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                                                                                                            PR/00/5/1

FIFTH MEETING OF THE PROCEEDURES COMMITTEE
REMIT OF THE COMMITTEE

1. The committee last discussed extending its current remit at its meeting on

15th February when concern was expressed relating to the precise wording

of an extended remit and the increase in workload which might arise from

such an extension.  The Committee agreed then that it should give further

consideration to these matters.

2. Attached is a further issues paper for the Committee to consider.

3. The Committee is invited :

•  to consider, whether or not the Presiding Officer should act as a
filter for matters arising under the proposed extension and, if so,
to endorse in principle the proposed extended remit [A] as
attached; or whether it wishes to take this role itself and to
endorse in principle proposed extended remit [B]; and

•  to agree that the Convener writes to the Presiding Officer either
inviting him to undertake the role of filter; or seeking an informal
understanding with the Presiding Officer to work in the extended
areas normally by a referral from him.

23/03/00
Clerking Directorate
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REMIT OF THE COMMITTEE

1. Attached are the papers on the extension of the Committee’s remit

previously circulated to members (PR/99/7/4 and PR/00/3/3).

Previous Discussion in Committee

2. The Committee last discussed this at its meeting on 15 February.  At that

meeting the Convener indicated the way in which the Committee might

work in respect of the expanded remit, which was to respond to requests

rather than initiate them.  In a procedural field of wide horizons this is in

general the way in which the Committee has chosen to work to date.  The

Committee’s work schedule is busy and there is a very limited opportunity

for embarking on any additional tasks.

3. Nevertheless, the committee heard from Iain Smith, Deputy Minister for

Parliament, about his concerns over the dangers in his estimation of the

committee getting involved in a lot of extra work.   Mr Smith proposed a

filter through which such work as might be thought appropriate for the

committee could be referred to it.  He suggested that the Presiding Officer

or the Parliamentary Bureau might act as such a filter.   There was also an

inference that in tackling wider issues the Committee should rest on

referrals without the necessity for such a revised remit as is proposed (OR,
Col 306).
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Issues

4. The committee will wish therefore to consider two issues.  First,
should there be a filter system for the referral of issues to the
Committee and if so who should that comprise.  Second, should the
extension of the remit be identified as is proposed, or should the
Committee only be able to  consider issues as may be referred to it
by another body without the boundaries of the matters which it might
consider being set out in the Committee’s remit.

Consideration

5. First, the filter.  Such an extension as is proposed might benefit from a

filter.  Any filter should be closely engaged with the internal and external

business of the Parliament at the highest level.  Given the nature of the

proposed extension the Committee may consider that the Presiding Officer

is best placed to undertake such a role as his functions provide the best

vantage point for referral.  The Parliamentary Bureau,  with its primarily

business planning functions and its political balance appears a less

obviously appropriate filter.  Other individual Members and bodies both

within and outwith the Parliament (including the Parliamentary Bureau and

the Committee itself) would of course be able to propose to the Presiding

Officer subjects for consideration.  A filter might help ensure that what is

referred to the committee in the extended areas is of significant

importance and of sufficient priority to the Parliament to be included in the

Committee’s work program.

6. Alternatively the committee might feel that, based on its experience to

date, it is capable itself of acting as a filter.  The Committee should be

aware that in terms of Rule 6.2.1 it is for every committee to decide what
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matters within its remit it should examine.  This rule means that no

committee is obliged to examine every matter within its remit which is

referred to it (except in the case of matters referred to it by the Parliament

or by another committee).  Under the present arrangements as determined

by Rule 6.2.1, the Procedures Committee may decide on its own priorities

and could decide whether or not to examine particular matters within its

remit.

7. Were a filter mechanism of the sort envisaged in paragraph 5 above to be

agreed, the Procedures Committee – unlike every other committee - could

not itself be able to initiate work falling within the extended remit but would

require to seek or respond to a referral from the filter. For the Procedures

Committee to be required by standing orders to go to a filter for the

initiation of work within its remit would be a significant departure from the

rules applying to all committees.  

