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PR/00/7/1

FOR DISCUSSION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
RELATIONS BETWEEN MSPs, THE EXECUTIVE AND THE CIVIL
SERVICE – SUGGESTIONS BY DONALD GORRIE MSP

1. At an earlier meeting the Procedures Committee agreed to consider an

issues paper on the matters raised by Donald Gorrie, MSP in his

memoranda of December 1999 and 28 January 2000.  The memoranda
and paper are attached for consideration.

2. Iain Smith, Deputy Minister for Parliament, will attend to comment on

behalf of the Executive.   There will be an official presence from the

Executive Secretariat.

Clerking Directorate
10 May 2000
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RELATIONS BETWEEN MSPs, THE EXECUTIVE AND THE CIVIL SERVICE-
SUGGESTIONS BY DONALD GORRIE MSP
DISCUSSION DOCUMENT FOR COMMITTEE

BACKGROUND

1. At its meeting on 18 January the Procedures Committee agreed to

commission an issues paper from the clerks on the attached memorandum

produced by Donald Gorrie MSP and to discuss the issues he raises in light

of the paper. The memorandum is primarily concerned with the flow of

information from the Executive to MSPs, particularly in relation to answers to

parliamentary questions (on which the committee will wish to note there

is a separate paper in production which will be brought forward in due

course) and contains suggestions as to how this might be improved. These

may be summarised as follows:-

1.1 4-way concordat between the Scottish Parliament, the 

Scottish Executive and their respective staff

1.2 Scottish Executive Hot-line

1.3   Surgeries for MSPs

1.4   Investment in SPICe

1.5   Link between SPICe and the House of Commons

Library

1.6   Scotland Office Staff

                      1.7 Bumf-busting programme/ Reduction of Bureaucracy 

Committee
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2. In order to put some of these ideas into effect the paper proposes that there

should be added to chapter 5 of standing orders some clauses on

relationships between the Scottish Executive, the civil service or other staff

working for the Executive and the Parliament. These may be summarised

as:

2.1 Publication in the Business Bulletin of Parliamentary

questions

2.2 MSP may complain to Bureau regarding a late or insufficient

answer

2.3 Minister may complain to Bureau if MSP acting 

unreasonably in lodging questions

2.4 Committee may complain to Bureau regarding

Withholding of information by  Executive

2.5 All media statements must have the name of the MSP 

or official making the statement  attached to them.

3. Attached is a further paper prepared by Mr Gorrie containing 

suggestions which relate to:

3.1  The setting up of an All-Party Backbenchers

Organisation

3.2 Any recognised All-Party Group should have the right

to table motions and propose and promote Bills
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4. The memorandum and supplementary paper were circulated to relevant

parliamentary officials in the course of producing this paper.

5. SUGGESTION 1.1 - 4 WAY CONCORDAT BETWEEN THE SCOTTISH

PARLIAMENT, THE SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE AND THEIR RESPECTIVE

STAFF (PARAGRAPH 2 OF MEMORANDUM)

The paper seeks a remedy for apparent inefficiencies between the

Parliament and the Executive in a “concordat”.  The Committee may wish

to consider whether such inefficiencies do exist; what their nature is; and

whether the suggested remedy appears appropriate.  The Committee will

also wish to consider whether work in this area is a priority. The

Parliament’s working arrangements are matters for the Scottish

Parliamentary Corporate Body (SPCB) and the Parliament’s

administration. Guidance was issued last year by the Executive as to how

its officials handle contacts with MSPs and SPICe, and the Committee

may wish to await the normal internal processes of evaluation of their

operation before taking this work forward.

6. SUGGESTIONS 1.2 AND 1.3 - SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE HOT-LINE

(PARAGRAPH 3 OF MEMORANDUM) AND SURGERIES FOR MSPS

(PARAGRAPH 5 OF MEMORANDUM)

Suggestions 1.2 and 1.3 are matters for the Executive.  Members will

recall that at their meeting on 18 January Mr Iain Smith, Deputy Minister

for Parliament, advised that the guidance on contacting Scottish
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Executive Staff (referred to above) had been published on the

Executive’s devolution website and that there was also a public

information line (0131-556-8400). This was in addition a local rate

number (0345 741741) open to MSPs, researchers, and the public who

will be connected to the appropriate official (OR, Procedures

Committee meeting 18 Jan, Col.263) (The Committee will wish to note

that SPICe  can contact the Executive for information on a confidential

basis.)

7. SUGGESTIONS 1.4 AND 1.5 - INVESTMENT IN SPICE (PARAGRAPH

6 OF MEMORANDUM) AND LINK BETWEEN SPICE AND THE

HOUSE OF COMMONS LIBRARY  (PARAGRAPH 7 OF

MEMORANDUM)

Suggestions 1.4 and 1.5 are operational matters for the Clerk/Chief

Executive, and ultimately for the SPCB. A number of steps have been

taken before and since the establishment of the Parliament last year to

promote close working relationships between the information services

here and at Westminster.  SPICe currently has three staff seconded from

the House of Commons Library, including the head of service.  Through

these secondments, as well as reciprocal visits and regular meetings of

information staff from the two devolved assemblies, the Scottish

Parliament and Westminster, strong informal links have developed with

the House of Commons Library.  These include: reserving a senior

research post which will be filled by a secondee from the House of
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Commons Library on an annual basis; friendly relations between

individuals doing similar work; and a staff interchange scheme.  No

formal linkage is necessary.

8. SUGGESTION 1.6 - SCOTLAND OFFICE STAFF (PARAGRAPH 8 OF

MEMORANDUM)

Suggestion 1.6 proposals are matters on which the Secretary of State for

Scotland and the Clerk/Chief Executive are likely to have views. The

Committee will wish to consider whether it wishes to express its own

opinion on this issue, or on how the Parliament’s views should be

formed.

It is understood that the Scotland Office, which includes the Office of the

Advocate General, currently has a staff of 85, not more than 10 of whom

may be regarded as Senior Civil Servants.  As described by the Scotland

Office Web Site, the role of the Secretary of State and the Scotland

Office is to represent Scottish interests in matters that are reserved to

the United Kingdom Parliament and promote the devolution settlement

for Scotland.  In particular the role of the Secretary of State is to:

•  Represent Scottish interests within the UK Government in matters

that are reserved to the UK Parliament under the terms of the

Scotland Act 1998;

•  Promote the devolution settlement by encouraging co-operation

between Edinburgh and London (between both the Parliaments and
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the UK Government and Scottish Executive), and act as honest

broker as appropriate in disputes, or otherwise intervening as

received by the Scotland Act;

•  Pay grant to the Scottish Consolidated Fund and manage other

financial transactions;

•  Exercise certain residual functions in reserved matters, for example,

the conduct and funding of elections and the making of private

legislation at Westminster.

These responsibilities suggest more than a “post box” function for the

relevant staff.

9. SUGGESTION 1.7 - BUMF-BUSTING PROGRAMME/ REDUCTION OF

BUREAUCRACY COMMITTEE  (PARAGRAPH 9 OF MEMORANDUM)

Is it necessary to create a committee of the Parliament devoted entirely

to examining the Executive’s administrative arrangements? It is open to

individual committees of the Parliament to examine, “the policy and

administration of the Scottish Administration upon any competent matter”

(rule 6.2.2(a)). For example if a committee considered that a particular

department of the Executive is producing too many consultation papers

or drafting too many sets of regulations then, assuming the work of the

department is within that committee’s remit, it would be entitled to

examine the department’s administrative arrangements and perhaps

suggest a streamlining of arrangements.  The Subordinate Legislation
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Committee has already been making these sorts of points in respect of

arrangements set out in Scottish Statutory Instruments.

