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SIXTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

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

EVIDENCE FROM REPRESENTATIVES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT

1. The Committee will hear evidence from representatives of local
government.

Written submissions

Attached are the submissions in the following order

� from those Councils (usually the designated official response except in
Aberdeenshire's case where the comments of the Council Leader are
included) represented on the 26th

� from Councils not represented on the 26th

� other relevant submissions from councillors/council officers made in a
personal professional capacity - some from people in Councils represented
on the 26th.  Where included the individuals have asked to make their
Council aware of their submission.

Witnesses

2. The Committee will hear from the following witnesses:

Trish Godman MSP Convener,
Local Government Committee

Councillor Len Ironside,
Vice Chairperson & Leader Aberdeen City Council
Douglas Paterson,
Chief Executive Aberdeen City Council

Councillor Audrey Findlay,
Leader Aberdeenshire Council

Councillor Rob Murray,
Leader Angus Council

Councillor Keith Brown,
Leader Clackmannanshire Council

Councillor Donald Anderson,
Leader Edinburgh City Council



Councillor Dr D Alston,
Chairman of the Renewing Democracy
and Community Planning Select
Committee Highland Council
Mr A M Dodds,
Director of Corporate Services           Highland Council

Professor John Fairlie University of Strathclyde
Dr Mark McAteer University of Strathclyde
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Annex B

 Procedures Committee
EDINBURGH

EH99 1SP

4 February 2002
Representatives of Local Government

PROCEDURES COMMITTEE INQUIRY
THE APPLICATION OF CONSULTATIVE STEERING GROUP PRINCIPLES IN THE SCOTTISH
PARLIAMENT

As you may know this Committee is undertaking an inquiry into the application of certain key
principles set out in “Shaping Scotland’s Parliament: Report of the Consultative Steering Group On
the Scottish Parliament” (ISBN 0 11 496125 5) published in 1998 and which the Parliament accepted.
I attach a Committee Press Release which sets out the scope and nature of the inquiry, together with
an illustrative list of questions in which the Committee will be interested.

The Committee intends to hold a public oral hearing to which a number of local authorities have been
invited on Tuesday, 26 March and extends an invitation to the Council to attend and make a
presentation.  A number of other witnesses have been invited on this occasion, as has the Convener
of the Parliament’s Local Government Committee.

The Committee is proposing to circulate submissions sent to it as public papers for this meeting.
Should you wish to send supplementary material or a speaking note this should be with the Clerk to
the Committee by 12 March at the latest.

The Committee makes a point of conducting its public sessions in as informal and friendly a manner
as possible.  All witnesses are invited for 09.30 and you will be given approximately 5 minutes to
address the Committee.  After all who wish to speak have been heard, the Committee will have the
opportunity to ask questions and hopefully there will be time for general discussion.



The arrangements for the 26 March are as follows:-

Date:      Tuesday, 26 March 2002

Time:      09.30 (arrival of all those invited) – 12.30 (close)

Venue:   Parliamentary Debating Chamber, Milne’s Court, Edinburgh

Please note that prior to proceeding to the Debating Chamber you will need to collect your
Parliamentary Pass from the Security Reception in the Committee Chambers building nearby on
George IV Bridge which is situated opposite the Parliamentary Headquarters.

If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact the Clerk to the Committee, Dr John
Patterson, to whom any further written material and acknowledgements to this letter should be
sent at: Room 5.19, Parliamentary Headquarters, Scottish Parliament, George IV Bridge,
Edinburgh EH99 1SP.

I hope very much that you will be able to participate.

MURRAY TOSH MSP
CONVENER, PROCEDURES COMMITTEE
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WORKING DRAFT 6 5 OCTOBER

THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT WORKING TOGETHER

1.1 
1.2 "THE  COVENANT"

COVENANT DEFINING WORKING RELATIONSHIPS
 AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF

A STANDING JOINT CONFERENCE



INTRODUCTION

1. This Covenant which has been adopted by the Scottish Parliament and Local
Government1 is founded upon a recommendation from the McIntosh Commission
which stated that:-

the Parliament and the 32 councils should commit themselves to a joint agreement –
which we call a Covenant – setting out the basis of their working relationship; and that
they should set up a standing Joint Conference to be a place where parliamentarians
and local government representatives may hold a dialogue on a basis of equality

BACKGROUND

2. Councils, like Parliament, are democratically elected and consequently have their
own legitimacy as part of the whole system of governance.

3. It is therefore essential and entirely in keeping with the power sharing and
participation principles of devolution that the Parliament should develop a working
relationship directly with local government.

4. Based on parity of esteem and the principles underlying the European Charter of
Local Self Government, (text of the Charter is annexed) this Covenant sets out the
understanding of, on the one hand the Scottish Parliament and on the other local
government, of the principles that will underlie relations between them.

5. The arrangements acknowledge the need for the parties to work together in an
atmosphere of mutual trust and respect, recognising the value and legitimacy of the
role that both have to play in the governance of Scotland.

6. This Covenant does not constitute a legally enforceable contract or create any rights
or obligations that are legally enforceable.  It is intended to be a broad guidance
document, binding in honour only and not an exhaustive text of those issues that
might arise.

7. The Covenant is therefore founded upon mutual Respect, with a “Code of
Operational Practices” covering Recognition and Relationships while a Standing
Joint Conference will monitor
 Review and Renew the arrangements as appropriate.



1 In this document, the "Scottish Parliament" means the Scottish Parliament and the
powers devolved to it in terms of the Scotland Act 1998, and "local government" means
the councils constituted under the Local Government Acts and COSLA as the
representative organ.

2. FOUNDATION OF COVENANT

RESPECT AND RECOGNITION

8. In furtherance of the European Charter of Local Self Govermant the Parliament
recognises the need to secure and maintain a strong and effective system of local
government based on their parity of esteem and the principal of subsidiarity,
underlying the European Charter of Local Self-Government.  The parties also
acknowledge and respect each other's roles and functions, which are distinct and
complementary:

� Within the powers conferred by the Scotland Act 1998 the Parliament has
responsibility for determining the powers and duties of local government, while the
Executive has responsibility for setting the national framework for local service
provision.

� Councils have a democratic mandate to ascertain the needs of their communities
and the priorities of their electorates; to plan, co-ordinate and ensure the delivery
of local services accordingly, within the legal framework laid down by Parliament.

9. It is inherent in the McIntosh report that the Parliament, Executive and local
government have a shared responsibility to serve the people of Scotland; and it is the
clear intention of the report's recommendations that so far as possible these several
institutions should work in partnership towards this common objective.

10. The parties agree that for the relationship to be effective and meaningful it has as the
core objective the establishment of operational arrangements which ensure that local
government is fully engaged in all relevant aspects of the Parliament's work and that
working together, sharing information, experiences and views is integral to the whole
process.

11. Noting that Her Majesty's government has signed and ratified the European Charter
of Local Self-Government, the parties also agree to work within the framework
established by the Charter.

