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PR/02/12/1

FOR DECISION

12th MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

PROPOSED CHANGE TO STANDING ORDERS - THE CONVENERS'
GROUP

1. Attached is a paper from the Committee Office which explains both the

general background to the proposed change and the details of the

changes to the standing orders.

2. George Reid MSP, Convener of the Conveners' Group, Elizabeth Watson,

Clerk to the Group and Mark Richards from the Legal Directorate will

attend.

3. The Committee is asked to discuss and decide upon the proposed

standing orders.

Clerking and Reporting Directorate
October 2002



CONSTITUTION OF CONVENERS LIAISON GROUP IN STANDING
ORDERS

Background

1. The Procedures Committee considered a joint referral from the
Parliamentary Bureau and the Conveners' Liaison Group recommending that
the Conveners Liaison Group be constituted formally in Standing Orders to be
known as the Conveners' Group.  The terms of the joint referral, which also
set out the agreed constitution, working practices and functions is attached for
information at Annex A.  This paper was discussed by the Committee on 12
September 2000.  OR 446-450 (copy attached) refers.

2. The Procedures Committee agreed that Standing Orders should be
drafted to give effect to the terms of the joint referral.

3. Since then, there has been further consideration in the Bureau and the
Conveners' Liaison Group of the role of a formally constituted Conveners'
Group and of the draft Standing Orders.

4. As a result of further discussions in the Bureau and the Conveners'
Liaison Group, it has been agreed that the terms of the joint referral should be
amended insofar as they relate to the creation of sub-committees.  Having
regard to the business management function of the Bureau and the working
practices that have evolved in the committees, neither group now sees the
need for the Conveners' Group to have a role in the process of creating sub-
committees.

5. Draft Standing Orders are attached at Annex B for consideration by
the committee which give effect to the agreement now reached between the
Bureau and the Conveners' Liaison Group.

Notes on draft Standing Orders

Rule 3.1

6. Rule 3.1 is amended to give to the Presiding Officer the function of
convening and chairing the Conveners' Group.  The reference to the Presiding
Officer is sufficient to include the deputy presiding officers.  A practice has
evolved of a deputy presiding officer convening and chairing the current
Conveners' Liaison Group.  This practice could continue under the Standing
Orders.  This reflects the agreement in paragraph 4 of the joint referral.

Chapter 6A

7. A new chapter 6A is inserted into Standing Orders.

8. The provisions in the new Rule 6A.1 represent the terms of paragraph
4 of the agreed referral.  There is no need for a reference to attendance by a



deputy convener as this is already provided for in the existing provisions
which govern the role of deputy convener.

9. Rule 6A.2 gives the Group the functions agreed in paragraphs 7, 8 and
9 of the joint referral.  In particular, Rule 6A.2.1(a) is sufficient to allow the
formally constituted Group to continue with the role presently carried out by
the Conveners' Liaison Group in connection with agreeing priorities for
research and civic participation and in considering committee operations.

10. It should be noted, as stated above, that no provision is now made in
relation to the creation of sub-committees.

11. Rule 6A.2.2 states that the Group shall not be regarded as a committee
for the purposes of Standing Orders.  This reflects the agreement in
paragraph 4 of the joint referral.

12. Rule 6A.3 deals with procedures in the Group.  This rule, again,
reflects the agreement in relation to working practices brought out in
paragraphs 4 and 6 of the joint referral.

Rule 6.13.1, 6.13.2 and 8.13A

13. Provision is made to amend Rule 6.13.1, Rule 6.13.2 and new Rule
8.13.A.  These provisions in the draft Standing Orders give effect to the
agreement between the Bureau and CLG brought out in paragraphs 13 and
14 of the joint referral in relation to assignment of roles as lead/other
committees (other than in the context of legislation).