10. SUGGESTION 2 - ADDING TO CHAPTER 5 OF STANDING ORDERS

SOME CLAUSES ON RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE SCOTTISH

EXECUTIVE, THE CIVIL SERVICE OR OTHER STAFF WORKING

FOR THE EXECUTIVE AND THE PARLIAMENT (PARAGRAPH 10 OF

THE MEMORANDUM)

The purpose of Standing Orders is to regulate the “proceedings of the

Parliament” (section 22(1) of the Scotland Act 1998). That term can be

interpreted widely, but is unlikely to be interpreted widely enough to

cover regulation of the relationship between the Parliament and the

Executive. Adding a section on the relationships between the Scottish

Executive, civil service or other staff working for the Executive and the

Parliament to the Standing Orders is not therefore likely to be competent.

The appropriate mechanisms for regulating such relationships may in

any case be an informal agreement or resolutions of the Parliament,

rather than by provision in Standing Orders.   Clerks are already working

on a protocol with Executive officials on procedural matters relating to

the operation of Committees for example (eg notice given in invitations to

appear before Committees).

SUGGESTIONS 2.1 – 2.4

11. The paper’s proposals about PQs appear to relate to concerns over

apparent delays in obtaining responses.  As noted previously, there is
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work underway with the Executive on a range of issues in connection

with PQs, and which will include a focus on the speed of the Executive’s

responses.  Brief responses to particular points have been made below

however.

12. SUGGESTION 2.1 - PUBLICATION OF WRITTEN QUESTIONS IN THE

BUSINESS BULLETIN (PARAGRAPH 5.10 OF MEMORANDUM).

Presumably the intention here is actually to highlight unanswered written

questions.  Rule 5.9.1. would allow this, without an amendment to

Standing Orders being required. There is a risk however that reprinting

could confuse of the Bulletin readers and be viewed as wasteful of

printing resources.

13. SUGGESTION 2.2 - MSP MAY COMPLAIN TO BUREAU REGARDING

LATE OR INSUFFICIENT ANSWER (PARAGRAPH 5.11 OF

MEMORANDUM).

14. SUGGESTION 2.3 - MINISTER MAY COMPLAIN TO BUREAU IF MSP 

ACTING UNREASONABLY IN LODGING QUESTIONS (PARAGRAPH 

5.12 OF MEMORANDUM)

15 SUGGESTION 2.4 - COMMITTEE MAY COMPLAIN TO BUREAU

REGARDING WITHHOLDING OF INFORMATION BY EXECUTIVE

(PARAGRAPH 5.13 OF MEMORANDUM)

Effectively Paragraphs 5.11 to 5.13 of Mr Gorrie’s memorandum

constitute an embryo complaints procedure in standing orders to deal

with late or insufficient answers to Parliamentary Questions. It is open for
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debate whether the Bureau would be the best arbiter for such

complaints.  Another option might be the Procedures Committee itself.

Separate work on PQs is underway but rather than incorporating any

such measure into standing orders at once it might be appropriate to

explore co-operative alternatives with the Executive. This is just one

aspect of the wider issue of the accountability relationship between the

Parliament and the Executive.  Aspects of this are being examined by

the Committee in the context, for example, of Executive announcements.

A comprehensive review of the accountability relationship may be

something the Committee would wish to address as a specific inquiry.

16. SUGGESTION 2.5 - ALL MEDIA STATEMENTS MUST HAVE THE

NAME OF THE MSP OR OFFICIAL MAKING THE STATEMENT

ATTACHED TO THEM  (PARAGRAPH 5.14 OF MEMORANDUM).

While this suggestion appears in line with CSG principles of openness it

would be important that the nature of the responsibility of the named

person for any statement they are associated with is fully clarified.   Also,

is it politically enforceable?

17. SUGGESTION 3.1 - THE SETTING UP OF AN ALL-PARTY

BACKBENCHERS GROUP (PARAGRAPH 1 OF SUPPLEMENTARY

PAPER).

18. SUGGESTION 3.2 - ANY RECOGNISED ALL-PARTY GROUP

SHOULD HAVE THE RIGHT TO TABLE MOTIONS AND PROPOSE
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AND PROMOTE BILLS (PARAGRAPH 2 OF SUPPLEMENTARY

PAPER)

The Standards Committee regulates Cross Party Groups which secure

registration and this Committee may wish to obtain its views on setting

up an ‘All-Party Backbencher’s Group’. Notwithstanding this some

general procedural points can be made.

The paper suggests that such a Group should be able to lodge motions

and propose and promote bills. Cross Party Groups have no status in

standing orders. However, individual members already have the right to

introduce up to two Members’ Bills in each session, to lodge notice of

motions, to indicate their support, and to move motions if they are

selected for debate.

The paper also suggests that the ‘All Party Backbenchers Group’ should

be entitled to nominate members of the SPCB and the Bureau.  The

membership of the Bureau is fixed by standing orders (Rule 5.2.1) so this

suggestion would require an amendment of standing orders. The

membership of the SPCB is fixed by section 21(2) of the Scotland Act

and by standing orders. The Committee may wish to obtain the views of

the Bureau and the SPCB.

There may be more effective ways of representing the views and

interests of ‘backbenchers’ (individually and collectively).  There are at

present no formal mechanisms within the Parliament consisting entirely
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of backbenchers.  Excluding the PO element, the Bureau is an entirely

front-bench body, and Committees (and the Conveners’ Liaison Group)

also have a front-bench component.  This Committee, for example,

contains one Business Manager as a Member, and another as a

routinely participating (in a non-voting sense) Non-Member.  The SPCB

is a statutory rather than a Parliamentary body, with specific functions

and duties, much narrower than Mr Gorrie may envisage being within the

scope of a Backbencher Group.

19.       CONCLUSION

The Committee is invited to discuss the points raised in Mr Gorrie’s

paper in the light of the responses above; and to hear from the

Executive.



Relations between MSPs, the Executive & the Civil Service 

Suggestions by Donald Gorrie MSP 

I. The officials responsible for drafting replies to MSPs’ PQs and letters to 
ministers cannot cope with the weight of their work. It was obvious and 
inevitable that, in a brand new parliament, the lOO+ non-ministers would 
generate a huge head of steam. Many subjects were grossly neglected under 
the Westminster regime and desperately need attention. The MSPs are 
naturally keen both to make their own personal mark and to show that the 
parliament is achieving things, so they are getting stuck into many of the issues, 

At Westminster the House of Commons Library staff have vast experience and 
large resources and a well-built-up information base. MPs get a lot of useful 
information from the Library, which reduces the need for Questions, 

SPlCe (the Scottish Parliament Information Centre) has good people, but they 
lack the staff, the information base, resources and experience of the House of 
Commons Library. 

To improve the flow of information to MSPs, reduce delays in answers to their 
Questions and letters -often 6 or 8 weeks or more - and relieve pressure on the 
civil servants, I suggest the following changes. 

2. A 4-way concordat should be agreed between the Scottish Parliament, the 
Scottish Executive and their respective staff. This would replace the 
Westminster-Whitehall ethos, in which civil servants work for their department 
and minister, and against all other MPs and departments, who are seen as the 
enemy, Instead, all would be committed to working constructively together to 
improve the government of Scotland and to being as open as possible in 
providing information and answering questions. In return for more openness 
and a speedier and fuller flow of information from departments, MSPs would 
agree to self-discipline in their tabling of questions and a regulatory system for 
those persistently being unreasonable in their demands, 

3. Each department or major section in the Scottish Executive should have a ‘hot- 
line’ on which a civil servant would take factual questions from MSPs, find out 
the answers and relay the answers back to the MSPs. This could be by phone, 
fax or email. Often MSPs have no idea whether a piece of informatjon they 
want is already available to the public or not. A hot line would enable them to 
find the answers to many of their queries with more speed and less hassle for 
the department. The hot line would not answer questions requiring more 

research or a political input, and MSPs could table Questions or write letters on 
these as usual. 