12. The parties agree to work to the Code of Operational Practice set out below.

13. The Covenant may be subject to review from time to time at the initatiive of either
party.

3. OPERATIONAL ASPECTS



14. This Code has at its core objective the establishment of clearly defined processes
and procedures for engaging local government in all relevant aspects of the
Parliament's work.

ENGAGEMENT

15. Primarily through the Parliament's committee arrangements there will be active
involvement of local government on both the principle and practice of any proposals
which impact upon local government.

CONSULTATION

16. The procedures adopted by the Scottish Parliament provide for a high level of
consultation and discussion at all stages of the preparation and consideration of
legislation, involving interested bodies and individuals, the Executive and committees
of the Parliament. Within that framework -

� The Parliament via its committee arrangements undertakes to facilitate
consultation with local government on all proposals which affect or might
affect the structure, role, functions and financing of local government. The
financial effects of policy and legislative proposals on local government will be
given specific attention; as will the impact of cross-cutting developments
which span a number of service or policy areas.

� Local government undertakes to provide a considered, co-ordinated and
timely response to issues on which it is consulted.

� The Parliament and Local Government undertake to respect confidentiality
where that is required or requested; and otherwise to conduct their dialogue
openly.

� Consultation with local government will involve both COSLA and individual
councils, on the understanding that, where appropriate and applicable,
COSLA will undertake to provide a co-ordinated response which takes
account of the views of the individual councils. On certain specialised topics
some councils will have an interest and others will not: in these cases COSLA
will facilitate more targeted consultation.

� Local government will be invited to submit views on the likely costs associated with
legislative and other changes which impact on the services provided by local
government.

� There will be opportunities for local government to bring to the Parliament's notice
matters on which local government wishes to see legislation introduced or existing
legislation amended.

� The parties will support arrangements where appropriate for secondments
and /or regular job exchanges between local government officers and
Parliamentary staff.



17. The working arrangements will require to evolve as the relationship between the
Parliament and local government develops.  However, the above represents the
anticipated minimum level of participation of local government.

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

18. The following arrangements will operate in relation to working arrangements between
the Parliament's Local Government Committee and local government, although they
may also be taken up in whole or in part by any of the Parliament's committees:

� observer status for the Committee at COSLA meetings, with an understanding
that observers may be excluded where required at private meetings.

� observer status for COSLA at meetings of the Local Government Committee, with an
understanding that observers may be excluded where required at  private meetings.

� regular meetings between the Committee and Council Leaders to consider issues of
mutual interest.

� regular programme of visits to councils by the Committee or their representatives,
although specific ground rules need to be set out and agreed for arranging and
reporting back on visits.

4. MONITORING THE
AGREEMENTS

REVIEW AND RENEW

19. In recognition of the key role that local government plays in the governance of
Scotland, a Standing Joint Conference will be established with equal numbers (not
more than 16 from each side) of representatives from Parliament and local
government.

20. The Parliamentary membership of the Conference may include conveners of the
Parliament's Committees and local government membership will be selected
annually so that each council will be directly represented during a three year period
and the selection process will have regard to the political balance of councils and
geographical spread.

21. The main functions of the Conference are to:

� Review how the procedures set out within the Covenant are operating in practice and
make proposals to renew the arrangements where appropriate.

� Review how the Partnership Agreement between the Executive and local
government is operating in practice and make proposals for changes / improvements
where appropriate.



� Renew and work towards the promotion of excellence in Government as a whole by
improving governance and public service standards across the board. Exploit the
opportunity for Parliament and local government to exchange ideas, review existing
policy, discuss future policy and consider the impact of legislative changes. Consider
views of a strategic nature as well as those of more immediate interest.

22. The Conference will develop its own set of agreed working practices, including the
establishment of a clear work programme, procedures and protocols, however the
following specific arrangements will apply:

� Conference meetings will be jointly chaired and will be serviced by a secretariat
drawn from the Scottish Parliament and Local Government

� Conference meetings will be held on at least 2 occasions per year (provisionally April
and October) with arrangements being made for special meetings as required

� Members of either side can initiate a special meeting of the Conference by
presenting a notice of motion signed by at least 5 members of the Conference.

� Policy issues impacting upon local or central government services may be placed on
the agenda by either side

� With agreement of the joint chairs any Minister, MSP, council or relevant body or
person with a specific interest, has the right to submit papers on agenda items, or to
be invited to attend and address the Conference



FOUNDATION OF COVENANT

RESPECT

OPERATIONAL ASPECTS CODE OF
OPERATIONAL PRACTICES

RECOGNITION RELATIONSHIPS

MONITORING THE COVENANT
STANDING JOINT

CONFERENCE

RENEWREVIEW

THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

“THE COVENANT”



ANNEX D

Extract from Official Report

Meeting of the Procedures Committee

27 November 2001

Col 1053
Professor John Fairley: We are pleased to present evidence to the committee. Michael Bennett—who
cannot be present—Mark McAteer, who is sitting on my right, and I conducted research during 2001
on the Scottish Parliament's impact on the fourth key player—local government. Local government was
important in the creation of the Parliament and it is interesting
to consider the impact that the Parliament has had on local authorities.
Our work was funded by the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, which also funded a parallel project in
Wales, which was led by our colleagues at the University of Glamorgan, with whom we are in close
contact. I stress that we have only just completed the work and that we have not finished even our draft
report for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation. That report will be completed by Christmas and published
next March, so we bring the committee early conclusions and results from a complex project. I will be
brief and set out some key points.
We conducted about 120 face-to-face interviews with key politicians and senior officials in 11 case-
study local authorities. We interviewed Executive ministers, MSPs, Local Government Committee
members, senior civil servants and significant others. We surveyed local councillors by questionnaire
and we surveyed chief executives and chief officials who are responsible for education, housing and
economic development. We did quite a lot of empirical work.
Scotland must be doing something right, because the two tiers of government work quite effectively
together. Where experiments with regionalisation have been conducted elsewhere in Europe, the
relationship between local government and the regional tier has often been fraught with difficulty. The
relationship in Scotland has tensions, but it is overwhelmingly good and works quite well.
Irrespective of the size of the council, our local government informants and respondents from all parties
and from rural and urban Scotland overwhelmingly support the Parliament. Only a small minority of
our interviewees were fundamentally critical of the Parliament.
Nevertheless, most respondents were critical of the Parliament in some way. As one would expect, they
were more critical of the Executive than they were of the Parliament. Our informants in local
government were, in the main, very well informed about the Parliament and the Executive and were in
close touch with the parts of those institutions' work that affected them most. They felt that their
relationship with the Parliament and the Executive had to some extent been helped by the fact that a
large number of MSPs and a significant number of ministers had senior local government experience.
In our interviews with civil servants in the Executive, those matters were felt to be largely irrelevant.
The experience of ministers was not seen as being directly relevant to their effectiveness.
Despite the perception that the relationship between local government and the Parliament is
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quite good, difficulties were mentioned. I will comment on some of those in a moment. Many of our
informants felt that, if the relationship between local government and the Parliament were not
improved, that could lead to difficulties in the governance of Scotland.
The most important issues are those that we would describe as symptomatic of a clash of cultures, or at
least of a complex relationship between cultures. There are several dimensions to that, but for the
moment I will dwell on just two of them. First, there is a very complex set of relationships between
officials in local government and civil servants. On the one hand, those relationships work—Scotland
is a small place, people know one another well, they get together in overwhelmingly male cultures on
both sides, agreements are made and things happen on the ground. Local government also regards its
implementation of policy as being generally effective.
On the other hand, civil servants and local government officials view each other with contempt. Civil
servants believe that local government is no good at policy and has no policy capacity. They see
themselves as being good at policy and they believe as a consequence that the centre should lead. Local
government officials believe that Executive civil servants are unable to do things in practice and that



