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PR/03/7/1

FOR DISCUSSION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

TIME IN THE CHAMBER

1. The Committee is asked to discuss the attached draft paper; and agree
that a version, taking the views of the Committee into account, should be
brought to the attention of the Procedures Committee next Session.

2. Ken Hughes, Head, Chamber Office will attend.

Clerking and Reporting Directorate
March 2003



TIME IN THE CHAMBER: A PROCEDURES COMMITTEE LEGACY PAPER

Introduction

1. At its meeting on 4 February 2003, the Committee considered a letter of 9

January 2003 from the Presiding Officer to Murray Tosh on Question Time

and First Minister’s Question Time, and the results of a questionnaire

issued to all MSPs in May 2001 and then again in the autumn of 2002

(correspondence attached).

2. 82% of responses to the questionnaire issued in autumn 2002 agreed that

it would be helpful for the Procedures Committee to investigate in detail

whether the overall time allocated to Chamber business is appropriate.

3. Following discussions of those questionnaires, previous Committee

discussions, consideration of the evidence gathered during the CSG

inquiry (including papers presented to the Committee by individual

members of the Committee), the Committee agreed to prepare a paper

setting out possible options for an alternative model of the working week

for consideration by the successor Procedures Committee.

4. This paper does propose tentative outline models for the Parliament’s

working week, but mainly summarises some of the evidence gathered by

this Committee and draws some conclusions from what has been learnt.

Much of the work undertaken to date has elicited a range of views on



particular issues and it is far from clear that there is genuine consensus on

many of the areas.  We expect that further evidence and/or survey

work will be required to test the conclusions drawn so far and to

develop further some of the issues and suggestions made.

General

5. The standing orders state that "The normal Parliamentary week is between

the hours of 14:30 and 17:30 on Monday, 09:30 and 17:30 on Tuesday,

Wednesday and Thursday and 09:30 and 12:30 on Friday."  (Rule 2.2.3).

6. Rules 2.2.4 and 2.2.5 also specify the circumstances in which a meeting of

the Parliament may continue beyond "normal" hours, for example to

complete voting, to consider Members’ Business, or on a motion of the

Bureau to continue to sit until 19:00 on a Wednesday.

7. The practice to date, with a few exceptions, has been for the

Parliamentary week to be regarded as Tuesdays, Wednesdays and

Thursdays.  Mondays and Fridays have been used normally for travel and

constituency work.

8. The Parliamentary week must accommodate committee meetings, which

are not held at the same time as a meeting of the Parliament other than in

exceptional circumstances. (Rule 12.3.3).



9. Committees generally meet on Tuesdays and Wednesday mornings,

effectively leaving Wednesday afternoon and all day Thursday free for

plenary meetings of the Parliament.

10. In addition to committee meetings, the Parliamentary week also

accommodates the normal plenary business: debates, the formal

legislative stages, Ministerial statements and Members’ Business in

addition to Question Time (QT) and First Minister’s Question Time

(FMQT).

11. The normal Parliamentary week, as set down in standing orders,

comprises:

Monday 14:30 to 17:30: Members’ travel and constituency
time

Tuesday 09:30 to 17:30:                committee meetings, SPCB,
Bureau and Conveners’ Group

Wednesday 09:30 to 13:00: committee meetings
14:30 to 18:00: Time for Reflection, plenary

business including Members’
Business

Thursday 09:30 to 12:30: Plenary Business
14:30 to 18:00 QT, FMQT,
plenary business including
Members’ Business

            Friday  09:30 to 12.30: Members’ travel and constituency
time

12. In most weeks therefore, six hours of the parliamentary week envisaged

by standing orders are allocated to Members’ travel and constituency time.



The Committee  places importance on constituency activities of MSPs,

and it is clear that the Parliamentary week requires to cater adequately for

this aspect of Members’ work.

13. Recently, in the run up to dissolution, the Parliament agreed to sit for full

days on Wednesdays from mid February to the end of March.  This has

been a good illustration of the difficulty of matching business to the time

available.  On two occasions1 the Parliament finished significantly ahead

of schedule, on both occasions a Stage 3 finishing earlier than anticipated.

As it is not the practice to have business in reserve, parliamentary

business concluded with at least an hour to spare on each occasion.   It is

important to note however that these problems are likely to be related to

the high legislative throughput in the run up to dissolution.

Specific Issues Arising

Available Plenary Time

14. Plenary time has tended to be broken down typically as follows: a single 2

1/2 hour debate on a Wednesday afternoon followed by Members’

Business; either a 3 hour debate on the Thursday morning, or two 90

minutes debates, followed in the afternoon by QT and FMQT, usually

followed by a 90 minute afternoon debate and finishing with the second

period of Members’ Business of the week.

                                           
1 12 Feb 2003 and 20 February 2003.



15. According to the questionnaire responses, "the time allocated to individual

debates is not the right length" (68% of responses) and "the debates are

most often too short" (57%).  It is difficult to establish the right length for a

debate.  For example there has been dissatisfaction expressed with some

of the Thursday morning 3-hour debates with a feeling that these have

dragged on occasion2; and that consideration could be given to finishing

committee business by noon on Wednesdays to allow an earlier start in

the afternoon for plenary business3.  The results of the questionnaire

suggested that a significant minority of members were receptive to a later

finish on Wednesdays (40% of respondents).

Number of Debates (including Budget)

16. In response to the question, "Should there be fewer debates, to allow more

time for those which remain?"  55% of the respondents to the Committee’s

recent questionnaire agreed (a total of 25.6% of all MSPs).  Donald Gorrie

expressed the view that there are too many debates and that in general

fewer, but longer, debates would be preferable4.

17. Conversely, the large amount of time devoted to budget debates in the

Chamber has been raised. Most recently Andy Kerr, the Minister for

Finance and Public Services said

"The last debate on this subject was on the Finance Committee’s report

on stage 2 of the budget process and the next will be on stage 3 of the

                                           
2 Murray Tosh, Procedures Committee, SPOR, Col. 415
3 Fiona Hyslop, Procedures Committee, SPOR, Col. 2277
4 PR/00/8/4 considered by the Committee  20 June 2000



Bill next month. Therefore, perhaps we share suspicions that there are

too many debates in which members from all parties make broadly

similar contributions. We might want to consider that point in future. It is

also worth considering that the parliamentary budget process appears

to be compressed into one part of the year"5.  Standing orders require

that in proposing the business programme, sufficient specified time be

set aside for consideration of financial proposals6.

18. It would seem that there is some support for longer debates but that the

time allocated for budget debates at least may be too generous.  It could

be argued that to date, most plenary budget discussion has centred on

budget process as opposed to detail.  Work could therefore usefully be

done on whether best use is being made of the plenary time earmarked for

discussion of spending proposals7.

19. The way in which business managers assess the level of interest

anticipated for particular debates should also be reviewed to ensure

those debates in which a greater number of members wish to speak

are scheduled for longer.   This is dealt with in more detail in paragraphs

31 to 33.

