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Local Government Committee

27th Meeting, 2000

Tuesday 3 October 2000

The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in The Hub, Castlehill, Edinburgh

1. Items in private: The Committee will consider whether to hold item 6 in private

2. Leadership Advisory Panel: The Committee will take evidence from the Chair
of the Leadership Advisory Panel, Alastair MacNish

3. Subordinate Legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative
instrument—

The Council Tax (Administration and Enforcement) (Scotland) Amendment
(No. 2) Regulations 2000 (SSI 2000/261)

4. Petition PE 56: Ian Cantwell: The Committee will consider paper LG/00/27/1 by
the Clerk

5. Budget process at Stage 2: The Committee will consider paper LG/00/27/2 by
the Clerk on proposals for taking evidence at Stage 2 of the Budget process

6. Inquiry into local government finance: The Committee will consider proposals
for detailed terms of reference and witnesses

Eugene Windsor
Clerk to the Committee

Room 2.05, Committee Chambers
85217

e mail: eugene.windsor@scottish.parliament.uk

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



The following papers are attached for this meeting:

Agenda Item 2

Leadership Advisory Panel Briefing Paper

Agenda Item 3

Scottish Statutory Instrument—

The Council Tax (Administration and Enforcement) (Scotland) Amendment
(No. 2) Regulations 2000 (SSI 2000/261)

Subordinate Legislation 31st Report, 2000 SL/00/27/31

Agenda Item 4

Briefing Paper Petition PE 56: Ian Cantwell LG/00/27/1

Agenda Item 5

Briefing Paper Budget process at Stage 2 [PRIVATE] LG/00/27/2

Agenda Item 6

Proposals for terms of reference and witnesses [PRIVATE] LG/00/27/3

The following papers are attached for information:

Minute of the 26th Meeting LG/00/26/M

http://www.scotland-legislation.hmso.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2000/20000261.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/official_report/cttee/local-00/lgmop0926.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/official_report/cttee/subord-00/sur00-31-01.htm


LEADERSHIP ADVISORY PANEL – BRIEFING PAPER FOR SCOTTISH
PARLIAMENT LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

1. Background

The Leadership Advisory Panel was established in August 1999 in line with the
recommendations of the Commission on Local Government and the Scottish Parliament (the
McIntosh report).  In particular, McIntosh recommended that:

2. McIntosh recommendations

Every council should carry out a review of its management of business and working
practices, under the guiding principles of accountability and accessibility.  A prime aim of
these reviews should be to set on a formal, open and accountable footing the political
leadership within the council, in whatever form is most appropriate to the circumstances of
the individual council, so that policy proposals and matters for decision by the council should
be subject to open debate, and so that the council may scrutinise the actions of the leadership
and hold it to account for its performance.

Councils should give particular consideration to formalising the political leadership as an
executive, but should also be able to consider other options.

Councils should incorporate in their standing orders rules to the effect that where whipping
is applied in council business it should be declared at the commencement of the relevant
discussions and minuted for public information and record.

The reviews should also involve a close and critical examination of the nature, volume and
timing of business; all with a  view to organising the business so that a wider cross-section of
the community could realistically consider taking on the responsibilities of council
membership.

3. LAP Remit

The Leadership Advisory Panel (LAP) was given the following remit by Ministers:

 To advise Councils on the review of their decision making and policy development processes
and the working practices which support those processes.  In addition, the Panel will provide
advice to Ministers on the outcome of the review which Councils undertake.

4. Membership

Ministers asked Alastair MacNish, former Chief Executive of South Lanarkshire Council, to
be Chairman of the Panel.  The other Panel members are:

Anne Middleton, Deputy Scottish Secretary, Unison and Chair of the Public Services
Committee of the STUC

Charlotte Stenhouse, former Chairman of Fife Health Board and former member of
Local Government Staff Commission



Professor Ian Percy, Chairman of the Accounts Commission

Duncan McGhie, former Partner in Price Waterhouse Coopers specialising in strategic
and financial planning

Margaret Ford, Director of Eglinton Management Centre*

Oonagh Aitken, Chief Executive, CoSLA

Councillor Pat Watters, Vice-President, CoSLA

Maggie Symonds, Managing Director, Calico UK

*Margaret Ford resigned from the Panel late in 1999 due to other commitments.

5. Progress so far: first visits

The Panel began their work by visiting all 32 local authorities.  This was mainly a public
relations exercise to brief councils on the work of the Panel; to reassure councils of the
Panel’s role;  to emphasise that neither the Panel nor the Scottish Executive were pushing one
particular model; and to stress the importance of councils carrying out genuine reviews.  The
Panel felt it was important to meet all councils individually to demonstrate that the process
was being taken seriously and that they wanted to stay in touch with each council as they
undertook their self-reviews.  This was important not only for the purposes of assessment but
also to respond to any requests for advice or assistance.

These initial visits showed that different councils were at different stages of self-review.
Some had started to look at modernising their structure and processes before the McIntosh
report was published and were therefore quite far advanced.  Others had clear ideas about
what they wanted to do and had started some preliminary work.  Others had acknowledged
the requirement to undertake a self-review but had not given much thought to what areas they
might want to examine.