4. If Civil Servants are more open and informative when responding to reasonable 
requests for information from MSPs and their staff, this will reduce the number 
of formal questions and letters to answer, 



* 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

Each Minister should have an adveriised ‘surgery’, at which he or she would 
meet MSPs individually to discuss a constituency or policy issue. It would be a 
productive use of ministers’ time to give, say, an hour a week to resolving or 
clarifying issues for 6 or 8 MSPs, which would otherwise lead to time- 
consuming Questions and letters. A quicker resolution would also reduce aggro 
and angst among backbenchers. 

To enable MSPs to gain information without burdening departments, there 
should be more investment in SPlCe to enable it to answer MSPs’ queries, 
through more staff, an improved bank of information and more research 
facilities to support individual MSPS and the Parliament’s Committees. 
Departments must be more open and helpful when responding to questions 
from SPICe. 

A fuller link between SPlCe and the House of Commons Library would enable 
SPlCe to draw on the resources and knowledge of the Library. Perhaps a 
service agreement could be negotiated for the Library to provide SPlCe with a 
certain number of hours of help. 

As well as John Reid and Brian Wilson, the Scottish Office includes some high- 
level civil servants, whose talents would be of great value to the hard-pressed 
Scottish Executive. Do they all do anything that a competent postman couldn’t 
do? The Parliament should press for the redeployment of some of these 
valuable staff to work for the Scottish Executive and Parliament. 

A great deal of civil servants’ time is spent in composing unnecessary 
regulations or new initiatives covering, in total, thousands of pages with which 
they deluge local authorities, schools, colleges, health boards, local enterprise 
companies etc. A lot of this is positively harmful, wasting the time of the 
recipients of the circulars in responding to them, of the civil servants in 
composing the regulations etc and in collating the replies (if they do; I suspect 
most responses are never read). 

To cure this mania for regulation and reduce the torrent of paper, the 
Parliament should establish a bumf-busting programme. Either there could be 
a Reduction of Bureaucracy Committee, working in small groups, or each 
Committee could establish a small Reduction of Bureaucracy working group. 
These small groups of MSPs would work with advice from the recipients of 
regulations, from civil servants in other departments and from outside experts, 
to reduce this flood of paper emerging from each department in the Scottish 
Executive. They would be given a target of saving so many thousands of hours 
of staff time each year. This would release civil servants’ time for more useful 
tasks. 

I PARLIAMENTARY STANDING ORDERS 

: IO To put some of these ideas into effect, I suggest we should add to chapter 5 of 
! the Standing Orders some clauses on Relationships between the Scottish 

2 



Executive, the civil service or ether staff working for the Executive and the 
Parliament. 

5.10 Every Wednesday during the session the Minister for Parliament will 
publish in the Business Buileiin a list of all written questions which were 
tabled (a) more than five weeks before, (b) between 4 and 5 weeks 
before, (c) between 3 and 4 weeks before, and (cl) between 2 and 3 
weeks before, noting those which were tabled during a recess, 

5.1 j Any member whop believes that the delay in answering his/her ques;ion is 

particularly indefensible, or that a reply is deliberately unhelpfui and 
suppresses information which could be made available, may write to the 
Business Bureau setting out the reasons why he beliesves this. lf the 
Business Bureau agrees with the ~complaint, the Minister concerned will 
be instructed to give the highest PrioriiSi to expediting the reply, or 
compcsing a new, more informative reply, and the decision by the 
Bureau will be published in the weekly list. If the question has not been 
answered within a week of the Bureau’s decision, the Minister will 
explain the de!ay in a statement to the Parliament, on which questions 
will be allowed. 

5.12 [To take effect once a better flow Of information is in place.] If a Minister 
believes that an MSP is acting unreasonably in tabling so many 
Questions, he/she should raise this with the member. if there is n0 
reduction in the excessive number of Questions, the tvljnister should 
send a detailed complaint to the Business Bureau. lf it is satisfie,d about 
the validity of the complaint, after hearing the member, it will ask the 
member to keep within a specified number of questions. lf the number Of 
the members’ questions continues to be above the limit proposed, the 
parliament will adjudicate on the issue, after a short debate. 

5.13 If a Committee forms the view that civil servants or other employees of 
the Scottish Executive have unreasonably withheld information from the 
Committee, they should report this to the Business Bureau, who wjll 
arrange for an early debate on the subject; if the Parliament ls satisfied 
that the complaint is justified, it may instruct the officials t0 provide the 
required information to the Committee in person. 

5.14 All statements made to the media o,n behalf of the Parliament, any of its 
Committees, the Executive, a political pariy group, an individual MSP or 
a group of MSPS must have the name of the MSP or official making the 
statement attached to it. 

Donald Gorrie MSP 
December 1999 



The 

Scottish 
Parliament 

Mr John Patterson 
Clerk to Procedures Committee 
Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
EH99 1SP 

28 January 2000 

I attach some notes of further suggestions which could be tabled and then, perhaps, reported 
on along with my recent paper. 

Yours sincerely 

i’l’ Donald Gorrie MSP MP 

DONALD GORRIE, MSP FOR CENTRAL SCOTLAND 
Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh EH99 1SP 

Ph: 0131348 5795 Fax: 0131348 5963 
email: ~onald.Gorrie.msp~scottish.parliament.uk 
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Relations between MSPs, the Executive & the Civil Service 

Paper by Donald Gorrie MSP 

SUPPLEMENTARY POINTS 

I, The Parliament should authorise the setting up of an All-Party Backbenchers 
Organisation, which would operate within the rules laid down for All-Party 
Groups, but would determine its own constitution and programme. Once it was 
established, the Parliament would recognise the right of this All-Party 
Backbenchers Organisation to speak on behalf of Backbenchers in matters 
relating to the conduct of the parliaments business. The All-Party Backbenchers 
Organisation would be entitled to nominate two members as participating, but not 
voting members of the Parliamentary Bureau and of the Parliamentary Corporate 
Body. The All-Party Backbenchers Organisation would have the right to bring 
before the Parliament matters of concern to its members. 

2. Any recognised All-Party Group should have the same rights as individual MSPs 
to table Motions and propose and promote Bills. 

28 January 2000 
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PR/00/07/2

FOR INFORMATION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
ELECTRONIC PROCEDURES NOTICEBOARD

1. Attached is an issues paper on the proposed establishment of electronic

Procedures Noticeboards for use by the general public, MSPs and Clerks. The

Committee is invited to note progress.

2. A representative of IT Corporate Services will be present.

Clerking Directorate
16 May 2000
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Issue

1. The proposed establishment of electronic Procedures Noticeboards for use by

the general public, MSPs and clerks.

Background

2. As Members know, the  remit of the Procedures Committee requires it to consider

and report on the practice and procedures of the Parliament in relation to its

business (Rule 6.4).

3. In the course of supporting the work of the Committee the Procedures Team

needs:-

•  to be aware quickly of procedural developments within the Parliament;

•  to disseminate information efficiently to MSPs and colleagues in the

Clerking Directorate; and ,

•  to have the facility to monitor the responses to any changes.

4. At present, the Procedures Team monitors procedural issues via the Official

Report.  In addition, both MSPs and clerks contact us directly seeking discussion,

interpretation and clarification on a variety of procedural points.  This system is

sound but we think communication between the team and other interested parties

could be enhanced.  IT has been tasked to meet this requirement.



PLC.1(2000).351

IT: Ongoing Work

5. IT is developing an electronic Procedures Noticeboard accessible via the

Parliament’s Intranet site through Outlook 98 (All Public Folders/Clerking

Services/Chamber Office/Procedures).  This site will contain 2 Noticeboards, one

for MSPs and one for clerks.  It is proposed to establish a third Noticeboard to

which the general public will have access.

MSPs and Clerks

6. The Noticeboards will allow MSPs and clerks to bring procedural points to the

attention of the Procedures Committee by “posting” comments on their respective

Noticeboards.  Once a message has been accepted, it will be displayed as a

“conversation” item and filed under an approptiate subject heading.  Any further

comments on the subject can then be linked to it.  The Team will be able to check

each message for appropriate content before it is displayed.

