
ST/01/1/A

Agenda

Standards Committee

1st Meeting, 2001

Wednesday 31 January

The Committee will meet at 9.30 in Committee Room 3

1. Declaration of Interests: The new members of the Committee will be invited
to make a declaration of interests.

2. Items in Private: The Committee will consider whether to take Item 6 and 7 in
private.

3. Lobbying: The Committee will consider an issues paper.

4. Standards Commissioner: The Committee will consider papers on the
appointment of a Committee Reporter, appointment and removal procedures
for the Standards Commissioner and other outstanding policy issues.

5. Cross-Party Groups: The Committee will consider applications for approval
from Cross-Party Groups in the Scottish Parliament on:

The Scottish Contemporary Music Industry

6. Alleged Unauthorised Disclosure of Draft Health and Community Care
Committee Report. The Committee will consider a report by the Standards
Adviser.

7. Consideration of Complaint: The Committee will consider how a complaint
from a member of the public should be investigated.



ST/01/1/A

Dr Sam Jones
Clerk to the Standards Committee

Rm. 5.19, PHQ
Ext: 85239

email: samantha.jones@scottish.parliament.uk

*************************

Please find attached the following papers:

Analysis of Responses to Lobbying Consultation Paper ST/01/1/3

Standards Commissioner Committee Bill:
Appointment of Committee Reporter ST/01/1/4A

Standards Commissioner Committee Bill:
Appointment and Removal Procedures for the Standards Commissioner ST/01/1/4B

Standards Commissioner Committee Bill: Outstanding Policy Issues ST/01/1/4C

Cross Party Groups ST/01/1/5

mailto: samantha.jones@scottish.parliament.uk


ST/01/1/3

FIRST MEETING OF THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
LOBBYING

1. The Committee is invited to consider the attached issues paper which provides a
detailed analysis of responses to its consultation exercise on lobbying.

2. The paper is necessarily substantial and suggests a number of options which the
Committee may consider in moving towards its conclusions on lobbying.  The
main options which the Committee will wish to review are as follows:

• Statutory regulation for all lobbyists
• Statutory regulation for professional lobbyists only

• Statutory regulation scheme for all lobbyists
• Statutory registration scheme for professional lobbyists only

• Voluntary code of conduct for all lobbyists
• Voluntary code of conduct for professional lobbyists only

• Standards Committee to express its support for further convergence
between existing voluntary codes and recommend elements which it would
like to see in a voluntary code

• Provisions of further guidance for MSPs and/or lobbyists

3. The Committee will want to consider whether the evidence provided in written
submissions to both this exercise and previously by MSPs is sufficient for it to
now reach its conclusions on lobbying.  Alternatively, the Committee may
consider that it would be useful to hear oral evidence from lobbyists before
drafting a report on this issue.

Standards Committee Clerks
January 2001
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Analysis of Responses to Standards Committee

Consultation Exercise on Lobbying
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Executive Summary

This paper provides a detailed analysis of the 29 responses which the Committee
received to its consultation exercise on lobbying.  The Committee is invited to
consider the main issues which emerged from this exercise and to agree the next
steps in its inquiry.

The paper is divided into four sections with a summary provided at the end of each
section.  Section 1 invites the Committee to address the anticipated difficulties in
both defining ‘lobbying’ and defining ‘lobbyists’.  Section 2 focuses on respondents’
views on ‘accessing the Parliament’.  Many of the issues raised in this section fall
outside the remit of the Committee and may be forwarded to the Procedures
Committee, Business Team and Directorate of Communications.  Section 3 invites
the Committee to consider the relative merits of statutory and voluntary regulation for
lobbyists. Finally, Section 4 looks at the need for further guidance on lobbying
including guidance for lobbyists as well as MSPs.  This section also details issues
raised by one respondent concerning lobbying of the Executive and Civil Servants.
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Introduction

1. At its meeting on 19 December the Standards Committee considered an issues
paper outlining some of the main themes which the Clerks had identified from the
responses to its consultation exercise on lobbying in the Scottish Parliament.
This paper, as requested by the Committee, provides a more detailed analysis.

2. The Committee will note that given the substantial nature of many of the
responses which it received this is necessarily a substantial paper which raises a
number of issues.

3. The Committee will wish to note that many of the issues raised in section 2 of the
paper on Accessing the Parliament fall outside its remit.  The Committee is
advised that these matters could be referred to the Procedures Committee,
Business Team and the Directorate of Communications.  However, the
Committee is within its remit to make recommendations to the Parliament, if it so
wished, in relation to statutory regulation of lobbyists or the introduction of some
form of voluntary code.

4. This consultation exercise marks the second stage of the Committee’s inquiry
following the questionnaire on lobbying which was sent out to all MSPs on June
14 2000 with a view to developing an initial assessment of the actuality of the
lobbying experience in the Parliament. A full analysis of responses is provided in
paper ST/00/13/1 which the Committee considered at its meeting on 12
September 2000.  A brief summary of responses is provided at Annexe B of the
current paper.

Section 1: Problems of Definition

5. As anticipated in the Committee’s consultation paper there was some concern
among respondents in relation to both defining ‘lobbying’ and defining ‘lobbyists’.

Defining Lobbying

6. In carrying out this consultation exercise the Committee adopted the following
working definition of ‘lobbying’ as:

the representation of organised interests to MSPs by the interested parties themselves, or the
professional representation of organised interests by a third party, with the intention of
influencing the action of MSPs.

7. This definition is criticised by some respondents as being too narrow. In
particular, all of the umbrella organisations representing professional lobbyists
were keen to point out that the vast majority of their members’ work is advisory
and it is only very rarely that they are asked by clients to act as advocates on
their behalf with politicians or officials.  For example, APPCS1 point out that:
‘increasingly, it is unusual for professional political consultants to act as third

                                                
1 In the interests of brevity we have utilised acronyms of respondent organisations where possible
throughout this paper.  A full list of those responding is attached at Annexe A.
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party advocates of a client’s case’ while in the experience of ASPA members ‘it is
rarely the consultant who deals with politicians and officials’.  ASPA suggest that
the role of the consultant is primarily to aid clients in understanding the
processes of government.  This view is shared by Citigate Public Affairs who
point out that the vast majority of their work:

is dedicated to facilitating our clients’ understanding of the political process, and legislative
and regulatory activity, and assisting them when appropriate to make their own case to
ministers, elected representatives, and officials.

Therefore, as the IPR argue:

public affairs consultancies which play an advisory role for their clients might never contact
the Parliament or an MSP to undertake “lobbying activity”.

This means that many professional lobbyists might actually never carry out any
direct lobbying of the kind covered by the Committee’s working definition.

