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Research Papers 

Background 

1. At its meeting on 18 November the Commission agreed that it would seek a 
range of reports and research on different aspects of Parliamentary activity.  
 

2. The following reports and research are presented to the Commission. 
a. CPR/12/2 Taking forward recommendations from the petitions 

process review, Public Petition Committee 

An overview of the actions taken by the Public Petitions Committee to 
implement recommendations in relation to the petitions process made by its 
predecessor committee in Session 4. 

b. CPR/12/3 Sustainable development and scrutiny, research paper, 
Ishani Erasmus 

A paper which discusses how the use of sustainable development principles 
as a scrutiny lens can improve parliamentary business. 

c. CPR/12/4 Deliberative Innovations, Dr Oliver Escobar and Stephen 
Elstub 

A paper introducing a range of democratic innovations known as ‘mini-
publics’: how they work, and how they may improve participation. 

d. CPR/12/5 Areas of interest from comparable legislatures, SPICe (to 
follow) 

Information gathered from a number of national and sub-national legislatures 
on areas relevant to the Commission’s work. 

e. CPR/12/6 Online survey results analysis 

An online survey was launched on 24th November 2016 to allow members of 
the public to gives their views on, and experiences of, the Scottish Parliament. 
This was closed on 27th March 2017. A total of 256 completed surveys were 
collected and the results summarised in this report.  

f. CPR/12/7 Summary of the Commission’s engagement activities (to 
follow) 

A set of infographics summarising the range of engagement activities the 
Commission has been involved in. 

g. CPR/12/8  Analysis of Parliamentary statistics (to follow) 

A collection of annual data on aspects of the Scottish Parliament’s activities 
and a range of visual representations of that data. 
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Decision 

3. The Commission is invited to consider the research findings and to identify 
any findings of interest which might influence the Commission’s report 
recommendations. 
 

4. All of the research will be published on the Commission’s website.  
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Taking forward recommendations from the petitions process review 

At its business planning meeting in September 2016, the Public Petitions Committee 
agreed to take forward a number of the recommendations made by its predecessor 
in light of a review of the petitions process. Information about the implementation of 
these recommendations, including indicative timescales where possible, is set out 
below. 

The Committee recommends that the Session 5 Public Petitions Committee 
establishes a system for recording and publishing information about proposals that 
do not go on to be lodged as petitions. The information that should be published is 
the title and summary of the petition and the reason for the proposal not being 
lodged. We consider that publication of this information within the annual report will 
assist in ensuring there is greater transparency in this area. 

 The first batch of information was considered by the Public Petitions 
Committee in February 2017, and has been published. Information will be 
published on a quarterly basis from this point onward. 

…we recommend that our successor committee considers new ways of presenting 
the decisions and outcomes of petition consideration. This could include 
presenting information more clearly on the webpage for each petition, publishing a 
summary of the Committee's consideration of a petition or publishing a formal 
report. 

 The Committee has, so far, agreed to report on one petition and will continue 
to review other ways of concluding consideration of petitions that better 
reflects the work done and changes achieved. 

We consider that relevant demographic information should be sought from 
petitioners on an ongoing basis. In the first instance, we recommend that a survey 
system (suitable for both online and hard copy petitions) could be used to request 
demographic data; that any such system should enable differentiation between 
people submitting proposals that go on to be lodged and people submitting 
proposals that do not and that this demographic data should be captured in a way 
that allows respondents to remain anonymous. 

 Discussions between clerks and other officials are ongoing to take forward the 
collection of petitioner demographics. 

In addition to taking forward these specific recommendations, the Committee has 
also considered other recommendations made by the Session 4 Committee in 
relation to supporting effective engagement with the petitions system and the work 
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that is undertaken on individual petitions. Ways in which these recommendations 
have been reflected to date include— 

 New guidance on making written submissions has been agreed by the 
Committee and published. To further assist people in engaging with the 
petitions process more information is now being published about the future 
schedule for consideration of petitions to the deadline for providing written 
submissions in advance of the next consideration of a petition. 

 Other ways of gathering information to support consideration of petitions have 
been used, thus far including an informal meeting with a petitioner and 
agreement to undertake engagement to allow evidence to be gathered from 
individuals affected in relation to a number of petition. In using these options, 
the Committee recognises that the public forum of a Committee meeting may 
present a barrier to people sharing their views with the Parliament. The 
Committee is keen to take steps to ensure that such barriers are minimised. 

 New guidance information will be prepared to assist people in bringing 
petitions. It is hoped this can be completed by Easter 2017. 

This work recognises that the Committee’s remit explicitly requires it to keep the 
operation of the petitions system under review. 

Petition numbers 

In the current Parliamentary year, 34 petitions have so far been lodged. The table 
below provides information on the number of petitions lodged in each year of the 
previous Session of the Parliament. 

Parliamentary year Number of petitions 

2011-12 37 

2012-13 46 

2013-14 40 

2014-15 47 

2015-16 45 

 
Petition subjects 

The petitions system provides 14 subject categories for petitions. The 43 petitions 
that have been, or will be, considered for the first time in Session 5 fall into 9 of these 
subject categories.12  The subject category breakdown of these petitions is— 

                                                           
1
 This includes nine petitions lodged towards the end of Session 4 but not considered by the Session 

4 Committee. This reflected a practice that was also adopted at the end of Session 3 where a cut-off 
date was set so that the Committee was not considering petitions on which it would not also be able 
to consider responses prior to the date of dissolution. 
2
 No petitions have been lodged in the following subject categories: Business and Industry; Culture 

and Sport; Economy and Finance; Equalities; EU and International Affairs. 
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Subject category Number of petitions 

Education 1 

Environment and Energy 4 

Health 12 

Housing and Planning 1 

Justice 6 

Parliament and Constitution 1 

People and Communities 8 

Rural Affairs 3 

Transport 7 
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Submission to the Commission for Parliamentary Reform 

Ishani Erasmus 

University of Stirling 

I am currently carrying out action research in the Scottish Parliament on mainstreaming sustainable 
development (SD) from 2016 to 2019, as part of the parliament’s academic engagement programme.  
Although I am temporarily providing cover for a SPICe researcher during April and May 2017, this 
submission is written in my capacity as a researcher from the University of Stirling. 

 

KEY POINTS 

 Using sustainable development principles as a scrutiny lens can improve parliamentary business 
by helping: 

o committees to draw on a wider range of witnesses and evidence; 
o joined up thinking and so mitigating committee silos; 
o provide better support for scrutiny through improved statements on sustainable 

development impact contained in policy memoranda.  
 

 The parliament can improve scrutiny through the use of sustainable development as a scrutiny 
lens.  Our SD impact assessment tool can support this, and capacity can be built by training and 
supporting key staff – both those working directly with committees and individual Members, and 
those responsible for strategic thinking.  

 

My research programme within the parliament: 

The CSG highlighted the importance of cross-cutting issues, including sustainable development. The 
Standing Orders require that the policy memoranda accompanying bills include a statement on their 
impact on sustainable development.   

There have been five plenary debates on sustainable development.  In 2000, for example the parliament 
agreed that it “places sustainable development at the core of its work”.  It reaffirmed this commitment in 
2001, and its belief that ‘sustainable development must be a central principle in governing Scotland’ (2002).  
Between 1999 and 2016 a search of motions, questions and answers reveals 593 results for the term 
“sustainable development”.  Over 10% of the Acts of the Scottish Parliament (1999-2014) contain explicit 
sustainable development clauses. 

