
Community Council Working Group 

Minutes of Meeting held on Monday 19 November 2007 

Scottish Government, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh

Present:  
Russell Bain (Scottish Government) Chair

Maureen Spence (Orkney Islands Council)

Alison Clark (Highland Council)

Lyn Kennedy (Stirling Council)

Stan Nutt (Broughty Ferry 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 (Glasgow City Council)



Chris Field (Shieldaig Community Council)

Secretariat:
Anna Gilbert (Scottish Government)

Apologies:

Sheila Garson (Shapinsay Community Council)



Helen Geddes (Stirling Council)

1.  Russell Bain thanked Lyn Kennedy for attending the meeting in place of Helen Geddes.
Item 3: Minutes of Meeting
1. 
The minutes of the meeting of 18 October 2007 were agreed.

Item 4:  Matters arising

2. In light of the recent Spending Review announcement the Budget Review process was explained and the group were advised that if they required details of this, any publicly available papers would be sent on request.

3. The Group were made aware of the recent concordat signed by both central and local government. It was explained that this allowed local authorities to have more freedom with the use of their allocated budgets, allowing for delivery at local level which in turn gives greater opportunity for community engagement.
4. Concerns were expressed that people out with the Group were party to the electronic distribution of the papers for comment and that this should not happen.  It was acknowledged that organisations needed to be represented on the group and that their representatives would often need to come to a ‘corporate’ view. However, it was agreed that, in future, no electronic discussion papers would be distributed outwith the membership of the group and that ‘corporate’ views should be sought on a separate basis and fed to the group via their representative.

Item 5:  CCWG Paper 15

5. This paper, which includes draft sections for good practice guidance, was opened up for discussion with the author of each sub-section taking on board the comments of the group.
6. Community Engagement and Raising Awareness – The ASCC representative explained that the papers produced consisted of the policies currently adopted by the ASCC which had been rolled out as their own version of good practice.  It was asked if consideration should be given to updating this in light of STV.  It was agreed that the author would reflect this and look again at both papers with a view to amending the language used so that the document would appear more advisory in nature.  Once the changes are made, the document will be circulated for further comment.

7. It was suggested that the style of layout of the papers produced by the ASCC were adopted when producing the final Good Practice Guidance document as it was felt that this aided ease of reference.  A request was also made to annotate the final version to allow people to know where the information came from for future reference work.  The need for Plain English was also stressed.  It was agreed that careful consideration would be given to all the suggestions when editing the final document.
8. Area Forums/ Engagement with Local Authorities -  the author of these papers explained his method behind the writing of the papers and opened the content up for discussion. It became clear from the discussion that engagement with all manners of bodies was needed and that thought should be given to restructuring the papers into one paper outlining the key principles on what is trying to be achieved, otherwise the paper was in danger of becoming too prescriptive.  It was suggested that it may be more beneficial to produce a generic paper giving forms of engagement and looking at general examples of what can work and what benefits can be derived from this.  It was agreed that examples would be provided by the group and a more general paper produced.
9. Encouraging Youth Membership and Involvement – The author of this section explained that this second draft incorporated the comments made since the last meeting and again the paper was opened up for discussion.  It was agreed that this was a very useful paper.  An observation on the use of the terminology of co-opted and associated members was made which will be addressed by the author.  A request for further comments or examples of current Good Practice was requested by the author who will take on board the need for any further changes.
10.  Establishing a mechanism for feedback on consultation and decision making process -  The author explained the background and structure of this section.  A discussion ensued around the use of the wording giving community councils “equal status” to other local representative bodies.  There was a conflict of views on how this read, with some seeing this as a positive statement and others suggesting that there is no other local representative body which is “equal” to Community Councils, due to their statutory basis.   It was agreed that the best way in which to address this would be to consider another form of wording and suggestions as to what this could be were made.  The author agreed to take on board the comments and circulate an amended document to the group for comment.
11. Training and development of community councils – This section was opened up for discussion.  Reference was made to a Training Needs Analysis and Skills Toolkit both of which it was thought would be useful examples to be looked and possibly incorporated.  The group were advised that their comments would be passed to the author.
12. Local authorities consulting on individual licence applications – The group agreed that this section was more a factual section and that as it had previously been agreed there were no issues with it.