Members’ Business Debates

                                           
5 SPOR 30 January 2003Col. 17699
6 Standing Orders, Rule 5.8
7 The Finance Committee is currently undertaking a review of the budget process as a whole
and the outcome of that review is likely to impact on the number and length of spending
proposal plenary debates.



20. Standing orders provide for a period of up to 45 minutes for any Members’

Business at the end of each meeting following Decision Time.  More

recently, when sitting until 7 pm on Wednesdays, some Members’

Business debates have been scheduled over lunchtimes.

21. Following consideration of issues surrounding Members Business

during the CSG Inquiry, the Committee concluded that consideration

should be given to the positioning of Members Business earlier in

the day, particularly where a motion has attracted a high level of

support and further, that if the Parliament was to decide to increase

the amount of plenary time available, consideration should be given

to timetabling more Members’ Business debates.

Nature of Debates

22. The practice to date has been for debates to be scheduled by the

Parliament by means of approval of the business motion following which

the relevant Minister (in the case of Executive debates) or Member (in the

case of opposition party debates) lodges a motion.  Motions must be

lodged at least 2 days before the day on which they are to be taken.  The

other parties will lodge amendments to the motion, which if selected by the

Presiding Officer, will be debated along with the motion.

23. This "adversarial" approach of debate by way of motion/amendment has

been criticised as not leading to considered debates.  Debates are always

on a motion, thus inviting amendments and encouraging a "yah-boo"



approach8.   One way of addressing this could be scheduling debates on a

particular subject, for example Future of Community Care or Sport in

Scotland, without the need for a motion and amendment(s).

24. In the survey, in response to the question "Should some debates be on a

subject (i.e. on a neutral motion with no decision taken at the end of the

debate, as with Members’ Business debates) rather than on a motion

expressing a particular point of view (i.e. where there are likely to be

amendments to the motion, and where divisions can be expected at the

end of the debate)?"  views were evenly split.

25. The Committee’s report on the CSG Principles considered this in

more detail (paras 478-490) and recommended that two trial debates

of three hours each, on topical and substantive issues, are arranged

for early in the next session of the Parliament.   If these debates are

deemed a success it is hoped that they will become a more regular

occurrence.

26. Subject debates are not precluded by standing orders and as there does

appear to be significant support for such an approach it could be that,

once a term for example, a slot is set aside for such subject-based

debates.  The topic of such debates could be notified earlier than is

presently customary for debates, thereby giving more time for members to

prepare.  Suggestions for such debates could be made, similar to the way

                                           
8 Donald Gorrie in PR/00/8/4 considered by the Committee on 20 June 2000.



in which Members’ Business motions are noted in the business bulletin,

with an opportunity afforded to members to indicate their support for a

debate on such a topic.  For subject debates to be successful, it would

seem crucial that the subject is relevant and interesting to a large number

of members.

Speaking times in debates

27. Speaking times are a matter for the Presiding Officer.  Speaking times in

debates are split between opening/closing speeches (generally Ministers

and party spokespeople) and open debate (backbenchers).   The

suggested times for opening and closing speeches have been agreed by

the Bureau and depend on the length of the debate, e.g. a 90-minute

debate will generally allow 48 minutes for opening/closing speeches and

42 for open debate.  A 150-minute debate will allow 86 minutes for

opening/closing and 64 minutes for open debate.

28. According to questionnaire responses, 65% of respondents (30% of

MSPs) said "time allocations for opening speakers should be left as they

are", 70% said  "in debates on Executive and opposition party motions,

backbenchers should be allocated longer than 4 minutes speeches" and

52% of responses said "6 minutes is a reasonable time allocation to

develop a backbench speech".

29. Although the results of the questionnaire do not seem to imply any

significant dissatisfaction with the times for opening/closing speeches, it



may be worth considering whether there are good reasons for

opening/closing speeches to increase proportionately in line with the

scheduled length of the debate or whether fixed times for

opening/closing speeches regardless of the length of the debate

should be introduced.  This could, in theory at least, allow longer for

those backbenchers who wish to contribute to open debate.

30. The dynamics between the numbers of members wishing to speak in

debates, the overall amount of time available for plenary debate

during the week - as well as for individual debates - under the

present arrangements for the plenary week, and the allocation of

speech time between front and backbenchers, will need to be

considered carefully.

Speaking lists

31. For each debate, each party’s business manager indicates in order of

priority which speakers are being proposed, Members not represented on

the Bureau also indicate to the business team whether they wish to be

called to speak.  This does not preclude Members from attending, acting

spontaneously and pressing their "request to speak" buttons during the

debate.  Evidence to date however suggests that it sometimes does9.

                                           
9 The responses to the questionnaires on the number of respondents who felt that they could
have made a contribution to the debate but were not called were not borne out by the records
maintained by the Business Team of speakers not called in debates from which it could be
argued that it appears that  if Members know they are not on the speaking list they generally
do not attend the debate.



32. The transparency and desirability of the current practice whereby

speaking lists are prepared was considered by the Committee which

recommended in its report into the CSG principles that speaking lists

should be on the intranet, this would make them open to Members to

peruse and add their names to, and available to the Bureau at its

Tuesday afternoon meetings to aid business planning.  It is at least

debatable whether more than 2 weeks notice of business would be

required to ensure that such an Intranet facility operated adequately.

33. Such a development could help remove some of the frustrations that have

been voiced by backbenchers who, from time to time, may find themselves

not put forward by business managers for debates.  It appears that some

Members tend not to see merit in turning up for a debate and hoping to get

in speculatively.  The statistics for speakers not called in debates cannot

therefore be relied upon of evidence of level of unmet need.

Timing

34. The level of accuracy with which those proposing business (Business

Managers) are able to determine the appropriate length of time available

for any single debate will depend in large part on their awareness of the

likely level of interest.  At present, the deadline for motions is 2 days

before the day on which they are taken.  In addition to enhancing the

means whereby Members signal their interest in speaking in debates to

the Bureau members  by use of an intranet facility,   the Committee in its

CSG report considered that the matching of supply (time) to demand



(number of backbenchers wishing to speak) required consideration of the

amount of notice available to members to register their interest in a

debate.

Legislation

35. Plenary time is required for consideration of the general principles of any

Bill at Stage 1 and at Stage 3 for consideration of any amendments, and to

decide whether a Bill be passed. Timetabling for Stage 3 of Bills has been

raised on a number of occasions previously.

36. In recent weeks, Stage 3 proceedings have finished considerably ahead of

schedule.  With no business to fill such unexpected gaps, free plenary time

is simply lost.  While it is better to err on the side of generosity when

scheduling time for Stage 3 (as too tight a timetable would be intolerable),

and while such timetabling misunderstandings are relatively unusual, it will

be appropriate for the fundamental review of the legislative process,

proposed by the CSG report, early in the new session, to look at this and

many of the issues surrounding time available for consideration at each of

the stages and the management of a Bill’s passage through the

Parliament, in detail.  More informed timetabling of Stage 3 debates would

almost certainly lead to more efficient use of plenary time.  An earlier cut-

off point for amendments could present a clearer picture of what the Stage

3 proceedings are likely to entail.



