 
average of 46 non-MSP members per CPG. 

CPG Activities 

CPG Meetings and MSP attendance 

7. The Committee expressed an interest in the frequency of group meetings and 
whether MSP attendance at CPG meetings fulfils section 6.4, Rule 8 of the Code 
which requires at least two MSP members of a group to be present at any meeting. 
The Committee also indicated that it would be useful to receive information about the 
                                            
1 Section 6.2.4, Volume 2, Code of Conduct 
2 In certain circumstances this rule may be modified or waived by the Committee 
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ratio of MSPs to non-MSPs attending each CPG meeting.  This information is set out 
below and has been extracted from 13 of the 16 annual return forms submitted to 
date.3 

8. Information taken from the annual returns shows that there have been a total of 
62 CPG meetings of these 13 CPGs. Of those, six (9.6%) have not been quorate. 

9. The sum of 56 quorate meetings that have been reported by 13 CPGs shows 
that, on average, groups hold approximately 4.3 meetings per year.  

10. The combined MSP attendance at those 56 meetings is 190: this equates to an 
average of 3.4 MSPs attending each CPG meeting.  The combined non-MSP 
attendance at CPG meetings is 1287: approximately 23 non-MSP members 
attending each CPG meeting. 

CPGs and other events 

11. Cross-Party Groups are invited every year to submit proposals for the Festival 
of Politics.  In 2010, according to the Festival programme six events were held in 
conjunction with CPGs (only one of these six CPGs has provided an annual return).  
One aspect of this form of CPG activity that the Committee may wish to consider is 
whether CPGs are fully aware of the requirement to register any financial benefit 
they may receive in connection with hosting of such events.4 

Conclusion 

12. The Committee is invited to note the information provided above.  As this will be 
the last CPG update in this Session, the Committee is also invited to consider 
whether to recommend to its successor committee that the practice of requesting an 
annual update on CPGs should be continued. 

 

                                            
3 The information in three of the annual return forms was not set out in a manner that would enable 
accurate figures to be included in this analysis. 
4 CPGs must register any financial assistance they receive from a single source which has a value of 
over £500. 
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LIST OF CROSS-PARTY GROUPS IN THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT 
 

1. Alzheimer's  
2. Animal Welfare  
3. Architecture and The Built 

Environment  
4. Asthma  
5. Asylum Seekers and Refugees  
6. Beer and the Brewing Industry  
7. Cancer  
8. Carers  
9. Caribbean  
10. Children and Young People  
11. China  
12. Chronic Pain  
13. Civil Nuclear Energy  
14. Climate Change  
15. Coeliac Disease and DH  
16. Construction  
17. Co-Operatives  
18. Credit Unions  
19. Crofting  
20. Cuba  
21. Culture and Media  
22. Deafness  
23. Diabetes  
24. Digital Participation 
25. Disability  
26. Drug and Alcohol Misuse  
27. Dyslexia  
28. Epilepsy  
29. Fair Trade 
30. Food  
31. Funerals and Bereavement  
32. Gaelic/Gaidhlig  
33. Glasgow Crossrail  
34. Golf  
35. Heart Disease and Stroke  
36. Housing  
37. Human Rights and Civil 

Liberties  
38. Industrial Communities  
39. International Development  
40. Learning Disability  
41. Life Sciences  
 

42. Malawi  
43. M.E. (Myalgic 

Encephalomyelitis)  
44. Men's Violence Against Women 

and Children  
45. Mental Health  
46. Muscular Dystrophy 
47. Nuclear Disarmament  
48. Obesity  
49. Oil and Gas  
50. Older People, Age and Ageing  
51. Palestine  
52. Palliative Care  
53. Poland  
54. Psoriasis and Psoriatic Arthritis 
55. Racial Equality in Scotland  
56. Recreational Boating and 

Marine Tourism  
57. Renewable Energy and Energy 

Efficiency  
58. Rural Policy  
59. Russia  
60. Science and Technology  
61. Scots Language  
62. Scottish Contemporary Music  
63. Scottish Economy  
64. Scottish Universities  
65. Sexual Health  
66. Skills  
67. Sport  
68. Supporting Veterans in Scotland  
69. Survivors of Childhood Sexual 

Abuse  
70. Tackling Debt  
71. Taiwan 
72. Tartan Day  
73. Tibet  
74. Tobacco Control  
75. Town and City Centre 

Development  
76. Visual Impairment  
77. Volunteering ansd the Voluntary 

Sector 
78. Wastes Management 

 

3 
 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/msp/crossPartyGroups/groups/cpg-cuba.htm

	Agenda.doc
	SPPA-S3-11-1-1 OCPAS responses from SG.doc
	I understand that, at the time, panel was clear that it was interpreting and applying the published criterion.  The OCPAS Assessor, who was a member of the panel, confirmed through his Statement of Validation that this approach was compliant with the Code.  That judgement was reversed by the Commissioner in the course of her investigation of the complaint, and after the completion of the appointment round.  My officials are discussing this finding with the Commissioner and her staff with a view to reducing or removing the possibility of a “red flag” being raised at the end of the process after a “green flag” during the process.  I understand that these discussions have been constructive and are being followed up in the context of the Commissioner’s review of the Code.  
	The complainant asked for and received written feedback.  The Code sets no deadlines for providing feedback.  As a result, it was decided that this should be provided within the 20-day period which would apply to an FOI request.  The Commissioner does not accept that this was a reasonable timescale.  We note, however, that the report makes no criticism of the feedback provided to the complainant.  
	The complainant expressed his dissatisfaction in a letter to the Panel Chairman. The Panel Chairman replied in an attempt to respond to the complainant’s concern and set out the reasoning behind the Panel’s decision.  The Commissioner finds that, by paraphrasing the Panel’s findings, this further feedback breached the Code.  The Scottish Government is concerned that this finding will mean that requests for further feedback can only be met by repeating feedback word-for-word, which applicants are unlikely to find helpful.
	The Commissioner finds that there were gaps in the audit trail in the information provided by the Scottish Government during the course of its investigation.  The Scottish Government accepts that to be the case.  I understand that my officials and the Commissioner have agreed that it would be useful to share documents and information earlier in the course of investigations and complaints in order to expose and remedy any gaps earlier in the process, reduce the possibility of confusion and produce earlier resolution.  

	SPPA-S3-11-1-2 CPG annual update 2010-11.doc