8. The Committee may also consider whether its current definition of lobbying
adequately reflects the often complex interaction of interest groups, MSPs and
others in influencing the policy process.  The IPR points out that a variety of
communication channels were employed during the Section 2a debate to
influence MSPs both directly and through a variety of interest groups.  For
example, advertising was used heavily during the campaign.  ASPA also suggest
that: ‘Lobbying is more than the professional representation of interests and it
takes many different forms’.

9. There may also be problems defining lobbying as distinct from the provision of
information.  There may be occasions when an interest group provides
information to MSPs without having a specific objective in terms of influencing
the actions of Members.  The IPR argue:

at which point this communication becomes “persuasive communication” designed to directly
influence the MSP is a difficult judgement.

Given the complexity of interaction between MSPs and various lobbyists it
becomes more difficult to identify when lobbying has actually occurred.  It is also
likely that MSPs will from time to time “lobby” interest groups.  For example, on
gaining support for a private Members’ Bill.

Defining Lobbyists

10. Until now the Committee has tended to differentiate between lobbying by
“professional lobbyists” and between “the interested parties themselves”. This
approach is supported by the EIS who emphasise:

the need to differentiate between, on the one hand, lobbying by representative and
membership based organisations, and on the other lobbying activity for commercial gain.
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11. However, the Committee may wish to consider the usefulness of this dichotomy
in shaping its approach to lobbying.  In particular, it may be argued that in
adopting this dichotomy the Committee regards the rights and requirements of
each group to be differential.  This is important when the Committee deliberates
on the relative usefulness of statutory regulation/registration and voluntary codes
of conduct.  Should they apply to all those involved in lobbying or only
professional lobbyists?  If the latter, then the Committee will have to carefully
consider defining a “professional lobbyist”.

12. Just as there are difficulties in defining “lobbying” so too there are difficulties in
defining a “lobbyist”.  For example, the umbrella organisations representing
professional lobbyists point out that many professions such as lawyers,
journalists, think tank representatives and management consultants may seek to
influence MSPs and public policy to varying degrees.  The PRCA argue that:

It is not just public affairs and public relations companies which have multiple clients and
lobby.  The media’s focus on public relations and public affairs consultancies is based on an
outdated interpretation of lobbying.  Increasingly, professional services companies – eg law
firms, management consultancies and investment and merchant banks – are offering, in-
house, public affairs advice and advocacy.

13. In support of this view they point to the recent recommendations of the Neill
Committee on ‘Standards of Conduct in the House of Lords’.  In respect of
mandatory disclosure of Peers’ interests, Lord Neill states that:

An examination of the Register shows that in almost every case, it is only peers associated
with commercial lobbying companies who are actually registered as having financial interests
in businesses involved in parliamentary lobbying on behalf of clients.  Yet we heard it argued
that this does not accurately reflect the full range of peers who are connected with
parliamentary lobbying…These include some law, accountancy and management
consultancy firms2.

14. Lord Neill, therefore, made the following recommendation:

The guidance…should be amended.  It should be made clear that the requirement to register
is not confined only to those members with interests in lobbying firms, narrowly defined3.

On this basis the Committee may consider that it is necessary to develop a more
concrete definition of “professional lobbyist”.    This point is emphasised by the
response of UNISON who argue that it is impossible to answer whether they
support the establishment of a statutory registration scheme for professional
lobbyists until it is known what the definition of a “professional lobbyist” is.

Summary

15. Before considering which action, if any, it intends to take or recommend on
lobbying the Committee may feel that it is necessary to:

                                                
2 Seventh Report of the Committee on Standards in Public Life, November 2000, paragraph 6.16.
3 Ibid.
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• consider whether its current working definition of lobbying is too tightly
drawn;

• if so, to provide a more detailed definition of the lobbying process;

• whether to maintain the distinction between “professional lobbyists” and
lobbying by the “interested parties themselves”.

• if so, to provide a clearer definition of “professional lobbyists”.

Section 2: Accessing the Parliament

16. In conducting this consultation exercise the Committee is also keen to ascertain
the views of lobbyists in relation to the Parliament’s commitment to openness
and accessibility in its workings.  In particular, some Committee members have
pointed out the relationship between the relative accessibility of the Parliament
and the ability of all interested parties to lobby the Parliament.

17. Respondents were generally very positive in their views on the Parliament’s
commitment to openness and transparency.  For example, the Law Society of
Scotland suggest that: ‘Because of the openness and approachability of the
Parliament and its institutions, it is very easy to find out information about what is
happening in the Parliament’ while Victim Support Scotland’s experience of the
Parliament is that it is highly open, transparent and accessible.  COSLA believes
that it is easy to access information about what is happening in the Parliament
while the SFDF believe that overall the Parliament  is open and transparent in its
working.  Finally, the FSB suggest that it is easy to find out what is happening in
the Parliament as it ‘widely disseminates information on its current and future
work, contact is easy and the whole process is very open’.

18. More substantial criticism of the Parliament’s accessibility is offered by the SMRI
who argue that the rhetoric of an open Scotland distinct from Westminster has
not so far been achieved in practice.  While the rules and procedures that govern
Parliament are well understood by professional lobbyists there are many civic
groups and members of the public who do not view the Parliament as being
open, accessible or transparent.   They emphasise that individual constituents do
not have the necessary resources (time, money and experience) to lobby in the
same way as professional lobbyists.

19. A more cautionary note was also sounded by Standard Life who suggest that:
‘more can probably still be done to promote information about the Parliament, its
activities and procedures to the wider lay audience’.  Particular concern was
expressed, for example, by the RICSS, that many individuals and groups do not
have access to the Internet. Given the emphasis which was placed on this
resource in acquiring knowledge of the Parliament’s business this must be of
some concern. In this respect the SFDF suggest that it would be useful to make
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guidelines on the legislative process and details of key contacts more widely
available beyond inclusion on the website.

Parliamentary Website

20. In commenting on the Parliament’s accessibility many respondents emphasised
the usefulness of the parliamentary website.  The EIS argue that: ‘information on
the work of the Parliament is easy to find on the website and far in advance of
the Westminster model’ while VSS points out that it makes substantial use of the
Parliament’s Internet site.  Citigate Public Affairs believe that the Parliament has
gone to considerable lengths to make information about its activities readily
available, especially its usage of the Internet while COSLA suggest that ‘as the
Parliament’s website evolves, it is becoming easier to access information via that
route’.  Finally, the Law Society feel that ‘ The Parliament’s website is an
extremely useful resource and the information produced by SPICe is very
helpful’.

21. However, some respondents also felt that the website could be improved.  The
SFDF request that Committee information be more clearly highlighted on the site.
For example, they suggest that publication of Committee reports could be more
clearly highlighted.  They also identify difficulties in downloading documents,
particularly PDF documents.   SCVO argue that the information on the website ‘is
not always easy to track issue by issue and the website is deep, requiring
familiarity with its layout for full benefit’.  Concern was also expressed in relation
to the sheer volume of information on the website. Some respondents also point
out that not everyone has access to the Internet.