First Minister’s Questions Time (FMQT) and Question Time (QT)

37. Over the first session of the Parliament, discussion has taken place in a

number of different forums on the subject of Question Time and First

Minister’s Question Time.

38. The Presiding Officer wrote to the Convener of the Procedures Committee

on 9 January 2003 making some suggestions for reform of QT and FMQT.

It is clear that further work will be needed to test views on any

proposed changes.  The following paragraphs summarise the views

expressed and suggest options which may be worth further consideration.

FMQT

39. Following the experience of Aberdeen in May 2002, the Presiding Officer

suggests that FMQT should be extended to 30 minutes and that he

understands the proposal to command widespread support.

40. An extension of 10 minutes to FMQT could allow all six selected questions

to be reached more frequently, and enable additional backbench

supplementaries to be taken at a point of plenary business which

commands widespread media interest and  therefore reaches large

numbers of the public.  The intention would not be that Party Leaders be

afforded any further time and nor for FMQT to be moved from its current

Thursday afternoon slot.



41. On the other hand it was noted that 61% of respondents to the

questionnaire stated that they considered FMQT was the right length.

After discussion, the Committee agreed that the suggestion that

FMQT be extended to 30 minutes should be proposed in the context

of a package of options.

QT

42. In his letter, the Presiding Officer mentioned the perception that QT unlike

FMQT, is not working as well as Members would like.  The majority of

questionnaire responses stated that QT was the right length, therefore

dissatisfaction may relate to the structure of QT.

43. Some of the reasons given by the Presiding Officer, or Members of the

Committee,10 for dissatisfaction have been: lack of sustained focus failing

to attract the same attention from the media as FMQT; the scattergun

approach to questioning not encouraging in-depth examination; being too

staccato and perfunctory and not particularly meaningful; some Members

not getting their questions drawn for a number of months; too few

Members being given the opportunity to ask questions on too few issues;

not enough time for a Member to follow-up with a supplementary; and, on

occasion, both questions and answers individually being too long.

                                           
10 Procedures Committee, SPOR, Col. 2269 - 2286



44. Conversely, the "scatter gun" approach is seen by some as being a good

means by which the Executive is held to account by virtue of the fact that

various issues can be discussed at once and placed on the record.

45. The Presiding Officer suggests that if the present open question sessions

were retained, one option for change could be for him to select the first 3

questions to increase topicality and/or relevance.  While there was some

support for this, it was noted that what is important to a particular Member

may not be important to the Presiding Officer.

46. The Presiding Officer also suggested that there may be merit in replacing

some, or all, of Question Time, with "Ministerial" question sessions

focussing on particular portfolios or on cross-cutting subjects which involve

more than one Minister, along similar lines to the present House of

Commons practice.

47. There was some support for this as it could improve the questioning of a

Minister by members on a much more sustained basis than at present.

There was concern however, that the spacing of such sessions would

sacrifice the topicality of questions, reducing interest and spontaneity.

48. It was agreed that there was merit in testing support for subject-

based or crosscutting question time or sessions, or at least for

questions being grouped.  A subject-based session with one or more

Minister(s) would allow Members to question with better focus and depth,



allow more Members to ask questions, should result in better

accountability and in a more newsworthy event.  This is being tried in the

House of Commons, Westminster Hall, at Minister of State level, the first

of such debates having taken place on 23 January 2003, on the subject of

Youth Policy.

49. The time allowed for such sessions would be important, for instance two

15-minute sessions was felt to be too short, and it was agreed that

replacing all of the present QT with a subject-based session would limit the

opportunity for Members to raise questions on particular topical

discussions.

Summary of Issues

• More use of the Monday afternoon/Friday morning slots to
accommodate plenary business - no rule change required

• A routinely earlier start on Wednesday’s for instance 2 pm and a later
finish for example 7pm

• Earlier deadlines for motions for debates

• A longer FMQT-30 minutes

• Separating QT and FMQT by moving QT to either Wed afternoon or
Thur morning

• If retaining present QT format, allowing PO to select first 3 questions
or/and the grouping of questions

• If not retaining present QT format, to change to a subject-based format
to allow free flowing questions on specific topics, either on cross-
cutting issues or covering the portfolios of two or more Ministers or

• A system incorporating 2 QT sessions, one similar to the present
system and another cross-cutting or portfolio based



Possible Models

A

Greater use of Monday afternoons and Friday mornings for additional

Members Business Debates.

Wednesday 14:30 to 19:00 2 x 20-minute specific issue or Ministerial

portfolio questions followed by debates, legislation and

statements

Thursday 09.30 to 12:00 debates etc

12:00 to 12:25 open Ministerial Questions

14:30 to 15:00 First Ministers Questions

15:00 to 17:00

B

Wednesday 14:30 to 15:10 2 x 20-minute specific issue or Ministerial

portfolio questions

15:10 to 19:00 debates etc

Thursday 09.30 to 12:30 debates etc

14:30 to 14:55 open Ministerial Questions (first 3

selected)

14:55 to 15:25 First Minister’s Questions



PR/03/7/2

FOR DISCUSSION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

STANDING ORDER PROPOSALS

1. Mr Gorrie circulated a brief paper with proposed changes (Annex A).  The
Committee is invited to hear Mr Gorrie and discuss these.

2. The standing orders to which Mr Gorrie refers are set out in Annex B.

Clerking and Reporting Directorate
March 2003



ANNEX A
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ANNEX B

Standing Orders referred to:

9.6.5. Any member may by motion propose that the Bill be referred back to
the lead committee for a further report on the general principles of the Bill, or
any specified part of the Bill, before the Parliament decides whether to agree
to them.

9.6.3.In considering the general principles of the Bill and preparing its report
on them, the lead committee shall take into account any views submitted by
any other committee. The lead committee shall also consider and report on
the Bill’s Financial Memorandum and shall, in preparing its report, take into
account any views submitted to it by the Finance Committee. If the Bill is an
Executive Bill, the lead committee shall also consider and report on its Policy
Memorandum.1

9.8.4. The Presiding Officer may select, as he or she sees fit, those
amendments which are to be taken at Stage 3 from amongst the amendments
of which notice has been given.

13.7.8. A member may ask a supplementary question only on the same
subject matter as the original question and shall, in asking the question, do so
briefly.

                                           
1 The second sentence of this rule applies only in relation to Bills introduced on or after 4 May
2001.



PR/03/7/3

FOR DISCUSSION

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS AND NON-DEPARTMENTAL PUBLIC
BODIES

1. Previous work by the Committee on parliamentary questions threw up the
relative lack of transparency in the arrangements for questioning non-
departmental public bodies.

