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FIFTH MEETING OF THE STANDARDS COMMITTEE
LOBBYING

1. The attached paper summarises the oral evidence provided to the Committee at
its meetings on 28 February 2001 and 14 March 2001.

2. The Committee is invited to review the evidence and consider the next
steps for its inquiry into Lobbying.
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Introduction

1. At its meetings on 28 February 2001 and 14 March 2001 the Committee, as part
of its ongoing inquiry into lobbying, heard oral evidence from the following groups
of witnesses:

Stirling Media Research Institute (SMRI)
Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA)
Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations (SCVO)
Scottish Trades Union Congress (STUC)
Association of Scottish Public Affairs (ASPA)
Association of Professional Political Consultants in Scotland (APPCS)
Scottish Civic Forum

2. This paper provides a brief summary of the evidence provided by each group.

Stirling Media Research Institute

3. The SMRI has been engaged in a programme of research into the public
relations industry in Scotland, the UK and Europe since 1996.  They state that
they have no financial or other interest in lobbying.

Statutory Regulation/Registration

4. In line with their written submission the SMRI were forthright in advocating the
establishment of statutory regulation and registration for all lobbyists.  Primarily
this view is driven by an emphasis on the need for the lobbying of decision
makers to be carried out in an open and transparent manner. The SMRI also
argued that this would assist MSPs in meeting their own obligations in the Code
of Conduct on lobbying.  A record of the resources which are devoted to lobbying
should be publicly available.   For example, whether or not an organisation
employs an in-house Parliamentary Officer or a commercial lobbying company:

The real test is how people are trying to affect the course of public policy, not whether they
are commercial (O.R. Col. 691).

5. Pressed on whether this meant that their definition of lobbyist would include
individuals writing to their local representative, William Dinan suggested that a
cash threshold is introduced which would distinguish between a constituent
petitioning their MSP and someone campaigning on a cause:

if someone spends more resources than the average citizen to influence policy, they should
have to declare that and put those expenditures in the public domain (O.R. Col. 692).

6. In being asked to distinguish between registration and regulation, William Dinan
stated that:

registration requires that information is gathered and put in the public domain in an easy,
accessible and user-friendly way, whereas regulation is laying down rules that will govern the
behaviour of lobbyists (O.R. Col. 687).
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However, inevitably a registration scheme will involve an element of regulation
as lobbyists would be required to keep records and submit information as part of
the scheme.

7. On being pressed that a statutory registration scheme would lead to an elite
strata of lobbyists, Professor Schlesinger responded that:

If there is a wide sweep, there is no way in which anyone could claim elite or special status
(O.R. Col. 688).

To negate any claim which a lobbyist might make from being registered the
Parliament should simply declare that being registered does not confer any
special privileges.      

Voluntary Codes

8. In keeping with their written submission the SMRI remains opposed to the
introduction of a voluntary code primarily on the basis that they are largely
ineffectual:

In the UK there are no examples of self regulation exposing corrupt practice or addressing
questions on the probity of lobbyists (O.R. Col. 688)

9. Commercial imperatives inevitably mean that lobbying trade associations will not
be exactly eager to expose wrongdoing by its members.  Further, professional
lobbyists have a combined vested interest in not exposing bad practice as that
makes them all look bad as happened during ‘Lobbygate’.  Rather, it has tended
to be the media and investigative journalism which has exposed bad practice in
the industry.  In support of this view the SMRI cite evidence given by Derek
Draper (the former lobbyist involved in the so-called ‘Cash for Access’ affair at
Westminster) to the Neill Committee:

The truth is that you are not going to get companies which are incredibly competitive and
ridden with personality difficulties to regulate themselves properly.

The SMRI claim that there are serious problems in the way in which voluntary
codes are policed and monitored.

Convention of Scottish Local Authorities

10. COSLA currently represents 32 local authorities in Scotland.  It does not view
itself as a lobbyist but representing a tier of government within Scotland:

COSLA deals with interests relating to governance and government, so it has an integrity that
other organisations in Scottish society do not have (O.R. Col. 700)

Statutory Regulation/Registration

11. In line with their written submission COSLA maintained their opposition to
statutory regulation of lobbyists.  Adrian Colwell stated that:
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it is our view that the suggested move to statutory regulation might undermine to some
degree the general principle of open parliamentary access based on an inclusive relationship
with Scottish civic society.