Public Access

7. It is proposed that the third Noticeboard will be accessible to the public via the

Parliament’s website.  It is anticipated that the Noticeboard will be set up so that it

can be regulated by the Procedures Committee Team who will be able to monitor

all items posted to it.  The Team will be able to respond to any public enquiries

directly and to advise on the action being taken on the points raised.
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Guidance on the use of the Noticeboards

8. Guidelines for the operation of the Noticeboards will be made available to MSPs

and all staff of the Clerking Directorate.  Appropriate guidelines will also be

available on the website for use by the public.  The system will go “live” only

when all 3 Noticeboards are ready and guidance  - approved by this Committee -

has been issued.

9. The Committee is invited to note the progress being made in the

establishment of the Procedures Noticeboards.
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PR/00/7/3

FOR DECISION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
WITHDRAWAL OF AMENDMENTS TO MOTIONS

1. The Presiding Officer sought advice on the procedure to be followed on the
withdrawal of amendments in the Chamber on 27 April 2000.

2. Members are invited to discuss the attached paper and consider instructing
an amendment to standing orders.

Clerking Directorate
10 May 2000
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Issue

1. The standing orders do not contain any provision permitting the withdrawal of

amendments.

Raised by

2. The Presiding Officer

Background

3. On 27 April 2000, the Parliament debated Stage 1 of the Abolition of Poindings

and Warrant Sales Bill.  An Executive amendment in the name of Mr Jim

Wallace, Deputy First Minister and Minister for Justice was moved and debated.

The Minister subsequently withdrew the amendment before the question was put

(OR Col 193, 27 April 2000).

4. The Presiding Officer allowed the Minister to withdraw his amendment based on

the advice contained in Annex A.  This advice was requested because, as noted

above, the standing orders do not contain an express rule relating to the

withdrawal of an amendment.

Consideration

5. Rule 8.3.6 states that after a motion is moved, it may be withdrawn by the

Member who moved it at any time before the question is put unless any Member

objects to it being withdrawn.  This rule, however, does not apply to amendments

and, as explained,  there is no similar rule for amendments.

6. The advice provided to the Presiding Officer recommended that the withdrawal of

amendments should be treated in the same way as motions.  Thus, where a

Member requested that an amendment be withdrawn (after it had been moved
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but before the question was put), it would be sufficient for the Presiding Officer to

ask if Members were content for the amendment to be withdrawn.

7. At a suitable opportunity when the standing orders are revised, Rule 8.6 of the

standing orders could be amended to make provision for withdrawal of

amendments mirroring the provision for withdrawal of motions.  Under Rule 8.7

this new rule would also apply to amendments to amendments.

8. Further clarification is probably also required on the standing of amendments

where the motion to which it refers is withdrawn before it has been moved or

before the question is put.  It has been suggested that, in such circumstances,

the amendment should fall.

Conclusion

9. Members are invited to instruct work on urgent appropriate amendments to
standing orders to provide for withdrawal of amendments to motions.
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Annex A

NOTE TO PO/DPOs

WITHDRAWAL OF AMENDMENTS

1. Rule 8.3.6 allows a Member who has moved a motion to withdraw it at any

time before the question is put, unless any Member objects to it being

withdrawn.

2. Rule 8.6 deals with amendments, and follows generally the structure of Rule

8.3 on motions.  However, it contains no express provision allowing an

amendment to be withdrawn.

3. Other provisions relating to motions are applied to amendments, with

appropriate modifications, by Rule 8.7.  However, Rule 8.3.6 is not so applied.

4. There is, therefore, no express provision in the Standing Orders permitting the

withdrawal of amendments, or setting out a mechanism for so doing.  This is

patently a gap in the Standing Orders.

5. If the rules were interpreted as not allowing the withdrawal of an amendment,

a very unsatisfactory situation could be reached if the motion to which an

amendment applied was withdrawn, but the amendment could not be.

6. It is suggested that common-sense and consistency point towards any

request to withdraw an amendment being treated in the same way as a

request to withdraw a motion made under Rule 8.3.6.

7. If that logic is followed, and a request is made to withdraw an amendment

(after it has been moved and before the question is put), it is recommended

that the PO/DPO simply asks if Members are content that the amendment be

withdrawn.
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8. If Members are content, no other issues arise.

9. If Members are not content, there appears to be no basis for allowing the

amendment to be withdrawn.  In those circumstances, the question would

have to be put.

10. If the motion has not been withdrawn, it makes sense to put the amendment.

In circumstances where the motion has been withdrawn, the amendment will

probably not be able to stand on its own.  The result, if the amendment were

to be supported in a vote, would be an incomplete resolution.  It is thought

that the likelihood of these circumstances occurring is remote.

11. It is further recommended that the issue be referred to the Procedures

Committee as a matter of urgency.

Director of Clerking
27 April 2000
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PR/00/7/4

FOR DECISION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
THE REVISION OF RULE 9.12 (FINANCIAL RESOLUTIONS)

1. Concerns have been raised over the interpretation and application of Rule 9.12

(Financial Resolutions.)

2. The attached paper outlines the issues raised and advises the Committee of a

working group at official level.

3. Members are invited to agree to receive an issues paper from the working
group in due course.

Clerking Directorate
15 May 2000
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Issue

1. The difficulties encountered with the interpretation and application of Rule

9.12 Financial Resolutions; and a proposed change to Rule 9.6.3.

Raised by

2. The Clerking Directorate, the Legal Directorate and the Finance Committee.

Background

3. Concerns have been raised over the interpretation and application of Rule

9.12 on Financial Resolutions in relation to Bills (copy attached at Annex A.)

4. The main difficulties arise from the wording of Rules 9.12.2 and 9.12.3 which

has led to problems with the formulation of advice to the Presiding Officer on

the application of the rules in respect of specific Bills.  These difficulties

include briefly:

•  the lack of a de minimis provision

•  that the Parliament is required to agree a Financial Resolution in respect

of a Bill containing provisions of the type described in Rule 9.12.2 or

9.12.3 within 90 days of introduction.  If a Financial Resolution is not

passed within this period the Bill automatically falls.

•  that Explanatory Notes or Policy Memoranda are not required for a

Member’s Bill.  These documents can be helpful in considering whether a

Financial Resolution is required and their absence for Member’s Bills

therefore may prove unhelpful.
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•  the requirement in Rule 9.12.5 for the Finance Committee to prepare a

report on Bills which require a Financial Resolution and whether this

responsibility would more properly be that of the lead committee (the

suggestion being that Rule 9.6.3 be amended), but that where there is a

revision to the budget then the Finance Committee would retain an

involvement in the process.

Action

5. It is considered that the most appropriate method to consider a revision of this

rule is to set up a working group of officials who would report to the

Procedures Committee.  The working group might comprise representatives

of the Executive, the Office of the Scottish Parliamentary Counsel, the

Parliament’s Legal Office and the Clerking Directorate.  It is envisaged that a

paper would be prepared for consideration by the Committee after the

summer recess.

6. The Committee is asked to agree to receive an issues paper from the
working group in due course.
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Annex A

Rule 9.12 Financial Resolutions

1. A resolution under this Rule is referred to as “a Financial Resolution”.

2. Where a Bill, or an amendment to a Bill, contains provisions which introduce

new, or increase existing, expenditure charged on or payable out of the

Scottish Consolidated Fund, no proceedings may be taken on the Bill or the

amendment at any Stage after Stage 1 unless the Parliament has by

resolution agreed to the expenditure.

3. Where a Bill, or an amendment to a Bill, contains provisions which impose or

increase, or confer a power to impose or increase, any tax or charge, or

otherwise requires any payment to be made, no proceedings may be taken on

the Bill or the amendment at any Stage after Stage 1 unless the Parliament

has by resolution agreed to the charge or tax or payment.