2. Janet Seaton, Head of Research and Information Group in the Parliament
and Hugh Flinn, Chamber Desk, have been discussing the issue with the
Scottish Administration with a view to determining how greater
transparency may be achieved.

3. Attached in chronological order are:

- a letter (30 October 2002) from the Convener to the Minister for
Parliamentary Business which refers to a discussion on 12 March
2002 in which Euan Robson MSP, Deputy Minister for
Parliamentary Business invited the Committee to consider the
matter, and a draft paper containing preliminary options produced
by Parliamentary officials on NDPBs and parliamentary questions in
response.

- a letter (7 January 2003) from the Minister in reply to a number of
points - the passage relevant to today’s discussion is on pages 2
and 3.

- a letter (10 February 2003) from the Convener - paragraph 4 refers.

- Finally, a paper summarising the present position to which Janet
Seaton and Hugh Flinn will speak, and which the Committee is
invited to discuss.

4. Janet Seaton and Hugh Flinn and Executive representatives will attend.

Clerking and Reporting Directorate
March 2003



 Procedures Committee

EDINBURGH
EH99 1SP

30 October 2002

Patricia Ferguson MSP
Minister for Parliamentary Business
Room 5.11
PHQ

When you came to talk about parliamentary questions with us on 12 March,
amongst the points covered was questions to non-departmental public bodies
(NDPBs).  This had been raised previously when your predecessor gave
evidence to the committee on 1 May 2001.

The issue was that there is at present no procedure for questions asked by
MSPs of NDPBs to be placed in the public domain.  In effect questions
concerning NDPBs are not fully a part of our present system of parliamentary
questions.

We are fully aware of the distinction made between Executive Agencies and
NDPBs which is used to justify the different way in which parliamentary
questions to both sort of bodies are treated.  The former are considered to be
a part of Scottish Executive Departments, the latter are not.  In the case of the
Agencies therefore the Minister will arrange for the response from the Agency
to be placed in the Written Answers Report; but in the case of an NDPB, while
this might happen, equally it may not.

It appeared to us that it would be helpful generally for there to be more clarity
about the procedure applying to NDPBs and similar bodies within the system
of parliamentary questions and clear guidelines, agreed by the Parliament,
about how such questions will be treated.

Meanwhile we are aware from the discussion that you are conducting a
general review of NDPB guidance.  We would hope that, on this point, final
guidance could incorporate agreement on these issues.



Underlying these technical aspects of procedure, there is the policy issue
about how such bodies are conceived in scrutiny terms.  Ministers are
ultimately accountable for NDPBs and while these bodies are considered by
the Executive to be more ’arms length’ from Ministers than Agencies they are
no less accountable to the Parliament for that.  The present situation in which
major bodies such as the Enterprise Agencies, for example, are not included
within the scope of parliamentary questions on the same basis as Executive
Agencies, tends to weaken the accountability of government to the
Parliament.

Euan Robson scouted the idea that we might wish to do some thinking in this
area.  I attach a paper which officials here have produced and on which I
would invite your comments.  Perhaps it would be helpful to discuss this
matter in committee when you are ready.

Copies go to the Presiding Officer, Members of the Procedures Committee,
Carol Devon, Janet Seaton and Hugh Flinn.

Murray Tosh MSP
Convener, Procedures Committee



PAPER FOR THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

QUESTIONS TO NDPBs - HOW TO ACHIEVE GREATER
TRANSPARENCY

1. The Procedures Committee considered concerns relating to the
transparency of questions (and answers) relating to NDPBs at their
meeting on 12 March 2002 (cols 1438-9).  In the course of that discussion
the Minister undertook to consider any alternative ways of working that the
Committee might feel able to propose.

BACKGROUND

2. The Parliament’s guidance

Rule 13.3 (b) of Standing Orders states that:

A question shall relate to a matter for which the First Minister, the Scottish
ministers, or the Scottish Law Officers have general responsibility.

Paragraph 2.2.1 of the Detailed Guidance on Parliamentary Questions
explains this in more detail and includes the following:

Where specific responsibility for a matter lies with a Scottish public body whose
powers, remit and funding are within the general responsibility of the Scottish
Executive, such as a local authority or health board, members should consider
whether the information could be more appropriately obtained by writing directly
to the body in question. If questions relate to operational matters solely within
such bodies’ responsibility, clerks will suggest to members that they write directly
to the body concerned.

3. The Executive’s guidance

Paragraph 54 of the Executive’s Guidance on Scottish Parliamentary
Questions (May 2002 update) states that:

While subjects such as health or education fall within the general responsibility of
the Scottish Ministers, 'day-to-day' responsibility often lies with bodies such as
local authorities or health boards.  In general, preparation of answers should be
based on the assumption that it is not appropriate for Ministers to answer for
these bodies, unless the Executive has a role (eg. in collecting statistics
centrally).

Paragraph 56 goes on to state that:

Where a question is about a matter which is the responsibility of other bodies,
but the Executive collects information centrally (eg. number of hospital patients)
it would be appropriate for the information to be provided in the answer.

Arrangements are in place to avoid unnecessary repetition of information
that is already in the public domain.

DISCUSSION



4. The issue of transparency

Concerns have been raised by members, and by SPICe, that the current
procedures for answering parliamentary questions in relation to non-executive
NDPBs could be more transparent.  By contrast, the procedures employed in
respect of Executive Agencies have been praised as a model of transparency.

Questions to Ministers relating to Executive Agencies are passed to the
relevant Chief Executive, whose reply is reproduced in the Written Answers
Report.  This not only provides a substantive answer; it does so in an official
and publicly available source.  Questions to Ministers in relation to non-
executive NDPBs are answered by the Minister where they relate to policy
issues.  Where they concern ’operational matters’, the ministerial answer
usually suggests that the member should write directly to the body concerned
for themselves.  This is not only unhelpful to the member; it means that the
answer is a private letter to the member, which is only made public, if at all, at
the member’s own initiative, and not in an official or generally available
source.  In some cases the answer suggests that the NDPB should send a
copy of their response to SPICe.  Where this occurs, if at all, the information is
not transparent either to other members or to the public.

It would be more transparent to make information about operational matters,
which are the responsibility of an NDPB, more accessible, for the benefit both
of members and of the public.  In many cases having such information
available ’on the record’ might reveal a policy issue worthy of further
investigation and inform future discussions.

5. Possible methods of improving transparency

5.1. The Executive Agency model

The Minister responsible for the sponsoring department asks the NDPB’s
Chief Executive (or Chairperson) to reply.  The ministerial answer reproduces
the Chief Executive’s reply in the answer to the question, which is printed in
the Written Answers Report (WAR), which is published on the Parliament’s
website.

Advantages = increased capacity for parliamentary scrutiny of NDPB actions;
maximum transparency to other members and to the public.

Disadvantages = increased administrative burdens for both parliamentary and
executive staff; increased printing costs for longer WARs.