COSLA were concerned that the introduction of statutory regulation may give the
impression that only registered lobbyists could access MSPs.

12. If the Committee were to consider the introduction of statutory regulation COSLA
suggest that it should only apply to professional lobbyists.  However, the term
professional lobbyist would need to be defined clearly.

Voluntary Codes

13. COSLA’s general view is that a voluntary code is preferable to the introduction of
statutory provision.  In relation to who should be responsible for developing and
policing a voluntary code, COSLA suggest that all those affected by the code
should be consulted on its introduction.  In terms of sanctions, COSLA argue for
a process of naming and shaming of those organisations who cannot keep to a
voluntary code.

Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations      

14. The SCVO is an umbrella organisation for voluntary organisations in Scotland.
They have more than 1,000 direct members and reach thousands more through
their regional and issue-specific networks.  In 1999 the SCVO received funding
from the National Lottery Charities Board to set up the third sector parliamentary
information and advisory service.  The aim of the service is to encourage
voluntary organisations to get involved in lobbying.  The main reason why the
service was established was so that voluntary organisations would not have to
devote a large amount of their resources to employing private companies.

15. The SCVO suggest that prior to devolution most Scottish voluntary organisations
had little experience of lobbying.  They have produced a wide range of
information and training material to assist voluntary groups in passing on their
views to Parliament.  They estimate that there are no more than 20 full-time
voluntary sector lobbyists in Scotland.

Statutory Regulation/Registration

16. Consistent with their written submission the SCVO remain opposed to the
introduction of statutory regulation for lobbyists.  They argue that regulation and
registration would act as a barrier to openness and accessibility:

The SCVO and the third sector policy officers network believe that registration will be
impossible to implement without a strongly negative effect on the ability of communities to
participate in the work of the Parliament (O.R. Col.710 - 711).

In particular, they suggest that the increase in bureaucracy which registration
would entail may deter organisations and individuals from getting involved in the
Parliament and create an ‘elite group of recognised lobbyists’.
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17. From their experience the SCVO believe that MSPs are generally open to the
voluntary sector and are easy to contact.  At the same time they do not ‘perceive
a problem of commercial organisations having undue access’ (O.R.Col.711).
They suggest that problems in relation to lack of participation are more likely to
be as a result of ‘cynicism and a lack of awareness about how open the
Parliament can be’.  The problem with access relates not to who gets access but
to who does not get it.  Establishing a register would diminish access rather than
improve it.

18. The SCVO also point out that, as a Charity, they are already heavily regulated
and details about their funding are already publicly available.

Voluntary Codes

19. The SCVO would be happy to support the introduction of a voluntary code for all
organisations if it is feasible to develop one that would apply to the smallest
voluntary organisation as well as commercial lobbyists.  However, they do not
believe that a voluntary code is necessary.  They suggest that a statement of
guidance would be preferable to a detailed code.  Such guidance ‘should advise
organisations to make it clear who they are and whose interests they represent’
(O.R. Col. 713).  The primary onus should be on MSPs.   It is MSPs who should
be open and accessible and be seen to be above reproach.  Being required to
sign up to a Code may lead to a two-tier system of those who are signed up and
those who are not.

Scottish Trades Union Congress

20. The STUC represents more than 620,000 trade union members.  It is not
politically affiliated although some trade unions are.  It is engaged in both
responsive lobbying such as giving evidence to Parliamentary committees and
more proactive lobbying which involves direct contact with MSPs.

Statutory Regulation/Registration

21. The STUC had some concerns that a statutory register might restrict the current
accessibility of the Parliament.  If organisations were required to complete a
bureaucratic procedure to access the Parliament then they may be discouraged
from lobbying MSPs.

22. Equally, the STUC stated that they would be concerned if greater access were
available to those organisations who could afford to buy expertise.  MSPs should
be open to hearing the views of all organisations, large or small, and any
individual.  On this basis, ‘purchasing such expertise or advocacy should not be
necessary’ (O.R. Col. 725).