The Workings of the Parliamentary Bureau and Other Concerns

22. In relation to openness and accessibility some concerns were also expressed in
relation to the working of the Parliamentary Bureau.  For example, the SCPO
refers to ‘the mystery which surrounds the decisions on the Parliamentary
Bureau’ while the SCVO argue that:

In general the Scottish Parliament is relatively open and transparent in its working.  The main
exception would be the workings of the Parliamentary Bureau.

23. The SCVO and SCPO also expressed concern in relation to the increased
incidence of committees meeting in private.  Further, the SCVO believe that time-
tabling of plenary sessions can be last minute, which can create difficulties in
following debates.    They also suggest that minutes are very brief and add little
to the information contained in agendas and that the publication of the Official
Report can be delayed.

When to Lobby and Time Allowed for Responses

24. The main concern of respondents in relation to accessing the Parliament is the
time allowed for responding to consultation exercises and providing evidence to
committees and the need for further guidance on when to lobby.
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25. The Law Society, the RICSS and the National Trust all expressed concern that
the time allowed to respond to consultation exercises, submitting evidence and
suggesting amendments to proposed legislation are generally prohibitive.  They
suggest that this is especially true for representative bodies.   The RICSS argue
that: ‘unless action is taken to improve this problem, the Institution is concerned
that accessibility will be limited to those with the resources to act within short time
scales’.  They suggest that the Parliament introduces minimum periods for
consultation.  Some concern was also expressed that consultation exercises
such as this one are not widely enough publicised.

26. The National Trust suggests that: ‘the process of amendments to Bills at Stage 2
is also governed by unrealistic time restrictions’.  This is a concern which is
shared by COSLA who argue that there:

is not sufficient time for organisations to consider these amendments and to lobby the MSPs
in relation to them, or for the MSPs to access considered advice from organisations.

27. UNISON argue that although access to the Parliament is good it is unclear when
is the most effective time to lobby the Parliament.  They recommend clearer
guidelines to assist in the lobbying process; what is appropriate and at what time
in the process e.g. initial consultation, pre legislative scrutiny, committee
procedure, committee consultation, legislative procedure etc.  This is a concern
also shared by the BMF and the RICSS who argue that ‘it is not always easy to
know exactly when to lobby the Parliament’.

The View of Professional Lobbyists

28. Those respondents associated with commercial lobbying also tended to support
the view that many groups, organisations, businesses and individuals remain
unsure of the processes and procedures governing the working of the
Parliament.  Given their commercial interest in advising on such matters this is
perhaps unsurprising.

29. Citigate Public Affairs argue that:

many organisations do not fully understand the Parliament’s rules and procedures, and that
they also generally lack the knowledge and experience automatically to know how and when
most effectively to lobby the Parliament and its Members.

Similarly, ASPA suggest that ‘there is a considerable number of people and
organisations who do not fully understand the Parliament’s procedures’.  In
particular, they emphasise the grey areas which exist in relation to devolved and
retained powers between Holyrood, Westminster and the European institutions.

Summary

30. The Committee will wish to note that many of the issues raised in relation to
accessing the Parliament fall outside its remit.  Nevertheless, the Committee may
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feel that the consultation exercise has proved useful in identifying some of the
strengths and weaknesses of the Parliament in its relations with lobbyists:

• generally, the Parliament is seen as being open and accessible;

• the website, in particular is viewed as an important resource;

• concern exists in relation to informing individuals and groups without
access to the web;

• concern exists that not enough time is allowed to respond to
consultation exercises, submit evidence and propose amendments;

• more guidance may be needed on when to lobby the Parliament

31. The Committee will wish to note that some of these issues have already been
drawn to the attention of the Procedures Committee, Business Team and the
Directorate of Communications.  It may now consider that this more detailed
analysis should also be sent to the same.

Section 3: Regulation of Lobbyists and Codes of Conduct

32. The Committee is also interested in obtaining the views of lobbyists themselves
on the introduction of statutory regulations for lobbyists and the relative merits of
voluntary regulation.

33. The options which the Committee will wish to review are as follows:

• Statutory Regulation for All Lobbyists
• Statutory Regulation for Professional Lobbyists Only

• Statutory Registration Scheme for All Lobbyists
• Statutory Registration Scheme for Professional Lobbyists Only

• Voluntary Code of Conduct for All Lobbyists
• Voluntary Code of Conduct for Professional Lobbyists Only

• The Standards Committee to Express its Support for Further Convergence
in Existing Voluntary Codes and Recommend Elements Which it Would
Like to See in a Voluntary Code4

Statutory Regulation/Registration

34. Of the 29 responses received, 22 were explicitly opposed to the introduction of
statutory regulation for lobbyists.  However, the SLTA and the SWA support the

                                                
4 Copies of voluntary codes submitted by the umbrella organisations representing mainly professional
lobbyists are attached at Annexe B.
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introduction of a statutory registration scheme while the SRMI strongly support
the introduction of regulation for all lobbyists (see paragraph 34 below).

35. The main arguments which were identified against the introduction of statutory
regulation were:

• difficulties in defining lobbying;

• creation of an elite group of lobbyists;

• could restrict the freedom of genuine interest groups to represent their
views;

• contradiction between the Parliament’s commitment to openness and
transparency and restrictions involved in regulation;

• may inhibit access to the Parliament and act as a barrier to
participation;

• difficulties involved in implementing a regulatory scheme;

• difficulties involved in monitoring and policing regulation;

• difficulties involved in enforcement of sanctions for non-compliance.

36. The SCJC were concerned that voluntary groups may be dissuaded from
lobbying in the face of potential regulation.  COSLA oppose regulation mainly on
the basis that it may give the impression that only registered lobbyists could
access MSPs.  This is a view supported by the IPR who suggest that regulation
‘could make some bodies more nervous about approaching MSPs for fear of
breaching these rules’.  The Third Sector Policy Officers Network were also
unanimous in their opposition to a statutory registration scheme and regulation.
The FSB suggest that honest, sincere lobbying depends on credible information
and workable recommendations which would not be enhanced by regulation.

37. However, the SRMI argue that:

only statutory regulation of all lobbyists in Scotland would guarantee the highest standards of
behaviour of all those involved in the political process.

They also suggest that it is inaccurate that all statutory regulation is cumbersome
and ineffective.  For example, they point to the State of New York which has
recently enacted, and implemented, the New York State Lobbying Act 19995.  A
statutory register would provide a public record of the resources devoted by
outside interests to shaping public policy in Scotland.  This is a view supported
by the SWA who argue that the introduction of a statutory registration scheme
would make available a transparent publicly available list of lobbyists.