Following the closure of the independent scrutiny and advice body, the Sustainable Development 
Commission (Scotland), in 2011 the Parliament sought to fill the resulting scrutiny gap by mainstreaming 
sustainable development into its existing scrutiny processes.  With the support of funding from the Scottish 
Government, this work was developed by a series of secondees from Scottish Government (2012-2013), 
the Scottish Environment Protection Agency (myself, 2013 – 2014) and the National Health Service (2015).  
The work mainly focussed on: 

 Developing an approach to mainstreaming sustainable development; 

 Trialling that approach to ensure that it could provide a workable way to improve scrutiny; 
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 Building capacity and developing specific tools and business processes to support mainstreaming. 

My action research work builds on this, continuing with mainstreaming, while recording and analysing the 
process. 

 

What is sustainable development? 

Sustainable development (SD) is not a discrete area of policy.  It is about how human / societal 
development can be shaped to remain within environmental limits and be equitable now and in the future.  
The UK shared framework for sustainable development sets out five key principles for sustainable 
development.   

 

Sustainable development is often misunderstood as being about ‘saving the planet’.  In fact, sustainable 
development arose from the realisation that some aspects of our socio-economic development were 
damaging the environment on which we depend for our survival and wellbeing, such as clean air to 
breathe, potable water, etc.   

The shared framework shows the two essential conditions for sustainable development at the top.  The 
bottom half of the shared framework shows some of the key supporting conditions required to achieve the 
essential conditions.  A sustainable economy is one that is equitable, in that it supports all people to meet 
their needs without undermining our wellbeing by damaging the vital services we get from the 
environment.  Sound science refers to the evidence required for policy development (and good scrutiny) to 
ensure that societal goals are met without undesirable consequences, and good governance is essential to 
ensure that all the other principles are integrated into decision-making, and the all members of society can 
have a voice.  

How can the principles of sustainable development improve scrutiny? 
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My work has focused on how the principles of sustainable development could be used in practical ways in 
the parliament.  Some examples of the potential benefits are provided below. 

 A wider range of witnesses and evidence: 

The holistic approach of sustainable development has helped committees to invite evidence and hear from 
witnesses beyond the technical scope of legislation, or the traditional purview of a policy area.  For 
example, in the scrutiny of the Courts Reform Bill of 2014, as a result of using an SD lens, an environmental 
lawyer gave oral evidence regarding the reduction of the time limit for judicial review.  He explained how 
the draft provisions would affect communities whose environment might be threatened.   

 Joined up thinking: 

Where inquiries into cross cutting issues do take place, it is difficult to cover issues which fall between the 
clearly delineated committee boundaries.  A sustainable development lens has the power to shed light on 
the interconnectedness of policy, and the impacts of decisions in one area on others.  For example, using 
an SD lens to support the scrutiny of the Housing Bill of 2014, staff members were able to suggest the 
Infrastructure and Capital Investment Committee invite witnesses to speak about the possible detrimental 
consequences of the draft provisions to social justice and the climate. 

Joined-up scrutiny could lead to greater policy coherence in Government if officials and Ministers come to 
expect to be held to account for it.  In the scrutiny of the Housing Bill of 2014, officials and the Minister 
were challenged about how the Bill fits with the Government’s own Sustainable Housing Strategy.  Greater 
policy coherence could in turn lead to better real world outcomes.  This resonates with the Parliament’s 
vision as set out in its Strategic Plan: ‘Making a positive difference to the lives of the people of Scotland.’ 

 Assessing the impact of legislation on sustainable development:  

As noted above, most bills must be accompanied by a policy memorandum which includes a statement on 
the likely impact on sustainable development.  The Session 4 Standards, Procedures and Public 
Appointments Committee’s third report of 2015 said ‘The aim of the accompanying documents is to help 
people understand a bill better’ (para. 67).  The Committee found that ‘Several people mentioned a lack of 
detail in the policy memorandum on sustainable development’ (para. 70) and recommended that ‘the 
Scottish Government should work with the Parliament’s committees to improve the standard of the 
documents, particularly the information on sustainable development’.    
 
Better SD statements would support better scrutiny, as Members will have more information about 
potential impacts.  An analysis that I have carried out, looking at the policy memoranda for bills from 2014 
– 2016 shows that by and large there is little consistency in the methods used by Scottish Government Bill 
teams to assess the impact of government bills on sustainable development.  In the majority of cases, only 
or mainly the environment is considered.  Several SD statements are very limited in scope, and even where 
laudable effort has been made, it appears that the understanding of sustainable development is also 
limited.   

An SD impact assessment tool we have developed is being trialled in the development of non-government 
bills.  Initial results indicate the tool has helped create SD statements that are more comprehensive and 
holistic in their scope – for example see policy memorandum of the British Sign Language Bill (2014).  The 
new tool differs from previous ones in that it is not a checklist, but a serious of questions that encourages 
users to engage with the complexity of policy and its outcomes. 

 International reputation:  
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With the adoption of the Sustainable Development Goals at a global level, many parliaments and 
parliamentary networks are beginning to work to incorporate sustainable development into their 
processes. As far as we know, the type of ‘pure mainstreaming’ that the Scottish Parliament has adopted, 
has been, certainly until very recently, unique.  Two workshop sessions with researchers from the 
Moroccan and Montenegrin parliaments in 2016 and 2017 respectively, generated considerable interest in 
our approach, as it helped the researchers to think in a more systemic way.   

 

Options for the way forward 

 Empowering staff to innovate for effective scrutiny: 

Good scrutiny begins with the members of staff who support it.  Therefore ensuring staff capacity to do 
this as effectively as possible is essential.  I use the term ‘capacity’ to include primarily sufficient staff with 
the right technical and policy expertise to provide the advice and materials that constitute the foundation 
for effective scrutiny.  To tap into this resource effectively may include allowing space and time for 
innovation and change-making, as well as mandate. 
 
Building capacity includes developing and testing tools and approaches as well as enhancing skills such as 
holistic, systemic thinking.  In ‘pure mainstreaming’ where the aim is for existing staff to be able to support 
all committees to integrate an SD lens into their scrutiny processes, this is a long-term project.  

 Developing a strategic vision: 

Strategic thinking requires on-the-ground strategists to implement senior management ideas and provide a 
two-way flow of information between operational staff members and senior managers.    One of my initial 
research findings is that staff who are at the ‘coal face’ of scrutiny, such as SPICe researchers and clerks 
have a deep and detailed understanding and insights into the strengths and weaknesses of the day-to-day 
business of scrutiny.  This includes insights into areas of the business that are not generally publicly visible.  
Strategists have certain specialist skills and could tap into such resources to further parliamentary reform, 
including by helping the organization develop a vision for effective parliamentary business – an idea of 
what good scrutiny might look like - in order to guide our efforts. 

 
Conclusion: 
The Scottish Parliament has elected to mainstream sustainable development principles into its scrutiny 
processes through pure mainstreaming, rather than through a separate committee, commission or 
rapporteurs, etc.  Our 2012 research suggested that this was a unique approach, but it is the most 
consistent with the concept of sustainable development, because, as the Secretary of State’s Advisory 
Group on Sustainable Development noted in its recommendations for the forthcoming Scottish Parliament, 
it ‘touches all aspects of policy and action.’ 