8. The Committee might therefore want to consider, as an alternative to

embodying any external filter in standing orders, placing on the record that

it anticipates normally working on referrals from the Presiding Officer in the

area covered by the extended remit.  This would comprise an informal

understanding of the way the Committee would operate, and would be a

way of the Committee using Rule 6.2.1.

9.   Second, the purpose of defining the extension.  This is two fold.   It seeks

to relate the proposal to its underlying rationale  - explained in the previous

papers.  (Briefly, the extension at “(b)” of Annexes A and B is intended to

cover wider constitutional type issues, as explained in paragraph 5 of

PR/00/3/3, attached; the extension at “(c)” of Annexes A and B, for

example the operation of the devolution framework, explained at

paragraph 6 of PR/00/3/3).

10.  Additionally, it is intended to set out the boundaries within which the

Committee can operate.  It will guide the Committee (and any filter) about

the nature of the work which may be generated and which the Committee

may need to deal.
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11. The alternative to this  would be not to specify in the remit any particular

areas but to leave such referrals open-ended.  But this would appear to be

inherently unsatisfactory. Standing orders require that every committee’s

remit is defined.  In the case of the mandatory committees such as the

Procedures Committee, their remits are set out in standing orders; while

the subject committees’ remits are decided by resolution of the Parliament.

Standing orders provide that each committee can examine matters only

within its remit (Rule 6.2.1).  If the Procedures Committee’s remit were to

remain open-ended and not be defined in any way this would involve a

significant departure from the committee norm in this committee’s

operation only.  Substantial changes to the standing orders might be

required which would cover only the Procedures Committee.  It appears

desirable for the Committee, other committees and bodies within and

outwith the Parliament to understand the boundaries of the Committee’s

remit.   Standing orders provide the legitimisation of committee activity.

Without defining the boundaries of such activity – in the way proposed by

the remit – it is difficult to see how the Procedures Committee can act in

the area of the proposed extension.

Conclusion

12. The committee is invited:

•  to consider, whether or not the Presiding Officer should
act as a filter for matters arising under the proposed
extension and, if so, to endorse in principle the
proposed extended remit [A] as attached; or whether it
wishes to take this role itself and to endorse in principle
proposed extended remit [B]; and,

•  to agree that the Convener writes to the Presiding
Officer either inviting him to undertake the role of filter;
or seeking an informal understanding with the Presiding
Officer to work in the extended areas normally by a
referral from him.
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Annex A

CHANGE TO PROCEDURES COMMITTEE REMIT

Rule 6.4 Procedures Committee
1. The remit of the Procedures Committee is to consider and report on

(a) the practice and procedures of the Parliament in relation to its business;

(b) any constitutional matter as far as it concerns the interests of the
Parliament; and

(c) any administrative matter arising from or relating to the Scotland Act 1998
as far as it concerns the interests of the Parliament.

2. The Procedures Committee shall examine such matters (referred to as
“competent matters”) falling within –

(a) paragraph 1(a) as it may determine appropriate or as may be referred to it
by the Parliament or another committee; and

(b) paragraph 1(b) and (c) as may be referred to it by the Presiding Officer,

and shall report to the Parliament on any such matter.

Rule 6.2 Functions of all committees
1. Subject to Rule 6.4.2, a committee shall examine such matters within its
remit (referred to as “competent matters”) as it may determine appropriate or
as may be referred to it by the Parliament or another committee and shall
report to the Parliament on any such matter.
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Annex B

PROCEDURES COMMITTEE REMIT

The remit of the Procedures Committee is to consider and report on

(a) the practice and procedures of the Parliament in relation to its
business;

(b) any constitutional matter as far as it concerns the interests of the
Parliament; and

(c) any administrative matter arising from or relating to the Scotland Act
1998.
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PR/99/7/4

REMIT OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE:  LIAISON

1. This paper seeks the Procedures Committee’s views on how the Parliament

should consider matters relating to external liaison.