                                                
5 www.nylobby.state.ny.us/LobInstruct.html
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38. SRMI also argue that: ‘the drawbacks of statutory regulation are…more imagined
than real’.  They point to evidence from the United States and Canada that
registration schemes can be administered easily and efficiently, especially in
electronic form.  Such a registration scheme could be administered by an
independent commissioner or commission.

Voluntary Codes

39. Respondents were also asked to express a view in relation to the efficacy of a
voluntary code for lobbyists.  Generally, respondents were more amenable to a
voluntary arrangement as opposed to statutory regulation.  There remain,
however, significant variations in the types of voluntary codes being proposed:

• a voluntary code which would be applicable to all lobbyists;

• a voluntary code which would be applicable to professional lobbyists;

• the Parliament’s endorsement of existing voluntary codes and
encouragement of further convergence between these codes.

There are also some respondents who do not envisage any benefits arising from
a voluntary code in any form.

Voluntary Code for all Lobbyists

40. The RICSS suggest that the advantages of a voluntary code for all lobbyists
would be uniformity.  At present several organisations have introduced codes
which differ in terms of what they cover and how stringent they are.  A
standardised code would ensure that all lobbyists, whether professional or
otherwise were adhering to the same standards.  A voluntary code would need to
be compatible with organisations of various sizes and resources, from a small
voluntary group to a large commercial organisation.

41. COSLA would support lobbyists being encouraged to adopt principles of
accountability, accessibility, openness and responsiveness in their dealings with
the Parliament.  Disability Agenda Scotland support the introduction for a
voluntary code for all those undertaking any form of ‘lobbying’.

Voluntary Codes for Professional Lobbyists

42. All four umbrella organisations representing mainly professional lobbyists in
Scotland employ their own voluntary codes of conduct and all submitted copies
of their respective codes as part of this exercise (attached as Annexe B).
APPCS employs a Code of Conduct which forms part of all employees’ contract
of employment.  They suggest that their code is compatible with the Parliament’s
Code of Conduct for MSPs.  APPCS has representation on the Management
Committee of the APPC(UK).  APPC produce a bi-annual register which details:
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• the public affairs consultancies in APPC membership;
• the names of the staff employed by those consultancies;
• the clients for which the consultancies provide public affairs services.

43. This Register is currently lodged with the UK Cabinet Office and Registry of
Members’ Interests.  APPCS suggest that a similar register is lodged with the
Scottish Parliament.

44. The IPR operates a Code of Professional Conduct with a supplementary code of
practice and register for Institute members engaged in lobbying activity.  Those
members who sign up to the Code are entitled to use the term ‘IPR registered
lobbyist’.  The list of subscribers is a public document.  Failure to register does
not prevent IPR members from practising as lobbyists but, should any complaint
be made against a member on professional practice grounds, their non-
registration will be taken into account.

45. The PRCA believe that voluntary regulation works well.  Their code states that:

It is a condition of membership of the PRCA that the member firm, its staff and non-
executive consultants should accept and agree to abide this Code for itself and that
members will be liable for the actions of their staff in relation to the Code.

They place particular emphasis on openness and the need for their members to
be as transparent as possible in their dealings with public figures and institutions.

46. ASPA argue that voluntary regulation is the only way that standards in lobbying
can be properly managed.  They suggest that:

the strength of a voluntary code is that those who sign up to it are not looking for
loopholes within it, but rather wish to embrace and promote the standards
themselves.

The statutory imposition of good conduct should be on MSPs.

Possibilities for Convergence

47. The Committee will wish to note that there already exists a good deal of overlap
between these Codes.   For example, the IPR notes that their code ‘takes into
account similar codes adopted by the Association of Professional Political
Consultants and the Public Relations Consultants Association’. Nevertheless,
there are also a number of differences between the Codes.

48. The IPR suggest that ‘there is the possibility for a degree of convergence in the
codes of those bodies engaged in public affairs activities in Scotland, including
ASPA, the APPC and the SPRCA’.  Further, they believe that:

a voluntary code which was supported by all the relevant organisations and had the
respect of the Parliament…would be an important benchmark against which
expectations of appropriate behaviour could be measured.
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ASPA argue that there is a considerable overlap between their own code of
conduct and ‘would welcome discussions on the convergence of the codes
between these bodies’ provided there is no dilution in standards.  The PRCA
states that: ‘it maintains a close and effective working relationship with fellow
United Kingdom professional bodies, including the APPC and the IPR.

49. APPCS would not accept a weakening of its current code of conduct to facilitate
convergence in the operation of self-regulatory schemes.  However, they do
support the publication of client lists.  They do not accept that their activities are
analogous to lobbying by the voluntary sector and “in-house” lobbying.

Enforcement and Policing a Voluntary Code

50. The Committee may consider that a key concern in looking at the efficacy of a
voluntary code is enforceability.  Citigate Public Affairs suggest that a voluntary
code should be policed by membership organisations such as the APPC and
PRCA.  They argue that the sanction of suspension of membership is a real one.

51. Alleged breaches of the IPR’s code of conduct are investigated by its
Professional Practices Committee which may refer the matter to their Disciplinary
Committee for action.

52. Citigate Public Affairs is signed up to the voluntary codes of conduct for both the
APPC and the PRCA.  Adherence to these codes forms part of their employees’
contracts of employment.  Further, familiarity with the content of each code forms
part of their annual staff performance appraisal systems.  Procedures are also
required to ensure that staff are made aware of their obligations under the code
and that their understanding of, and adherence to, those obligations are routinely
checked.

53. However, SRMI suggest that ‘there remain legal doubts over the ability of
lobbyist trade associations to enforce sanctions by the applications of their
codes’.

Arguments Against Voluntary Codes

54. There was also a degree of opposition to the introduction of a voluntary code.
The FSB cite the following arguments against a voluntary code were –

• the application of such a code to all forms of lobbying and
groups/individuals involved in lobbying would be difficult and complex;

• definitions of what constitutes lobbying activity would be problematic;
• enforcement would be impossibly difficult;
• could simply lead to unnecessary bureaucracy.

The VSS while welcoming the introduction a voluntary code has concerns that it
may be overly bureaucratic, complex or costly to operate.
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55. The SCPO suggest difficulties in drawing up a code which is acceptable to all
and accounts for the varying types of lobbying activity, for example, between a
small voluntary sector group and commercial interests.  They argue that in terms
of policing and sanctions in relation to lobbying the primary emphasis should
continue to focus on MSPs’ conduct.

56. The TSPON argue that it would be very difficult to arrive at a code which would
be acceptable to all.  Further they have concerns that a voluntary code may be
viewed as a first step towards statutory regulation.  Instead of a voluntary code
they support a statement of guidance (see paragraph 61 below).