5.2. The Will Write model

The ministerial answer asks the NDPB’s Chief Executive to reply to the
member and to copy their letter to SPICe.  Whether the Department sees the
reply before it is sent is a matter for the Executive. There is an agreed target
for responses.  When received, the Chief Executive’s letter is scanned and



published on the Parliament’s website, and printed cumulatively as a
supplement to WAR (eg at the end of the parliamentary year).

Advantages = increased capacity for parliamentary scrutiny of NDPB actions;
greater transparency to other members and to the public, though less than
under option 5.1.

Disadvantages = increased administrative burdens for both parliamentary and
executive staff; increased printing costs for the supplement to WAR; extra
resources required to scan responses to the web and to compile the
supplement to WAR.

5.3. The indirect high visibility model

The Executive nominates a contact in each NDPB to whom questions on
operational matters are forwarded.  There is an agreed target for responses.
Responses are made directly by the NDPB (via their contact) simultaneously
to the member and to the Chamber Office (or to SPICe).  When received, the
NDPB’s letter is scanned and published on the Parliament’s website, and
printed cumulatively as a supplement to WAR (eg at the end of the
parliamentary year).

Advantages = increased capacity for parliamentary scrutiny of NDPB actions;
greater transparency to other members and to the public, although less than
under options 5.1 and 5.2.

Disadvantages = increased administrative burdens for both parliamentary and
executive staff; increased printing costs for the supplement to WAR; extra
resources required to scan responses to the web and to compile the
supplement to WAR.

5.4. The indirect low visibility model

The Executive nominates a contact in each NDPB to whom questions on
operational matters are forwarded.  There is an agreed target for responses.
Responses are made directly by the NDPB (via their contact) simultaneously
to the member and to the Chamber Office (or to SPICe).  When received, the
NDPB’s letter is scanned and published on the Parliament’s website, but not
printed.

Advantages = increased capacity for parliamentary scrutiny of NDPB actions;
greater transparency to other members and to the public, although less than
under options 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3.

Disadvantages = increased administrative burdens for both parliamentary and
NDPB staff; extra resources required to scan responses to the web.

5.5. Maintaining the status quo

6. The Committee is invited to consider the alternatives suggested.



Janet Seaton
Head of Research and Information Services
10 October 2002



 Procedures Committee
EDINBURGH

EH99 1SP

10 February 2003

Patricia Ferguson MSP
Minister for Parliamentary Business
Room 5.11
PHQ

Thank you for your letter of 7 January.

I am grateful to you for bringing me up to date about the Scottish Executive’s
long term plans for its Business Directory.  I would hope that this development
would include ways of making the system more user friendly for MSPs  to
encourage a greater legitimate usage in the future.    Meanwhile, I note that
the “Notice To Users” which introduces the system has been amended slightly
to assist members who may wish to send e-mail queries to officials.   I am
sure that MSPs and their staff will find these changes helpful.

On the current “urgency” criterion for using the Directory, I remain of the view
that individual members are capable of deciding on a case by case basis
whether or not using the Directory to elicit information will be appropriate.
Further, our experience of usage levels to date surely suggests that it is most
unlikely that any difficulty will be caused to the Executive by a large volume of
queries flooding through.

While it may not deter members who are determined to use the system, I think
that retaining the “urgency” criterion may deter reasonable and progressive
use of the Directory.   This would be a great pity when we should be doing
everything possible to develop good working relationships between the
Scottish Administration and Members of the Parliament.   I would therefore
urge the Executive to reconsider this point in the context of the future
development of the Directory,  which is noted in your letter.

I welcome the Executive’s willingness to consider steps to integrate NDPBs
more closely into our system of parliamentary questions along the lines set
out in the attachment to my letter of 30 October.   The 2 alternative courses
favoured by the Executive (paragraphs 5.3 and 5.4 of the attachment) will
need to be considered in further detail and the committee will require to take a
settled view of the options and the best way forward.    Meanwhile,  I have



asked officials here to consider the detail of how these options might work,
and also to contact your officials as appropriate.

Thereafter, the committee will discuss this with the objective of agreeing
procedures for implementation of a system as soon as possible in the new
Session of the Parliament.    It is of course a matter entirely for you, but I
suggest that it might be helpful for your Department to be represented at such
a discussion at official level.

Thank you for the various points of explanation you make in relation to the
advisory cost limit on answers to parliamentary questions.   My letter of the 26
June sets out the Committee’s response on the limit, as you note, and I have
nothing further to add here.   I do not believe that a persuasive case has been
made for the application of any general limit and my position therefore
remains as before.   I will write further if the Committee decides that it wishes
to make any further points to you on this matter.

Finally, on the grouping of questions, I note the Executive’s position that
neither questions on a related topic for answer by different Ministers, nor
questions on a related topic from different members, will be treated by the
Executive as  “groups” for the purpose of providing answers.  I expect that the
Committee will find these responses reassuring.

Murray Tosh MSP
Convener, Procedures Committee



PAPER FOR PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

QUESTIONS TO NDPBs - HOW TO ACHIEVE GREATER
TRANSPARENCY

ISSUE

1. Concerns have been raised by members, and by SPICe, that the current
procedures for answering parliamentary questions in relation to Non-
Departmental Public Bodies (NDPBs) could be more transparent.

BACKGROUND

2. The Minister answers questions in relation to NDPBs where they relate to
policy issues.  Where they concern ’operational matters’, the ministerial
answer usually suggests that the member should write directly to the body
concerned.  This is not only unhelpful to the member; it means that the
answer is a private letter to the member, which is only made public, if at
all, at the member’s own initiative, and not in an official or readily available
source.  In some cases the answer suggests that the NDPB should send a
copy of their response to SPICe.  Where this occurs, if at all, the
information is not transparent either to other members or to the public.

DISCUSSION

3. The Executive has responded favourably to the proposals numbered 5.3
and 5.4 made in the paper dated 10 October 2002.  Proposal 5.3 is
reproduced below:-

The Executive nominates a contact in each NDPB to whom questions on
operational matters are forwarded.  There is an agreed target for
responses.  Responses are made directly by the NDPB (via their
contact) simultaneously to the member and to the Chamber Office (or to
SPICe).  When received, the NDPB’s letter is scanned and published on
the Parliament’s website, and printed cumulatively as a supplement to
WAR (e.g. at the end of the parliamentary year).