they have no hands-on experience. We were told, "They are worse than the Ministry of Agriculture,
Fisheries and Food", and, "They make the Ministry of Defence look good". People who work in local
government feel that, by contrast, they can achieve things.
The civil service and local government seem unable to conduct a dialogue about those issues across the
divide. A number of practical devices were suggested for dealing with that problem, such as joint
training events, joint management development events, secondments in both directions and attempts to
broaden understanding—on both sides—of the other side's world.
Secondly, there is a difficulty that relates to the role of list MSPs that needs to be tackled, at least at the
level of perceptions among the majority of elected local government politicians and local government
officials to whom we spoke. Clearly, the situation in this area is evolving rapidly. We were taking a
snapshot of a very complex set of issues, but a majority in the 11 authorities that were included in our
case study thought that there was a problem with the role of list MSPs that must be addressed. The
problem is seen as being partly one of role clarity. In its most extreme form, the perception to which I
refer manifested itself as a feeling that Scotland should reconsider the electoral system for the Scottish
Parliament.

Col 1055
Our research suggests that in local government in the broad sense there is a problem of policy capacity,
which inhibits the extent to which local government might become an equal partner of the Parliament
in the governance of Scotland. The majority of our local authority informants felt that there was a
partnership, but that they were in no sense equals with the Parliament in that partnership. There was
also a perception that the Local Government Committee of the Parliament had been weakened by the
reduction in the size of its membership and that it did not have the necessary capacity to undertake all
the tasks that are envisaged for committees of the Parliament.
Within local government, although there was overwhelming support for the Parliament, there was an
uneasy feeling that the Executive was acting as a centralising force in the governance of Scotland. In
our written paper, we highlight three aspects of that. The first is the hypothecation of funding. One
local authority chief executive told us that there had been an 8 per cent increase in revenue expenditure
this year but, when it was unpacked, all but 1.9 per cent was hypothecated. He said:
"What the public sees is the Council getting more money and yet cutting core services."
That is damaging to councils' standing in their communities. The public cannot understand those
complex issues.

11:30
In the civil service, there was at first a general reluctance to admit that hypothecation was taking place
but, when it was acknowledged, there still existed a feeling that the Parliament had not increased
hypothecation and that, if one looked south of the border, the situation was much worse.
The second aspect that we highlight was a live controversy at the time of our work, which was the
privatisation of the roads maintenance contract. There was a feeling in local government that that was
simply an attack on local government and on rural councils in particular.
The third aspect was the creation of local economic forums following the specific recommendation of
the Enterprise and Lifelong Learning Committee last year. There was a feeling that the decision to base
local economic forums on local enterprise company boundaries rather than on local authority
boundaries was damaging to community planning and called into question the extent to which the
Executive was serious about community planning.
Two suggestions came out of our research. First, there is perhaps a need to clarify and codify what is
local and what is national in the governance of Scotland, and a need to consider
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giving local government some clear role in the constitution that is developing in our country. Secondly,
in revisiting and perhaps modernising the CSG principles, there is perhaps an opportunity to invite
local government to embrace them as well.
The Convener: Thank you. You have covered a great deal of territory. I apologise to the parliamentary
and Executive staff who are waiting for the later items on the agenda. We will be late reaching those
items.
Barry Winetrobe spoke about resolving the relationship between the Parliament and the Executive. His
document suggests that we should adopt a resolution. Barry, you are asking for all the difficult issues to
be identified and thrashed out, but might that not heighten the tension between the Executive and the
Parliament? Is there merit in seeking a more evolutionary approach? We have a new First Minister who
is restating support for the principles of the Parliament and for being more transparent and accountable,



and who apparently intends to ease away the difficulties. Would we be better served by a more organic
and gradual approach rather than by thrashing everything out?
Barry Winetrobe: During the past two and a half years, there has been partial coverage of various
protocols, resolutions and agreements between the Parliament and the Executive. That has highlighted
the problem of having rules, procedures and practices in some areas but not in others. Some of those
rules, procedures and practices are published and others are not. That is a matter for the Parliament
itself, with decisions perhaps preceded by an inquiry by the relevant committee—this committee, the
Finance Committee, the Standards Committee or another committee, depending on the topic.
The Executive started off by assuming that the relationship with the Parliament would be pretty much
the relationship of Whitehall with Westminster, with accountability through ministers rather than
officials. There was nothing about that in the Scotland Act 1998. Such a relationship was not required;
it was just assumed by everybody and accepted by the Parliament, perhaps because it had not thought
of any other way of doing it.
Mr Gorrie has made many proposals over the past two years to change the relationship. Almost exactly
two years ago, problems arose because of promises by the Presiding Officer and the then First Minister
that no such rules as the Osmotherly rules, which concern appearances by civil servants before
committees and what they can and cannot say, would be enacted without the participation and implied
consent of the Parliament. My understanding is that rules were issued in the early part of this year. I am
not aware that the Parliament formally had sight of them or
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agreed to them. Some protocols have been concluded between Parliamentary staff and the Executive. I
am not aware that those were endorsed formally in any shape or form by the Parliament or its
committees.
The confusion allows the Executive to carry on with the view that the Westminster model of
accountability subsists in this Parliament and that it is not a different Parliament from Westminster. As
I say, there is no statutory underpinning for that. A lot of areas need to be clarified. Problems arise
running up against the Scotland Act 1998, to the extent that the civil service and various matters are
reserved. Many issues could be dealt with by the Parliament on its own initiative, without the need for
primary legislation at Westminster.
Donald Gorrie: In answer to the convener's question you expanded on the issue of the relationship
between Parliament and the Executive. I was interested in your comments about the expansion of the
remits of committees to cover all relevant areas of core Executive activities, such as the structure and
organisation of the Scottish Administration and the overall policy and conduct of its ministers and
officials. Could you elaborate on that? You are saying that there is a gap in our committee structure, so
the murky depths of the Executive are not properly scrutinised, and that other committees must do that
or we must enlarge the remit of existing committees.
Barry Winetrobe: There is a gap in the sense that the structure, organisation, working practices,
operation, policies and activities of the Scottish Executive, as a core body, are not the subject of
dedicated scrutiny by any one dedicated committee. Various bits are dealt with by various committees,
according to ministerial portfolios. A lot of what Donald Gorrie referred to used to be in the remit of
the Minister for Finance. Issues such as modernising government were dealt with, if at all, by the
Finance Committee. The then Justice and Home Affairs Committee dealt with freedom of information.
There was a problem recently with Alex Neil's member's bill. The Local Government Committee's
remit was extended to cover the areas that were within the remit of the Minister for Finance and Local
Government. That does not seem to have been widely publicised. The committee is still called the
Local Government Committee, not the Government committee or the Scottish Government committee.
A lot of discussion of recent political events focused on the fact that there was no way in which the
Parliament could get a handle on the conduct of the First Minister, or the conduct of the First Minister
since he became First Minister, in relation to the so-called officegate affair.