57. The SRMI do not see any benefits in the introduction of a voluntary code of
conduct for lobbyists.  However, if such a code were to be introduced they
suggest that it should apply to all those who lobby in Scotland, including
commercial consultants, in-house lobbyists in commercial corporations and the
voluntary sector.

58. They argue that professional lobbyists are supportive of ‘voluntary’ codes
precisely because they will not have to disclose information about their clients,
fees and tactics.  However, SRMI believe disclosure of such information to be in
the public interest.

Summary

59. The Committee will note that the majority of respondents oppose the
introduction of any form of statutory regulation for lobbyists.  Further, they
oppose the introduction of statutory registration.  However, the Committee
may also wish to recognise that many respondents may have a vested
interest in the outcome of this consultation exercise.  The Committee is
invited to consider whether it recommends statutory regulation and/or a
statutory registration scheme for lobbyists.

60. There is greater support among respondents for some form of voluntary
code although there are particular concerns regarding the practicality of
developing a code which would apply to all lobbyists.  The Committee is
invited to consider whether it recommends a voluntary code for all
lobbyists or a voluntary code for professional lobbyists only.

61. Rather than recommending that the Parliament become directly involved in
the development and implementation of a voluntary code, the Committee
may consider whether it wishes to take a lead in providing guidance on
which elements should form part of a voluntary code. This could include
guidance on, for example, discipline and sanctions.  This approach is
supported by the EIS.  If the Committee was to adopt this approach it would
need to decide whether such a code should apply to all lobbyists or should
be restricted to professional lobbyists.  If the latter, then it will need to
clearly identify what it means by “professional lobbyists” (see paragraph
12 above).



ST/01/1/3

17

62. The EIS also suggests that it would be useful to see organisations such as
ASPA have a broader membership.  At present their membership is
primarily made up of commercial companies although its membership also
includes trade unions and groups from the voluntary and charitable
sectors.  The Committee may consider whether it wishes to recommend
that lobbying groups join trade associations such as ASPA.

63. The Committee may also consider whether it wishes to express its support
for the further convergence of existing voluntary codes.  A major criticism
of existing codes is that they differ substantially in terms of what they
cover and how stringent they are.  Further consultation and co-operation
across the umbrella organisations in terms of moving towards a universal
code would alleviate this difficulty.  However, it would not address the
difficulties associated with those lobbyists who refuse to sign up to a
voluntary code.

64. The Committee will note that two umbrella organisations operate a
voluntary register providing a publicly available list of clients.  The
Committee may consider whether it wishes to express its support for such
a scheme.  It may also wish to identify which elements it would like
included in these registers and recommend that all umbrella groups adopt
such a scheme.

Section 4: Other Suggestions

Guidance

65. The Committee may also wish to consider that further guidance could be issued
to both the lobbied and lobbyists alike on lobbying.  The SCVO suggest that:

Perhaps a simple statement could provide guidance on acceptable lobbying practice and be
available to all…through the Scottish Parliament website…Rather than ‘policing’ the
code/guidance there would be a request that it be respected.  The clear rejection of
inappropriate lobbying by MSPs and staff would act as a sanction.

66. The TSPON support a statement of guidance for MSPs and lobbyists rather than
a code of conduct.  They argue that MSPs are responsible for making clear the
type of lobbying behaviour which is considered to be inappropriate and to decline
improper lobbying.  It might, therefore, be useful to draw up guidance for MSPs
and their staff on how to recognise improper lobbying practices.  A voluntary
code/statement of guidance should be easily accessible to all concerned and
should regulate the lobbying function rather than the people involved in lobbying.

67. The Committee will note that some guidance for MSPs on lobbying already exists
in Section 7 of the Code of Conduct. The Committee may consider whether, at
this stage, the guidance is sufficient or whether further guidance for MSPs is
required.  Much of this guidance focuses on the statutory regulations which exist
in relation to lobbying and there is, perhaps, a need for more practical advice on
contacts with lobbyists.  The Committee may also consider whether this guidance
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should be published more widely than in the Code of Conduct and could be
made generally available to lobbyists.

Lobbying Ministers and Civil Servants

68. The SRMI argue that it is insufficient to focus solely on lobbying MSPs.  They
suggest that many lobbyists predominantly target the Executive.  Therefore, of
more concern is the relationship between lobbyists and Ministers and lobbyists
and Civil Servants.

69. The current Scottish Ministerial Code is silent on the relationship between
Ministers and lobbyists.  Although the Committee has no remit in this respect, the
Executive has indicated that it intends to re-examine the Ministerial Code in the
light of the Standards Committee’s conclusions on its inquiry into lobbying.

70. The SRMI recommend that:

ministers and civil servants be required to keep a record of meetings or other significant
contacts with lobbyists, their clients and other special interests in line with the
recommendations of the Neill Committee.

71. The Neill Committee recommended that:

For Ministers, the basic facts about official meetings with external interests (which should
include the date and time, the people involved and the general subject under discussion)
should be recorded in their office diaries, which should be retained.6

Conclusion

72. The Committee is invited to consider the issues raised in this paper and to move
towards establishing its conclusions in relation to lobbying in the Scottish
Parliament.  In doing so, the Committee will wish to consider whether the
evidence provided in written submissions to both this exercise and previously by
MSPs is sufficient for it to form such a judgement.  Alternatively, the Committee
may consider that it would be useful to hear oral evidence from the lobbyists
themselves before drafting its report on this issue.

                                                
6 Committee on Standards in Public Life, Sixth Report, Cm 4557 –1 (2000), Recommendation 27.
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Respondents to Lobbying Consultation Paper

Association of Professional Political Consultants (APPC)
Association for Scottish Public Affairs (ASPA)
British Motorcyclists Association (BMA)
Care for Scotland
Citigate Public Affairs
COSLA
Disability Agenda
The Educational Institute of Scotland (EIS)
Federation of Small Businesses (FSB)
Institute of Public Relations (IPR)
Law Society of Scotland
The National Trust for Scotland
Playfair Walker
Public Relations Consultation Association/Scottish Public Relations Consultation
Association (PRCA/SPRCA)
Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors in Scotland (RICSS)
Saltire Public Affairs
Scottish Churches Parliamentary Office (SCPO)
Scottish Council of Jewish Communities (SCJC)
Scottish Food and Drink Federation (SFDF)
Scottish Licensed Trade Association (SLTA)
Scottish Wholesale Association (SWA)
SCVO
SPUC Scotland
Standard Life
Stirling Media Research Institute (SMRI)
SQA
Third Sector Policy Officer’s Network (TSPON)
Unison Scotland
Victim Support Scotland (VSS)
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Summary of MSPs’ Responses

1. Of the 129 questionnaires which were sent out, the Clerks received 47 responses
which amounts to 36% of MSPs.  The main points which arose from this exercise
were as follows:

• 77% of respondents had been lobbied more than 20 times
• 98% of respondents had been lobbied by voluntary organisations and

charities
• 49% of respondents had been lobbied by professional lobbying commpanies
• 48% of those lobbied by professional companies had been lobbied 5 or less

times by such companies
• 49% of respondents said that they had regular contact with various kinds of

lobbying groups

2. 49% of respondents claimed to have had contact with professional lobbying
companies.  The majority of these, 65% had been lobbied 10 or less times by
professional lobbyists with 48% stating that they had been lobbied 5 or less
times.  Of the 23 respondents, 87% stated that it had always been made clear to
them from the outset on whose behalf the firm was acting.