Rule 12.3.2 and Rule 12.10

14. Amendments are proposed to these rules to reflect the agreement
brought out in paragraph 15 of the joint referral in relation to the location of
committee meetings and travel by members outside the United Kingdom and,
in particular, a mechanism which would allow referral to the SPCB in the
unlikely event that agreement could not be secured.

Decision taking

15. In accordance with the agreement reached between the Bureau and
CLG in paragraph 5 of the joint referral, there is no provision for voting.  The
Group will proceed by consensus.



Conclusion

16. Both the Bureau and the Conveners' Liaison Group are satisfied
that the draft Standing Orders give effect to the terms of the joint
agreement which now exists between them.  The Procedures Committee
is, accordingly, invited to agree the proposed amendments to Standing
Orders.

Committee Office
October 2002



ANNEX A

CONSTITUTION OF CONVENERS’ LIAISON GROUP IN STANDING
ORDERS

Background

1. This matter was first referred to the Procedures Committee in
September 1999 by the Bureau to enable consideration to be given to the role
that a formally constituted Conveners’ Liaison Group might play.  In October,
the Procedures Committee referred the matter back to the Bureau and to the
Conveners’ Liaison Group asking for further guidance on the role that the
Group was intended to fulfil.

2. There have since been a number of meetings between representatives
from the Bureau and representatives from the Conveners’ Liaison Group at
which agreement has been reached on the role and functions of a formally
constituted Conveners’ Liaison Group.

3. The matter is, accordingly, remitted back to the Procedures Committee
to enable the matters to be considered in detail and for the required changes
in Standing Orders to be instructed.

Constitution of Conveners’ Liaison Group

4. Standing Orders should make provision as follows:

� The Parliament should be required to establish a Conveners’ Liaison
Group

� The Conveners of all the Parliament’s committees should be members of
the Group, with provision made for deputy conveners to attend if any
convener is unavailable.

� Any member ceasing to be a convener or deputy convener would
automatically cease to be a member of the Group

� The Group would not be regarded as a committee for the purposes of
Standing Orders.

� The Presiding Officer or either of the Deputy Presiding Officers should be
entitled to convene and chair meetings of the Group.  It is intended that the
Presiding Officer would then allocate primary responsibility for this duty to
one of the DPOs with the other available to chair the meeting in the
nominated member’s absence.  Given the flexibility inherent in this
arrangement, it is not considered necessary to make any other provisions
relating to a deputy or temporary convener of the Group.

� The Group should meet in private.



� The quorum for the Group should be at least 5 members representing at
least 3 political parties.

Decision taking and voting

5. It is envisaged that the proceeding within the Conveners’ Liaison Group
will be conducted in a consensual manner.  It is, therefore, considered that
there is no need to make provision in Standing Orders for the method by
which decisions should be reached or to make provision for voting.

Appointment of reporters

6. The Group should be entitled to appoint reporters from amongst its
number.

Functions

7. The Conveners’ Liaison Group presently considers a number of
matters affecting the day to day operation of committees and, in particular:

� It agrees priorities for research

� It identifies and agrees innovative ways of engaging with civic society.

� It monitors consistency of approach in the application of procedures and
allows conveners to share experiences.

� It agrees priorities for briefing visits.

8. Standing Orders should contain a provision which would allow the
Group to continue with these roles.

9. Standing Orders should also make provision for the Conveners’ Liaison
Group to have a formal role in the following matters:

� Proposals from individual committees to form sub-committees.

� Issues relating to the remits of committees and, in particular, to matters
relating to lead/other committees (other than in the context of Executive
Bills or subordinate legislation).

� Proposals from individual committees relating to the location of committee
meetings.

10. The working practices that the Bureau and CLG wish to see enshrined
in Standing Orders are as set out below.  Both bodies would wish to
emphasise that they expect these procedures to operate in a consensual
manner and to be the subject of discussion and agreement between the
Bureau and CLG.  Where a mechanism is specified which allows a remit to a
third body (either the Parliament or SPCB) it is envisaged that this would be



used only in rare circumstances with the vast majority of matters being
determined by agreement between the Bureau and CLG.