Col 1058
Many of those issues are, for good or ill, dealt with by the Public Administration Committee at
Westminster. In Northern Ireland, a Committee of the Centre examines those issues. It is even more
important that those matters are examined in a focused way, given all the soundings that we are getting
about what the new Administration will be like, which suggest that there will be a strong centre with an
office of First Minister and Deputy First Minister and a minister for public services. External relations,
for example, are not examined by anybody except when they happen to fall within the remit of, say, the
European Committee.



These questions of standards, structures and civil service organisation must be examined. They are
central to how the Parliament can keep a handle on devolution and the Executive.
Donald Gorrie: You suggest that a resolution of Parliament on the relationship between Parliament
and the Executive
"must be expressed through mechanisms and arrangements that are not numerically or otherwise
dominated by any Executive of the day".
The problem is that most members have more loyalty to their party than to the Parliament. When push
comes to shove, they will vote the party line. I am 110 per cent for achieving that relationship, but I do
not see it happening. How do we achieve it?
Barry Winetrobe: If there are parties and therefore majorities, that is how Parliament operates. That is
one of the single most important reasons why the Parliament has turned out the way it has and perhaps
not the way that some people envisaged it would. The point about which you are asking relates to
bodies such as the Parliamentary Bureau. Matters relating to the Parliament as an institution and its
relationship with the Executive, rather than detailed parliamentary business, should not be matters of
party politics and majorities.
I accept that such matters will ultimately come before the Parliament and that the Parliament is made
up of political parties. However, before such matters are considered by the Parliament, they should be
considered more openly and in forums such as committees that need not have the same political
balance as the Parliament. Certainly, the bureau should not have that balance.
The nadir of the Parliament from a procedural point of view was last November's Executive-inspired
motion about how information should be obtained from the Executive. That was the fallout from the
Scottish Qualifications Authority inquiries. The Executive brought a motion before the Parliament
without any prior consideration and asked the Parliament to endorse its view that, although the
Parliament has the statutory power
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under the Scotland Act 1998 to get any information from the Executive, the Parliament would promise
not to use that power. That was totally wrong—it sent the wrong signals about who runs the
Parliament. Those issues should be considered.
That also applies to housekeeping matters. One of the more unfortunate issues was the badly
mishandled allowances debate in June 1999. The lesson that was taken from that was that all such
matters should be arranged behind the scenes and cleared with the bureau by the parties, even if they
are not strictly party matters. Housekeeping matters are then just presented, often without debate and
certainly without a vote, for the agreement of the Parliament.
Various matters have been dealt with in that way. An example is the relationship between constituency
and regional MSPs. Those issues were brought before the Parliament—which was the first time that
they had been presented to the public—and just endorsed formally. That does not show a mature and
confident Parliament. The lesson is to be more open. As was suggested earlier, if such matters are
discussed openly, they do not become newsworthy in that shock-horror, soundbite, headline way. It
does not become a question of leaks; it becomes a matter of genuine debate and open, accessible
housekeeping that everyone can see.
Mr Paterson: I want to talk about the Parliamentary Bureau. In paragraph 16 of your submission, you
mention ensuring that
"business is conducted as openly and transparently as possible".
Have you reflected on the fact that the bureau does not produce an agenda or a minute of its meeting
for members?
Barry Winetrobe: The main problem with the bureau is its composition, from which flows its method
of working and the problems with transparency. De facto, the bureau has an Executive majority
because of the coalition partners. It also operates by the block vote, which is discredited in all other
respects. A couple of weeks ago, the convener was sceptical about Mr Canavan's suggestion that the
block vote could be broken down and allocated to get the true view of the parties. There must be ways
to achieve that. The Labour party was planning to do it with the trade union block of its electoral
college, had there been an election for a new party leader. There must be ways to say that 25 out of 35
members want one thing but the other 10 want something else.
11:45
It is a fundamental problem that back benchers do not have a direct role in the running of the
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Parliament. The bureau represents party business managers, which was not what was envisaged at the
beginning. In my larger report, I mentioned the fact that some proposals from Bernard Crick and David



Millar envisaged a very different sort of business committee that would involve lots of interests beyond
those of the parties. That sort of forum could become more like a committee and be more open. It was
called a bureau deliberately to emphasise the fact that it was not a parliamentary committee and was,
therefore, not required to abide by any principles of openness.
As far as I remember, the CSG proposed that the bureau should meet in private. That idea goes back to
the CSG principles; it is not a betrayal of them. It was always envisaged that the business committee
would operate in private. If the party blocks were broken down, it would be opened up and it would be
able to go about the ordering of business according to a far more advanced programme. That would be
more practical and the problems under the present arrangements, whereby business managers cannot
consult their parties because things are not decided until the last minute, would perhaps not be so great.
Mr Paterson: Do you think that a good starting point would be to provide an agenda and then a minute
of the bureau's proceedings?
Barry Winetrobe: I hope that there will be something more like what was originally intended, which
was a rolling programme. The Parliament has made great strides in giving advance notice of its
recesses. The website has dates on it for recesses up until the beginning of 2003, which is marvellous.
It can do that sort of thing. I do not see why its business cannot be arranged according to a rolling
programme, instead of the one week definite, one week provisional arrangement.
It looks strange to agree to have an item that is referred to simply as a ministerial statement. That
presumes that ministers have an announcement to make—they know what they are going to say—that
is somehow going to be a secret until then. I find that a strange concept. It would make a symbolic
statement if bureau business was not almost invariably dealt with in the chamber by the two Executive
members of the bureau, as that gives the impression that it is the Executive ministers who run the
Parliament's business—it makes them look like the Leader of the House of Commons. I do not see
why, if the bureau is a collegiate body, the other members should not take turns to announce bureau
business in the Parliament.
Mr Paterson: May I ask a further question?
The Convener: Very briefly, Gil.
Mr Paterson: In bullet point 2 of paragraph 16 of your submission, you talk about
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"a broadening of the membership of the Bureau, perhaps to reflect interests within the Parliament other
than party."
Who would those other people be, if not party representatives?
Barry Winetrobe: The Crick and Millar proposals included the Presiding Officer as a full voting
member—a full participant. They also proposed the inclusion of members from the island communities
to ensure that their interests were protected in bureau business, following the reasoning that led to
separate seats for Orkney and Shetland. The bureau would still deal with party business—"party" was a
shorthand word—but could include representatives of the party groups or the conveners of the party
groups, depending on how the parties organise themselves as party groups, separate from their business
managers. The way in which parties organise themselves in the Parliament is not transparent at all.
Little research has been conducted into the Parliament's operation. That compounds some of the
mystique surrounding the way in which decisions are made.
The Convener: Thank you. That is all that we will hear from Barry, although we might come back to
him. We now move to Pamela Tosh. You found that the stage 2 process was much criticised by people
who felt that they did not have enough time, that it was artificial and that they were not getting through.
You faithfully reported what people told you. What was your view? I will start by saying that I thought
that the Housing (Scotland) Bill proceeded quite sedately compared to other bills. There was plenty of
time to lodge amendments, and external groups had many opportunities—and they took them—to cast
about for sympathetic MSPs to lodge amendments. Is there a gap between people's perception and
reality or, having considered it, do you think that they are right to be critical?
Ms Tosh: I would prefer just to report what my respondents told me. During stage 2, the Social Justice
Committee was meeting twice a week, and in the last week the committee met all day. The respondents
felt that they could not brief MSPs adequately. Some MSPs felt that they did not have enough time, as
one said, to give "mature thought and reflection" to what was being proposed.
When I attended the committee as a non-participant observer, I had the sense that stage 2 was very
rapid. There was no chance to debate and there was no genuine dialogue. As another organisation
commented, the bill was choreographed. It seemed to operate in a similar way to stage 3. However,
there were expectations that stage 2 would operate differently and that, for example, MSPs would leave



