
Community Council Working Group 

Minutes of Meeting held on Tuesday 18 December 2007 

Scottish Government, Victoria Quay, Edinburgh

Present:  
Russell Bain (Scottish Government) Chair

Maureen Spence (Orkney Islands 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)

Sheila Garson (Shapinsay Community Council)

Secretariat:
Anna Gilbert (Scottish Government)

Apologies:
Alison Clark (Highland Council)


Item 4: Minutes of Meeting
1. The minutes of the meeting of 19 November 2007 were agreed.

Item 5:  Matters arising   
2.
The Chair briefly discussed the contents of the Good Practice Guidance and suggested that all sections are worked up to a more complete version for the next meeting for further discussion.  Those members of the Group who were authors of specific sections were asked to mark the latest version passed to the secretariat to avoid confusion.  The Group were content with this suggestion.
3.
The Group were also asked to consider any further sections for inclusion in Good Practice Guidance, as the production of this document gives the opportunity to include all relevant areas.  

4.
The Chair turned the discussion to concerns raised by the ASCC representative on an enforcement model for the Code of Conduct and how it was envisaged that the Code would be implemented.  It was agreed that a number of agreed options would be produced and that these would be issued when the final document was circulated for consultation.  It was confirmed that this would be a substantive item for the next meeting.
Item 6:   Proposed Pilot/Evaluation Schemes (CCWG Paper 19)
5.
The contents of Paper 19 were outlined and the Group were informed that these were a compilation of the views received from the Group to date.  The Group were also advised of a forthcoming meeting in January to be held with the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth to discuss this issue and that following this meeting we would be in a better position to take things forward.  However, further views from the Group would be welcomed for Scottish Government (SG) officials to take to the Minister at this meeting.
6.
The paper was opened up for discussion.  Concerns were expressed that the paper did not include any areas where there would be control of specific budgets.  There were also concerns expressed about what had been listed and that these areas of responsibility were currently carried out by several CCs and that no new ideas had been put forward.  The view was expressed however that whilst some CCs will be capable and have the capacity to carry out the roles/responsibilities outlined in the paper, there would be those which couldn’t and others who wouldn’t want to.  This came back to the view that any extension of roles/responsibilities would need to be on an ‘opt-in’ basis and that options on what these roles/responsibilities may be would need to be offered.
7.
There was also the view that a “best fit” scenario would be most appropriate and that being too prescriptive on what could and couldn’t be done may not be helpful.  Those CCs that are willing and able to progress should be allowed to do so, but those CCs who felt that they are not developed enough should not be forced to.  There was general consensus in the Group that any way forward needs to be flexible yet empowering.
8.
The view was expressed that the roles outlined in the paper needed to be strengthened and that contractual roles should be considered, as well as clarity in respect of what should actually be done.  It was argued that a contractual method would not necessarily be right but that a directive role may be more appropriate.

9.
It was stated that a large step forward would be for current relationships between CCs and LAs to be developed, which would, in turn send out the message to all concerned that these bodies can work together for the benefit of communities. However, it was felt that any pilots considered needed to mirror the manifesto commitments.
10.
Whilst on the subject of the manifesto commitments it was questioned what benefits would be offered to CCs who already aspired to the roles outlined.  The group felt that the fact that other CCs could learn from successful CCs who were currently integrated in the all round decision making processes would be of benefit in itself.
11.
It was recognised that a one size fits all scenario was unrealistic, however the opportunities were there to learn from existing practice. Looking forward, it may be a case of finding out where value could be added to current services.  

12.
 The impact of monitoring and understanding how decisions would be followed through was discussed. The group also considered the perceived obstacles currently faced by CCs, who are seen by many as the “complainers” because of their statutory status, rather than groups who have the ability to do more for the community.
13.
The Chair welcomed all the comments which would be considered when going forward to the Minister.

Item 7:
Data Protection (CCWG Paper 20 and CCWG Paper 20 Annex A)

14.
The background to this paper was outlined and it was explained that this had been drafted as a result of a letter received from the Information Commissioner’s Office (ICO) following a meeting with Scottish Government officials.  It was agreed that this paper, which would form a section in the Good Practice Guidance document, would be sent to the ICO for comment prior to finalisation.
15.
It was explained that the process that needed to be followed by data controllers was straightforward and that a CD Rom had been produced by the ICO for training purposes and that this could be a useful tool.

16.
 The discussion turned to the annual fee required to be paid by each Community Council to the ICO as part of the notification that they are data controllers. The group considered whether Local Authorities (LA) should be encouraged to pay for this and in turn whether the ICO should directly encourage LAs to pay for this.  It was agreed that this would be a matter between the ICO and each individual LA.

17.
The Chair suggested that the SG could act as a facilitator and compile a letter with any questions that the Group may have for the ICO.  It was requested that any suggested questions be directed via e-mail to the Chair.
18.
It was agreed that consideration would be given to distributing a general note to LAs in the meantime, prior to the completion of the Good Practice Guidance, to advise them of the current situation with regard to data protection.
Item 8:
4th draft Model Community Council Scheme (CCWG Paper 21)
19.
This paper was discussed further and it was explained that a section on equalities was yet to be added.  Several general comments were made on this paper.  It was agreed that these would be taken on board and that amendments to reflect the comments would be made.  Once this had been done the paper would again be circulated to the Group for agreement as a final version.  Final comments should be made by e-mail.
Item 9:
Timescale for production of papers for consultation
20.
The Group agreed that the Code of Conduct had been finalised and that the Model Scheme was near a final version.  It was felt that the Group would be in a better position at the next meeting to consider the timing for the papers to go out to consultation, in light of the any forthcoming pilot/evaluation projects.  It was agreed that the timescales for consultation should be clarified at the next meeting.
Item 10:
Work-plan issues for December

21.
The background to the Local Democracy E-Project was explained and the Group were advised that as this project was not being taken forward by the Scottish Government, it therefore followed that there is no scope for roll-out.  The Group were content with this.

22.
It was proposed that consideration of any amendments to the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973, in relation to the consultation process in support of Community Councils Schemes or any amendment to existing schemes, would be covered when the completed Model Community Council Scheme was distributed for consultation.  The Group were content with this. 

Item 11:
Any other business

23.
It was advised that a clearer timetable would be produced for the next meeting and that it would be aimed at trigger points in respect of the consultation and feedback dates. 

24.
It was questioned whether the Group would be involved in the evaluation of pilots and whether they would scrutinise the mechanisms and structures involved.  It was also questioned whether the costs for the evaluation process had been considered.    The Group were advised that SG Officials would speak to their colleagues in the Analytical Services Division and that a clearer picture on these questions would be established when the pilot/evaluation projects had been identified.

25.
The Chair thanked the Group for their work throughout 2007 and wished them all the best over the Festive Season.