Background

2. Under the Standing Orders of the Parliament, one of the duties of the

Presiding Officer is to represent the Parliament in discussions and exchanges

with any Parliamentary, Governmental, administrative or other body, whether

within or outwith the UK.

3. There will be occasions when the Parliament will wish the Presiding Officer to

convey his views on large complex issues.  In such circumstances, the views

of the Parliament might be expressed in a Resolution, consideration of which

may have been informed by a report from one of the Parliament’s

Committees.  There are however a number of issues around for which there is

no obvious Committee or other mechanism which would allow the Parliament

to discuss and come to a view.  In the absence of a better word, these are

referred to as “liaison” issues in the remainder of this paper.  They include

constitutional matters.  Although the Constitution is a subject which is

reserved to Westminster, there will nevertheless be occasions where the

Parliament will wish to take a view on a constitutional matter.

4. One recent example of this sort might be any response that the Parliament

may choose to make to the Report of the Royal Commission on the Reform of

the House of Lords.  Such an issue might at present be informed by a report

by the Procedures Committee on how this Parliament operates in a

unicameral context to inform debate on the House of Lords Reform.  That

seems possible under existing Standing Orders which prescribe the remit of

the Procedures Committee.  Were the Procedures Committee to produce
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such a report any subsequent Resolution of the Parliament on the basis of the

report could be conveyed by the Presiding Officer to the appropriate quarters.

5. There are other issues either of a Constitution or Parliamentary nature on

which the Parliament might want to take a view.  For example, the Parliament

has already agreed and indeed has been successful in joining the

Commonwealth Parliamentary Association.  In the absence of any other

mechanism, the views of the Bureau and the SPCB were sought on whether

the Parliament should be invited to decide to apply to join the CPA.  The CPA

will no doubt give rise to a number of inter-Parliamentary meetings and visits

and it is not yet clear how these matters should be considered within the

Parliament.

6. Similarly, we are considering at official level whether the Parliament might

want to enter into correspondence with the Inter-Parliamentary Union about its

view that the Scottish Parliament is not eligible to become a member of the

IPU as it is not an “national” Parliament.  Again there seems no formal

mechanism, short of consideration of a motion by the meeting of the whole

Parliament (which takes up valuable Parliamentary time) to consider such

issues.  A further example is a recent approach by the Committee for the

Future of the Finnish Parliament who would like to establish a link with the

Scottish Parliament as part of their EU Presidency effort to get to know their

European colleagues better.  Basically they want to compare notes in the field

of participatory democracy.  We are taking this forward on an ad hoc basis at

present but again this seems an example of an issue where a formal

mechanism to consider and participate in such requests would be useful.

7. Finally, the Parliament may want to monitor how the devolution arrangements

are working generally, eg the British-Irish Council, or closer to home, the

Concordats between the Executive and Whitehall Departments, or matters

relating to disputes procedure etc.  A whole range of constitutional issues

arising under the Scotland Act have been identified as potential matters on

which the Parliament might want to take a view: however the Procedures
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Committee may not, under its present remit, be able to look at all these

issues.

8. One possible way to address such issues would be to amend the Standing

Orders to extend the remit of the Procedures Committee to allow the

Procedures Committee to consider and report on such matters.   The drafting

of a revised remit would need careful consideration to ensure that the

Committee could handle the various items of business that might arise while

at the same time recognising that the Presiding Officer has a formal role in

representing the Parliament.  If the Committee agree and subject to a steer

from the Committee, the Clerks could work up a more detailed proposal for

suggested revised wording for the remit of the Procedures Committee.