3. Overall, Member were mainly content with the nature of the lobbying process by
the interested parties themselves as long as it is always carried out transparently
and above board.

4. Members’ views on lobbying by professional lobbying companies were more
divided.  They ranged from those who were completely opposed to dealing with
such companies to those who felt that they are a wholly legitimate part of the
democratic process.

5. Some Members suggested that given that MSPs were relatively accessible and
the procedures for lobbying the Parliament were open and transparent, there was
no need for organisations to employ professional lobbying companies.  However,
some MSPs emphasised the experience and knowledge which these companies
have of the parliamentary process.

6. On the basis of the responses received there does not appear to be very much
enthusiasm for regulating lobbying companies.
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FIRST MEETING OF THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
STANDARDS COMMISSIONER COMMITTEE BILL: APPOINTMENT OF
COMMITTEE REPORTER

1. At its meeting on 19 December 2000, the Committee agreed to appoint
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton MSP as its Reporter to assist the Convener
in liaising with the Committee Clerks and the Non Executive Bills Unit
(NEBU) in developing the drafting instructions for the Committee’s Bill.

2. Rule 12.6 of Standing Orders provides that

Any committee may appoint a committee member (referred to as a ‘reporter’) to
report to it upon any competent matter within such time limit as the committee may
determine. A committee may appoint different reporters to report to it upon different
competent matters.

     Paragraph 4.12 of Guidance for the Operation of Committees states that

It will be for the committee to decide the role of each reporter. The remit of each
reporter should normally be agreed at the time of their appointment.

3. The Committee is therefore invited to agree the remit of its reporter
on the Standards Commissioner Bill. This could include the
following:

• In conjunction with the Convener to liaise with the Committee
Clerks and NEBU in resolving minor policy issues which arise
during the development of drafting instructions for the
Committee’s Bill.

• Once the drafting instructions have been completed, reporting
back to the Committee and inviting it to review these
decisions.

CLERK TO THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
JANUARY 2001
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FIRST MEETING OF THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
STANDARDS COMMISSIONER COMMITTEE BILL: APPOINTMENT AND
REMOVAL ISSUES

1. At its meeting on 19 December, the Committee tasked the Clerks to
prepare an issues paper concerning the appointment and removal
procedures for the Standards Commissioner.

2. The Committee is invited to consider the attached issues paper and
determine the appointment and removal procedures to be contained
in the Standards Commissioner Bill.

CLERK TO THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
JANUARY 2001
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Standards Commissioner: Appointment and Removal Procedures

Background

1. The Standards Commissioner Bill will need to set out a framework for
appointing and removing the Commissioner. The Committee does not at
this stage need to consider the mechanics of the appointment process, for
example, advertising, shortlisting procedure or the composition of the
interview board or the terms of appointment other than where specifically
covered in this paper. However, the drafting instructions will need to
contain guidance on the appointment authority, term of office and the
grounds on which the Commissioner can be removed.

2. This paper gives an overview of the approach used for other similar
appointments and then poses a series of questions for the Committee’s
consideration.

Other Appointment/Removal Procedures

3. In developing its policy on this issue, the Committee may wish to consider
the approach adopted by other Parliaments and Assemblies. It may also
wish to review the approach taken by other investigative bodies such as
the Scottish Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration (the SPCA).

Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards

4. The office of Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards was established
following the recommendation of the Committee on Standards in Public
Life (the ‘Nolan Committee’). The Committee recommended that

The House should appoint a person of independent standing who should have a
degree of tenure and not be a career member of the House of Commons staff, as
Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards. (Para 104, First Report of the Committee
on Standards in Public Life)

5. Rule 150 of the Standing Orders of the House of Commons provides that
the Parliamentary Commissioner for Standards ‘shall be appointed by the
House’. The Commissioner is appointed on a three year fixed term
contract and can be dismissed by resolution of the House. The House
Standing Orders do not set out on what grounds the Commissioner may
be removed.

National Assembly for Wales

6. The Assembly’s Standing Order 16 sets out the appointment procedure for
its Standards Adviser as follows:

The Assembly shall appoint a person who is not an Assembly Member or a Member
of its staff to provide advice and assistance to the Presiding Officer on any matter
relating to the conduct of Members; and the Committee may, in addition to the
appointment as appropriate of its own adviser under paragraph [standing order] 8.14,
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invite the Assembly’s appointee to investigate factual matters arising out of any
matter before it.

The provisions reflect the pivotal role played by the Assembly’s Presiding
Officer in handling complaints against Members. Unlike the standards
framework in the Scottish Parliament, the Assembly’s Standards
Committee can only investigate complaints which are referred to it by the
Presiding Officer. The Committee will also note that the provision expressly
excludes Assembly Members or staff from being appointed as Standards
Adviser. The current Adviser, Richard Penn, was appointed by resolution
of the Assembly on 15 March 2000.

7. The Assembly’s Standing Orders do not lay down a term of office for the
adviser nor do they set out a procedure for removing him/her. These
issues are dealt with in the Adviser’s contract. The Adviser currently has a
three year fixed term contract and may be removed from office by
resolution of the Parliament if he breaches the terms of the contract.

Scottish Parliamentary Commissioner for Administration

8. The basis of appointment of the Scottish Parliamentary Commissioner for
Administration  (SPCA) is set out in the Scotland Act 1998 (Transitory and
Transitional Provisions) (Complaints of Maladministration) Order 1999.
The appointment is made by the Queen: in practice this would be on the
advice of the First Minister. Article 4(4) provides that the SPCA can be
removed from office by the Queen at his/her own request or following a
resolution of the Parliament on the grounds of misbehaviour. The Order
also provides that the SPCA may not serve beyond the age of sixty-five.

9. The Transitional Order also provides that the office of SPCA may be
considered vacant if

the person appointed to be the Scottish Commissioner is incapable for medical
reasons of performing the duties of the office and of requesting to be relieved of it.

The Order does not set out a term of office but provides for the other
terms and conditions of the SPCA to be determined by the SPCB (Article
6(5)).