23. On being asked if they could live with a registration of commercial lobbyists the
STUC responded that:
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We could certainly live with the concept that fee-based organisations that provide a
professional lobbying or advocacy service should be registered or regulated in some way
(O.R. Col. 726).

Careful thought would need to be given to the type of lobbying covered by a
register and the level of any financial threshold at which point a lobbyist would be
required to register.

Voluntary Codes

24. The STUC does not operate any voluntary code on good practice for lobbying the
Parliament.  Again, they have some concerns that the introduction of a voluntary
code may impede the accessibility and openness of the Parliament:

It would seem impracticable to have a code that covered every organisation or individual who
might lobby (O.R. Col 724).

25. The STUC consider that the main onus in ensuring probity in dealing with
lobbyists should be on MSPs.  However, if it the Parliament was to recommend
that the STUC introduce a voluntary code of practice then they would be happy
to do so.

26. The STUC felt that rather than being concerned with who has access to the
Parliament that it is more important for MSPs to be more proactive in ensuring
access for less affluent groups.  They suggest that the section of the Code of
Conduct on lobbying could emphasise that MSPs should be proactive in
engaging with the wider community as well as those who approach them in the
first instance.  They also expressed concern that the current deadlines on
consultation exercises were far too tight.

Association of Scottish Public Affairs

27. ASPA was formed in August 1998 and claims members from a variety of
backgrounds including professional political consultants, trade union
parliamentary staff and voluntary/charitable sector officers.  However, on being
asked to provide details of their current membership they were unable to confirm
an exact figure.

Statutory Regulation/Registration

28. In line with their written submission ASPA remained opposed to the introduction
of any form of statutory regulation or registration scheme for lobbyists.   In
supporting this view they referred to the evidence from SCVO which suggested
that registration might prevent smaller organisations from approaching the
Parliament.

29. On being pressed on a practical financial threshold for a statutory registration
scheme for any organisation which spends money lobbying the Parliament,
ASPA agreed that £5,000 would be a reasonable level.  This would include any
salary paid to, for example, a parliamentary officer.  Such a threshold would
catch both in-house paid professionals and consultancies.  An appropriate
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definition of lobbying would include the general provision of advice relating to
political policy formation as well as direct lobbying of MSPs.

30. ASPA are of the view that in matters of public policy people have a right to take
professional guidance and advice.  This right is enshrined in certain aspects of
the Human Convention on Human Rights such as Article 8 which states that:

Everyone has the right to respect for his private and family life, his home and his
correspondence (quoted in O.R. Col. 741).

31. According to ASPA this right extends to business property and correspondence.
They also suggest that Article 10 on the freedom of expression, Article 11 on
freedom of assembly and Article 17 on prohibition of abuse of rights may also be
relevant to the Committee’s considerations on lobbying.

Voluntary Codes

32. In line with their written submission ASPA remain of the view that the lobbying
industry is capable of regulating itself as demonstrated by voluntary codes such
as their own (attached as Annexe A).  On being asked whether it was possible
for companies in an incredibly competitive industry to be self-regulating ASPA
replied that it should be possible as long as adequate sanctions were available.

33. The sanctions which ASPA employ against a member who is found to breach
their code of practice is to name and shame that member.  To date ASPA has
not sanctioned any of its members.  ASPA does not monitor organisations in its
membership as the code of conduct is voluntary.  It is the responsibility of
members themselves to ensure that they adhere to the code.

34. ASPA has not received any complaints that any of its members have breached
its code.   However, if a complaint was received it would be investigated by the
ASPA committee.

35. In its questioning the Committee was concerned that it would be difficult for
anyone to make a complaint against an ASPA member as they would be unlikely
to know that an individual or organisation was a member and, in any case, there
is no transparent complaints procedure.  As an example, Members pointed to
Beattie Media who, unknown to the Standards Committee, were a member of
ASPA at the time of ‘Lobbygate’. ASPA indicated that they had not carried out an
investigation into the allegations against Beattie Media because they had not
received a complaint and wished to await the outcome of the Standards
Committee’s own inquiry. The Committee noted that it had proactively launched
its own investigation into the conduct of the Members named in the allegations
despite not receiving a complaint.