4. A motion for a resolution under this Rule may be moved, and notice of such a

motion may be given, only by a member of the Scottish Executive or a junior

Scottish Minister.

5. Any Bill which contains any provisions such as are mentioned in paragraph 2

or 3 shall be referred on introduction to the Finance Committee who shall

prepare a report on the provisions.

6. Unless the Parliament passes a resolution required in relation to the

provisions of a Bill (as opposed to an amendment to a Bill) by this Rule within

90 days of the Bill’s introduction, the Bill falls.

7. In calculating for the purpose of this Rule the period of 90 days, no account

shall be taken of any time during which the Parliament is in recess for more

than 4 days.



The Scottish 
Parliament 

To: John Patterson. Clerk to the Procedures Committee 

From: Callum Thomson, Clerk to the Finance Committee 

Subject: The Operation of Rule 9.12.5 of the Standing Orders 

Date: 16 May 2000 

1. At the 9th Meeting of the Finance Committee on 4 April 2000, members agreed 
that subject committees, in examining the general principles of a Bill, were in a 
better position than the Finance Committeeto consider the financial implications 
of a Bill. The Committee therefore agreed to propose to the Procedures 
Committee that Rule 9.12.5 should be deleted and be replaced by an amendment 
to Rule 9.6.3, requiring the Lead Committee to consider and report on the 
provisions specified in Rules 9.12.2 and 9.123 

2. Since the Finance Committee has a pivotal role in the consideration of the 
annual budget, members wished to reserve the right of the Committee to 
scrutinise any Bill if its provisions would result in a revision of a budget which has 
been agreed by the Parliament. The Finance Committee therefore proposes that 
any revision to the Standing Orders should specifically provide for this. 

Callum Thomson 
Clerk to the Finance Committee 
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PR/00/7/5

FOR DECISION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
LETTERS FROM DONALD GORRIE, MSP AND MARGO MACDONALD, MSP

Issue

1. Donald Gorrie, MSP has requested that the Committee consider the

following issues:

•  A mechanism for putting oral questions to the Presiding
Officer in his role as Convener of the Parliamentary Corporate
Body.

•  To consider the guidance issued by the Parliamentary Bureau
on the inclusion of local issues in Members’ motions for
debate with a view to encouraging Members’ debates on policy
issues

•  The procedure to be followed when considering changes to the
committee structure.

2. Margo MacDonald, MSP has also requested that the Committee consider the

procedures for putting oral questions to the Presiding Officer.

3. Copies of the MSPs’ letters are attached.
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Ongoing Action

4. The committee will be aware that an issues paper has been commissioned on

oral questions to the Presiding Officer and a paper will be submitted in due

course (Procedures Committee, 18 January 2000, PR/00/1/5 refers).

5. Is the Committee content to receive issues papers on the remaining
points in due course?

Clerking Directorate
15 May 2000



S&?&h 
Parliament 

Murray Tosh MSP 
Convener 
Procedures Committee 
Scottish Parliament 
EDINBURGH 
EH99 1SP 

12 May2000 

Dear Murray 

I would like the following points put on the agenda for the Procedures Committee. 

1. A mechanism for oral questions to the Presiding Officer in his role as Convener of the 
Parliamentary Corporate Body. As he is, in effect, the Chief Executive of the Parliament, 
it should be possible for MSPs to question him on these duties. 

2. The ruling or guidance by the Bureau that members’ motions for debate arc more likely to, 
be chosen for debate if they are on local issues or refer to a local issue. 

This leads to members setting out a policy issue in their motion and adding in a 
sometimes somewhat irrelevant example, in order to increase the chances of the motion 
being chosen for debate. 

Motions about genuine and important local issues deserve debate, but so do back bench 
motions on important new ideas or policy issues which the Executive or the party 
Business Managers may not wish to use their own time debating. At Westminster about 
three quarters of private members’ debates are on policy issues rather than constituency 
issues. It is important that the Parliament provides scope for backbenchers to push 
forward the policy agenda. 

3. Changes in Committee Structure. 

Any changes in the Committee structure proposed by any body should come in the first 

instance to the Procedures Committee. Any proposals agreed by the Committee would 
then go before the Parliament. 

Yours sincerely 

Donald Gorrie copied to the Committee Clerk 

DONALD GORRIE, MSP FOR CENTRAL SCOTLAND 
Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh EH99 1SP 

Ph: 0131348 5795 Fax: 0131348 5963 
email: Donald.Gorrie.msp@scottish.parliamentuk 



Parliament 

Murray Tosh, 
Convenor, 
Procedures Committee, 
Scottish Parliament. 6/5/2000 

As you may have noticed during the exchange between the Presiding Officer and 
myself on the Point of Order I raised at the start of the afternoon session (Co1.347, 
Official Report 4” May 2000), and the answer given to David McLetchie by the First 
Minister on the same topic (Col. 366) our procedure for asking questions about the 
Holyrood Project is less than satisfactory. 

I had no other means open to me, as a back-bench MSP, to ask questions about the 
reasons for, and the effects of, the Project Sponser’s departure. I had written to the 
Presiding Officer a week previously, and had not received a reply to a series of factual 
questions regarding the current, or interim, leader of the Holyrood Design Team. The 
design is being recalled by the City Council Planning Department and, at this crucial 
part of the Project, it doesn’t have either a Design team leader or a Project team 
leader. It seems reasonable for an MSP with a local interest to ask questions on the 
matter. 

To be consistent with the standards of open accountability which the Parliament has 
identified as being its desirable norm, there surely has to be an accountable Minister 
to answer the sort of questions I asked, as and when they arise? 

By the very nature of the impartiality implicit, and explicit, in the conduct .of 
proceedings of the Parliament, the executive responsibility exercised by the Presiding 
Officer in the role of Chair of the SPCB does not allow for the straight line of 
communication which should exist between the Parliament and MSPs with executive 
responsibility. 

As a matter of some urgency, could the Procedures Committee chnsider how this gap 
in the Parliament’s accountability can be bridged? 

Margo MacDonald 
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PR/00/7/6

FOR DECISION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
ENQUIRY INTO THE APPLICATION OF THE CONSULTATIVE STEERING
GROUP PRINCIPLES IN THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT

1. The Committee discussed a previous paper (PR/00/6/4 – copy attached) at its

meeting on the 25 April when it requested a further paper reflecting:

•  an extended timescale for the enquiry

•  the possible use of expert assistance

•  the vital importance of the proposed public consultation

•  the need to make the News Release announcing the enquiry as
generally understandable as possible

•  the handling of equal opportunities

2. Attached are

•  a paper produced by SPICe and the Clerks as requested; and

•  a draft News Release with a revised title for discussion (ANNEX A).

3. The Committee is invited to

•  agree the overall scope of the enquiry

•  agree the draft timetable

•  discuss the revised News Release – which would not be issued until
the start of Stage 2

Clerking Directorate
17 May 2000
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PR/00/7/6

ENQUIRY INTO THE APPLICATION OF THE CSG PRINCIPLES IN THE
SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT

Purpose

1. The Procedures Committee proposes to conduct an enquiry into the extent to

which the Parliament is making progress in meeting the principles of the CSG

•  Power sharing

•  Accountability

•  Access and participation

•  Equal opportunities

2. The Equal Opportunities Committee has agreed that the remit of the

implementation of the principle of equality of opportunity would best be carried

out by the Procedures Committee (Kate McLean to Murray Tosh, letter of 11 May

2000).

3. In particular, the Committee wishes to take the views of four groups:

•  the general public

•  those groups and individuals which have come into
contact with the Parliament (or may be thought likely to
do so)

•  MSPs

•  staff of the Parliament
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Approach and Timescale

4. The proposed approach is first to establish what work has been done, or is under

way in this field (STAGE 1); then in the light of this work to devise an

appropriately scoped public consultation exercise and call for evidence (STAGE

2).   A precise remit for the inquiry has not therefore been proposed at this stage

– though a form of words does appear in the News Release (under “Remit”).