While we have made considerable progress in this mainstreaming, developing new approaches and an 
impact assessment tool, we still have some way to go.  Crucially, mainstreaming sustainable development 
goes hand in hand with improving scrutiny: using SD principles as a scrutiny lens can improve scrutiny, and 
improving scrutiny can support sustainable development.  It is therefore suggested that both be 
progressed together. 

Further details regarding any of the information provided above, as well as case studies are available on 
request. 
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Deliberative innovations:  Using ‘mini-publics’ to improve participation 

and deliberation at the Scottish Parliament 

Oliver Escobar | University of Edinburgh & What Works Scotland 

Stephen Elstub | Newcastle University 

 

Introduction 

This paper introduces a range of democratic innovations known as ‘mini-publics’ and 
outlines key features, how they work, and how they may improve opportunities for citizens 
to contribute to parliamentary deliberation. 

The idea of mini-publics was first proposed four decades ago by political scientist Robert 
Dahl (1989). Inspired by democratic ideals and social science principles, Dahl envisioned an 
innovative mechanism for involving citizens in dealing with public issues. He called it 
‘minipopulus’: an assembly of citizens, demographically representative of the larger 
population, brought together to learn and deliberate on a topic in order to inform public 
opinion and decision-making. 

A growing number of democratic innovations have flourished around the world based on 
this idea (see Elstub 2014; Grönlund et al 2014; Elstub and Escobar forthcoming), from 
Citizens’ Juries, to Planning Cells, Consensus Conferences, Deliberative Polls and Citizens’ 
Assemblies (see Table 1). Mini-publics have been used to deal with topics ranging from 
constitutional and electoral reform, to controversial science and technology, and myriad 
social issues (e.g. health, justice, planning, sectarianism). 

What is a mini-public? 

Mini-publics are made up of randomly selected citizens, for instance, chosen by lot from the 
electoral roll or a similar source that may function as a proxy for the relevant population. 
The principle here is that everyone affected by the topic in question has an equal chance of 
being selected, and this underpins the legitimacy of the process. Participants are typically 
selected through stratified random sampling, so that a range of demographic characteristics 
from the broader population are adequately represented –e.g. age, gender, ethnicity, 
disability, income, geography, education, religion, and so on. The purpose is to use social 
science methods to assemble a microcosm of ‘the public’, a mini-public, with each citizen 
having an equal chance of being selected. Smaller mini-publics are not intended to be 
statistically representative of the population, but are still demographically diverse. 
Participants are remunerated, the discussions are facilitated, and experts provide evidence 
and advocacy of relevant information and positions and are then cross-examined by the lay 
citizens. They are usually issue specific, and dissolved as soon as the issue has been 
deliberated on. Despite these common features, there are a variety of types of mini-public, 
covered briefly in turn below.  
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Citizens’ Juries 

Citizens juries (CJs) were first established in 1971 in the USA by Ned Crosby of the Jefferson 
Centre, but have been employed in many other countries since then including the UK, 
Netherlands, Ireland, France and Australia. They can cost between £10,000 and £30,000 
depending on various factors (e.g. duration, geography). Approximately, 12-25 participants 
are assembled for 2 to 5 days to discuss an issue and produce a collective recommendation 
or ‘verdict’. CJs can be designed to provide jurors with some control over the process 
including choice of witness experts and the nature of interaction with them.  

Consensus Conferences 

The Danish Board of technology devised Consensus Conferences (CCs) in the late 1980s in 
order to advice parliamentarians on science and technology issues. Although they originated 
in Denmark, and the vast majority have been held there, they have been employed in a 
number of countries including Australia, Argentina, New Zealand, Korea, Israel, Japan, 
Canada, UK and the USA. They cost between £30,000 and £100,000 and involve 10-25 
citizens selected by stratified random sampling. Danish consensus conferences, are divided 
into two stages. Firstly, citizens meet for a series of preparatory weekends to learn about 
the topic, the process, and the group, and to select the experts and interest groups from a 
list to advise and present to the citizens in the second stage of the conference. The second 
stage lasts around four days and the citizens hear the presentations from their selected 
advocates and experts before questioning them and then compiling a collective report which 
outlines their collective decision. Both consensus conferences and CJs (at least in the USA) 
use an external advisory committee that selects the citizens, compiles the list of experts 
from which the citizens choose, develops information packs and selects facilitators. This 
committee tends to be made up of academics, practitioners, issue experts, and interest 
group representatives.  

Planning Cells 

Planning cells (PCs) originated in Germany and were created by Peter Dienel, of the 
Research Institute for Citizens’ Participation at the University of Wuppertal in Germany in 
the 1970s. PCs have predominantly been held on urban planning in Germany but also in 
Austria, Switzerland, Spain and the USA. They cost between US £90,000 and £120,000. A 
series of Planning cells, usually 6-10, with about 25 citizens participating in each run 
concurrently on the same issue for about four days, usually resulting in 100-500 citizens 
participating in total. This is not exclusive to PCs as CJs have also been run concurrently on 
the same issues, but where it is the norm with PCs it is an exception for CJs. They are also 
facilitated differently to CJs and CCs, with the facilitators more likely to be issue rather than 
process specialists. The planning cell convenors then aggregate all the preferences across all 
the cells into a report, which is then approved by a selection of the citizens from the various 
cells, before being published and distributed to relevant decision-makers and stakeholders. 

Deliberative Polls 

The deliberative poll was first set up by James Fishkin and the Center for Deliberative Polling 
in 1988. A deliberative Poll (DP) with its more representative 130-500 sample is designed to 
show what the public would think about the issues if it had time to learn about them and 
consider a range of perspectives. The first ever DP in the world was held in the UK in 1994, 
since then they have been run in many countries including Canada, USA, Denmark, Hungary, 
Bulgaria, Greece, Brazil, Australia and China, as well as in transnational contexts (i.e. 
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European Union). They cost approximately £200,000. The process involves taking a 
probability sample of voters, surveying their opinions on an issue, sending them balanced 
information about the topic in question, gathering them together to discuss the issues with 
each other in small groups and with a balanced range of experts in plenary sessions, and 
then surveying their opinions again. Ideally they are televised, or at least receive broad 
media coverage to contribute to informing the broader public. The participants’ preferences 
are aggregated, as they are not required to come to a collective decision themselves, 
through deliberation, as in CJs and CCs.  

Citizens’ Assemblies 

Citizens’ Assemblies (CAs) are the newest (since 2004) and potentially the most radical and 
democratically robust of all the mini-public types developed to date. They are difficult to 
assess as there have only been a handful of cases, notably in British Columbia, Ontario (both 
in Canada), the Netherlands and Ireland. The two Canadian cases preceded a referendum on 
electoral reform, for which the assembly determined the options on the referendum, as well 
as making recommendations for the referendum outcome. In the Dutch case the citizens’ 
recommendation was passed to the government for consideration. The Irish case is the most 
recent, and it was innovative because it included not only citizens but also parliamentarians 
working with them. One of the well-known outcomes was the referendum on same-sex  
marriage. An assembly can last months or even a year. The cases so far have typically 
assembled 100-160 participants. In all the assemblies the citizens were selected randomly 
from the electoral register, a further random selection is then made from those who express 
an interest in participating, meaning they are not strictly a random sample. Nevertheless, it 
is still considered that all these assemblies were representative of the broader population in 
terms of age, gender and geographical location. The process progresses in three phases: the 
learning phase which takes several weekends and enables participants to get to grips with 
the complexities of the issues under consideration, the consultation phases where the 
randomly chosen citizens run public hearings in their local constituencies to gather 
information and opinions from other members of the public, and the deliberative phase 
when the citizens discuss the evidence and agree their final proposal. Following the 
deliberation, a vote amongst the participants is usually conducted to decide a final outcome 
of the assemblies.  