36. In terms of their complaints procedure, ASPA referred to their constitution.
Paragraph 6 of the constitution addresses “Expulsion”:

The Committee shall have power to expel a member when, in their opinion, it would not be in
the interests of the Association for that body or person to remain a member.  A member shall
not be expelled unless given at least 21 days written notice to attend or be represented at a
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meeting of the Committee and written details of the complaint made against him.  The
member shall be given the opportunity to appear before the Committee to answer the
complaints made against him or her and shall not be expelled unless at least two thirds of the
Committee then present vote in favour of the member’s expulsion.

37. In terms of transparency of membership, ASPA members:

are expected to declare that they are members of ASPA.  We often ask them to use our logo
on their letterhead or to make it obvious that they are members.

Association of Professional Political Consultants in Scotland (APPCS)

38. The APPC in Scotland was launched in June 2000.  APPCS has representation
on the Management Committee of the APPC (UK).  The current membership of
APPCS is eight companies, none of which hold dual membership with ASPA.

Statutory Regulation/Registration

39. In line with its written submission the APPCS remains opposed to statutory
regulation.  It believes that such a scheme may give the impression of privileged
access to the Parliament and may raise additional barriers that might inhibit
communication in both directions.  APPCS also believe that if statutory regulation
or registration were restricted to commercial lobbyists this may lead to difficulties
in defining such activity:

If the Parliament takes the Canadian approach and has a register with exemptions, how will it
define where commercial lobbying begins and ends?  Some would argue that trade
associations are huge commercial lobbyists that are enormously funded by their members
and have a great influence over decision makers as they are large associations that present
strong voices for very large industries (O.R. Col. 754).

Furthermore, APPCS argued that registration could be overly bureaucratic,
imposing additional costs on lobbyists whilst ignoring the responsibilities of the
‘lobbied’.

40. Similar definitional problems might arise in setting a financial threshold above
which lobbyists would be required to register. First, lobbyists would have to
persuade (possibly reluctant) clients to give their permission to disclose details of
fees. Second, only an element of the fee might be categorised as relating to
lobbying:

Separating the hours that are charged for purely political activity might be quite difficult.
Without wishing to cast aspersions on anybody’s character, I can envisage some companies
being slightly devious in pushing more and more of the fees into the PR side, to avoid
reaching the threshold. (O.R. Col. 760).

41. The APPCS also noted that regulation and registration schemes in other
countries had not been effective. Citing the work of Professor Justin Greenwood,
witnesses stated that Australia had abolished its statutory regime in 1996 as it
was seen to be no longer necessary given the changing relationship between the
Australian Government and wider society. The APPCS also noted that the
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rapporteur for the EU Economic and Social Committee had recently rejected
statutory regulation.

Voluntary Codes

42. The APPCS argued that a voluntary scheme would ‘provide a sensible, effective
and transparent system to ensure ethical communications between public affairs
consultancies, their clients and those who are lobbied’.

43. The core provisions of the APPC Code of Conduct (attached as Annexe B) are:

• Transparency;
• A Ban on misrepresentation;
• A ban on the abuse of institutions;
• A ban on financial relationships between elected political opinion formers;

at a “Governmental” level and public affairs consultancies.

44. The Code binds member firms, their staff and non-executive consultants.  All
staff are required to sign the code and its provisions form part of individual
contracts of employment.  It is intended to establish clear ethical guidelines and
all members publish a full list of clients in a register which is voluntarily lodged
with the UK Cabinet Office and the Registry of Members’ Interests at
Westminster.  The Register is produced on a 6-monthly basis.  A copy has been
passed to the Clerks for Members’ information.  The APPCS propose that a
similar register is lodged with the Presiding Officer, the Scottish Executive’s
Permanent Secretary, the Standards Committee and SPICe.

45. The APPCS also recently held a training programme on its code of conduct
which was open to member organisations and non-members such as single-
person consultancies working for charities and voluntary organisations.

46. The APPCS suggested that legal firms involved in public affairs work were
opposed to disclosure of client lists.  They also suggested that the emergence of
public affairs divisions within law firms should also be addressed by the
Committee because of potential conflicts of interest.

