
Community Council Working Group 

Minutes of Meeting held on Thursday 18 October 2007 

Scottish Government, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh

Present:  
Russell Bain (Scottish Government) Chair
Maureen Spence (Orkney Islands Council)

Alison Clark (Highland Council)

Helen Geddes (Stirling Council)

Stan Nutt (Broughty Ferry Community Council)

Sheila Garson (Shapinsay Community Council)

Graeme Donald (Lauderdale Community Council)

Peter Rickard (Thornhill and Blairdrummond Community Council)

Anil Gupta (COSLA)

Vincent Waters (Association of Scottish Community Councils (ASCC))



Nicholas Walker (Howwood Community Council)

Clare Malster (Scottish Borders Council)

Neil Gunn (Dundee City Council)

Diane Campbell (SOLAR)

Alex Hewetson (Renfrewshire Council)

Apologies:
Chris Field (Shieldaig Community Council)

Secretariat:
Colin MacFadyen (Scottish Government)
Anna Gilbert (Scottish Government)
Item 3: Minutes of Meeting
1. The minutes of the meeting of 13 September 2007 were agreed.

Item 4: Matters arising
2. The legislative position of the work being taken forward was explained to the group. It was reiterated that, where possible, a consensus based approach would be preferred.  It was also made clear that the possible need for legislation should properly be assessed following wider consultation and should not be pre-judged. .
3. The group were advised that the announcement of the Spending Review 2007 was expected to be made around mid-November.
4. As the group are distributing documents to each other for comment it was requested that, where possible, documents should be produced in word format to enable the tracking of any comments.

Item 5: Proposed way forward for Community Council Pilot Scheme (CCWG paper 10)
5. Paper 10, intended to focus debate to identify possible pilots to take forward the Scottish Government’s proposals, was issued in hard copy at the meeting. It was advised that a copy of this paper would be circulated electronically for comment by e-mail.  The time-frame for a response to the paper was discussed and it was indicated that the intention was to progress this work before Christmas.
Item 6: 2nd draft Model Community Council Scheme (CCWG paper 11)

6. Discussion around the model scheme ensued and it was agreed that the resultant model scheme should be flexible enough apply to rural and urban areas alike.  
7. The Group were advised that the Scheme was written following inspection and consideration of several different local authority schemes.  Legal advisors from Renfrewshire Council had indicated that they thought the model scheme lacked a clause on the dispute resolution process and that they would be happy to give comments on such a clause to be included in the draft model. 
8. The Group discussed the Scheme in detail and several suggested amendments were made and agreed by the group.  The paper’s author agreed to redraft a further paper for the next meeting to take account of the comments made.
Item 7: 2nd draft Code of Conduct for Community Councillors (CCWG Paper 12)

9. Previous comments had been incorporated in Paper 12 and further comments were raised and discussed.  The paper’s author agreed to produce what was hoped to be a final draft for next months meeting.
Item 8: 2nd draft on elections for Community Councils (incorporating support systems for elections and co-option) (CCWG Paper 13)
10. The group went on to discuss Paper 13.  It was felt that there would be merit in considering spreading elections over a short period of time and it was felt that this approach would be supported by returning officers.  The question of national elections (i.e. all CC elections taking place across Scotland within a particular month) was also discussed.
11. It was felt that caution should be exercised in making any assumption that the Community Council Liaison Officer/Team in a LA could carry out administration of all CC elections, largely because of the potential number of elections to be held.  

12. It was suggested that CC elections should be held in the year after the LA election or at least not in the same year as LA elections.  It was agreed that a range of options would be added to the Paper for consideration.  

13. It was noted that, in very small communities, it may be unworkable to appoint a returning officer who is not related to a Community Councillor or to an individual intending to stand for the CC. This issue would need to be taken in to consideration in future drafts. 

14. Self-nomination was also discussed and it was agreed that specific mention should be made in the Paper that self-nomination would not be allowed.  A nominee should be nominated by one person and seconded by another, ensuring that self-nomination is ruled out.
15. Discussion ensued on the merits or otherwise of using the Single Transferable Vote (STV) system in CC elections.  It was argued that this would not be appropriate as STV was designed to ensure that the number of seats a political party gained in an election was more proportionate to the number of votes cast. The group believed that CCs should be free from partisan politics and that potential Community Councillors should stand as individuals; therefore it was considered inappropriate for STV to apply.
16. The penultimate para of Paper 13 was discussed and it was felt that consideration should be given to wider consultation on the best way to administer CC elections.  There was consensus, however, that LAs should run CC elections and that this could give more credibility and publicity to the election process.  It was agreed that a cost benefit analysis with regard to elections would be sought.
Item 9: Paper including first draft of sections to be incorporated into Good Practice Guidance (CCWG Paper 14)

17. Paper 14 had been circulated and commented upon electronically and was discussed briefly by the Group.  One member of the Group questioned whether it was desirable to have youth membership at all.  It was agreed that it was important to give equality of opportunity to all.  The group were advised that youth involvement and engagement was highlighted as a weak area in the review undertaken by the previous administration and that Ministers had agreed to address this by inclusion in Good Practice Guidance.  Concerns were expressed that CCs should represent the whole community and that it was inappropriate to single out any particular group of people.

18. It was agreed that it would be worth consulting Youth Link and the Scottish Youth Parliament for their views on involvement in CCs.  It would be good practice to highlight that existing mechanisms to engage young people are already in place.  The author of this section of Good Practice Guidance agreed to redraft the section, taking on board comments, for the following meeting.
Item 10:  Any other business

19. It was suggested that document version control should be introduced for all papers issued between Group members.  This would assist in tracking comments made by other group members.  The authors of each paper/section agreed to take this request on board.  It was also requested that pages were numbered for the papers for each meeting to aid reference.  The secretariat agreed that this would be done for future papers.
20. A member noted that they felt that the Group should recognise that it had achieved a huge amount since its inception with substantial progress being made toward completing its initial remit.  This was warmly welcomed.
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