9. Such a system could be an appropriate way to deal with important liaison

issues.  Other responsibilities of the Presiding Officer, while significant,

concern more of the day-to-day business of the Parliament.  The Presiding

Officer believes that in such circumstances it is helpful to establish some less

formal mechanisms through which he might take informal soundings to inform

him in “representing” the Parliament.  On matters relating to the management

of business, the Parliamentary Bureau already has a role and the Presiding

Officer will continue to consult the Bureau on such matters.  On matters

relating to the day-to-day running of the Parliament, the Presiding Office

would normally expect the SPCB in carrying out their functions and

responsibilities to be the day-to-day source of advice.  There are a number of

other issues which arise in the course of the Presiding Officer’s daily business

on which it can be helpful to have views.  The Presiding Officer has written to

Party Leaders indicating that he intends to approach Party Leaders or

Business Managers as appropriate whenever the need arises.  All of these

arrangements would continue under the new proposals.

Conclusion

10. The Procedures Committee’s views are sought on the proposal that the

Standing Orders should be amended to extend the remit of the Procedures
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Committee to allow the Procedures Committee to consider and report on

matters relating to liaison issues as described in this paper including

constitutional issues and issues relating to the way in which the devolution

settlement is working.

October 1999
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PR/00/4/2

FOURTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
REMIT OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

1. Attached are previous papers (PR/00/3/3) and (PR/99/7/4) on the

extension of the Committee’s remit.

2. At its last meeting the Committee considered a revised remit and

agreed that a more precise form of works should be sought, if possible.

3. The Legal Office has given further thought to the wording and a
further revised remit is attached.  The Committee is invited to
agree that a motion proposing to the Parliament that the Standing
Orders be changed to incorporate this change should be lodged
by the Convener in due course.

Clerking Directorate
22.02.00
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CHANGE TO PROCEDURES COMMITTEE REMIT

Rule 6.4 Procedures Committee
1. The remit of the Procedures Committee is to consider and report on

(a) the practice and procedures of the Parliament in relation to its business;

(b) any constitutional matter as far as it concerns the interests of the
Parliament; and

(c) any administrative matter arising from or relating to the Scotland Act 1998
as far as it concerns the interests of the Parliament.

2. The Procedures Committee shall examine such matters (referred to as
“competent matters”) falling within –

(a) paragraph 1(a) as it may determine appropriate or as may be referred to it
by the Parliament or another committee; and

(b) paragraph 1(b) and (c) as may be referred to it by the Presiding Officer,

and shall report to the Parliament on any such matter.

3. Rule 6.2.2 shall apply to the Procedures Committee.

Rule 6.2 Functions of all committees
1. Subject to Rule 6.4.2, a committee shall examine such matters within its
remit (referred to as “competent matters”) as it may determine appropriate or
as may be referred to it by the Parliament or another committee and shall
report to the Parliament on any such matter.
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PR/00/3/3

THIRD MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
REMIT OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

1. Attached is the previous paper (PR/99/7/4) on the extension of the

Committee’s remit which it discussed when the Chief Executive gave

evidence on the subject at its meeting on 14 December.

Background

2. Briefly the original position was that the Committee’s remit should be

extended to include the ability to look at:

•  constitutional issues

•  the devolution settlement and,

•  inter-Parliamentary liaison, eg Commonwealth
Parliamentary Association

This is discussed in the attached paper (PR/99/7/4).

Update

3. At its meeting on 18 January the Corporate Body took the view that inter-

Parliamentary liaison would be handled best elsewhere.  The proposal

now is that this should be a function of the Chief Executive’s office.  The

other 2 aspects of the extension proposal however remain.

4. This adjustment appears appropriate.  Issues arising from constitutional

and devolution matters, referred to the Committee by the Presiding Officer,

are likely to be handled in a way akin to the normal business of the

Committee.  The administration of  inter-Parliamentary liaison is distinct.
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CURRENT PROPOSED EXTENSION OF THE COMMITTEE’S REMIT
CONSTITUTIONAL TYPE ISSUES AND DEVOLUTION SETTLEMENT

5. Wider issues where the Parliament may wish to take a view which might

not necessary relate to the day to day work of the Parliament itself would

be able to be referred.   For example, the Presiding Officer is often invited

to represent the Parliament at conferences which deal with such wide

ranging issues as, say, Federalism versus Devolution where it might well

be helpful for his contribution there to be informed by a report from the

Procedures Committee. Further, there are occasional events, reports or

investigations to which the Parliament may wish, as an informed body, to

contribute, such as the recent Report of the Royal Commission on House

of Lords Reform, or inquiries into matters raised by the House of

Commons Procedure Committee or other committees.  Again it would be

helpful if the Parliament could be informed by a report from this committee

as to whether or not to contribute on such matters, and if so, in what way.