10. Similar provisions are set out in the legislation establishing the offices of
the Health Service Commissioner and Commissioner for Local
Administration in Scotland.

Questions for the Committee

11. The Committee is invited to take a view on the following issues in
developing its policy on the appointment and removal of the Standards
Commissioner:

• Who should appoint the Commissioner? The legal advice that we
have received is to the effect that it would be necessary for the



ST/01/1/4B

Commissioner to be appointed by a ‘legal’ person. This could be the
Queen or alternatively the Commissioner could be appointed by the
SPCB. It would be possible to ensure the involvement of the
Parliament in the process by requiring the SPCB to consult with or
obtain the consent of the Parliament to the appointment. Standing
Orders could be used to determine the appropriate means for
consulting or obtaining consent – for example by resolution of the
whole Parliament. Standing Orders could also allow the Committee to
be involved in the process for example by enabling it to make a
recommendation to the Parliament on whether or not to consent to the
proposed appointment.

• Should the Bill render certain individuals ineligible for
appointment, for example MSPs and SPCB staff?

• Should the Commissioner have an unlimited term of office or
should the term of office be for a fixed period? If the term of office
is to be for a fixed period should this be set out in the Bill or left to
be determined in the terms of appointment? An unlimited term of
office would normally only be appropriate for judicial or other similar
appointments.

• If a maximum term of office is to be set out in the Bill, how long
should it be? The standard provision for public appointments would be
for the term to be between 3 and 5 years.

• Who should be responsible for removing the Commissioner? It is
normal practice for the public appointee to be removed from office by
the same body responsible for appointment. This would suggest
removal by the Queen or by the SPCB in consequence of a resolution
of the Parliament.

• Should the grounds for removal of the Commissioner be specified
in the Bill or should this be left for the terms of appointment?
Inclusion of the grounds for removal in the Bill would be more open and
transparent. On the other hand, if the grounds of removal are left to be
determined in the terms of appointment this might give more flexibility.
If the grounds of removal are to be specified in the Bill, should these be
similar to the standard grounds of removal for public appointments,
namely, failure to discharge functions without reasonable excuse,
conviction of a criminal offence, bankruptcy and being unable or unfit to
discharge functions?

CLERK TO THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
JANUARY 2001
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FIRST MEETING OF THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
STANDARDS COMMISSIONER COMMITTEE BILL: OUTSTANDING
POLICY ISSUES

Background

1. At its meeting on 19 December 2000, the Committee agreed that work
could commence on the drafting instructions for the Standards
Commissioner Committee Bill. As anticipated, this process has highlighted
several outstanding policy issues for the Committee’s resolution. The
procedures for the appointment and removal of the Commissioner are
dealt with in a separate paper. This paper seeks the Committee’s views on
the following matters:

• Imposing a Time Limit on the Submission of Complaints
• The Provision of a Regular Report by the Commissioner to the

Committee
• ‘Fundamentals’ of the Investigative Process
• Administrative Directions
• Interim Reports

Imposing a Time Limit on Complaints

2. The Committee may wish to consider whether the draft Bill should contain
a provision imposing a time limit on the submission of complaints against
Members. This could run from when the act took place or when the matter
first came to the attention of the complainer. The former approach is likely
to be problematic since matters may come to light some time after the act
took place and it may not be appropriate to automatically bar a claim on
this basis. Whilst there may be difficulties in obtaining evidence if a
considerable period of time has elapsed, these issues can be assessed by
the Commissioner and the Committee during the relevant stages of the
investigative process. The Standards and Privileges Committee in the
House of Commons has directed the Parliamentary Commissioner for
Standards to consult with the Committee before investigating a complaint
against an MP which dates back more than seven years unless it is linked
to a more recent complaint. The Committee has stated that it would expect
to instruct the Commissioner to proceed if the allegations are of a serious
nature.1

3. Many other investigative regimes adopt the second approach. The
legislation which established the Scottish Parliamentary Commissioner for
Administration, the Health Service Commissioner and the Commissioner
for Local Administration in Scotland require complaints to be submitted

                                       
1 Nineteenth Report of the Standards and Privileges Committee, Session 1997-1998
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within twelve months of the complainer first becoming aware of the matter
alleged in the complaint. However, the Commissioners may consider
complaints outwith this time limit in ‘special circumstances’ or if the
Commissioner considers it ‘proper’ or ‘reasonable’ to do so.

4. If the Committee wishes to include a provision imposing a time limit on the
submission of complaints, it may also wish to consider whether the
Commissioner should be given the discretion to consider complaints
outwith this time limit in certain circumstances. The discretion to waive
time limits is commonly found in judicial and administrative proceedings.
The test for the exercise of the discretion is commonly whether it is proper
or reasonable to do so, or sometimes on ‘cause shown’. The discretion is
often exercised whether the complainer was unaware of their remedy (that
is, the right to lodge the complaint). It is seldom granted where the
deadline was simply forgotten, even where the complainer’s legal
representative was aware of the remedy although the complainer was not.

• Should complaints be time barred?
• If so, should the time limit run from when the complainer first

became aware of the matter or from when the alleged event
took place?

• What time limit should be set?
• Should the Commissioner have the discretion to take on

complaints outwith this time limit?

The Provision of a Regular Report

5. The Committee may wish to consider the inclusion of a requirement for the
Commissioner to provide a regular report, perhaps on an Annual or twice-
yearly basis. This would ensure that the Committee would retain oversight
of the number of complaints which do not proceed to a full investigation.
The Committee will recall that in its fourth report 2000, Models of
Investigation, it recommended that the Commissioner would not be
required to bring complaints found to be unwarranted at Stage 1 of the
investigative procedure (the initial ‘sift’) to the Committee’s attention. The
number of complaints resolved in this fashion could usefully be set out in a
regular report for the Committee’s information.

• Should the Commissioner be required to produce a regular
report summarising his/her investigations over a specified
period?

• If so, on what basis should it be produced? Annually, twice-
yearly or quarterly?

‘Fundamentals’ of Investigation Process

6. In order to maintain the independence and separation of the
Commissioner, the Bill will provide that the Parliament is not able to direct
the Commissioner as to how he or she carries out any particular
investigation at Stages 1 and 2 of the investigative process. The
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Committee will recall that it has the option of carrying out its own
investigation at Stage 3 of the procedure if it wishes to do so. The
Committee may, however, wish to ensure that it has the power to ensure
that the Commissioner adheres to certain general investigative
‘fundamentals’ when carrying out the investigation. These could include:

- Advising interviewees of his/her remit, the purpose of his/her
investigation and the purpose of the interview in writing prior to
the interview taking place;

- Advising interviewees in writing that they are entitled to have a
third party present;

- Informing interviewees how their evidence will be used in the
inquiry (for example, whether or not they will be named in the
Commissioner’s report);

- Informing interviewees what happens next in the investigation.