4. Proposal 5.4 differs only in that there is no provision for printing the letters
in a supplement to WAR.

5. Discussions have taken place between Executive and Parliament officials
as to how best to achieve this objective.  There are a number of practical
considerations that have yet to be fully explored, but initial discussions
have refined the above proposal.  As currently envisaged, the proposed
new system would operate as follows:

• MSP lodges a question relating to an NDPB
• Question is sent to the Executive via the Parliamentary Clerk



• Executive Department decides that the question relates to an operational
matter

• The Departmental Sponsoring Team forwards the question to the relevant
Chairman/Chief Executive and the PQ is answered substantively by the
relevant Minister within the usual 10 counting days deadline.  This reply
would say something like ‘This question relates to an operational matter
and I have forwarded it to the Chairman/Chief Executive of ‘x’ body to
reply.  The response will be published in the Written Answers Report in
due course’.  (The exact wording has yet to be agreed.  A normal period of
25 days is being considered for the Chairman/Chief Executive to reply)

• At the end of each Daily Report (on the Parliament’s website) there would
be an additional list of those questions that had been referred to NDPBs
for answer

• The Chairman/Chief Executive of the NDPB replies within the agreed
target, preferably using a standard form (yet to be designed)

• The reply is sent to the Chamber Office and to the MSP who asked the
question

• The Chamber Office incorporates the electronic text from the form into the
Daily Report on the website

• The Daily Report is then cumulated at the end of the week into WAR and
printed

6. Parliamentary staff intend to undertake a feasibility study of the proposed
system in the new session.  More detailed information is needed on the
workload, costs and resources that would be involved, and the implications
for the printing deadlines of WAR.

7. Subject to further satisfactory discussions with the Executive, and to the
allocation of adequate resources to operate the system from our point of
view, we would anticipate being able to introduce the new system after the
2003 summer recess.

RECOMMENDATION

8. The Committee is invited to endorse this approach and to agree that
subject to satisfactory discussions and conclusions from the feasibility
study, the proposed system should be introduced after the 2003 summer
recess.

Research and Information Group & Directorate of Clerking and Reporting
12 March 2003
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January 2003

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS: BUSINESS DIRECTORY, PQs TO  NDPBs AND
AN ADVISORY COST LIMIT

Thank you for your letters of 26 June and 30 October following up a number of points
which were discussed when Euan Robson and I gave evidence to the Committee on
12 March and 11 June. I am sorry to have taken so long to reply, but as you know the
issues involved are complex.

Scottish Executive Business Directory

You commented that the Executive’s Business Directory could be made easier to
use. I fully appreciate that a number of MSPs found the Directory quite large and that
it can take them some time to find their way around it. You suggested that the
inclusion of an e-mail address for each Scottish Executive official would be helpful for
MSPs to access Executive officials quickly and easily and, failing this, some further
guidance on how to create e-mail addresses in a standard Scottish Executive
format would be useful.

I should explain that the Scottish Executive Directory, in its current format, is now
nearing the end of its useful life. However the Directory does continue to perform its
original and specified function of assisting staff to find the telephone numbers,
responsibilities and location of colleagues across the Executive. One of the reasons
we are redeveloping the Directory is because it has reached the limit of its capacity,
and it is therefore not possible at this stage to install 6,000 additional items of
information. The development of a new Business Directory is part of a larger
corporate information project which is still at the technical desigI1 stage, but it is not



possible at this stage to give a firn1 date for the implementation of the new Directory.
.
In the meantime, we have however revised the front page of the Directory to make it
more user~friend1y, and I hope that MSPs will find this helpful.

You asked about the significance of the "urgency" test contained within the guidance
to users. Promulgating the Directory more widely, we considered it sensible to apply
this criterion as we had no means at that time of accurately predicting to what extent
MSPs and Parliamentary staff would use the facility. While I accept that in practice
such inquiries have given rise to no great difficulty, we have no way of knowing how
many more inquiries might be made if the urgency criterion was removed.

As I said at the meetings on 12 March and 11 June, the majority of inquiries are dealt
with on the day that they are made -indeed, the vast majority of cases are handled
within 10 minutes of being received -and we will continue to do our best to respond
as quickly as possible. However, for the present, I think it would be sensible to retain
the urgency criterion for MSPs as a discrete group of users, although it will be
reviewed after the end of the present Parliament in the light of further experience. We
would prefer inquiries to be made by e-mail to the relevant Head of Branch, although
I accept that in relation to straightforward enquiries a short telephone call may be the
best  way to obtain the required information.

You asked whether the guidance on contacts between MSPs and Executive staff was
part of wider guidance on contacts with other bodies and individuals. The primary
guidance to Executive officials is the Civil Service Code of Conduct but there is
additional guidance on contacts with MSPs and with SPICe, copies of which are
already available in SPICe. It is for the relevant official to decide in each case
whether to provide the information requested or to seek advice first. As you will
appreciate, Ministers have a particular interest in inquiries made by MSPs and their
staff and accordingly we maintain a logging system that enables usage to be
monitored, including the nature and volume of such inquiries.

Non-Departmental Public Bodies

I note the Procedures Committee’s continued concern that NDPBs are not covered
by the scrutiny of the Parliamentary Questions process. The paper attached to your
letter of 30 October canvassed views on 4 options for achieving greater transparency
in relation to PQs about operational matters which are the responsibility of NDPBs. I
think there is merit in either of the proposals at paragraphs 5.3 and 5.4 of the paper
that PQs which relate to operational matters, and therefore should be answered by
NDPBs themselves, should be forwarded to the appropriate body. We suggest that
the contact point should be the Chief Executive in all cases, but it will of course be for
him or her to decide who should respond, and the terms of that response. The
response date and arrangements for copying and publication are essentially matters
for agreement between the Parliament and the relevant Chief Executives.

I am clear that there need to be different arrangements for Executive Agencies and
NDPBs respectively. The major difference between the management and
accountability of NDPBs from  Executive Agencies is that an NDPB Chief Executive
is answerable to the Board and its Chairman who, in turn, are accountable to Scottish
Ministers. In contrast, Chief Executives of Executive Agencies are directly
accountable to Ministers. We would be concerned that any change to these
arrangements could undermine the role of the Chairman and the Board of NDPBs
and, in effect, remove them from the framework of accountability. Euan Robson
noted at the meeting on 12 March that if a PQ had a policy implication, this would



indicate the need for a Ministerial response. This point has been reflected in our
revised Guidance on Scottish Parliamentary Questions, a copy of which has been
placed in SPICe.

On a secondary but purely practical point, there are many more NDPBs and third
parties, such as health boards and local authorities, than there are Executive
Agencies. If Executive officials are unable to prepare answers to a Question until
they have contacted the relevant NDPB for a contribution to the reply, this would
have implications for the Executive’s objective which is aimed at ensuring MSPs
receive as speedy responses as possible.

You expressed an interest in the guidance for Executive staff on the sponsorship of
NDPBs. The guidance, some of which is now completed, is an internal working
document aimed primarily at NDPB sponsor Departments, covering the range of
sponsorship functions (for example, corporate governance, financial management
and policy and financial management reviews). While I would be happy for you to see
the guidance if you so wished, I think it is largely irrelevant to your inquiry, as it does
not specifically cover the handling of PQs but simply cross-refers to the Guidance on
Scottish Parliamentary Questions which I have already mentioned.

Advisory Cost Limit

I note that your letter of 26 June includes the Committee’s formal response on the
advisory cost limit. I note also that the Committee considers it important that any cost
limit applied to the answering of Parliamentary Questions is fully justified. You seek
clarification about to whom the "advice" is directed. The advice is all-encompassing
and is aimed at all officials involved in the consideration of and the preparation of
answers to PQs. The application of the limit is a matter for the relevant Minister who
is responsible for responding to a particular Question.