 Creation of Sub-Committees

11. Where an individual committee proposed the formation of a sub-
committee, this should be referred to the Conveners’ Liaison Group to
consider and reach views on the subject which would be conveyed to the
Bureau.  It would also be for the Bureau to consider the proposal for the
creation of a sub-committee.  Provision should be made for discussion and
agreement to be reached between the Bureau and CLG.  In that situation,
which would cover the vast majority of cases, it would then be for the Bureau
to lodge the formal motion to allow the Parliament to establish the sub-
committee.

12. In the rare event of the Bureau and CLG failing to reach agreement, it
should be possible for the body endorsing the formation of a sub-committee to
lodge a motion to enable a decision to be taken by the Parliament.  If the
motion was to be a CLG motion, it would be lodged in the name of the
appropriate convener.  A debate on such a motion would be restricted to one
speaker for and one speaker against the motion with speeches restricted to 5
minutes.

Determination of lead or other committees

13. In any case where an issue arose relating to the remit of the committee
and, in particular, in relation to matters relating to the assignment of roles as
lead/other committee (other than in the context of assigning lead committee
and other committee roles for Executive Bills and subordinate legislation) the
question would first be referred to the Conveners’ Liaison Group for
consideration.  The Group’s views would then we conveyed to the Bureau
who would also consider the question.

14. Where the views of the Bureau and CLG coincided, it would be for the
Bureau to lodge the appropriate motion for decision in the Parliament.  In the
unusual situation, where, after discussion, no agreement could be reached it
would still be for the Bureau to lodge a motion for decision in the Parliament.
However there would be provision for CLG to speak against the motion. The
debate on the Bureau motion would be limited to one speaker for and one
against the motion each speaking for a maximum of 5 minutes.  It was not
envisaged in this particular situation that there was a need to make provision
for CLG to lodge a motion.

Location of Committee meetings

15. Any questions relating to the location of committee meetings should be
referred to the Conveners’ Liaison Group to consider and the Group’s views
would be conveyed to the Bureau who would consider the matter.  All such
questions would be determined by agreement between the Bureau and the
Convener’s Liaison Group.  In the unusual situation of no consensus being



reached, provision should be made to allow the matter to be referred to the
SPCB for a final decision.  It was again emphasised that it was expected that
such situations would be rare and SPCB would be the appropriate forum as
matters relating to resources might well arise in the context of such decisions.

Travel outside the United Kingdom

16. Requests for members to travel outside the United Kingdom on
committee business should be considered by the Conveners’ Liaison Group
who would convey their views to the Bureau.  Agreement between the Bureau
and the Convener’s Liaison Group would determine the matter.  This would, of
course, be subject to the role of SPCB under the Members’ Allowances
Scheme where SPCB approval is required for travel outside Scotland.  In the
unlikely event that consensus could not reached between the Bureau and
CLG, the question would be referred to SPCB for a final determination.  SPCB
would be required to have regard to the views of both bodies in reaching its
decision.

Conclusion

17. The Procedures Committee is invited to now consider the formalisation
of the Conveners’ Liaison Group in Standing Orders, having regard to the
guidance provided in this paper.

18. Both the Bureau and the Convener’s Liaison Group emphasised that
they wished to be further consulted in relation to the draft Standing Orders
and asked that these should be remitted to both the Bureau and CLG for
consideration when drafted.