• Should the Bill ensure that the Committee can require the
Commissioner to comply with the general requirements that
are specified above for each investigation and any other
general requirements that the Committee may think
appropriate?

Administrative Directions

7. The Committee may also wish to give some thought to whether it wishes
to have any control over the general administration of the Commissioner’s
office, for example over the keeping of records and the establishment of a
complaints procedure to deal with complaints against the Commissioner.

• Should the Bill enable the Committee to be able to direct the
Commissioner on administrative matters?

Interim Reports

8. The draft Bill could require an interim report from the Commissioner on a
direction from the Parliament/Standards Committee. This power could be
utilised if an investigation was likely to take a lengthy period of time to
conclude or if the Committee had any concerns regarding the
investigation. One approach might be to require the Commissioner to
notify the Committee if an investigation is unlikely to be completed within
three months or require an interim report after a specified period
automatically.
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• Should the Bill contain a provision under which the
Commissioner could be required to provide an interim report
at the direction of the Parliament or Standards Committee?

CLERK TO THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
JANUARY 2001
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THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT

STANDARDS COMMITTEE

1st MEETING, 31 JANUARY 2001

AGENDA ITEM 5: REQUEST FOR STANDARDS COMMITTEE APPROVAL OF
PROPOSED CROSS-PARTY GROUPS IN THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT

In accordance with the Rules on Cross-Party Groups, proposals for the
establishment of a Cross-Party Group in the Scottish Parliament have been
submitted to the Standards Committee for its approval. The proposed Cross-Party
Groups are:

• The Scottish Contemporary Music Industry (submitted by Pauline McNeill MSP)

A copy of the Registration and Declaration of Compliance form for the above
proposed Group is attached at Annexe A.

 Action

The Committee is invited to consider whether it wishes to approve, under the Rules
on Cross-Party Groups, the establishment of the above Cross-Party Group.

STANDARDS COMMITTEE CLERKS
JANUARY 2001
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REGISTRATION FORM FOR CROSS-PARTY GROUPS IN THE SCOTTISH
PARLIAMENT

Full name of Group: Groups which have undertaken to comply with the rules on
Cross-Party Groups may use the words “Cross-Party Group in the Scottish
Parliament” in their title.

Cross-Party Group in the Scottish Contemporary Music Industry

Purpose of the Group: A brief statement of the main purpose of the group.  Groups
are reminded that the Standards Committee will look very carefully at the proposed
purpose of a group to satisfy itself that its purpose is Parliamentary in nature and of
genuine public interest.

1. To help MSP’s to address the needs of Scotland’s Contemporary Music
Industry.

2. To provide MSP’s with a source of information and expertise on issues
affecting the Scottish Contemporary Music Industry.

3. To create a forum that enables interested parties to forward ideas to
improve the national infrastructure of the Scottish Contemporary Music
Industry.

4. To liase with external agencies of the Scottish Executive in order to
promote the Scottish Contemporary Music Industry’s Interests at home and
abroad.

5. To ensure the agencies of the Scottish Executive are aware of the value of
the industry in both economic and cultural terms.
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Members of the Group: When listing members who are MSPs, only the MSPs
name need be given.  For members from outwith the Parliament, the name of the
member and an indication of any interest or employer they represent must be given.

MSPs

Pauline McNeill
Ken Macintosh
Frank McAveety
Lloyd Quinan
Adam Ingram
Janis Hughes
David Davidson
Elaine Murray
Lyndsay McIntosh
Brian Monteith
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
Jamie Stone
Cathy Peattie
Ken Gibson
Mary Mulligan
Margaret Smith

Other Group members

Liz Cameron, assistant to David Davidson
Michael Hance, Scottish Arts Council
Ronnie Guir, Dig Media
Tom Coyle, Glasgow City Council
Stuart Clumpus, DF Concerts
Richard Brown, Soma Records
Allan Dunbreck, James Watt College
Ian Smith, Musicians’ Union
Gerry McInally, assistant to Pauline McNeill
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Officers of the Group: Please amend titles as necessary e.g. to indicate joint office
holders, or preferred titles.

Convener: Pauline McNeill MSP

Vice–Convener: Lloyd Quinan MSP

Secretary: Liz Cameron, Michael Hance

Treasurer

Financial or other benefits received by the Group: The group must register any
financial or other material benefit received by the group from whatever source, where
the value of the financial sum or benefit from any single source exceeds £250 in any
one calendar year.  This includes donations, sponsorship, subscriptions, hospitality,
gifts, visits, provision of services or accommodation or staff assistance.  The value of
use of Parliamentary facilities need not be registered.

The details requiring to be registered include a brief description of the benefit, the
approximate monetary value, the date on which it was received and the source from
which it came.  Where a consultancy organisation provides benefits, the client on
whose behalf these are provided should be named.

Subscriptions: Where a group charges or proposes to charge a subscription, this
must be reasonable and the same for all members.  The amount of the subscription
should be registered and the purposes for which it is intended to use the
subscription.
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Staff employed by or working for groups: If a group makes use of staff issued
with a Parliamentary pass, any paid activity undertaken by those staff where the
employer benefits from the pass holder’s access to the Parliament must be
registered.  There is no need to state the amount of remuneration. The requirement
relates both to staff employed directly by the group and to staff employed by an
outside organisation to provide assistance to the group.

Name of staff member

Job title (in paid activity where employer organisation benefits from pass holder’s
access to Parliament).

Name of Employer Organisation

Type of Employer Organisation

Group contact: Please give the name, full Parliamentary address and telephone
number of an elected official of the group who is an MSP who will be the contact for
registration matters for the group. Initially this must be the Member who signs the
declaration on compliance with the rules on behalf of the group.  If a group
subsequently changes the designated contact, the office of the Standards Clerk must
be informed within 7 days of the change.

Pauline McNeill MSP
Room 4.6
Scottish Parliament HQ

0131 348 5909/10
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Declaration on establishment of a Cross-Party Group

I declare that Cross-Party Group in the Scottish Parliament on the Scottish
Contemporary Music Industry is constituted in accordance with the Rules on Cross-
Party Groups in the Scottish Parliament as set out in Section 8.3 of the Code of
Conduct.

Failure to comply with or contravention of these rules may result in a group’s loss of
recognition as a Cross-Party Group and loss of access by the group to the
Parliament’s facilities and any privileges generally accorded to recognised Cross-
Party Groups.   Such failure could also lead to penalties being imposed on a Member
by the Parliament.

Signed: ……………………………………………………………………………………….

Name: Pauline McNeill MSP

Date: 18/12/00

This declaration must be signed by an elected officer of the group who is a
Member of the Parliament.  This Member will be held primarily responsible for
ensuring that the rules, including the rules on registration, are complied with
by the group.