13. How to demonstrate representation to people in local area – The author explained the background to the paper and opened it up for discussion.  It was felt that the contents of this paper sat naturally with ‘community engagement and raising awareness’ and that consideration should be given to sitting it alongside the aforementioned section.  It was agreed at this point that the Secretariat would consider the draft contents so far and pull together a first draft layout of the Good Practice Guidance so that the structure of the document could be considered at the next meeting.
Item 6:
3rd draft Model Community Council Scheme (CCWG Paper 16)
14. The author of this paper explained that he had amended this paper to include the comments made at the last meeting.  Further discussion ensued in particular around the section on ‘Membership of Community Councils’ and the minimum/maximum membership composition.  As consensus on this issue was unable to be reached it was agreed that commentary would be included in this section of the paper, seeking wider views, when the document goes out for consultation.
15. The group discussed the need for a section on equalities to be included in the draft scheme.  It was recognised that this had been addressed in the draft Code of Conduct however consideration would be given to also including a section in the draft Model Scheme.
16. The Group were advised that some work was currently being produced by underwriters on costs for insurance covering the liability of community council members and that this information would be made available to the group when the details were received.

17. There was a conflict in views over the legality of debarring an office bearer, in particular Chairperson, Secretary or Treasurer, from holding more than one office at any one time and examples were given of where this practice has existed.  It was agreed that the author of the paper would seek legal advice on this issue.
18.  The Community Councils’ Forum Constitution contained within this paper was discussed and it was agreed that this should be optional and that it would sit better within good practice guidance.
19. The author of the paper took on board further comments on the phrasing of the draft Model Scheme and agreed to amend and redistribute for any further comment. 

Item 7:
3rd draft Code of Conduct for Community Councillors (CCWG Paper 17)

20. The group agreed to the amendment of the wording of one sentence of this paper in order to improve the way in which it read.  This would then be the final draft version of the Code of Conduct which would be issued for consultation with the other documents on their completion.

Item 8:
3rd draft paper on elections for community councils (CCWG Paper 18)

21. The author of this paper advised the group of the amendments which had been made since the last meeting and opened up the paper for further discussion.  The group were informed that advice had been sought from a specialist academic on whether a Single Transferable Vote (STV) system could be used in a non-political way for the election of Community Councillors. The advice given was that it could be used in this way, however may become very complicated if small numbers of candidates are involved.  After reconsidering this in light of the information obtained the group decided that the use of STV in Community Council elections should be optional and at local discretion, however that any decision to adopt the STV system should be consistent over the whole local authority area in question.

22. Concerns were expressed over the terminology surrounding multi-member ward elections and that this may be misinterpreted.  This was agreed by the group and the author advised that they would consider another form of wording and amend accordingly.
23. The discussion turned to nomination forms and it was suggested that a generic form be used for all candidates.  The group agreed on this, however suggested that the form be included as part of the Model Scheme.  It was decided that the author of the Model Scheme would undertake to produce a form for inclusion in this package.

24. It was noted that some community council election issues are driven by the local authority and that it would be beneficial to include options in this paper requiring explanatory notes.  It was thought that these issues would come to light in the consultation process and addressed at that point.

25. The issue of resource allocation for the election process was also again discussed and the group informed that as advised at the last meeting a cost benefit analysis would be sought.
Item 9:
 Proposed way forward for Community Councils

26. The Chair thanked the Group for the responses he had received to date on CCWG Paper 10.  He advised that several issues had been raised and that Scottish Government (SG) officials would consider the proposals and comments contained in the responses.   The Group agreed that it would be appropriate for SG officials to produce a paper with concrete suggestions on the way forward, narrowing down possible areas for consideration. This will be produced for circulation prior to the next meeting however the Chair asked the group if they had any comments prior to drafting this paper.
27. It was advised by one group member that there is strong interest in what is being proposed and particular interest in the spread of areas to be looked at, however felt that a balanced approach would be needed.  

28. The use of the term ‘pilot’ was questioned by another member of the group.  It was felt that this would give the impression that new areas of work are being created where examples of what is needed already exists.  It was felt that a better term for use in the future would be “study and evaluation”.
29.
The representative from Glasgow City Council indicated Glasgow’s willingness for Community Councils in their area to participate in the taking forward the agenda.
29. The Chair advised the group that consideration would be given to all the suggestions made. 
Item 10:
Any other business

30. The group were advised by the Chair that he would circulate a letter regarding an issue on data protection which has arisen.