47. The APPCS also has a procedure in place for handling complaints and stated
that its own voluntary code had already demonstrated its teeth during the so-
called ‘Drapergate’ affair. Although the APPC did not receive a formal complaint,
witnesses disclosed that Derek Draper and two member companies were
suspended in the immediate aftermath of the allegations being published in the
media and an independent inquiry involving a former head of the home civil
service and a QC. The two member companies were reinstated on the condition
of certain changes to their practices being made. Derek Draper himself was
dismissed by his employers.

48. Finally, the APPCS also requires member companies to appoint compliance
officers who must carry out ‘a quite complex compliance audit’ on an annual
basis.  Although the organisation would support efforts towards convergence of
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voluntary codes, it would be unwilling to see the provisions of its own code being
diminished in doing so.

Scottish Civic Forum

49. Scottish Civic Forum stated that it had been established to promote greater civic
participation in public policy development. Its membership is drawn from
throughout civic society and ranges from representatives of small community
groups to professional institutions, trade unions and business associations.

Statutory Regulation/Registration

50. Scottish Civic Forum expressed its opposition to statutory regulation on the
grounds that it could give the impression of privileged access to MSPs and could
deter smaller organisations from engaging with the Parliament:

We are concerned that any form of registration might impute status to particular organisations
that would give them greater strength than others would have. We are also concerned that – if
we consider lobbying in the broadest sense – the small and less-organised organisations
might be penalised if, for example, they had not notified somebody that they had written a
letter to or sought a meeting with an MSP. (O.R. Col. 766)

51. The organisation also foresees definitional problems, particularly in setting
financial thresholds for registration, even if that threshold was set at a relatively
high level. Scottish Civic Forum also suggested that too much emphasis may be
placed on the importance of financial resources in the lobbying debate:

While cash resources are obviously important and will allow more work to be done, it must be
remembered that many organisations that do not have any cash resources are influential.
How would those organisations, which can and do influence policy, be caught? I think that we
should not be too focused on the issue of cash. (O.R. Col. 767)

52. Scottish Civic Forum believe that there is an argument for distinguishing between
interest groups and commercial lobbyists. With the former, there is greater
transparency concerning which interests they represent – ‘all the organisations
gathered here do exactly what it says on the tin’. It might not always be clear with
regard to commercial lobbyists.

53. Scottish Civic Forum also argue that statutory regulation or registration might
impose an intolerable bureaucratic and financial burden on smaller interest
groups:

Anything that costs money, even if it is only £50 to join a professional body, and anything that
takes two hours, for example to fill in a registration form or to carry out an assessment on how
much money is being spent, would be too much. It would probably mean that such
organisations would have to tell us, “We can’t come. It’s too much for us”. That is our real
concern (O.R. Col. 769).

Secretarial support to fulfil obligations under a registration scheme or other
regulatory regime is not available to smaller organisations.
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Voluntary Codes

54. Scottish Civic Forum could ‘probably live with a voluntary code’, although the
organisation would have concerns if there were financial penalties imposed on
smaller interest groups who were found to have breached the code. The
organisation suggested that one approach might be to require individuals with
whom MSPs and the Parliament had contact in a given year could submit an
annual return indicating which items of business they had been involved in.

There would at least be some element of a move towards greater transparency, but without it
presenting smaller organisations with a huge bureaucratic task. (O.R. Col. 770)

Conclusion

55. At this stage the Committee is asked to consider the above evidence and to
come to a view as to how best to proceed its inquiry on lobbying.
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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 on Chronic Pain

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.

• To inform politicians and other decision makers of the enormous suffering
and the cost to society in billions of pounds of resultant unemployment,
family breakdown, depression and, in some cases, suicide.

• To concentrate on chronic pain caused by both malignant and non-
malignant conditions and suffered by large numbers in the general
community, palliative care in hospices already being handled by another
Cross-Party Group.

• To view the establishment of the Scottish Parliament as a chance to start
afresh, overturn decades of neglect, often unintentional, of one of the
biggest health issues in society.

• To press for implementation of recommendations of reports made in 1994
and in the year 2000 on the subject of chronic pain which, so far, have not
been acted upon.