Clerking and Reporting Directorate
14 June 2000



Scottish Parliament
Procedures Committee

Tuesday 12 September 2000

Col 446
Conveners Liaison Group
The Convener: George Reid and Elizabeth Watson are attending for this
item, to address the issues raised by their paper. This may be the first time a
Deputy Presiding Officer has attended a committee. We welcome George and
begin by allowing him to comment on the report, before members discuss it.
Mr George Reid (Convener of the Scottish Parliament Conveners Liaison
Group): The proposals before the committee have been the subject of
negotiation for almost a year, before being signed off by the conveners and
the Parliamentary Bureau with the consent of the Scottish Parliamentary
Corporate Body. The proposals are clear on role and procedures, so a brief
background might be helpful before I touch on three issues.
When the consultative steering group was beginning to put the bare bones of
the Parliament together, it discussed the need for conveners to meet and
interface with the bureau and other bodies. It did not put any proposal in a
box, because it took the view, quite rightly, that the form of the group would
emerge in the light of parliamentary experience.
After a fairly rumbustious first meeting, the matter was referred to the
Procedures Committee. You, Mr Tosh, quite rightly said that you could not
conjure a new parliamentary creature out of a vacuum and asked for a
briefing, which we now have. Over the past year the group has coalesced into
a cohesive and focused group, with myself as tic-tac man, carrying messages
to the bureau and the corporate body, advocating the case there. That has
informed the whole process of the Parliament. We now have an agreed paper.
Since the group is not subject specific, it will involve a change in standing
orders.
The proposals are clear on the group's membership, chairmanship, quorum
and role in relation to priorities for research, and on linkage to civic society,
briefing visits, sub-committees, the remits of committees, lead committees—
although not on the Executive's business or subordinate legislation, the
location of meetings, travel outside the UK and, importantly, residual ability to
discuss matters of common experience. Where there might be a difference of
view between the bureau and the conveners, there are provisions for that to
go to Parliament. Where there might be a difference on finance, in relation to
location or visits outside the UK, there is a role for the corporate body.
There are three issues that I wish to trail briefly before the committee. One
member said to me
Col 447
that this all seems very Byzantine and bureaucratic. I disagree. It is inclusive,
in the best traditions of the Parliament, and it involves the bureau in the views
of conveners, and vice versa. It is participatory, in that it allows members
across the parties to discuss matters not as party political figures but as
conveners. It has been focused.
First, a slight problem is what happens if we have an emergency. If, say, a
sub-committee is to be set up now, it is perfectly possible for an emergency



meeting to be called. If that is not possible, we can do what we do over the
summer months, which is to consult by e-mail and by phone.
The second issue is consensus, which does not mean that there will not be
disputes. All that happens is that I report to the bureau any divergence of
views among conveners—that helps to inform the process. My slight concern
is what happens if the cupboard is bare and three bids for rather large
research projects come in simultaneously. Is it possible for the conveners to
come to a view that will be accepted, or will some conveners fight their corner
and ask for a vote? I bowl that back to you.
My last point is on nomenclature. The group is not a committee, as committee
rules do not apply. It meets in private, which is right, as that allows cross-party
discussion. As today's paper shows, the group does more than liaise. It is bit
more analogous to the Parliamentary Bureau and the Scottish Parliament
Corporate Body. There has been precious little discussion of the name, but I
would like to trail a personal thought. At Westminster there is a chairmen's
panel. I know that that deals with standing committee bills, so it is rather
different. However, the name panel has been adopted by one other devolved
body and by a number of parliamentary institutions. It may be right for the new
entity to be called the panel of conveners and to sit alongside the bureau and
the corporate body.
The Convener: The way in which this issue has developed provides a useful
template for others. This committee refused to implement any changes in
standing orders until the participants in the dispute resolved their differences.
What we have here is the distillation of a series of meetings and agreements,
which indicates that there is now broad agreement on the way forward. Our
role is as an instrument to effect the necessary changes in standing orders
that have been agreed. Members may have questions to put or points to
make about the presentation.
10:30
Donald Gorrie: In general, I am all for this proposal. However, it is the
occasional disputes
Col 448
that interest me. Paragraph 11 of the report assumes that there will always be
a consensus on the committee of conveners, but with the best will in the world
there may not be. What would happen if some committees felt very strongly
that a sub-committee should be set up and others did not? How would that
argument be resolved?
Paragraph 12 stipulates that if there is a dispute between the bureau and the
CLG, there should be a debate
"restricted to one speaker for and one speaker against with speeches
restricted to 5 minutes."
If an issue is that controversial, a number of members may want to weigh in,
or those who had not been involved in the controversy may want to ask some
questions. For that reason, I think that these restrictive rules are a mistake.
We are not talking about technicalities, but matters about which there is a
serious dispute. The Parliament should be able to get stuck into those in an
appropriate manner. I would, therefore, suggest changing paragraph 12.
I am interested in George Reid's comments on how to ensure consensus
among conveners.