6. The operation of the devolution framework as it relates to the Parliament.

For example, the Parliament might wish to hold the Executive to account

on its general policy on concordats (but not on individual concordats which

are properly not within the remit of the committee); or take a general view

on Westminster legislating on devolved matters.  In order to help it form a

view on these sort of issues the Parliament could well find a report from

this committee helpful.

Remit
7. A revised remit – cleared by Legal Office –is attached and the

Committee is invited to agree that a motion proposing to the
Parliament the Standing Orders should be changed to incorporate
this change should be lodged by the Convener in due course.

Clerking Directorate
02 02 00
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PROCEDURES COMMITTEE REMIT

The remit of the Procedures Committee is to consider and report on

(a) the practice and procedures of the Parliament in relation to its
business;

(b) any constitutional matter as far as it concerns the interests of the
Parliament; and

(c) any administrative matter arising from or relating to the Scotland Act
1998.
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PR/99/7/4

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
REMIT OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE : LIAISON

1. The attached paper follows on from the Convener’s remarks about liaison
on the 2 November and is for discussion by the Committee.

John Patterson
Clerk to the Committee
11 November 1999
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PR/99/7/4

REMIT OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE:  LIAISON

1. This paper seeks the Procedures Committee’s views on how the

Parliament should consider matters relating to external liaison.

Background

2. Under the Standing Orders of the Parliament, one of the duties of the

Presiding Officer is to represent the Parliament in discussions and

exchanges with any Parliamentary, Governmental, administrative or

other body, whether within or outwith the UK.

3. There will be occasions when the Parliament will wish the Presiding

Officer to convey his views on large complex issues.  In such

circumstances, the views of the Parliament might be expressed in a

Resolution, consideration of which may have been informed by a report

from one of the Parliament’s Committees.  There are however a

number of issues around for which there is no obvious Committee or

other mechanism which would allow the Parliament to discuss and

come to a view.  In the absence of a better word, these are referred to

as “liaison” issues in the remainder of this paper.  They include

constitutional matters.  Although the Constitution is a subject which is

reserved to Westminster, there will nevertheless be occasions where

the Parliament will wish to take a view on a constitutional matter.

4. One recent example of this sort might be any response that the

Parliament may choose to make to the Report of the Royal

Commission on the Reform of the House of Lords.  Such an issue

might at present be informed by a report by the Procedures Committee

on how this Parliament operates in a unicameral context to inform

debate on the House of Lords Reform.  That seems possible under

existing Standing Orders which prescribe the remit of the Procedures
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Committee.  Were the Procedures Committee to produce such a report

any subsequent Resolution of the Parliament on the basis of the report

could be conveyed by the Presiding Officer to the appropriate quarters.

5. There are other issues either of a Constitution or Parliamentary nature

on which the Parliament might want to take a view.  For example, the

Parliament has already agreed and indeed has been successful in

joining the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association.  In the absence

of any other mechanism, the views of the Bureau and the SPCB were

sought on whether the Parliament should be invited to decide to apply

to join the CPA.  The CPA will no doubt give rise to a number of

inter-Parliamentary meetings and visits and it is not yet clear how these

matters should be considered within the Parliament.

6. Similarly, we are considering at official level whether the Parliament

might want to enter into correspondence with the Inter-Parliamentary

Union about its view that the Scottish Parliament is not eligible to

become a member of the IPU as it is not an “national” Parliament.