• To encourage the training of physiotherapists, occupational therapists,
psychologists, GPs, nurses and other professionals in pain management
and look at new ways of relieving pain where cure is not possible.
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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

Dorothy-Grace Elder
Mary Scanlon
Margaret Smith
Jamie Stone
John McAllion
Jamie McGrigor
Nora Radcliffe
Robin Harper
Paul Martin
Richard Simpson
Nick Johnston
Christine Grahame
Lyndsay McIntosh
Robert Brown

Other Group members

Dr Bill Macrae, Consultant anaesthetist and pain specialist, Pain Centre,
Ninewells Hospital, Dundee
Dr John Asbury, Reader in anaesthesia and now Consultant Anaesthetist:
Western Infirmary, Glasgow
Dr Denis Martin, Assistant Director, Scottish Network for Chronic Pain, Queen
Margaret University College
Dr Ruhy Parris, Consultant in Anaesthesia and Pain Management, Glasgow
Royal Infirmary
Janette Barrie, Pain Control Sister, Lanarkshire Acute Hospital Trust,
Hairmyres Hospital
David Falconer, National Organiser, Pain Association Scotland
Heather Wallace, Chair of Pain Concern Scotland
Fiona Garrett, Branch Support Officer, Backcare Scotland
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Officers of the Group: Please amend titles as necessary e.g. to indicate joint office
holders, or preferred titles.

Convener Dorothy-Grace Elder MSP

Vice–Conveners
Jamie Stone MSP and Denis Martin, Scottish Network for Chronic Pain

Secretary

Treasurer
David Falconer, Pain Association Scotland

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.

Dorothy-Grace Elder MSP
Room 2.21
PHQ
George IV Bridge
Edinburgh
EH99 1SP

0131 348 5683
0131 306 3636
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Declaration on establishment of a Cross-Party Group

I declare that Cross-Party Group in the Scottish Parliament on……………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: Dorothy-Grace Elder MSP

Date: 4 January 2001

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.
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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 Parliament on M.E.

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.

To help MSPs to address and represent the needs of M.E. sufferers in Scotland
to the Scottish Parliament and Executive.

To provide MSPs with sources of information and expertise on issues affecting
M.E. sufferers, their families and carers.

To bring together those with an interest in the issues affecting M.E. sufferers.

To liaise with other relevant Cross-Party Groups in the Scottish Parliament.

To liaise with the corresponding group in Westminster.
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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

Ian Jenkins
Alex Fergusson
John Scott
Hugh Henry
Dorothy-Grace Elder
Elaine Murray
Richard Simpson
Bristow Muldoon
Keith Raffan
Sandra White
Bruce Crawford
Margaret Ewing
Roseanna Cunningham
Fiona Hyslop
Andrew Welsh
Jamie McGrigor
Donald Gorrie
Rhoda Grant
Robert Brown
David Mundell
Marilyn Livingston
Mike Watson
Pauline Mcneill
Winnie Ewing
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Other Group members

Helen McDade, MERGE
Ann Campbell, M.E. Association
Linda Dunn, M.E. Association
Simon Lawrence, 25% M.E. Group
Rhona Barton, AYME
Andrew Gardner, MESH Dunfermline
Robert Schater, MESH Dunfermline
Agnes Dall, MESH West Lothian
Ewan Dale, MESH Glasgow
David Dall, MESH West Lothian
Bob McRae, MERGE
Catherine Lewis, M.E. Support Group, N.E. Fife
Euan McPherson, M.E. Group Glasgow West End
Madeline and Bernard MacLaverty, Glasgow West Group
Mick Stroud, MESH Edinburgh
Allan Stroud, M.E. Sufferer Edinburgh
Dr David Mason Brown, Edinburgh MESH
Dr Vance A Spence, MERGE
Brian Dow, Action for M.E.
Lynne Michelle

Officers of the Group: Please amend titles as necessary e.g. to indicate joint office
holders, or preferred titles.

Convener John McAllion MSP

Vice–Convener
Alex Fergusson MSP

Secretary
Helen McDade, MERGE

Treasurer
David Dall, MESH West Lothian
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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.

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).
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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.

John McAllion MSP
Room 3.11
PHQ

0131 348 5931

or

18B Marketgait
Dundee
DD1 1QR
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Declaration on establishment of a Cross-Party Group

I declare that Cross-Party Group in the Scottish Parliament on M.E. (Myalgic
Encephalomyelitis) 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: John McAllion MSP

Date: 6 March 2001

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.