their partisan rivalry at the door. It was hoped that MSPs would operate in a more consensual way—
obviously there are
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ideological differences and it would not have to be cosy. There was a feeling that the Labour MSPs on
the Social Justice Committee and the Executive were unwilling to accept any amendments from
Opposition parties. The organisations and Opposition members that I interviewed felt that that was not
in the spirit of the stage 2 process.
The Convener: Dr McAteer has indicated that he wants to come in on that. I owe you an apology, Dr
McAteer, as I should have asked whether you wished to make some introductory comments.
Dr Mark McAteer: No, not at all.
The Convener: I am glad that I did not get that wrong.
Dr McAteer: Much of the work that Pamela Tosh has done is very useful. I talked to some of the
organisations that were involved in drafting the bill, and they said that the key arena was the party
group meetings. That was where the real horsetrading between ministers and back benchers took place.
They told me that anyone who wanted to influence the bill had to nobble members, who then nobbled
ministers. None of that was done in committee. It was Westminster-style politics. That came up in our
research into other committees such as the Local Government Committee. It is clear that the key
decisions took place behind the scenes.
The Convener: I can see that that would be a concern.
Pamela, the amendments lodged by Opposition members were not all suggested by outside
organisations trying to achieve their objectives through the bill, particularly given what you have said
about how those organisations tended to recruit Labour or Liberal Democrat members. I presume that
some of the Opposition amendments—perhaps most of them—were political amendments, which were
designed to make a point, criticise or advance party policy. Did you recognise that that might have
contributed to the hostility of the Labour members towards those amendments? I would like a response
from Dr McAteer on that, too.
Ms Tosh: That is a possibility. I really do not know. However, as much as Opposition members lodged
amendments for partisan reasons, the respondents to my interviews felt disappointed with the process.
Dr McAteer: It is difficult to say whether some of the amendments were rejected because of party-
political bias or poor wording. We had several comments along the lines that Opposition amendments
would be routinely rejected, even though Labour members might pick them up later.
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In those cases, the amendments were tweaked slightly and then the committee agreed to them because
it was more acceptable to the Executive to approve a Labour amendment than an Opposition
amendment. However, as I said, the validity of that is open to challenge.
Mr McAveety: I am probably not the best member to comment on some of what has been said, but I
suggest that we move the issue further back in time to the initial debate about the future of housing. It
was the language that all participants employed at the very early stages of that debate that created
allegations of partisanship, in particular at stage 2.
In Scotland, the issue of housing is so important historically, and in the development of the political
parties, that argument will always be created. That means that the debate around the role of social
rented housing, public sector housing, local authority housing will always be emotional. In one of
yesterday's papers, the president of the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities was still being quoted
about the investment strategy.
If we examine the committees, the most interesting point was the obvious partisanship that went right
through a whole series of processes. That touches on the issue that Canon Wright, Joyce and others
mentioned earlier about the culture of the Parliament and how we engage in debate. I am making a
statement here rather than asking a question, but if we start from a core of language, argument can be
made in words that speak of betrayal and rejection, rather than—if I keep the theological metaphors
going today—words that try to heal.
It strikes me, as seems to be indicated in the research, that we could end up with that scenario every
time we reach stage 2. We need to get beyond that and learn lessons about how we should move
forward.
The Convener: What he means is that the SNP tried to get in everybody's face. That is why they lost
the debate.
Mr McAveety: No. Let us not criticise the noble political process of being able to access the decision
makers. People might say, "That is terrible. Everything must be done transparently in the Parliament
but, by the way, can I have a quiet word with somebody?" That does not work. Real life, never mind



politics, is not like that. The test of the Parliament is how the process can produce an outcome that is
meaningful and, when we arrive at a decision, that it is one that is genuinely meaningful and different.
Some of the language that my own people have used, and—I will not deny it—that I have used in
public debates, has been robust, to say the least.
The Convener: During the progress of the
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Transport (Scotland) Act 2001, I was interested to see—although I did not see it for myself—how, in
committee discussions and in the amendments that were lodged, Labour members were nudging the
minister towards a different view on a number of issues including workplace parking and the operation
of quality contracts for buses. There was quite a tug-of-war going on in which the back benchers, by
their body language and by some of the things that they said, gave out the message that they felt that
they had won. That happened away from the public domain and away from scrutiny. Frank McAveety
made that same point about the passage of the Housing (Scotland) Act 2001. How can that be stopped?
If parliamentarians are able to use informal contact to achieve their objectives and what they see as
improvements in bills, should that also be stopped? Is that informal contact not a good thing, albeit that
it is not conducted in the full glare of publicity?
Dr McAteer: That goes to the heart of recent debates. When does cronyism become good networking?
To deny people access to good networking opportunities would not be a good thing for the Parliament
or how it functions.
The Convener: I am not sure whether the Council of Trent would have helped us to get around that
question.
Mr Macintosh: The discussion has touched on broader issues and ideas. One of those is the idea that,
after a Parliament is elected, committee members specialise in the area of their committee. Much of the
discussion has assumed the noble ideal that every committee member is a tabula rasa—we can all be
operated on and we will come to logical conclusions. Those who say that forget that virtually all MSPs
come with strong attitudes and opinions. We are elected to reflect those attitudes and opinions. A
balance has to be struck in that argument.
The Procedures Committee has looked at stage 2 and has extended some of the time, in particular for
amendments. Does Pamela Tosh think that the stage 2 process can be further improved by measures
such as that and others or are there fundamental weakness in the legislative process?
Ms Tosh: Giving the stage 2 process more time would be an advantage.
I return to an earlier point about whether Conservative members, for example, lodge as many partisan
amendments as do Labour members. My research shows that all the parties supported a large
proportion of amendments lodged by the Executive. They were also supported without a vote. A large
proportion of Conservative, SNP, Liberal and Labour members voted in support of Executive
amendments without
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a division, but when it came to SNP or Conservative amendments, it was totally different.
To return to the question about the process and time, giving the stage 2 process more time would be an
advantage. Committees felt that meeting twice a week for example was too much.
12:00
Donald Gorrie: In paragraph 17 of your interesting submission, you mention task forces. It seems to
me that, for once, the Executive has tried to be intelligent and have a forum in which there is proper
discussion of the issues. However, as I understand it, the two opposition parties and the Liberal
Democrat members were suspicious that it was all a stitch-up and that the task force was merely a
mouthpiece for Executive policies that they did not like, and they voted against it. That raises an
interesting question. I would have thought that the common-sense answer is that if the Executive had
explained the thinking behind its proposition to the non-Labour members, the task forces might have
worked. Would that provide an answer or is there a bigger issue about Executive consultation that does
not take account of the Parliament? That was mentioned earlier today.
Ms Tosh: The interest groups and MSPs welcomed the number of working groups and task forces that
were set up. There was a genuine feeling that experts were being involved in the development of
policy. However, there was also a feeling that the working groups and task forces were populated by
the usual suspects and professionals, not the ordinary person in the street who would be affected by the
legislation.
Secondly, and of greater importance, there was a feeling that the Executive was farming out the more
contentious aspects of policy to working groups and task forces. Those groups are not publicly
scrutinised and that is something to consider. Although minutes of task forces are published on the