An important part of the initial visits was to reassure councils that neither the Scottish
Executive nor the Panel was biased towards a particular model.  The Panel emphasised that it
fully recognised that while for example, an executive would work well in some councils, it
would clearly be inappropriate for others.  Councils seem happy with this flexible approach
and its recognition of the diverse nature of Scottish communities and Scottish councils.  The
Panel has stressed that councils should aim to satisfy key criteria in terms of openness,
accountability, scrutiny and business management, using whatever structures will best deliver
those aims.  These criteria are as follows:

6. Assessment Criteria

•  Council business should be managed in such a way that policy proposals and matters for
decision by the Council are subject to open debate.

•  the Council must be able to effectively scrutinise the actions of the leadership or
Executive and hold it to account for its performance.



•  the work of the Council should take place, as far as possible, in public and free from
unnecessary constraints imposed by the use of the party whip.

•  Council business should be organised in a way which makes it possible for a wide cross-
section of the community to realistically consider becoming a Councillor.

The Panel would expect any proposal to:

•  Provide all members of the council with effective roles.

•  Spell out the relationship between the proposed new structures and any decentralised
decision making or advisory forums and community councils.

•  Strike a balance between giving the executive decision-making function the freedom it
will need to operate effectively and the need for robust scrutiny through the council and
other appropriate forums.

7. Current Position

These initial briefing visits were completed in February 2000.  Since then councils have
continued to  develop plans for new structures.  The rate at which plans have been progressed
has varied from council to council but the Panel has stressed that the process should not be
seen as a race to be first, particularly if the price to pay is token consultation or missing
pieces of the overall jigsaw.  It is more important to ensure that the model adopted meets
local needs and meets the LAP assessment criteria.

At present, 2 councils have an executive/scrutiny model up and running and others have
slimmed down the number of committees to ensure more cross-cutting working and remove
bureaucracy.  A number of other councils have drawn up (or are drawing up) options and are
consulting the public, staff, community planning partners, community councils and others to
seek views on their proposals for change.  Across the country these proposals comprise a
healthy mix of executive/scrutiny models and reformed committee structures with a number
of interesting variations specific to local needs and circumstances.

The Panel has started to carry out 2nd visits to all councils to discuss emerging plans and to
highlight any issues which the Panel feel need further attention.  It is intended to complete
these second visits by the end of October 2000.

Following the September/October visits councils will be expected to continue with the
development of their plans having regard to any comments and suggestions made by the
LAP.  Those councils who already have a new system in place will be on a constant learning
curve and will need to fine tune or make changes over the first few months and perhaps
longer.  It is intended that by the end of the process all councils should have a clear blueprint
which meets the LAP criteria and gives a specific date for implementation of the new system
(where it is not in fact already in operation).

8. Timetable for LAP Process

The Panel was due to report to Ministers at the end of 2000.  However the Panel felt it was
important to allow councils some flexibility with this deadline, particularly in view of the fact



that the Kerley report was published later than originally expected.  Ministers have agreed
that the Panel can now report in Spring 2001 at which point it will advise Ministers on the
extent to which each council’s proposals meet the assessment criteria.

LAP SECRETARIAT
September 2000









LG/00/27/1

LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMITTEE

BRIEFING PAPER

Petition PE 56

1. Introduction

Members will recall that at the Committee’s meeting on 19 September, it was agreed
to seek further clarification from the Executive on the question of the powers of the
Commissioner for Local Administration (Local Government Ombudsman) in respect
of complaints against the conduct of Assessors, in cases where the complainant
considered that the complaint had not been dealt with satisfactorily. The purpose of
this note is to provide such clarification.

2. Background

The Committee will recall that  Petition PE56 from Ian Cantwell called for the
Parliament to take action to make the Assessor (Valuation Officer) accountable to
either a Public Sector Ombudsman, a Parliamentary Ombudsman or the Local
Government Ombudsman. Following consideration of the Petition at its meeting on 1
February, the Committee agreed to forward the Petition to the Executive for
comments. A report was duly received and considered by the Committee at its
meeting on 3 May. However following consideration the Committee agreed to ask
the Executive to conduct a fuller investigation.
At its meeting on 19 September the Committee considered a briefing paper from the
Executive. This paper indicated that the Executive was satisfied that the Assessor is
accountable to the valuation joint board (or local authority where there is no joint
board) for his conduct while carrying out his duties, and that practical mechanisms
for dealing with complaints against Assessors are in place in most local authority
areas and are currently being established in the others. The Committee sought
clarification on whether, in the event of a complaint, in the view of the complainant,
not being, not dealt with satisfactorily, the matter could be referred to the Local
Government Ombudsman.

3. Update

Following the meeting the Clerk contacted Scottish Executive Development
Department Local Government Division 3 officials to seek clarification on this point.
Officials indicated that since the Executive’s view is that the Assessor is responsible
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for his conduct to the relevant council or joint board, it follows that if a complaint is
not dealt with to the satisfaction of the complainant, then the complainant can refer
the matter to the Local Government Ombudsman.

4. Recommendation

The Committee is invited to consider the contents of this report, and may wish to
decide that the matter has now been satisfactorily concluded.

Eugene Windsor
Clerk to the Committee