5. It is proposed that SPICe will undertake the work at STAGE 1 which can be

delivered in 3 to 4 months and for which there will be no additional costs.

6. Given the importance of the public consultation exercise, the need for appropriate

information gathering techniques, and the workload on SPICe it is likely that a

case for an advisor and external research resources will require to be made by

the Committee to the CLG, the Bureau and SPCB, as appropriate, to undertake

this part of the project. STAGE 1 conclusions will determine the precise scope of

the methodology for STAGE 2 – including any role for an advisor and requirment

for external research.

7. STAGE 2 will constitute the substance of the enquiry.  It is likely to involve putting

a range of questions to and taking views from the four groups identified in

paragraph 2 above.

8. Individuals in these target groups have different levels of knowledge and

understanding of the Parliament and CSG principles.  As a consequence, it is

likely to be of benefit in STAGE 2 to use a combination of research and

consultation techniques to gather and analyse information in the most appropriate

way from each of the groups.  Possible techniques to be used in combination

include:

•  Oral and written evidence

•  An open consultation

•  Qualitative and quantitative research
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9. A possible framework for STAGE 2 is outlined below.  Almost inevitably changes

are likely to be required.  Suggestions as to how tasks could be performed are

given in italics:

•  The taking of written and oral evidence from MSPs, and groups and

individuals that have come into contact with the Parliament or have

knowledge of the field.

Clerks and Committee, with input from SPICe on relevant groups and

individuals.

•  An analysis of the activities of the Parliament in establishing procedures

and practices that aim to implement the principles of the CSG and any that

are contrary to these principles.

Analysis of Parliamentary procedures by an Advisor.

•  Research into the views of a sample of MSPs and Parliament staff in the

principles of the CSG.  This could include both a short survey and

qualitative research, including face to face interviews.

Carried out by a research company or a suitable Advisor.

•  Commissioning a series of focus groups to research into the views of the

general public.  These would probe for their knowledge and understanding

of Parliament and reasons for their views.

External research company/individual commissioned to identify

participants and host focus group.

•  An open consultation focusing on a few central questions.  This could be

written (including use of IT) or an event involving members of the

committee, organisations and individuals, at which issues are discussed.

Carried out by Clerks and/or Advisor.

10. It is not sensible to produce draft remits for the advisor or research at this time.

11.  At STAGE 2 it is likely that, in consultation with any advisor, the Committee itself

will wish to consider taking a role in the public consultation exercise.  Possible

roles are for example in publicising the project, participating in public meetings,

taking evidence outside Edinburgh.
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12. A probable timescale for the project:

May 23 meeting: Committee considers and approves this paper
(PR/00/7/1)

September/October: STAGE 1 work complete.
Report back to committee
with proposals for STAGE 2.

October/November: Specific remit for advisor
(if required) on public consultation
drawn up, and agreement of CLG, the Parliamentary
Bureau, and the SPCB as appropriate sought;
appointment of advisor; external
research arrangements proposed
and agreed by relevant Parliamentary authorities;
Committee approves final named group and
individual witness lists

January to April: STAGE 2 begins with general call
from the Committee for evidence
(January) and issue of the News Release; public
consultation, enquiry and evidence sessions
(by Easter).

May/June: Report drafted and considered by
Committee.

around Summer
recess 2001: Report issued.
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Budget

13. Total costs will depend on the result of STAGE 1 and the creation of an exact

remit for STAGE 2.  Our aim is to keep costs as low as possible consistent with

completing the project successfully.  However as an indication of possible costs,

advisors required for up to 15 days can be appointed at the fixed rate for just

under £140 per day plus VAT and expenses.  Beyond that the rate can increase.

The charge for running a focus group and analysis of the results is likely to be

around £2,000 per group.  There will also be costs associated with hosting any

consultation, either written or in the form of an event.

Conclusion

14. The Committee is asked to

•  agree the overall scope of the enquiry

•  agree the draft timetable

•  discuss the revised News Release – which would not be issued
until the start of STAGE 2

15. SPICe representatives will be present to discuss this paper.
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Annex A

DRAFT 2

ISSUED ON BEHALF OF THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT

[January, 2001]

IS THE PARLIAMENT MAKING PROGRESS ON SHARING POWER,
ACCOUNTABILITY, ACCESSIBILITY AND EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES

WHAT DO YOU THINK?

Procedures Committee Enquiry looks at action so far on CSG principles of
sharing power, accountability, accessibility and equal opportunities

The success or otherwise of the Parliament putting the ‘key principles’ of sharing
power, accountability, accessibility and equal opportunities into practice during

its first year of operation is to be examined by the Procedures Committee.

The public, outside organisations, the Scottish Executive, Parliament staff and MSPs

themselves are being invited to give views on how the Parliament has begun to

implement some of the Consultative Steering Group’s (CSG) ‘key principles’ during

the past 12 months.

The Parliament endorsed the CSG Report in June 1999.  One of that Report’s

recommendations was that the Parliament should “take stock” at the end of each

Parliamentary year and measure its achievements against the key principles, which

are:
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•  the Scottish Parliament should embody and reflect the sharing of power
between the people of Scotland, the legislators and the Scottish Executive;

•  the Scottish Executive should be accountable to the Scottish Parliament and the

Parliament and the Executive should be accountable to the people of Scotland;

•  the Scottish Parliament should be accessible, open, responsive and develop

procedures which make possible a participative approach to the development,

consideration and scrutiny of policy and legislation;

•  the Scottish Parliament in its operation and its appointments should recognise the

need to promote equal opportunities for all.

Remit

The Procedures Committee has agreed the following remit to its enquiry: “Whether

the key CSG principles as endorsed by the Parliament – sharing power,

accountability, accessibility, equal opportunities, are being implemented in the

Parliament, to what extent and with what success”.

Evidence

In the first instance, evidence is requested in writing.  It is anticipated that oral

evidence sessions will be organised at a later date with individuals and

representative organisations.  Questions that the Committee would be particularly

interested in can be obtained by calling the Assistant Clerk on 0131 348 5178 or on
the Parliament website www.scottish.parliament.uk

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/
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Timetable

Written evidence should be submitted by March 2001.  Oral evidence sessions

are likely to be scheduled for April and May subject to the Committee’s work

programme.

BACKGROUND NOTES

1. The membership of the Procedures Committee is Convener, Murray Tosh (Con),

Deputy Convener, Janis Hughes (Lab), Donald Gorrie (Lib-Dem), Gordon

Jackson (Lab), Andy Kerr (Lab), Gil Paterson (SNP) and Michael Russell (SNP).

2. Written evidence can be submitted in the following ways:

•  By e-mail to Procedures.Committee@scottish.parliament.uk

•  On computer disk in word 98 plus one hard copy.

•  In writing to – The Clerk to the Procedures Committee, The Scottish Parliament,

Chamber Office, Parliament Headquarters, George IV Bridge, Edinburgh.

3. Guidance on the nature and extent of the evidence likely to be of interest to the

Committee is contained in Procedures Committee paper [PR/00/6/4] which can

be obtained by calling the Assistant Clerk on 0131 348 5178, or on the
Parliaments website www.scottish.parliament.uk

4. For further information, the media contact is:

Andrew Slorance: 0131 348 5389

E-mail: andrew.slorance@scottish .parliament.uk

http://www.scottish,parliament,uk/
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5. The Committee contacts are:

John Patterson, Clerk Team Leader: 0131 348 5175

E-mail:john.patterson@scottish.parliament.uk

Katherine Wright, Assistant Clerk: 0131 348 5178

E-mail:katherine.wright@scottish.parliament.uk
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PR/00/6/4

SIXTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
PROPOSED ENQUIRY
PRINCIPLES INTO PRACTICE: HOW THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT HAS
BEGUN TO IMPLEMENT PRINCIPLES OF THE CONSULTATIVE STEERING
GROUP IN ITS FIRST YEAR

1. Attached is a paper setting out a proposal for an enquiry on how the CSG

principles are being applied in the Parliament so far.