Table 1- Key features of mini-publics 

 
Citizen 
juries 

Planning 
Cells 

Consensus 
conferences 

Deliberative 
polls 

Citizen 
assemblies 

Developed 
by (first 
instance) 

Crosby 
(USA, 1971) 

Dienel 
(Germany., 
1970s) 

Danish 
Board of 
Technology 
(1987) 

James 
Fishkin 
(USA, 1994) 

Gordon Gibson 
(Canada, 2002) 

No. of 
citizens 

12-26 100-500 10-25 100-500 100-160 

No. of 
meetings 

2-5 days 4-5 days 7-8 days 2-3 days 20-30 days 

Selection 
method 

Random 
selection 

Random 
selection 

Random + 
self-
selection 

Random 
selection 

Random + self-
selection 
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Activities 
Information 
+ 
deliberation 

Information 
+ 
deliberation 

Information 
+ 
deliberation 

Information 
+ 
deliberation 

Information 
+consultation 
+deliberation 

Result 
Collective 
position 
report 

Survey 
opinions  

+ 

Collective 
position 
report 

Collective 
position 
report 

Survey 
opinions 

Detailed 
recommendation 

Destination 
of proposal 

Sponsor 
and mass 
media 

Sponsor 
and mass 
media 

Parliament 
and mass 
media 

Sponsor and 
mass media 

Parliament, 
government and 
public 
referendum 

Source: Elstub, S. (2014) in Elstub, S. and McLaverty, P. (Eds.), Deliberative Democracy: Issues 
and Cases, Edinburgh University Press. (Table based on Fournier 2011: 11)  

How do mini-publics work? 

Typically a mini-public comprises five stages: 

1. Planning and recruitment. Usually, a Stewarding Committee oversees the process to 
ensure its quality and fairness. For instance, in the Canadian Citizens’ Assemblies on 
Electoral Reform, the Committee included academics and public figures from a range of 
backgrounds and opposing views. Often, mini-publics deal with divisive topics, and thus 
their legitimacy and impact hinge on the buy-in from a range of voices across divides –as 
well as the public standing of their guarantors, stewards and funders. 

2. Learning phase. Participants are supported to learn about the topic from diverse 
perspectives. This can be done by combining time for individual learning (e.g. citizens 
receive information packages agreed by the Stewarding Committee), with time for group 
learning. During the latter, they are exposed to a range of evidence, views and 
testimonies covering the topic from various angles. Depending on the topic, this may 
include experts, officials, politicians, activists, and stakeholder representatives of various 
sorts (e.g. business, third sector, communities). Participants are empowered to 
interrogate these ‘witnesses’, and sometimes to choose them from a list prepared by 
the Stewarding Committee –who oversees that the mini-public is exposed to a balanced 
range of evidence and views.  

3. Deliberative phase. Aided by impartial facilitators and recorders, participants then 
engage in small group face-to-face deliberation where they reconsider their initial ideas 
on the topic in the light of the evidence and testimonies from the learning phase, but 
also with respect to the arguments and experiences of their fellow deliberators.  

4. Decision-making phase. The learning and deliberative work from previous stages 
enables participants to engage in considered judgement and informed decision-making. 
Depending on the topic, and the type of mini-public, this may lead to a particular 
recommendation or decision, which must be articulated through reasoned arguments in 
the final report or statement. That is the case in consensus-oriented mini-publics such as 
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Citizens’ Juries –which, like court juries, respond to a ‘charge’– as well as Consensus 
Conferences and Citizen Assemblies. In research-focussed mini-publics, such as 
Deliberative Polls, the aim is not to reach consensus, but to measure through pre- and 
post- surveys how citizens’ preferences may change through learning and deliberation. 

5. Follow up. The focus in this stage is impact. Ideally, the mini-public has already been in 
the ‘public eye’ from its inception. One way to ensure impact is to involve key public 
figures and broadcasters in the process and Stewarding Committee. In this final stage, 
the outcomes and outputs of the mini-public are shared through all relevant networks, 
thus informing broader public deliberation and decision-making.  

What is the point of mini-publics? 

Mini-publics seek to answer a fundamental question: How would the public deal with an 
issue if they had the time and resources to learn and deliberate about it in order to reach an 
informed decision? As a method, it counters the criticism that survey research only provides 
snapshots of uninformed opinion by members of the public who may know little about an 
issue, or may not have even thought about it. Surveys are excellent to aggregate individual 
knowledge and opinion, but don’t help to foster evidence-informed public deliberation, nor 
provide insight into the development of citizenship skills and social learning. Mini-publics 
can also avoid some typical pitfalls in public engagement processes, including: 

 Self-selection and lack of representativeness. Most engagement methods attract 
self-selected participants of certain demographic characteristics, and struggle to 
reach a cross-section of the population.  

 Poor quality of interaction and communication. In mini-publics, expert facilitation is 
instrumental to avoid the usual problems of many forums: dominant voices, silenced 
views, confrontational dynamics, lack of thinking time (reflex responses), shallow 
exchanges, rehearsed monologues, pre-packaged arguments, lack of opportunities 
to learn about diverse views, and so on (see Escobar 2011). 

 Need for division of labour. Not everyone can participate in everything all the time. 
Mini-publics can function as proxies for the broader public, and citizens can use 
them as points of reference for their deliberations, e.g.: ‘I don’t have the time to 
engage substantially with this issue, but these recommendations were prepared by 
citizens like myself, so…’ Good examples of this are the recent Citizens’ Initiative 
Review model in Oregon and California, where citizens examine new proposed 
legislation and distil the pros and cons into a booklet that goes to every household 
prior to a ballot. 

Mini-publics can also contribute to the development of a range of other democratic goods 
such as encouraging longer term levels of civic engagement; developing the capacity (self-
efficacy) of ‘ordinary’ citizens to learn, deliberate and decide on complex issues; and 
providing an opportunity for citizens to learn and consider evidence on complex public 
policy problems. Our own research findings (having conducted 7 mini-publics1) resonate 
strongly with a core message from decades of research on such participatory processes. 
Namely: when citizens are given the time, resources and support to learn and deliberate 

                                                
1
 See for example Roberts and Escobar (2015) or more recently:  http://www.healthinequalities.net  

http://www.healthinequalities.net/
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about public issues, they can engage with complex debates and collectively make considered 
judgements.   

If citizens’ capacity is not in question, how about institutional capacity? Are our institutions 
fit for involving citizens? Here we face the problem of scale, or what Dahl (1998:109) calls 
the “law of time and numbers”: “The more citizens a democratic unit contains, the less that 
citizens can participate directly in government decisions and the more that they must 
delegate authority to others”. This partly explains why our democracy relies so much on 
intermediaries – i.e. people who speak on behalf of others.  

This is not a problem in the case of elected representatives insofar they are deemed to have 
a democratic mandate to speak on behalf of citizens. However, there are myriad other 
influential players involved in contemporary policymaking, including those who claim to 
speak on behalf of certain publics or communities of place, practice and/or interest. Their 
role makes consultation somewhat easier because it provides identifiable interlocutors that 
can be brought around a table. Another advantage is that they can develop specialist 
knowledge and expertise on the relevant issues. How else can the undefined and 
(sometimes) uninformed public be brought into the process? Nevertheless, citizens in 
democracies around the world are becoming more educated, more critical and less 
deferential to traditional notions of authority – the level of civic aspiration and expectation 
is on the rise (Norris 2011) and citizens may feel underrepresented or misrepresented in a 
democracy overly reliant on intermediaries.  