Again there seems no formal mechanism, short of consideration of a

motion by the meeting of the whole Parliament (which takes up

valuable Parliamentary time) to consider such issues.  A further

example is a recent approach by the Committee for the Future of the

Finnish Parliament who would like to establish a link with the Scottish

Parliament as part of their EU Presidency effort to get to know their

European colleagues better.  Basically they want to compare notes in

the field of participatory democracy.  We are taking this forward on an

ad hoc basis at present but again this seems an example of an issue

where a formal mechanism to consider and participate in such requests

would be useful.

7. Finally, the Parliament may want to monitor how the devolution

arrangements are working generally, eg the British-Irish Council, or

closer to home, the Concordats between the Executive and Whitehall

Departments, or matters relating to disputes procedure etc.  A whole
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range of constitutional issues arising under the Scotland Act have been

identified as potential matters on which the Parliament might want to

take a view: however the Procedures Committee may not, under its

present remit, be able to look at all these issues.

8. One possible way to address such issues would be to amend the

Standing Orders to extend the remit of the Procedures Committee to

allow the Procedures Committee to consider and report on such

matters.   The drafting of a revised remit would need careful

consideration to ensure that the Committee could handle the various

items of business that might arise while at the same time recognising

that the Presiding Officer has a formal role in representing the

Parliament.  If the Committee agree and subject to a steer from the

Committee, the Clerks could work up a more detailed proposal for

suggested revised wording for the remit of the Procedures Committee.

9. Such a system could be an appropriate way to deal with important

liaison issues.  Other responsibilities of the Presiding Officer, while

significant, concern more of the day-to-day business of the Parliament.

The Presiding Officer believes that in such circumstances it is helpful to

establish some less formal mechanisms through which he might take

informal soundings to inform him in “representing” the Parliament.  On

matters relating to the management of business, the Parliamentary

Bureau already has a role and the Presiding Officer will continue to

consult the Bureau on such matters.  On matters relating to the

day-to-day running of the Parliament, the Presiding Office would

normally expect the SPCB in carrying out their functions and

responsibilities to be the day-to-day source of advice.  There are a

number of other issues which arise in the course of the Presiding

Officer’s daily business on which it can be helpful to have views.  The

Presiding Officer has written to Party Leaders indicating that he intends

to approach Party Leaders or Business Managers as appropriate

whenever the need arises.  All of these arrangements would continue

under the new proposals.
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Conclusion

10. The Procedures Committee’s views are sought on the proposal that the

Standing Orders should be amended to extend the remit of the

Procedures Committee to allow the Procedures Committee to consider

and report on matters relating to liaison issues as described in this

paper including constitutional issues and issues relating to the way in

which the devolution settlement is working.

October 1999
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PR/00/5/2

FIFTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
PARLIAMENTARY PLENARY SESSIONS : AMENDMENTS TO MOTIONS

1. D G Carnegie, a member of the public, wrote to the Clerk on 23 February (copy

attached) requesting that the Committee consider amendments to motions that

are debated in plenary sessions of the Parliament.

2. Attached is an issues paper.

3.  D G Carnegie has been alerted to this item on the agenda.

4. Members are invited to discuss.

22/03/00
Clerking Directorate
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Issue

1. Parliamentary Plenary Sessions: Amendments to Motions

Raised by

2. D.G Carnegie, a member of the Public (see copy letter attached)

Background

3. The letter expresses concern relating to the wording and content of

amendments to Executive motions. It is suggested that in many cases these

are not genuine amendments to the text or content of the main motion but

rather represent counter motions usually opposing the proposals outlined in the

motion and that this should be avoided. It is further suggested that it might be

useful to have clear guidelines as to the permissible wording of amendments to

motions.

Consideration

4. Standing orders permit a member to give notice of an amendment to a motion

by lodging it with the Clerk at any time after notice of the motion has been

given. Notice of the amendment must contain the text of the amendment and

the name of the member giving notice of it. The text of the amendment must: -

•  be in English;

•  not contain offensive language;

•  not breach any enactment or rule of law or be contrary to the public

interest; and
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•  not contravene Rule 7.5.1

5. The Clerk may only refuse to accept notice of an amendment if it does not

comply with the above criteria or the amendment is not otherwise permitted

under the standing orders (for example a motion for a tax varying resolution

may not be amended).  If a motion has been selected for debate then the

Presiding Officer examines all admissible amendments and decides which

amendments are to be taken by the Parliament.