website, you do not get an idea of the horse-trading that goes on and the deals that are struck; the
negotiation and the bargaining.
The groups were welcomed as a way of opening up the legislative process to more participation and
access, but there was a feeling that they were populated by the usual suspects and that the whole
process was taking place away from parliamentary scrutiny. When MSPs scrutinised and probed the
policy recommendations and, perhaps, disagreed with them, they were faced with the attitude that
everything had already been agreed within the task force and that that was the way forward.
Donald Gorrie: Thank you.
Mr Macintosh: I found your presentation very
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interesting. We are all conscious that devolution should not stop at the Parliament. It is a principle that
I hope we all accept and it is interesting to see how it is or is not being realised in practice. Recently
there has been a move to focus on outcomes in local government. Have you been able to examine how
that initiative will work in practice? Do you have any views on it? Many of us regard a focus on
outcomes as the way forward. We should ask local government to deliver agreed goals, instead of
telling it how to do something.
Dr Mark McAteer: I agree, but the key phrase is agreed goals. If we are to move towards outcome
agreements, what will be the role of local government in setting what those agreements are trying to
achieve? That is the question that we need to address. In the 1970s we used to talk about corporatism or
incorporation. What is the formal incorporated role of local government in the governance of Scotland?
Local government needs to agree with the Parliament and the Executive what they are trying to achieve
collectively and how that will be delivered through local outcome agreements. The initiative to which
Mr Macintosh referred has good possibilities, but it is critical that we define the role that local
government will be asked to play. If local government is to be asked merely to deliver what the
Executive has agreed, we need to ask ourselves whether we are any further forward.
Professor Fairley: I agree with Mark McAteer. When our interviews took place, the concept of
outcome agreements was still being developed in practice. Our local government informants were very
hopeful that the agreements would give them an enhanced role, but somewhat suspicious that the
Executive would use them to tie their hands.
Mr Macintosh: Surely setting outcomes is a way round the issue of hypothecated funding.
Professor Fairley: As long as the outcomes are the result of negotiation and joint agreement, and are
not imposed.
Mr McAveety: There is a never-ending tension between central Government and local government.
Professors can make careers out of analysing that in the social history of the United Kingdom.
The Convener: Hopefully.
Dr McAteer: I will try.
Mr McAveety: We are dealing here with an issue of language. Quite rightly, local government is
demanding openness and accountability from the Executive and the Parliament, but it, too, needs to
engage in a pluralist political culture; openness and accountability should be hallmarks of local
democracy. The civil service could learn
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an immense amount from local government about proper consultation and engagement with
communities. Local government's achievements in those areas are not being valued.
A side issue is the inner connection between local government and national Government that would
enable experience and expertise to be shared. We need to find ways of bringing in folk from outside the
normal charmed circles. As a minister, I took advice from people who I thought were really bright, but
later I realised that they had no relevant life experience.
A debate about centralisation is taking place. Funnily enough, the two Governments that centralised
power most in the UK were probably the Thatcher Government and the 1945 Labour Administration.
They did so for totally different reasons; in the 1930s and 1940s there were philosophical debates about
why social and regional development across the UK should be standardised. We need to consider how
we can open up a debate with local government, so that it does not simply blame the Scottish
Parliament for what is happening. For a year and a half I felt that local government was blaming the
Scottish Parliament and Executive where it had previously blamed Westminster, instead of realising
that we are all seeking to improve the quality of governance. If folk do not believe in governance,
participation rates will eventually plummet. That is now starting to happen.
How do we get the language right? Someone wrote that the debate about electoral reform is not an
issue on the doorsteps and seems to have come from nowhere, but McIntosh and Kerley produced