Decision makers willing to collaborate directly with citizens and communities thus face the 
challenges of scale and expertise. Mini-publics are one of many democratic innovations that 
seek to overcome those challenges. Mini-publics address the problem of scale by involving 
small but diverse groups of citizens. They are selected by lot, so that everyone has an equal 
probability of participating, which reduces the self-selection bias that gives undue influence 
to small sections of the population. Mini-publics also address the challenge of expertise by 
including an Information Phase to enable participants to develop an understanding of the 
issues to engage in informed deliberation. These features give mini-publics a democratic 
edge over traditional public consultation processes. 

Using mini-publics at the Scottish Parliament  

Mini-publics can provide a unique bridge between citizens, experts and law makers. On the 
one hand, mini-publics can work as a direct advisory body to parliamentarians, articulating 
judgements and recommendations based on deliberation that draws on diverse views, 
knowledge and experiences. On the other, mini-publics can support communities to engage 
with decision-making in at least two ways. As part of the process, participants can be 
supported to act as facilitators of public forums in their communities, thus bringing into the 
mini-public a range of local perspectives. In this way, the deliberative process is expanded 
beyond the group of people serving at the mini-public. The mini-public thus becomes a 
catalyst for a broader public engagement process, which contributes to enrich the pool of 
arguments considered, while stimulating deliberation in communities.  

Mini-publics can also support communities by functioning as ‘trusted proxies’ or ‘honest 
brokers’ that clear the ground by distilling the pros, cons and trade-offs of an issue or law 
into balanced information that can be shared with local communities as a resource and 
stimulus for participation. A similar logic has been applied in Oregon as part of their ballot 
initiative system for new legislation (Gastil et al 2014).  
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This triple function (advisor, catalyst, honest broker) may be a starting point for institutional 
design. We avoid being too prescriptive here, because adapting and embedding mini-publics 
into existing democratic procedures will require the know-how of institutional 
entrepreneurs grounded in the context of the Scottish Parliament. Some of the existing 
generic suggestions that the Scottish Parliament could consider include utilising mini-publics 
to contribute to the preparation of draft legislation and to supplement parliamentary 
debates, with the hope that the mini-publics will have ‘a significant influence on the 
outcome of parliamentary debates’ (Steiner 2014). In addition they could also scrutinise the 
executive, legislative, and judicial branches of government (Leib 2004) and review and revise 
government legislation. This could be achieved by enabling mini-publics to formally feed into 
the select committee process (Hendriks and Kay forthcoming). 

This paper is focussed on the use of mini-publics in an ad hoc manner –i.e. convened to 
assist with specific legislation and then dissolved. But over the last few years in Scotland 
there have also been proposals to consider the idea of having a second chamber at the 
Scottish Parliament based on the idea of permanent mini-publics. This was proposed for 
example as part of the Demo Max process convened by the Electoral Reform Society in 
2012, and more recently in a paper by the Sortition Foundation, newDemocracy and 
Common Weal (Hennig et al. 2017). There is merit in exploring this option, but there is no 
precedent for it –critics may argue that this is too risky and experimental, while supporters 
may argue that this would put the Scottish Parliament at the forefront of global democratic 
innovation. In the remainder we offer some answers to frequently asked questions about 
mini-publics.  

Frequently asked questions 

How do citizens feel about mini-publics? 

A recent study by Chwalisz (2015) suggests that citizens are open and supportive of the idea 
of using mini-publics. In our research (Roberts and Escobar 2015), the citizens involved 
became enthusiastic supporters of the process. This is no indication of what non-participants 
may think, but suggests that using mini-publics more frequently may foster a virtuous circle 
of support for using mini-publics. In our research, after experiencing the process, 93% of 
participants thought that citizens are able to make decisions on complex issues. Participants 
highlighted three necessary conditions for their trust in the process: diversity of views, 
quality of evidence and effective facilitation. These are conditions that can be approached to 
a high standard in mini-publics.  

Our research also shows that participants had confidence that another group of citizens 
involved in a similar process would produce similar recommendations. Participants placed 
great trust in fellow citizens and also indicated that if authorities used mini-publics in 
decision-making the outcomes would be fairer. It appears that people may well accept an 
outcome which they did not agree to if they have confidence that it was reached through a 
fair process. Similar findings are seen in experimental research on (court) jury deliberations, 
which indicate that ‘procedural justice’ – i.e. the perception that the decision-making 
process was fair – leads to increased support for the group’s decision (Delli Carpini et al 
2004:327). 

How do interest groups feel about mini-publics? 

A key aspect of mini-publics is that they seek to recast the role of interest groups in decision-
making. The goal of public deliberation is “to improve the legitimacy of democracy by 
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making democratic institutions systematically responsive to reasons, not just the weight of 
numbers or the power of interests” (Parkinson 2012:170). Mini-publics use random selection 
to ensure diversity and thus “reduce the influence of elites, interest advocates and the 
‘incensed and articulate’” (Hendriks 2011: Location 945). However, mini-publics should not 
be seen as a way of bypassing, co-opting or placating activists and advocates. Indeed, 
interest advocates play a central role in this type of process, as Stewarding Committee 
members and/or as witnesses who present evidence and arguments. What changes in mini-
publics is the interactive setting where advocates scrutinise each other and the mode of 
engagement between advocates and citizens. 

What is the role of elected representatives? 

Elected representatives have a crucial role to play in convening and working closely with 
mini-publics. For instance, elected members may commission a mini-public as the advisory 
body and focal point of a broader public engagement process for the scrutiny of new 
legislation. Elected members would be responsible to take the recommendations into 
parliamentary committees to inform deliberations and final decisions at the Scottish 
Parliament.  

Another option is to include representatives working alongside citizens in the mini-public. 
However, this may present risks to the quality of interaction and deliberation. For instance, 
the risk that some politicians may dominate the discussions, that citizens may feel less 
comfortable contributing and that interaction may become characterised by partisan 
competition and rhetoric rather than meaningful deliberation. Nonetheless, some evidence 
that mixing citizens and representatives can work well has been found in mini-publics in Italy 
(Fiket and Memoli, 2013:139) and Ireland (Honohan 2014), but this is an area that deserves 
further research. 

Mini-publics may offer welcome assistance to elected members facing the multiple 
challenges of representing citizens in a context of declining trust in politics and public 
institutions. Collaborating with mini-publics may add transparency, accountability and 
deliberative power to their work, and potentially build public trust and perceived legitimacy 
for their decisions. Deliberative public engagement may also help to overcome the challenge 
of ensuring that citizens judge legislation and decisions on their merits, rather than on 
partisan cues. Arguably, mini-publics could increase deliberative quality by functioning as 
‘honest brokers’ that communities can rely on to evaluate competing arguments – and this 
offers an additional resource to the cues that citizens already receive from their preferred 
political party. 

And what about accountability and legitimacy? 