The Convener: I cannot speak for George Reid, but so far conveners have
succeeded in reaching a consensus because they have to. They talk matters
through until there is agreement. We should remain mindful that any
disagreement is likely to be about the role of a sub-committee or whether
someone should travel outside the United Kingdom. It is unlikely to relate to
issues that give scope for lengthy debate. What is necessary is that someone
should make a decision. The mechanism set out here would allow the
Parliament to make a decision without spending an undue amount of its
precious time on resolving such disputes. It is there as a threat to break a
logjam. However, we do not anticipate significant difficulties.
Would you like to come back on that, George?
Mr Reid: No, I have said my piece. It is up to the committee to take a view.
Donald Gorrie: I am not in favour of long debates about whether we go to
Timbuktu. However, setting up a sub-committee to investigate quangos, for
example, could be quite controversial. Members would want a proper debate
about that.
The Convener: In that case, the whole committee could consider the issue.
Michael Russell: Other mechanisms would allow us to have such a debate.
Donald Gorrie has lodged a motion on the issue that he mentioned. It is
important that we should not navel-gaze. It is possible to have an appropriate
length of debate
Col 449
focused on resolving an occasional difficulty. The same rule applies to
discussion of the business motion.
As George Reid indicated, trying to resolve these issues has been a
fascinating experience, which has not been without its difficulties. However,
as the convener said, this has been a good example of how such disputes
can be resolved over time through negotiating to reach a consensus, without
voting. It has taken some time, but we are beginning to discover the
appropriate checks and balances within the Parliament.
The Parliamentary Bureau is widely but erroneously regarded as some sort of
faceless Politburo. I do not want to criticise my colleagues—some may
behave like that, but I do not. The bureau attempts to be responsive to the
views that are aired in the Parliament, but it must reach practical decisions on
a day-to-day basis. If the bureau did not act in that way, business motions
would not be put and business would not take place. The conveners liaison
group will be little different in the way in which it considers how the business
of a part of the Parliament is best pursued.
We have the correct checks and balances—some things are decided by the
conveners liaison group and some things are decided by the bureau. If there
are problems in making those decisions, there is a reasonably speedy and
efficient method of resolving those difficulties. The people who have to
implement the decisions are also involved in the consideration of the way in
which the Parliament operates. As we are a committee-driven Parliament, the
committee conveners are extremely important in ensuring that the Parliament
works well.
I have a slight caveat. I know that the conveners liaison group and the
Parliamentary Bureau want to see the draft standing orders before the matter
is finally laid to rest. That is right, because the devil will be in the detail. We
want to be sure that we have established something that is good for the future



of the Parliament, can play an important role in the Parliament and does not
contain the seeds of further debate.
I warmly endorse the report. I have enjoyed being part of the problem as well
as part of the solution. I look forward to seeing what happens.
The Convener: This meeting will go down in parliamentary history, if only for
that confession.
If difficulties that we have not anticipated arise in the operation of the
conveners liaison group, we can reconsider the matter in order to establish
better conflict-resolution procedures. As always, it is open to us to revisit the
matter. Everyone who has been involved in the process feels that what we
have produced is sufficiently robust to meet
Col 450
our needs. I hope that the committee will agree to accept the report and to
recommend the consequent changes to standing orders. We must ensure that
the participants have the opportunity to comment on the changes so that,
when we propose recommendations to Parliament, we can be secure in the
knowledge that everyone involved is happy with the proposals. Do we agree
to that?
Members indicated agreement.