major reports on the issue and it has been discussed in a series of other publications. The debate about
electoral reform cannot have come from nowhere; it must have originated with parts of Scottish civic
society. Electoral reform is not simply a convenient football. How can we engage with local
government to improve everybody's quality of life?
Professor Fairley: That was a wide-ranging question.
Dr McAteer: Philosophy and theology in the one day.
Mr McAveety: I know. I need to stop that.
Professor Fairley: I will respond to a couple of aspects of the question. Some interesting points are
made in the Angus Council submission. I am not its author and I do not agree with all of it, but one of
the questions it raises is what the national role of a local authority is. If, for example, the people of
Angus want to comment on some matter of Scottish Parliament business—or indeed some matter of
European policy—what is the mechanism for doing that? One possibility is the
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local authority. It is, after all, elected.
In Scottish debates, we tend to focus almost exclusively on the service-delivery role of local
government and to forget about democracy at a local level and the community's need for a voice in
regional or national debate. That said, the work that we have done suggests that local authorities are up
against a big problem: they do not have the policy capacity to engage at those levels.
The Convener: Do you feel that the views that Angus Council expressed are pretty representative of
local government? Obviously, as Angus Council is an SNP-run council, it may have taken an
Opposition attitude to some aspects of central Government. It struck me that the Angus Council
submission did not seem all that partisan. I suspect that a lot of the views that it expresses are
widespread. I wondered whether you had any perspective on that.
Professor Fairley: We have 32 local authorities in Scotland. They are different, even throughout urban
Scotland. There is a saying that universities do not perhaps exist except in the minds of university
principals; they are just collections of departments. To some extent, that is also true of local
government.
The submission from Angus Council is a corporate document, which would have come from the chief
executive in consultation with senior councillors. If we sat down with the head of service for education
or social work, we might get a different view. That pluralism exists within most councils.
There is a question as to what the voice of local government is in such matters. In our submission, we
say that communications between local government and the Scottish Executive and the Parliament are
incredibly complex. It is difficult to say that there is a single local government voice, even for one local
authority.
Donald Gorrie: I am not entirely up to speed on local government issues. A year ago, in one of the
numerous coups that take place, when the numbers on the committees were reduced, I got put out of the
Local Government Committee. At that time, that committee was actively pursuing the covenant that is
in our papers. Is the hostility between local government and the Executive or between local government
and the Parliament? Might it be possible for the Parliament to act as an honest broker between local
government and the Executive?
Dr McAteer: In the research that we have undertaken, the Parliament was generally viewed more
favourably than was the Executive, but you do not get off lightly. There are still problems with the
Parliament as far as local government is concerned. Openness and accessibility were
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welcomed and viewed as positive developments, but there was a feeling that interference was
increasing as a consequence of the Parliament as well as of the Executive. The feeling was that MSPs
were taking up issues that councils more properly considered local, not parliamentary, issues. Work
load also came up again. Something like 74 per cent of our councillor respondents to the survey said
that their work load had increased as a consequence of the Parliament's existence and that that was
having a serious impact on local resources and capacity.
The Parliament certainly has a role to play. Could it be an honest broker? Perhaps.
Professor Fairley: I will add one small comment. I agree entirely with what Mark McAteer said. An
issue is emerging with the qualitative effect on the local government work load. One council leader told
us that, before the Parliament was set up, when a big issue arose he would probably have been expected
to report back to the council saying that he had written to the minister and was awaiting a reply; now,
he is expected to report back quickly, saying that he has met the minister and got a result.
Donald Gorrie: I am a bit sceptical about the work load. If there is a problem about lack of street
lights in Coatbridge, the council has to dig up an answer. If half a dozen MSPs write in about it, the



council merely has to send out a letter half a dozen times. I do not see what the issue is. However, there
is a philosophical issue. In my brief sojourn at Westminster I was astonished when a Scottish Labour
MP said that he/she did not think it was part of his/her duties in any way to criticise the local authority.
My concept is totally different.
12:15
Dr McAteer: The work load is not so much in the response to specific inquiries about street lights and
so on; it is more about the policy development issue. That is the real problem for local government. As
a former councillor, Frank McAveety will be well aware that, in recent years, the budget difficulties of
local government have meant that most authorities have tried to support and protect front-line services.
They shoot suits to make some of their budget cuts, and those shots invariably fall on the corporate
policy people—they have had the greatest number of casualties in that sense. That affects the capacity
of the local authority to think more strategically about which issues it needs to develop, who it needs to
try to influence, and how it can influence the agendas of the Parliament, the Executive and so on. That
is where the big problem now lies. Some councils are better placed than others. Some of the larger ones
are still okay but many councils are
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struggling. Given COSLA's recent difficulties it is not a source of help on that at the moment. There are
real problems there. If you want authorities engaged in a dialogue and a partnership, how do you
resource that partnership? That is the big question.
The Convener: That raises the point that somebody made earlier, on applying the CSG principles in
local government. If you wish to make local government more consultative and you want it to build in
petitions and develop a dialogue with its citizenry—which many are trying to do through the renewing
democracy process—you are diverting resources away from front-line services and on to the talkers,
the strategists and the paper writers in local government. If the resources are not in place, local
government cannot really deliver that.
Professor Fairley: We worked in some depth with 11 case study local authorities, none of which felt
able to say that they approached the Parliament or the Executive strategically, except occasionally on
particular issues such as road maintenance privatisation.
Mr McAveety: The knock-on effect of the reorganisation period in local government has preoccupied
many authorities. The authority I was involved in is still dealing with the consequences. How many
authorities have had not external consultants, as that is a bad phrase, but independent assessment of
how organising structures is business, in terms of service delivery and corporate support? How many
have managed to keep that under review? I do not know whether much of that has occurred. Where are
we getting the voices to come in to assist local government in partnership so that things are not seen as
being imposed from central Government or Victoria Quay? That is my main concern. If something is
coming from the civil service it will be understandably and quite rightly resisted, whereas it would be
different if it were a shared debate about making improvements. Few authorities seem to get
independent assessment in the way that they perhaps should.
Dr McAteer: Anyone who works with local authorities is, at times, put in the invidious position of
defending the indefensible. Local government can be its own worst enemy. I share many of Frank
McAveety's sentiments on that. We need to consider that. In the research, many people commented that
there are some people in local government who are still stuck in a pre-1997 mentality. To them, it is
easy to oppose, complain and blame others, but they are not willing to accept the responsibility of
playing a partner in a dialogue and therefore being accountable for the policy outcomes of that
dialogue. There is a big issue there—the cultural issues that Frank
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McAveety spoke about earlier are critical to all of this.
Professor Fairley: To some extent, our history is a problem in two main respects. The Scottish Office
was set up primarily to co-ordinate local government. Co-ordination very quickly became very tight
central control, not just of such things as budgets but of the financial management process in many
service areas.
It is difficult for Scotland to think itself out of being centralised. That is compounded by the likelihood
that the great majority of the mostly male population that runs local government and central local
government policy developed their careers during two decades when local government was seen as part
of the problem. It is often difficult for those individuals to think about local government more
positively. If we believe that local government can play a more positive role, that steer will have to
come from outside the system.