Is it democratic to give such powers (e.g. knowledge brokering, direct advice to legislators) 
to citizen forums without traditional lines of accountability? Deliberative theorists 
understand accountability as a matter of ‘giving an account’ for the reasons that underpin a 
decision (Gutmann and Thompson 1996: Chapter 4). Accountability is thus underpinned by 
the principle of justification, which presses those engaged in deliberation to make decisions 
that can be reasonably justified to those bound or affected by them.  

If mini-publics are used as part of a legislative process, at least four lines of accountability 
can be at play. Firstly, participants scrutinise each other’s arguments and reasons thus 
holding each other accountable. Secondly, they can also be made accountable to their 
communities by having to publicly justify the mini-public’s conclusions. If, as mentioned 



CPR/12/4 

 9 

earlier, participants are supported to facilitate forums in their communities, and feed 
broader views into the mini-public, then a crucial step is to return to the community and 
give a reasoned account of the results. This publicity and transparency thus makes the mini-
public more accountable. Thirdly, organisers and facilitators can be accountable to the 
Stewarding Committee that oversees the fairness of the process. Finally, the Stewarding 
Committee and the participants are ultimately accountable to the convening body – and if 
this is a representative institution like the Scottish Parliament, then the circle of 
accountability can be formally closed with the ultimate decision-making power in the hands 
of elected members.  

Therefore, mini-publics can be designed to ensure accountability, both in deliberative and 
representative terms. Nevertheless, the lack of traditional accountability (i.e. a principal-
agent bond between an individual and a constituency) can actually give an advantage to 
mini-publics in terms of deliberative quality: “randomly selected participants have few or no 
obligations to a constituency and are therefore free to consider the arguments on all sides of 
the debate” (Hendriks 2011: Location 950).  

Ultimately, the perceived legitimacy of mini-publics as democratic bodies will depend greatly 
on how the story of legitimacy is told. And here is where the role of the media is essential. 
Unfortunately, there has been scarce attention to the importance of the media in 
developing democratic innovations. New democratic practices require new media 
narratives, and these may be prevented if mini-publics are covered using the tropes of 
traditional political reporting (i.e. ‘winners and losers’, ‘governing by focus group’, citizen 
involvement as an ‘abdication of responsibility’). The value of mini-publics is amplified when 
their work and conclusions can become a stimulus for broader public deliberation via the 
media. Otherwise, they can be rendered as isolated instances, rather than integral parts of a 
deliberative system. The more mini-publics are used routinely in Parliamentary activities, the 
more media attention they are likely to attract. The media have an important role to play in 
terms of scrutiny – but again, the standards for this must be appropriate for deliberative 
processes, rather than simply borrowed from the world of partisan politics. 

Aren’t these innovations too expensive? 

Mini-publics have been used in the UK before, but have not become part of mainstream 
public engagement. As Smith (2009:106) explains, there was some enthusiasm at the start of 
the 1997 New Labour government, but the Cabinet Office responded to increasing calls for 
mini-publics arguing that they are too expensive. In 2001, the House of Commons Select 
Committee on Public Administration reiterated support for mini-publics arguing that the 
government’s argument “fails to take account of the cost – sometimes a very high cost – 
which can be attached to rushed decisions based on contested scientific judgements” 
(quoted in Smith 2009:106). 

However, price must be placed in the context of value. If mini-publics are framed and 
designed as ‘add-ons’, rather than as integral part of the parliamentary system, then they 
can be seen as expensive. Their price/value ratio seems thus relative to the political context 
and their purpose in the institutional landscape. The difference with regard to previous 
waves of support may be the current level of civic aspiration in Scotland. It may well be that 
the value placed in building a more participatory and deliberative democracy is now more 
widespread. If that is the case, the empirical question will be how much are we prepared to 
invest in fair and inclusive participation, and high quality deliberation, in democratic 
decision-making? 
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There are ways of reducing the price of mini-publics. They are costly partly because they are 
not systematically used. If they were to be mainstreamed, there are economies of scale and 
savings to be made by developing in-house expertise and resources on the most expensive 
aspects (e.g. recruitment; facilitation; design; logistics). Besides, it may be also a question of 
shifting the overall approach to public engagement – i.e. instead of carrying out hundreds of 
consultations, resources could be shifted to fewer but higher quality deliberative processes 
on the most pressing issues. Moreover, if they help improve decision-making, as the House 
of Commons Public Administration Committee argued, the price tag may become small 
compared to the return on investment. In this vein, institutional entrepreneurs may be able 
to reframe ‘price’ as a matter of ‘investment’ in deepening democracy to achieve better 
outcomes for the people of Scotland. 

And how about public apathy? 

There is an ongoing research debate about the extent to which citizens are actually willing to 
participate more actively in politics and policymaking –or whether they would rather leave it 
to trusted elites and intermediaries (see Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 2002; Neblo et al 2010). 
Sometimes ‘public apathy’ is invoked to justify the status quo although, as Eliasoph (1998) 
has argued, public apathy is not a natural occurrence and takes hard work to produce. From 
this perspective, the problem is not that citizens are apathetic, but rather that our 
democratic systems may have become proficient at generating apathy.  

Our research (Roberts and Escobar 2015) has shown that citizens of all backgrounds can 
enjoy addressing complex issues when they are adequately supported to do so as part of a 
fair and engaging process. This echoes research showing that people “really do like politics, 
if given the chance to properly engage with it, at least under deliberative contexts” (Curato 
and Niemeyer 2013:375). Scotland has a vibrant public sphere, rich in political talk across 
civic networks, public forums, church halls, pubs, kitchen tables... The question is whether 
the benefits of public deliberation can and should be harnessed more systemically to 
improve parliamentary work.  

Conclusion 

Mini-publics can provide citizens with new opportunities to participate in the parliamentary 
process in Scotland. Different types of mini-public can be used in different contexts, for 
example different policy issues or various stages of the legislative process. The mini-public 
model offers the only way we know to answer a key question: How would an informed 
cross-section of the public assess new legislation after balanced learning, substantial 
deliberation and considered judgement? This is not to suggest that mini-publics are the only 
relevant type of innovation that can deepen democracy and open up opportunities for 
citizen influence on public policy and legislation. Nevertheless, they do provide distinct and 
unique advantages and can be used in combination with other new and traditional forms of 
participation and representation that already exist in Scotland. 

In terms of broader impact, mini-publics can contribute to raise the level of public dialogue 
and deliberation in various ways. In current debates, it is common to hear concerns about 
the ‘uninformed public’, the ‘distorting media context’, and the lack of opportunities to ‘get 
a fair hearing’ for all perspectives. Furthermore, citizens can also feel uninspired to engage 
with public issues due to a lack of safe spaces for learning and deliberation, and the absence 
of new and trusted points of reference to guide their judgements. A robust mini-public can 
provide that ‘safe space’ and ‘trusted point of reference’. The impact of a mini-public is not 
necessarily limited to the selected citizens, those involved through internet channels that 
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feed into the process, or those reached by outputs or through the media. There is a 
‘capacity-building’ dimension that can further multiply the effects of the process. For 
instance, everyone involved (participants, organisers, experts, witnesses, etc) can learn new 
ways of working through collaborative inquiry and deliberative communication, and take 
that back to their respective workplaces and communities. In particular, there is scope for 
including a training programme in facilitation skills not only for the facilitators but also for 
everyone involved. In the British Columbia Citizens Assembly on Electoral Reform, for 
example, participants were encouraged to facilitate public hearings in their communities –
spread across the province– so that they could then bring a range of other views to inform 
deliberations at the mini-public.  