You question the need for a precise advisory cost limit of £550 noting that no PQ in
the survey table submitted to the Committee cost more than £470 to answer. The
study was based on a sample of 500 Questions. The average number of PQs lodged
each month during the course of the last 12 months was nearly 900 Questions. A
total of 500 Questions therefore represent only about 2 weeks' worth of Questions.
The fact that no PQ in the sample cost more than £~70 does not necessarily mean
that there are no such Questions.

As I said at the meeting on 12 March, breaching the advisory cost limit is not in itself
a reason for not answering a PQ, particularly if the subject matter relates to an issue
of significant public interest or concern. But if that is not the case, and a significant
amount of work would be needed to answer a Question that would not otherwise
require to be undertaken with implications for other business, it may then be
appropriate to apply the advisory cost limit. I attach some recent examples where it
was not possible to provide the information sought because of the disproportionate
cost of doing so. You seek clarification on why the figure of 20 hours for officials'
research and preparation time in aI1swering a PQ has been selected in determining
the advisory cost limit. This is the figure used to calculate the advisory cost limit at
Westminster. We could, of course, have chosen a different amount of time, but in my
view that would be arbitrary and difficult to justify. I think it is also fair to suggest that
spending more than 20 hours of official time dealing with a PQ would be detrimental
to the achievement of other business objectives.



In relation to groups of questions you noted that "group" is a difficult concept to
define. In our view the test to be applied is a common-sense one: where a number of
PQs lodged on or around the same day form a recognisable group then we will treat
them as such. I believe it is important that the Executive is free to consider any group
of PQs lodged by a Member over a particular period, which have not yet been
answered, as a single group. Let me make it clear that we would not, however, delay
answering a Question to see whether other related Questions were lodged.

You made a number of points about Ministers’ approach to answering groups of
related Questions. We proceed on the basis that the group assessment should be
based on Questions to be answered by an individual Minister. In other words, we
would not treat as a single group a series of PQs on a related topic from one MSP
which fall to be answered by different Ministers. We would not, however,’ treat-
Questions from different MSPs on the same subject as a single group.

 Overhead costs were included in the calculation of the advisory cost limit in order to
form a more accurate representation of the total costs attributed to the provision of an
answer. However, staff costs make up by far the largest element of the total cost of
answering a Question.

At the Committee meeting on 12 March, Susan Deacon queried the number of
individuals involved in the handling of Questions and suggested that fewer contacts
would result in the speedier provision of answers. I can confirm that the electronic
tracking system used to assess the advisory cost limit recorded a "hit" every time a
PQ was forwarded or opened by a user. Although the figures quoted by Susan
Deacon appear, on the surface, to be quite substantial (6,000 "contacts" for 500
questions), in addition to the lead official to whom responsibility is allocated for
drafting an answer, a large number of officials are involved in cascading questions
through Departmental Secretariats, in providing contributions to the answer and in
checking proposed answers with third parties to ensure that the reply is
comprehensive and accurate.

I hope that my further comments will help the Committee to reach conclusions on
these matters. I will of course be happy to discuss them further with the Committee if
it would be helpful to do so.

P A TRI CIA FERGUSON

\~--"



EXAMPLES OF ANSWERS to WRITTEN PQs REFERRING TO
DISPROPORTIONATE COST

S1W-28388 -Mr John Swinney (North Tayside) (SNP) : To ask the Scottish Executive
whether it will state the (a) person responsible for payment of non-domestic rates, (b)
total cost to the public body of non-domestic rates paid by it for the project over the
project’s life to date, (c) cost to the public body of paying non-domestic rates in each
of the last three financial years and (d) expected cost to the public body of paying
non-domestic rates in 2002-03 for each of the following private finance
initiative/public private partnership projects, (1) Stirling Further Education Centre, (2)
North Ayrshire College, Kilwinning, (3) Livingston Further Education Centre, (4)
Larkfield geriatric assessment facility, (5) Cumnock Community Hospital, (6)
provision of 90 elderly mental illness care beds for Ayrshire and Arran NHS Board,
(7) provision of 60 frail elderly and 30 elderly mental illness care beds for Ayrshire
and Arran NHS Board, (8) day surgery and maternity unit for Dumfries and Galloway
Acute & Maternity Hospitals NHS Trust, (9) Kincardine Community Hospital, (10)
provision of 25 beds for the mentally ill at Spynie Hospital, (11) provision of 120
elderly care beds at Ruchill Hospital, (12) provision of 120 elderly care beds at
Shettleston Hospital, (13) provision of 180 elderly care beds at Rutherglen Hospital,
(14) provision of 120 elderly care bed at Darnley Hospital, (15) Inverness Psychiatric
Unit, (16) Wi shaw General Hospital, (17) Hairmyres Hospital, (18) provision of 40
elderly care beds in Cumbernauld, (19) provision of 60 elderly with dementia care
beds in Cumbernauld, (20) provision of 90 elderly care beds at Bellshill Hospital, (21)
clinical waste disposal in Lothian, (22) Ferryfield House, (23) provision of 60 elderly
care beds at Ellen’s Glen House, (24) New Royal Infirmary of Edinburgh Phases 1
and 2, (25) clinical waste disposal in northern NHS trusts (Orkney, Shetland and
Western Isles), (26) Mearnskirk Hospital geriatric beds, (27) Dundee Ninewells
Hospital psychiatric services, (28) clinical waste disposal for Lothian and Forth Valley
NHS boards, (29) SGH geriatric medicine and assessment facility for South Glasgow
University Hospitals NHS Trust, (30) multi-storey carpark/carparking facilities for
Tayside University Hospitals NHS Trust, (31) Tippethill Hospital, (32) care of the
elderly services for West Lothian NHS Trust, (33) ,Baldovie waste to energy plant,
(34) Falkirk schools, (35) Project 2002 (Glasgow Schools Project), (36) office
accommodation. for Perth and Kinross Council, (37) Balfron School, (38) Inverness
Airport Terminal, (39) M6 design, build, finance, operate, (40) Skye- Bridge, (41) HM
Prison Kilmarnock, (42) Almond Valley and Seafield sewage scheme, (43) Esk Valley
purification scheme, (44) Inverness main drainage and Fort William sewage
treatment, (45) Findlay House for Lothian Primary Care NHS Trust, (46)
Aberdeenshire schools project, (47) Argyll and Bute waste management project, (48)
Mearns Primary and St Ninian’s High School, (49) Fife schools, (50) Highland
’schools project, (51) Edinburgh schools project, (52) West U>thian schools project,
(53) Police Force Training Centre, East Kilbride, (54) Levenmouth purification
scheme, (55) Moray coast wastewater project, (56) Aberdeen, Stonehaven,
Fraserburgh and Peterhead sewage and sludge treatment, {57) Tay wastewater
project and Dundee, Carnoustie and Arbroath wastewater treatment, (58) Dalmuir
sewage treatment, provision of secondary treatment, (59) Daldowie and Shieldhall
sludge treatment centres and (60) Meadowhea4 (Irvine), Ayr, Stevenston and
Inverclyde sewage treatment.