Donald Gorrie: I have one more question, but the witnesses do not have to answer it if they do not
want to. The fact that civil servants are constantly being moved about means that they never get a grip
on anything; that was certainly evident when the Local Government Committee asked questions of
people who—at the time, although they may have moved on yet again—were in charge of finance
issues. They simply did not know their stuff. If more civil servants stayed in one department but got a
real grip on the work of that department, would we improve the relationship between national and local
government?
Professor Fairley: I do not know that our research allows me to comment on that specific point.
However, we heard some comments, based on observations of other European countries, to the effect
that, if civil servants wanted to be promoted beyond a certain point, they should perhaps be required to
have a spell in local government.
Donald Gorrie: That is a good point.
The Convener: Yes, it is an interesting idea.
Mr Paterson: John Fairley spoke about concerns in 11 councils about list MSPs. What concerns did
they have about list MSPs that were different from their concerns about constituency MSPs?
Professor Fairley: I will start and then let Mark McAteer come in. That is a complex issue. For some
of our respondents, first past the post was a principle; they were not comfortable with thinking about
disproportionality and how to correct it. The constituency MSP was widely seen as having clear
accountability to a particular geographical
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patch, whereas the list MSP was not seen as being as accountable. In addition, there was a feeling that,
because of the connection with a territory, the role of the constituency MSP was clearer, whereas the
list MSP could pick and choose his or her issues. Furthermore, there was a perception on the part of
some local Executive-supporting politicians that list MSPs from Opposition parties were being put in to
shadow constituencies for future contests and were cherry-picking issues in a way that was really
unhelpful locally.
Dr McAteer: A concern that came through was that list MSPs would chase headlines and that their
concerns were all about whom they could criticise to get their face in the paper and whom they could
get publicity from; and, invariably, that was the local council. Whether that concern reflects the truth or
not is another matter, but that was the perception. In most areas, the political composition of the council
reflects the constituency MSP composition, and it was interesting that, even in non-Labour areas, the
same issues came through. This is not simply a case of Labour councils complaining about SNP or
Conservative list MSPs. The question seems to go to the heart of the issues that were raised earlier
concerning the roles, responsibilities and remit of list MSPs, especially with respect to local
government.
Professor Fairley: We did our research early in the life of the Parliament and it would be astonishing
if everything was cut and dried within two years, but in two of our case-study councils where we felt
that local issues might cause difficulties, the Labour leadership said, "There is some friction, but it is
just the price of extending and improving democracy." However, that was a minority view.
Mr Paterson: Is there any evidence that the friction was less if the colour of the council happened to
be the same as that of the list MSP?
Professor Fairley: From our work, I do not think so. Friction often seemed to be about personality as
much as about party label.
The Convener: That draws a long session to a close. I apologise to everybody for the way that we have
overrun. With hindsight, I would say that we tried to do too much, but we have covered a huge amount
of interesting territory.
Before we finish, I would say to David McCrone that if he has any advice that he wishes to give the
committee on any aspect of the session, or if he wants to point any of his future students in the
direction of wider studies of these issues, we would be pleased to hear from him, and them, again. I
wanted to get David's name on the record because of the continuing discussion about the
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role of committee advisers.
I thank everybody for taking part. We will have an adjournment for a couple of minutes before we
deal—quickly, I hope—with the remaining agenda items.
12:25
Meeting adjourned.



PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

Renfrewshire Council welcomes the opportunity to present comment to the
Committee on the consultative steering group’s principles of power sharing:
accountability; accessibility, openness and responsiveness; and, review, self
assessment and monitoring.

This supplements the Council’s response to the initial consultation in June of last
year.

The four principles combine a complex range of issues and questions relating to the
operation of the Parliament and its interrelationships with the other tiers of
government and the Scottish people. At this stage in the development of the
Parliament, it is too early to comment in detail on each issue. However, the proposal
that there should be an annual review would allow more meaningful views to be
developed over time.

The Council recognises that the Parliament is immature in years but certainly not in
terms of its aspirations both for itself and the governance of Scotland.

The Parliament is more than its institutions and procedures, however important they
may be to its operations, or indeed the MSPs who, individually and collectively, make
decisions on affecting the daily lives of us all.   Indeed it is the visible demonstration
of this decision making function which is the key to the Parliament’s future.

The Parliament has a crucial role to play in overseeing the Executive which leads us
to the first principle of power sharing.

The Parliament has established a comprehensive committee system to monitor and
progress legislation.   Perhaps benefiting from the experience of so many local
councillors in its ranks, the parliament has been able to put its own mark on the
approach to power sharing.

We welcome the Parliament’s willingness and desire to encourage the broadest
possible consultation and dialogue not only within the Parliament itself and with the
Executive, but also local authorities and organisations and individuals outwith the
formal political structure.

The opportunity for individuals to participate in the decision making process and the
willingness of the Parliament to listen to a range of views and opinions should be
promoted as widely as possible.   This could be achieved not only by the formal
publicity machinery at the Parliament’s disposal but also, and perhaps more
effectively, by the individual MSPs.
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Renfrewshire Council was pleased that the Procedures Committee met in Paisley
recently as part of its “mini tour” of Scotland to canvass public opinion on the 4
principles.   This demonstrated the willingness of the Parliament to listen and
hopefully there will be an increasing number of meetings held outwith Edinburgh.

For power-sharing to be effective, there must be dialogue.   Whilst the Parliament
can establish the framework for consultation, there has to be greater public
awareness of the role of the Parliament and the MSPs. This is easier said than done
- all too often, government, whether  national or local, is seen in a negative light.  We
all need to work together to create the culture where everyone is valued and is
aware they are valued and are entitled to have their say. This has to be done against
a formal machinery of some description, be it a Committee system or executive,
supported by its own bureaucracy and procedures which result in decisions being
made. Clearly, not all decisions will be met with universal acclaim - we have to make
hard choices, it comes with the territory, but provided we can demonstrate how we
reached those decisions then we can go a long way to creating confidence in our
government systems.

We all need to be educated in the role of the Parliament, the Executive, Local
Government and their interrelationships.  The Parliament and COSLA have been
working for some time now on a covenant to establish their working relationships and
we understand that this is being considered by the relevant Committees to be
followed by a debate by the Parliament, with the covenant hopefully being approved
by the summer recess. This will be an important step not only in recognising our
respective and shared responsibilities in the governance of Scotland but also in
establishing a standing joint conference, as proposed by the McIntosh Commission,
where the Parliament and local government can meet as equals.

The Parliament already produces a range of information material - in printed form
and via the web-site.   But more than this, there has to be a greater emphasis on
educating schoolchildren about the Parliament. They are our future and by improving
their knowledge and understanding we can begin to mould the Parliament to a
parliament for the people.

On the issue of accountability, it is felt that this is primarily an area for MSPs and the
general public to comment.   However, it is clear that the distinction between
constituency and regional MSPs is not readily understood by the public. There is
scope here for the Parliament providing some readily understood guidance for the
wider public audience.

The Parliament is open and accessible and is to be congratulated for its approach to
encouraging visitors.
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The opportunity for Councils to submit evidence to the Parliamentary Committees is
welcomed and it is important that this takes place at the earliest stages in the
legislative process so that Councils can have an effective input. There are, however,
concerns that the timescales for consultation are too tight and a more co-ordinated
approach would allow for more effective consultation and still maintain the legislative
programme.

The Parliament’s website is very comprehensive and relatively easy to use.  Also,
the enquiry service is very useful and provides prompt responses.

Officers within the Parliament and the Executive are accessible either by telephone
or e-mail and are willing to answer questions or offer advice on particular topics,
which is very welcome. However, occasionally the advice from the Parliament and
the Executive may be unclear or misleading and it is important that the correct
advice is given on procedural issues and this is one area the Parliament may wish to
address.

The network of Partner Libraries should be extended. Within my own council as we
increase the number of public pcs with internet access then more and more people
will have the opportunity to access infomation which affects their daily lives.

There is a wide range of information available. However, this tends to be structured
along Parliamentary business lines e.g. by Committee and by date which may
discourage the general public from taking an interest in Parliamentary affairs. The
Parliament could investigate how to make this information more readily accessible,
for example, setting up ‘newsgroups’ on particular subject where subscibers could be
kept up to date with developments without having to trawl through the website.

Councillor Jim Harkins
Leader, Renfrewshire Council