In sum, mini-publics are innovative in their principles, methodology and outcomes, and can 
help to improve democratic participation and deliberation at the Scottish Parliament and 
beyond. Drawing on existing evidence from Scotland and around the world, the Commission 
on Parliamentary Reform is uniquely placed to consider how these deliberative innovations 
may deepen and strengthen our democracy. 
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Scottish Parliament Infor mation C entre l ogo 

 

AREAS OF INTEREST FROM COMPARABLE LEGISLATURES 

SPICe was asked by the Commission on Parliamentary Reform to gather information on a number of national and sub-national 
legislatures. From the information gathered SPICe was asked to provide an analysis to identify common themes and findings for the 
Commission’s consideration. 

On 12 January 2017, SPICe sent a request for information to 8 national legislatures and 12 sub-national legislatures (see Annex 1). In 
addition, two supplementary questions on recent or planned reforms or reviews of procedures were sent out, also detailed in Annex 1. 

The legislatures selected at that stage of the exercise included some of the single chamber (unicameral) legislatures, whose procedures 
were original examined by the Consultative Steering Group in 1998. 

By 20 March 2017, responses had been received from 6 national legislatures and 10 sub-national legislatures. From those responses it 
was decided to concentrate on the information gathered from the following legislatures, including the Scottish Parliament itself, as being 
the most useful comparator legislatures, for the reasons outlined below: 

 Sub-national legislatures: 

o Victoria, Australia, it has a population size similar to Scotland and, although it is bicameral, the size of combined 
membership in the two chambers is similar to the Scottish Parliament’s membership 

o Québec, Canada, it is unicameral, was examined in 1998 and has a comparable quest for independence 

o Scotland 
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o Wales, it is an example in the UK of a devolved legislature seeking and receiving further powers 

 National legislatures: 

o Finland, it is unicameral and has a population size similar to Scotland 

o New Zealand, it was one of the unicameral legislatures examined in 1998 and has a population and electoral system 
similar to Scotland 

o United Kingdom, it is a common reference point for all of the other English speaking legislatures in this paper  

AREAS OF INTEREST 

The following areas of interest have been identified from the information gathered. Further details on the issues highlighted can be found 
in the relevant tables below. 

GENERAL INFORMATION 

Voting Ages 

The Scottish Parliament has the franchise with lowest voting age, 16 years old. 

Gender Quotas 

None of the Parliaments in this sample have statutory quotas for female Members. There are 54 countries with legislatures which have 
such quotas. They include Ireland’s lower house: 

According to the Section on State Funding of Political Parties and Gender Balance of the Electoral Act 1997, as amended in 2012, 
political parties will lose 50% of their state funding ‘unless at least 30 per cent of the candidates whose candidatures were 
authenticated by the qualified party at the preceding general election were women and at least 30 per cent were men’. The 
required gender quota of candidates is to rise to at least 40% women and at least 40% men within 7 years from the date of the first 
election held in line with this new rule, and the penalty will apply during those 7 years. 

The Inter-Parliamentary Union (IPU) has developed a visual tool to capture women’s participation in executive government and in 
parliament on a given date – 1 January 2017. The map of Women in Politics not only provides a country ranking for both ministerial and 

http://www.quotaproject.org/legislated-candidate-quotas.cfm
http://cfwd.us2.list-manage.com/track/click?u=4408c119ff0272d043e7f777c&id=eb52295a04&e=ee5d1c2cce
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parliamentary representation, but also statistics on women in political leadership positions – Heads of State or government, women 
Speakers of Parliament, as well as ministerial portfolios held by women throughout the world 

There are examples of activities aimed at encouraging more women to consider standing for election. For example in the UK the  
Parliament Project, funded by the Joseph Rowntree Reform Trust, has seen its workshops heavily over-subscribed, whilst the Center for 
American Women and Politics at Rutgers University has reported that applications for its Ready to Run campaign training workshop have 
increased significantly since the 2016 Presidential election.  

The Centre for Women & Democracy has noted that political parties are also finding more women are coming forward than ever before:  

“It's becoming increasingly difficult for people to claim that there 'aren't enough' women willing to stand, and correspondingly more 
important to make sure political parties field equal numbers of women candidates in winnable seats.” 

PARLIAMENTARY TIME 

Sitting Days and Hours 

Most of the legislatures sit on three days, Tuesday, Wednesday and Thursday. The exceptions are Québec, Finland and the UK House 
of Commons, which also have a number of Fridays available and Wales which only meets in plenary on Tuesdays and Wednesdays. 

Having the longest sitting week and sitting days it is not surprising that the House of Commons has the longest time spent in the 
Chamber with 158 days and 1215 hours. However, the UK’s average hours per day, at about 7 hours, falls behind Victoria and New 
Zealand at about 8 hours each. The Scottish Parliament’s average for plenary hours is similar to Québec at about 4 hours, with Finland 
just below 4 hours, although its plenary sessions can range from 1 minute to 12 hours. 

A number of the legislatures have sitting pattern which could be seen as the opposite of family friendly. New Zealand, the UK and – 
during its extended hours periods – Québec all sit until 22:00 on at least one day.  

Following a 2015 Inquiry into sitting hours and operation of the House, in the Session beginning in 2016, the Victoria Legislative 
Assembly (LA, lower house) has moved to a more family friendly finish time of 19:00. The Victoria Legislative Council (LC, upper house) 
has also moved away from sitting until 22:00, adopting instead a finish time of 18:30. 

Three legislatures, Finland, Scotland and Québec, consciously acknowledge the Members’ need to attend to constituency business. 
Finland sets aside Mondays and Scotland set aside Mondays and Fridays for constituency work. Under its Standing Orders (SOs) the 

http://cfwd.us2.list-manage1.com/track/click?u=4408c119ff0272d043e7f777c&id=35289c82f9&e=ee5d1c2cce
http://www.cawp.rutgers.edu/home
http://www.cawp.rutgers.edu/home
https://www.usatoday.com/story/news/politics/2016/11/20/women-disappointed-2016-election-results-get-ready-run/94088424/
http://www.cfwd.org.uk/
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/la-standing-orders/article/2848
http://www.assnat.qc.ca/en/document/14803.html
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Québec Assembly allots weeks during which the Assembly may not ordinarily meet, and during which no committee may meet. In 2016-
17 five such weeks have been set aside for work in the electoral districts (constituencies). 

COMMITTEES 

Scrutiny roles 

Most legislatures have subject committees which reflect the government departments and which scrutinise the relevant government 
policies.  

Most of these subject committees will also scrutinise the bills introduced in their subject areas. The exceptions are the UK where 
separate Public Bill Committees scrutinise bills line by line and Victoria where a Committee of the Whole House usually considers bills in 
detail. 

In the Québec National Assembly, when a sectorial committee considers a bill, the minister or Member who has drafted the bill is 
automatically a member of that committee. 

Private/Public 

For most legislatures it is the norm to hold their committee meetings in private, with hearings, where they hear from witnesses, being held 
in public. In Finland no committee meetings are held in public. 

As most legislatures do not collect data on the time spent in committee, never mind time spent in private versus public, there are no 
comparisons to be made with how the Scottish Parliament Committees divides their time in private and public. 

Membership 

All of the legislatures work to ensure that the membership of their committees reflect the political party make-up of the entire legislature. 

In a number of legislatures members are required to be on more than one committee at a time. These include Finland, New Zealand, 
Wales and Scotland.  