2. The Committee is asked:-

•  to approve the title and remit of the proposed enquiry as set out in the
paper.

•  to agree that equal opportunities should be omitted, as it falls within the
remit of  the Equal Opportunities Committee.

•  to agree to the timetable as set out (which members should note is likely
to  involve the scheduling of additional and possibly lengthy evidence
taking sessions in autumn).

•  to agree to the Convener issuing a News Release on the lines of the
draft attached at Annex A.

•  to consider the named consultee list in the paper and agree that the
Convener/Clerk (as appropriate) should write to those whom the
Committee proposes.

•  to agree the thrust of evidence likely to be required by the Committee as
set out in Annex B attached, and to a public consultation.

Procedures Team
16 April 2000



PLC.1(2000).344 1

PRINCIPLES INTO PRACTICE: HOW THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT HAS
BEGUN TO IMPLEMENT PRINCIPLES OF THE CONSULTATIVE STEERING
GROUP IN ITS FIRST YEAR

Introduction
1. The Committee embraced in late 1999 the proposal for a report in 2000 on the

implementation in the Parliament of the key CSG principles (paper PR/99/9/9;

Procedures Committee, OR, cols 226-228)

2. The issue was again before the Committee on 1 February when it took evidence

from the “Changing the Culture of Politics” Group.  In the course of that session

the Committee agreed that it had already identified this as an area for further

work (Procedures Committee, OR, col 294).

3. The Parliament has endorsed the CSG Report1.  The Consultative Steering

Group recommended in its main report that the Parliament should “take stock”2 at

the end of each Parliamentary year and measure its achievements against the

key principles. (The question of whether there should be a continuing exercise

like this for the Parliament on an annual basis and, if so, which body or bodies

are appropriate, could be the subject of a recommendation by the Committee).

4. We understand that there are plans for a 1999-2000 Report by the Scottish

Parliament Corporate Body.  This report may include examples of the CSG

principles being put into practice but will inevitably have to address many other

matters.  By contrast the exercise proposed for this Committee is designed to be

exclusively focussed on this area with input both from the Parliament and from

relevant outside bodies and individuals.  There will therefore be no duplication of

effort.

                                                
1 Scottish Parliament Official Report, 9 June 1999, Cols 367 – 394,400.
2 Shaping Scotland’s Parliament : Report of the Consultative Steering Group On the Scottish Parliament, 1998,
p13.
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CSG – Key Principles

5. The key principles are that3 :-

•  the Scottish Parliament should embody and reflect the sharing of power
between the people of Scotland, the legislators and the Scottish Executive.

•  the Scottish Executive should be accountable to the Scottish Parliament and

the Parliament and the Executive should be accountable to the people of

Scotland.

•  the Scottish Parliament should be accessible, open, responsive and

develop procedures which make possible a participative approach to the

development, consideration and scrutiny of policy and legislation.

•  the Scottish Parliament in its operation and its appointments should recognise

the need to promote equal opportunities for all.

Equal Opportunities

6. The CSG suggested that the Equal Opportunities Committee would be the

appropriate forum to review the policy and performance of the equal opportunities

principle.  The remit of that Committee is to consider and report on matters

relating to equal opportunities and the observance of equal opportunities within

the Parliament.

7. It is proposed therefore that this enquiry excludes equal opportunities issues as

this would fall within the remit of that committee.

Remit

8. It is proposed that the inquiry will consider

•  whether the first 3 of the 4 CSG principles set out in paragraph 5
above are being implemented in the Parliament, to what extent, and
with what success.

                                                
3 Report of the Consultative Steering Group, p3.
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9. It is as yet very early in the life of the Parliament.  The milestone of a full year’s

work is barely in sight as it falls to the Committee to consider this paper.  It is

however not too soon to begin looking at this very important aspect of the

Parliament’s development.

10. The role of the Executive qua Executive is no part of this exercise, or the

Committee’s remit.  In so far as the Executive has a view about the Parliament in

the context of the remit of this inquiry however the Committee is likely to welcome

evidence from it.

Approach

11. It is proposed that consideration is given first to the way in which the CSG itself

envisaged the principles being applied to the Parliament before considering what

the Parliament itself has done in its first year.  The following areas would be

considered:

Sharing the Power

•  programming of parliamentary business

•  the role of the Presiding Officer, Committees, and Civic Society.

Accountability

•  responsibility of Members

•  the Code of Conduct

•  Financial and audit systems

•  European affairs

Accessibility, Openness

•  Consultation

•  Participation

•  Information and communication systems, including IT

•  physical accommodation
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•  religious issues

•  Education and young people

Gathering Evidence

12. For this exercise to be meaningful, evidence will require to be taken both

internally in the Parliament and externally. The evidence of employees of the

SPCB and Members will be important.

13. The CSG envisioned a Parliament which would, “stand as a symbol of what the

Scottish people may reasonably expect from their elected representatives”4 It

would appear to be crucial therefore that in addition to Members and staff of the

SPCB evidence should be sought from the general public and organisations in

the wider world.

Press

14. We propose to issue a general call for written evidence from all interested parties

by means of a News Release.  This would be supplemented by letters from the

Convener/Clerk (as appropriate), to particular individuals and bodies which the

committee considers likely to be of particular importance.  A draft News Release

is attached as Annex A.

15. The Committee will then require to decide whom it wants to invite to give oral

evidence.  Again, the criterion will be the potential significance of the

individuals/organisations concerned. Committee members will have views on who

they wish to hear from. There is no need however for the Committee to make a

witness selection at this point.

16. It is likely that the Committee may wish the Clerk to write to, and later select

witnesses from, for example:

                                                
4 Report of the Consultative Steering Group, p 3.
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Internal

Presiding Officer and Deputy Presiding Officers

Conveners of Committees

Party Business Mangers

Other Members

•  Clerk and Chief Executive and Directors of Clerking, Corporate Services

Communications, and Holyrood Project

•  Heads of Chamber and Committee Offices

External

The Committee will wish to have views from all types of organisations and

people, many of whom have had prior contact with the Parliament as

committee witnesses and in other ways, for example:

•  The Scottish Executive

•  COSLA

•  Scottish Enterprise

•  Business Enterprise, Scotland

•  Highlands and Islands Enterprise

•  Confederation of British Industry (Scotland)

•  Scottish Chambers of Commerce

•  Federation of Small Businesses

•  British Medical Association (Scotland)

•  NHS in Scotland

•  Royal College of Nursing Scottish Board

•  Law Society of Scotland

•  Citizens Advice Scotland

•  Faculty of Advocates

•  Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations
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•  National Union of Students Scotland

•  The Educational Institute of Scotland

•  General Teaching Council for Scotland

•  Committee of Scottish Higher Education Principals

•  Scottish Trades Union Congress

•  BBC

•  Parliamentary Journalists Association

•  Scottish Daily Newspaper Society

•  Scottish Television

•  Scottish Media Group plc

•  Religious organisations

•  The Scottish Civic Forum

•  The authors of “Changing the Culture of Politics Group”

•  Scottish Arts Council

•  Confederation of Passenger Transport

•  Scottish Natural Heritage

•  Comunn Na Gàidhlig

•  Scottish Consumer Council

•  The Prince’s Trust – Action in Scotland

•  Disability Scotland

The above list is not exhaustive.  An illustrative set of witness questions is set out at

Annex B.

Public Consultation

17. We are discussing with colleagues the best way of consulting the public on the

issues.

 Timetable

18. The likely work load of the Committee planned for the remainder of this year is

considerable:
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•  Private Legislation (report)

•  Freedom of Information (report)

•  Committee Operations (report)

•  Review of SSIs (report)

•  Review of PQs (report)

There is, in addition, a considerable volume of other ongoing work.