ANNEX B
PROPOSED STANDING ORDERS

Standing Orders of the Scottish Parliament

The Standing Orders of the Scottish Parliament are amended as follows.

1. After rule 3.1.1(b) insert-

“(bb) convene and chair any meeting of the Conveners’ Group;”

2. After Chapter 6 insert-

"CHAPTER 6A:
THE CONVENERS’ GROUP

Rule 6A.1 Members of the Conveners' Group

1. There shall be a Conveners' Group which shall consist of the Presiding

Officer and the convener of each committee established under Rule 6.1,

other than the convener of a Private Bill Committee, a Consolidation

Committee or a committee whose remit is only to take Stage 2 of a

Committee Bill.

Rule 6A.2 The Conveners’ Group

1. The functions of the Conveners' Group shall be-

(a) to consider and make recommendations in connection with the

operation of committees;

  

(b) to report to and be consulted by the Parliamentary Bureau on

questions regarding competence under Rule 6.13;



(c) to report to and be consulted by the Parliamentary Bureau on any

decision on joint consideration by committees under Rule 6.14;

(d) to decide with the Parliamentary Bureau on the approval of the place in

Scotland of a committee meeting in accordance with Rule 12.3.2;

(e) to decide with the Parliamentary Bureau on the approval of travel by a

committee member outwith the UK in accordance with Rule 12.10;

(f) to refer matters to the Parliamentary Bureau, a committee or the

Parliamentary corporation where it considers it appropriate to do so.

2. The Conveners' Group shall not be regarded as a committee for the

purpose of these Rules.

Rule 6A.3 Procedure of the Conveners' Group

1. The Presiding Officer shall convene and chair meetings of the Conveners'

Group.

2. The Conveners' Group shall normally meet in private.

3. The Conveners' Group shall not consider any business unless the number

of members of the Group who are present is 5 or more and the members

present include representatives of 3 or more political parties.

4. Matters to be decided by the Conveners' Group require the agreement of

all members who are present.

5. The Conveners' Group may appoint one of its members (referred to as a

"Conveners’ Group reporter") to report to it on matters relating to the

functions of the Conveners’ Group.  The Conveners’ Group may appoint

different Conveners’ Group reporters to report to it upon different matters.



6. A deputy Presiding Officer may attend any meeting of the Conveners’

Group and may participate in the proceedings.

7. The Conveners’ Group may invite members who are not members of the

Conveners’ Group to attend a meeting of the Conveners’ Group and those

persons may participate in the meeting.”

3. In Rule 6.13.1 at the end insert “The Parliamentary Bureau shall consult

the Conveners’ Group on any such question.”

4.  After Rule 6.13.2 insert-

 “3. The Parliamentary Bureau shall consult the Conveners’ Group before

proposing a motion under Rule 6.13.2. This paragraph shall not apply to a

motion by the Parliamentary Bureau under Rule 9.6.1 or under Rule

10.2.2.”

5. In Rule 6.14.1 at the end insert “The Parliamentary Bureau shall consult

the Convener’s Group on any such decision.”

6. After Rule 8.13 insert-

    “Rule 8.13.A   Motions on competence

1. Only the member moving a motion and any one  member of the

Parliamentary Bureau or Conveners’ Group against the motion may speak

in a motion mentioned in Rule 6.13.2, and each speaker may speak for no

more than 5 minutes.”

7.  In Rule 12.3.2, and in Rule 12.10, at the end insert “and the Conveners’

Group. A decision under this Rule shall, in the event of any disagreement

between the Parliamentary Bureau and the Conveners’ Group, be referred to



the Parliamentary corporation for a determination.  The Parliamentary Bureau

may require the Conveners’ Group to make a decision under this Rule within

a specified period.  If the Conveners’ Group does not make a decision within

that period, the decision on the approval shall be made by the Parliamentary

Bureau.”