Answered by Mr Andy Kerr (25 September 2002): Rates are not payable on the
M6 DBFO and Skye Bridge. The information requested in respect of the other
projects is not held centrally and could only be gathered at disproportionate cost.



SlW-27045 -Alex Neil (Central Scotland) (SNP) : To ask the Scottish Executive
whether it will give a breakdown of all foreign trips it has funded in each of the last
two years, detailing the cost of each trip, its purpose and whether reports on the
outcome of each trip have been placed in the Scottish Parliament Information Centre.
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FOR AGREEMENT

SEVENTH MEETING OF THE PROCEDURES COMMITTEE

COMMITTEE ANNUAL REPORT - MAY 2002 TO MARCH 2003

1. The Committee is invited to consider and agree the record of the past year
as set out in the attached draft report.

2. Once cleared, this will be the Committee’s 4th Report 2003.

Clerking and Reporting Directorate
March 2003
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Procedures Committee

4th Report 2003

Annual report of the Procedures Committee for the Parliamentary Year
May 2002 to March 2003

The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows—

Overview

1. The Committee’s key achievement during this review period has been the
completion of the inquiry into the application of the Parliament’s principles –
access and participation, equal opportunities, accountability, and power
sharing – and the publication of its report. The Committee has also proposed:
changes to the operation of parliamentary questions; a constitution for the
Conveners’ Group, and; measures designed to streamline the elections for
members of the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body (SPCB). Finally,
members of the Committee also met elected representatives from the
Slovakian Parliament.

2. There have been no changes in the membership of the Committee.

Inquiries and reports

3. During this reporting period, the Committee met 13 times to complete its
inquiry into the Parliament’s principles. The Committee has published 9
reports, most of which proposed standing orders changes.

Inquiry into the Parliament’s Principles
4. The Committee began its active inquiry work on the Parliamentary
principles in 2001. Breaking fresh ground, and in keeping with its open
approach to the inquiry as a whole, the Committee decided to meet in public
to consider all stages of its draft report, and also to publish that draft on the
Committee’s website in order to encourage an appreciation of the issues
under discussion there.

5. In its final report, the Committee makes 135 recommendations covering a
very wide range of procedural issues, including: the way that the Parliament
reaches out to interact with the public; relations with its key governance
partners such as the Scottish Executive; and a range of more detailed matters
of internal Parliamentary procedure. The Committee spent a considerable
amount of time on equal opportunities matters, including an examination of
the Parliament’s Equal Opportunities Framework and evidence from the Equal
Opportunities Committee. The work of parliamentary committees was another
strong inquiry focus, and the Committee has made a number of
recommendations which seek to assist committees in carrying forward the
Parliament’s key principles in their day to day work, for example, reporting



annually on equal opportunities work, post-legislative scrutiny, and stating the
reasons for meetings being held in private.

6.  The report also maps out areas of future work which it considers should be
given priority such as: legislative procedure, subordinate legislation,
parliamentary questions, Sewel motions1, the further implementation of equal
opportunities in the Parliament, and specific recommendations to help
develop procedural transparency. The inquiry has provided coherence and
direction to much of our work in the present session.  The Committee hopes
that the specific recommendations made to various Parliamentary bodies in
the report will be followed up quickly, and, in particular, that its successor
committee will pursue the recommendations for further procedural work
identified early in the new session.

7.    The Committee wishes to take this opportunity to record its thanks to the
many individuals and organisations who contributed to this lengthy inquiry1.

Constituting  the Conveners’ Group
8.   In October 2002 the Committee agreed recommendations for the formal
constitution of the Conveners’ Group in standing orders. The Group has a
central role in promoting committee best practice, in addition to exercising
specific administrative functions.   The Committee’s proposals, contained in its
5th Report 2002, were approved by the Parliament and standing orders
subsequently amended.

Elections of the Presiding Officers and the SPCB
9.    The Committee reviewed the current procedures that were in place for
the election of the Presiding Officers and the members of the SPCB. The
Committee considered that the arrangements for the election of the Presiding
Officers were satisfactory but thought that a measure of fine-tuning of the
current procedures for election of SPCB members was required to streamline
the process. The Parliament approved the changes recommended and the
standing orders were subsequently amended.3

Other changes to standing orders
10.   In addition to this work, the Committee also published several reports
that covered a range of changes to standing orders as set out below, all of
which were accepted by the Parliament:

                                           
1 Sewel motions are used by the Scottish Executive as a means of obtaining the Scottish
Parliament’s consent to Westminster legislation on devolved matters. These arrangements
reflect a convention that the UK Parliament does not normally legislate with regard to
devolved matters in Scotland without the consent of the Scottish Parliament.
2 The Committee received over 230 written submissions and took oral evidence from almost
100  witnesses in 14 meetings. The Committee also held 3 lively public meetings at which
members of the public attended to give their views of the Parliament – at Hawick (200
attended), Paisley (50 attended) and at Ullapool (40 attended).
3 The Committee's 2nd Report 2003, "Elections to the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body",
(SP Paper 787), was published on 28 February 2003.



• 4th Report 2002 – Scottish Parliamentary Standards Commissioner,
European Committee remit, Private Legislation, Temporary Conveners
and the Journal of the Scottish Parliament;

• 6th Report 2002 – Written Parliamentary Questions and the Languages
of Public Petitions;

• 7th Report 2002 – the remit of the Audit Committee, and;

• 2nd Report 2003 – Legislative (marshalled lists – manuscript
amendments, Members’ Bill Proposals, the taking and timing of
decisions on Bill amendments, Rights of non-committee members at
Stage 2 and of the member in charge of a Bill) and Non-legislative
matters (Outstanding motions and amendments to motions and the
Lodging of written questions, in relation to dissolution).

Other matters
11.   A number of other subjects were considered by the Committee during
this period including: the publication of secondary committee reports;
evidence taking at committee meetings; a preliminary discussion of the Sewel
Convention and Sewel motions; back-bench speeches; the timing of motions
to annul negative statutory instruments; consideration of a letter from the
Presiding Officer about the operation of oral questions and the results of two
questionnaires circulated to Members and relating to the weekly timetable of
Parliamentary Business. Some of these issues also arose in the context of the
Committee’s work on the Parliament’s principles and were deemed sufficiently
significant to warrant further detailed investigation. Such issues included: the
Sewel Convention and Sewel motions; the timing of Parliamentary Business,
and the arrangements for Question Time and First Minister’s Question Time.

Meetings

12.    The Committee met 21 times in the period from 12 May 2002 to 26
March 2003 in Edinburgh, all entirely in public.