19. Providing the Committee is content, a general call for evidence could be

announced in May with a request for written evidence to be returned to the

Committee Clerk by the close of the summer recess at the end of August.  The

Committee could then assess the evidence, select witnesses and schedule

evidence sessions in September/October with the object of reporting as soon as

practicable thereafter.

Clerking Directorate
16 April 2000
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DRAFT

ANNEX A

ISSUED ON BEHALF OF THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT

May , 2000

HOW HAS THE PARLIAMENT EMBRACED THE CSG PRINCIPLES?
– HAVE YOUR SAY

____

Procedures Committee Inquiry looks at action so far on sharing
power, accountability & accessibility

The success or otherwise of the Parliament putting the ‘key principles’ of sharing
power, accountability and accessibility into practice during it’s first year of
operation is to be examined by the Procedures Committee.

The public, outside organisations, the Scottish Executive, Parliament staff and MSPs
themselves are being invited to give views on how the Parliament has begun to
implement some of the Consultative Steering Group’s (CSG) ‘key principles’ during
the past 12 months.

The Parliament endorsed the CSG Report in June last year.  One of that Report’s
recommendations was that the Parliament should “take stock” at the end of each
Parliamentary year and measure its achievements against the key principles, which
are:

•  the Scottish Parliament should embody and reflect the sharing of power
between the people of Scotland, the legislators and the Scottish Executive;

•  the Scottish Executive should be accountable to the Scottish Parliament and the
Parliament and the Executive should be accountable to the people of Scotland;

•  the Scottish Parliament should be accessible, open, responsive and develop
procedures which make possible a participative approach to the development,
consideration and scrutiny of policy and legislation;

•  the Scottish Parliament in its operation and its appointments should recognise the
need to promote equal opportunities for all.

Remit

The Procedures Committee has agreed the following remit to its Inquiry:  “Whether
the first 3 of the 4 key CGS principles as endorsed by the Parliament – sharing
power, accountability, accessibility, are being implemented in the Parliament, to what
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extent and with what success.” (Equal Opportunities issues are the responsibility of
the Equal Opportunities Committee.)

Evidence

In the first instance, evidence is requested in writing.  It is anticipated that oral
evidence sessions will be organised at a later date with individuals and
representative organisations.  Questions that the Committee would be particularly be
interested can be obtained by calling the Assistant Clerk on 0131 348 5178 or on the
Parliament website www.scottish.parliament.uk

Timetable

Written evidence should be submitted by Friday, 25 August.  Oral evidence
sessions are likely to be scheduled for September/October, subject to the
Committee’s business programme.

BACKGROUND NOTES

1. The membership of the Procedures Committee is Convener, Murray Tosh (Con),
Deputy Convener, Janis Hughes (Lab), Donald Gorrie (Lib-Dem), Gordon
Jackson (Lab), Andy Kerr (Lab), Gil Paterson (SNP) and Michael Russell (SNP).

2. Written evidence can be submitted in the following ways:

•  By e-mail to Procedures.Committee@scottish.parliament.uk
•  On computer disk in word 98 plus one hard copy.
•  In writing to – The Clerk to the Procedures Committee, The Scottish Parliament,

Chamber Office, Parliament Head Quarters, George IV Bridge, Edinburgh.

3. Guidance on the nature and extent of the evidence likely to be of interest to the
Committee is contained in Procedures Committee paper [PR/00/6/6] which can
be obtained by calling the Assistant Clerk on 0131 348 5178, or on the
Parliament’s website www.scottish.parliament.uk

4. For further information, the media contact is:
Andrew Slorance: 0131 348 5389
E-mail:  andrew.slorance@scottish.parliament.uk

5. The Committee contacts are:
John Patterson, Clerk Team Leader: 0131 348 5175
E-mail:  john.patterson@scottish.parliament.uk
Katherine Wright, Assistant Clerk: 0131 348 5178;
e-mail: katherine.wright@scottish.parliament.uk

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/
mailto:Procedures.Committee@scottish.parliament.uk
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/
mailto:sp.media@scottish.parliament.uk
mailto:john.patterson@scottish.parliament.uk
mailto:katherine.wright@scottish.parliament.uk
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ANNEX B

PRINCIPLES INTO PRACTICE: HOW THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT HAS
BEGUN TO IMPLEMENT PRINCIPLES OF THE CONSULTATIVE STEERING
GROUP IN ITS FIRST YEAR

THE FOLLOWING IS ILLUSTRATIVE ONLY AND INDICATES THE MAIN THRUST

OF THE EVIDENCE IN WHICH THE COMMITTEE IS LIKELY TO BE INTERESTED

1. It may be helpful for those who wish to make a submission to the Committee, to

note the aspirations of the CSG for the “key principles” set out in their Report pp

3-13; and the questions listed in the CSG’s Consultation Paper (reproduced with

an analysis of responses in the Report as Annex D, pp 95-112).  The CSG

Report can be consulted at www.scottish.devolution.org.uk

2. More specific points on which the Committee would welcome views are listed

below.  (The Committee would find it helpful to be provided with full
statistical and factual information from Parliament officials and other
witnesses where appropriate.)

Sharing the Power

•  How successful has the Parliament been in working effectively and practically to

share power with the people of Scotland and the Executive?

•  Are the processes the Parliament has put in place to programme and regulate its

own business enabling the work of power sharing partners for example the

Executive’s legislative programme?

•  Has scope of the powers and duties of the Presiding Officer as currently

understood encouraged co-operation between the power sharing partners?

•  Do the remits, number and composition of the Parliamentary Committees appear

to promote the efficient discharge of Parliament’s  business and its ability to

share power effectively?
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•  How is the dual role of the Committees - enquiry and legislative scrutiny –

working in practice?

•  Has the Parliament shared power effectively with civic society?

•  How has the public “shared power” in practice?

Accountability

•  Is the distinction between the Scottish Executive and the Parliament widely

understood by the public and the press?

•  Have Members embraced their responsibilities as Ministers, Conveners and

Committee Members?

•  How are Members rising to their responsibilities of representing their constituents

and constituencies in Parliament?

•  What is the evidence that the Code of Conduct has been effective in regulating

Members’ behaviour and what measure of reassurance has it offered the public

that the integrity of Parliament will be protected?

•  How are the financial systems and audit arrangements in place to ensure the

accountability of the Executive and the Parliament working?

•  Has the operation of the European Committee contributed effectively to the

proper scrutiny of draft European Legislation and developments in Europe?

Accessibility, Openness, Responsiveness

•  Has the Parliament been successful in achieving accessibility and openness

through appropriate and innovative consultation procedures?

•  Has it encouraged and facilitated appropriate participation through its committee

system, for example, wide use of witness sessions?

•  Is there a discernible and workable information strategy in place?  How has the

Parliament used information and communications technologies to achieve a

accessible Parliament as originally envisioned?

•  Is the Parliament’s information clearly understood?

•  Is the Parliament providing the right sort of information?

•  Is the means by which it provides information adequate and accessible?
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•  Is the internet site clear and easy to use?

•  What effort had the Parliament made to make an impact – through the

Committees and by other means – outside Edinburgh?

•  Has the time for reflection adequately addressed the requirement to incorporate

pastoral issues in the Parliament and in view of the pressure on time is it relevant

to the Parliament?  What else needs to be or could be done?

•  How has the Parliament been able to encourage the participation of schools and

young people in its work?

•  What evidence is there that educational authorities view the Parliament as a

resource to be incorporated in their syllabuses?

•  Is the present “working pattern” of the Parliament appropriate?

•  In practice, is the Parliament’s routine “family friendly”?

Review, self assessment and monitoring

•  Would it be useful for the Parliament itself to conduct an annual “audit” of CSG

“principles into practice” in so far as these effect the Parliament?