6. There is no requirement in the standing orders that an amendment to a

motion, or indeed the motion itself, should avoid obvious political content. It is

quite permissible, for example, for an amendment to be openly critical of the

stance adopted in the motion of another member.  It is recognised that this

provides a useful mechanism for the Executive and non-Executive parties to

demonstrate their policy differences on particular issues within the

Parliamentary context.

7. Although there is no specific requirement in the standing orders that an

amendment may only revise or change parts of the text of a motion without

substantially altering its context or add to its context, it is fundamental that the

proposition contained in a motion should be relevant to the subject matter

scheduled for debate, and every amendment be relevant similarly.  It follows

from this that no amendment should be used for importing arguments which

would be irrelevant to the subject matter of the debate. If, for example, (as is

common practice in the Parliament) an amendment proposes to leave out all or
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part of the words of a proposition contained in a motion and substitute a

different (but of course) relevant proposition, the effect of this is to concentrate

debate on the main proposition and the amendment as an alternative

proposition. To this extent therefore an amendment may be seen as an

alternative or counter motion in its own right. It is suggested that the advantage

of this approach to the efficiency of Parliamentary proceedings is that it allows

alternative propositions to be put forward and considered as part of a “set

piece” debate on a particular subject rather than the debate being based upon

the single proposition of either the Executive or non-Executive party.

8. Many of the points identified above are contained in the Parliament’s detailed 

guidance on motions, which was published last July and is available in both 

hard copy and on the Parliament’s web site.

Conclusion

9. Members are invited to agree that the Clerk write to D G Carnegie to

express the view that the current practice in regard to the wording of

amendments to motions is proper and facilitates debate in the Chamber.
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PR/00/5/3

FIFTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
RULE 12.3.1 – SETTING OF COMMITTEE AGENDAS

1. Attached is a copy of the letter which the Convener has written to the

Presiding Officer concerning the setting of committee agendas.

2. Members are invited to note the terms of the letter.

22/03/00
Clerking Directorate
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 13 March 2000

The Rt Hon Sir David Steel KBE MSP
Presiding Officer
The Scottish Parliament
George IV Bridge
Edinburgh
EH99 1SP

SETTING OF COMMITTEE AGENDAS

The Committee had before it a letter from the Presiding Officer of 16 February
to which was attached correspondence with Dennis Canavan MSP about the
setting of committee agendas in the European Committee.  Following an
exchange in the Chamber (OR, Col 1073) you had asked for the matter to be
considered by this committee.  Mr Canavan had written subsequently to me
and that correspondence too was considered.  The committee discussed this
at its meeting on 29 February.

The Committee expressed itself willing to take this matter into the review of
committees planned for later in the year.  In particular, it considered that it
would be helpful to check the relevant standing orders for clarity and
consistency. There was a view expressed however that this was probably not
primarily a procedural matter.  The Committee was not aware that this issue
had come up in respect of any other committee.

In the meantime, it appeared to the committee that all committees agreed their
own work programme.  This process afforded members the opportunity to
make an input into the work programme of their committees.  The work
programme of a committee should not however be seen as set in stone. It was
likely to be a dynamic document.  Members’ input was to be expected
therefore on a continuous basis.  The working through of the work programme
to committee agendas was an important process in the speedy despatch of
committees’ work.  Here the Convener had a key responsibility to the
committee to guide it in ways that maximised the use of members’ time.  How
all this was managed in detail could only be a matter for each committee.
Matters would however clearly go awry unless there was a balance between
maintaining a dynamic work programme to which members felt able to
contribute and sufficient stability in the programme to enable conveners to
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serve their committees well by setting relevant agendas.  People must
manage the workload together.

I hope this is helpful.

Copies go to Dennis Canavan and Hugh Henry.

Murray Tosh MSP
Convener
Procedures Committee
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