In the Québec National Assembly committee members are elected, for 2 year terms, by the Committee of the National Assembly (whose 
members include the President (Presiding Officer), the House leaders, the main party whips and chairs of the other committees) 
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With the exception of the UK House of Commons Committee on Standards no legislatures has lay members (members who have not 
been elected) taking part in its proceedings. 

Chairs 

As with membership, the allocation of chairs between political parties seeks to reflect the political party make-up of the entire legislature. 
In most legislatures the allocation of certain chairs must be given to a non-government party. For example, the Public Accounts 
Committee in the UK and the Committee on Public Administration in Québec. 

For most of the legislatures it is up to the Committee to elect its chairs. Exceptions are Wales where the Assembly elects the Chairs and 
the UK House of Commons where seven chairs are elected by the House. Other exceptions in the selection of the chairs are in the UK 
where the chairs of the General Committees, including the Public Bill Committees are selected by the Speaker. 

A number of legislatures pay an extra allowance to chairs, and some deputy chairs, of committees. The exceptions are Québec and 
Scotland who do not pay an additional supplement. 

LEGISLATION 

Timetable for consideration of bills 

In most legislatures the timetable for the consideration of bills lies in the hands of the Government, including the UK  

The Québec National Assembly has no formal mechanism to regulate the time allotted to the different stages of the legislative process. In 
exceptional circumstances the Government does however have access to an extraordinary mechanism known as the exceptional 
legislative procedure, which may be introduced with regard to any bill at any stage in its consideration. This procedure establishes limits 
on the time allotted for debate at each stage remaining to be completed. An exceptional procedure motion may be discussed in a limited 
debate, but it may be neither amended nor divided. 

Once the Québec Government’s exceptional procedure motion is carried, the time limit is set at: 

 5 hours for the debate on passage in principle 

 5 hours for clause-by-clause consideration in Committee of the Whole 

 1 hour for the report stage 
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 1hour for the debate on the passage of the bill.  

All of these stages may take place during the same sitting. 

In the New Zealand Parliament there are time limits for the debates on Bills:  

 At first reading of government bills, and second and third readings of all bills: whole debate consists of 12 speeches with each 
member given10 minutes 

 At first reading of members’, private and local bills: whole debate (including reply) consists of 11 speeches with first two members 
speaking given 10 minutes and other members given 5 minutes; member in charge of bill in reply is given 5 minutes 

Scrutiny 

In the Parliament of Victoria consideration of a Bill in detail usually takes place in a Committee of the Whole House. In addition, a joint 
Scrutiny of Acts and Regulation Committee (SARC) scrutinises all bills after the Second Reading. Among other things it is looking at 
whether the Bill, directly or indirectly, insufficiently subjects the exercise of legislative power to parliamentary scrutiny. 

The time for scrutinising bills in the Victorian Parliament varies from overnight to five months. SARC usually has about two weeks to 
analyse the Bill. 

In the Finnish Parliament committee consideration of bills is always in private and may take anything from one to two months (the norm) 
to years. 

The New Zealand select committee considering a bill must report back to the House either at a set time or within six months of referral. 

Public involvement 

In Québec, although optional, Bills are frequently referred, by the Government House Leader, for general or special consultations. 
Consultations take place in committee. In the case of special consultations, the names of the persons and bodies to be invited as well as 
the other terms of the order are usually specified in the reference, and the committee must comply with these terms. For general 
consultations, the committee organises its own proceedings. A general consultation notice is published and all the individuals and bodies 
interested in expressing their point of view may submit a brief or a request to be heard. The committee may proceed with public hearings 
and choose to hear certain individuals and bodies from among those who forwarded such a brief or request to be heard. 
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In Victoria, where most Bills are considered in a Committee of the Whole House, public involvement occurs only when a Bill is referred by 
the House to a Committee for further consideration. For example, when a Bill deals with a particularly controversial issue, more usually a 
private member’s Bill. The Bill may – if the Government choses – be re-drafted and introduced as a government Bill following the 
Committee’s investigation and report. 

Although its Committee consideration of bills takes place in private, the Finnish Parliament has recently introduced a new form of 
legislative proposal, namely a Citizens’ initiative. Parliament must consider a citizens' initiative signed by at least 50,000 citizens. 

Non-Government Bills 

Although all the legislatures have procedures which enable Members and, in the case of Finland, Wales and Scotland, Committees to 
introduce bills the time allocated to Members’ Bills means that in most legislatures it is difficult for non-government bills to be passed. 

BUDGET 

The methods of allocating allowances and staff to Members of legislatures are all very different and therefore make it difficult to draw 
comparisons on the total amount of budget assigned to members in the different legislatures. 

For example, the Victorian Parliament directly employed the staff assigned to Members, so the Members have no control over the staff 
funds. 

The form of allowances, and how they are allocated, also differ considerably. For example, the Quebec National Assembly’s 125 ridings 
(constituencies) are divided into 4 groups based on their physical size. Members are then assigned differing rates of allowances 
depending on which group their ridings belongs to. 

PROCEDURES SUBJECT TO SUBSTANTIAL REFORM IN THE PAST 5-10 YEARS OR REVIEW IN THE NEXT 1-
2 YEARS 

This section of areas of interest differs from the previous one as it contains example from a wider range of legislatures, including New 
South Wales and Ireland. 

http://www.assnat.qc.ca/en/abc-assemblee/fonction-depute/indemnites-allocations.html#BasicIndemnity
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Parliamentary business 

In the UK Parliament, from 2010, as a result of the Wright Committee recommendations a Backbench Business Committee was 
established to determine the business of the House on 35 days in each Session, 27 of these days are taken on the floor of the House. 

Legislation 

Between 2007 and 2012, the New South Wales National Legislative Assembly experimented with a change of terminology for the various 
stages in the passage of legislation through the House. The purpose was to make the terminology more ‘plain English’ and accessible 
and to more accurately express what was happening.  

The traditional terms were replaced as follows:  

 First reading stage became known as the introduction of the bill 

 Second reading stage became known as the ‘agreement in principle’ stage 

 When a bill was agreed to by the House, there was no third reading stage. Instead the Speaker declared the bill to have passed.  

The experiment came to an end in part because the Legislative Council had retained the original terminology. 

In Ireland, the Dáil (the lower House) introduced changes to the procedures for scrutinising Private Members’ Bills (PMBs) which pass 
their second stage (debate on the general principles of the bill). A new stage has been introduced in between second stage and the 
formal, line-by-line committee stage.  

The bill is referred to the relevant Committee which decides whether to conduct detailed scrutiny of the PMB. If it undertakes this scrutiny, 
it reports back the Dáil on the bill before it goes for line-by-line scrutiny. The Committee has quite a degree of discretion at this stage in 
terms of what it reports to the Dáil. For example, that the PMB not proceed or that it be considered with a Government bill. 

The Office of the Parliamentary Legal advisor has also been given an increased role to assist members in drafting legislation.  

Committees in the Irish Parliament also have the right to carry out pre-legislative scrutiny on all government bills. 
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Question time  

In the latest Sessional Orders of the Victoria Legislative Assembly (2016) there have been changes aimed at modernising question time, 
including: 

 removal of Dorothy Dixer questions (a rehearsed or planted question asked of a government Minister by a backbencher of their own 
political party) 

 insertion of constituency questions  

 time limits on written answers of 30 days. 

In Ireland, under a SOs change introduced in 2016, the Ceann Comhairle (Presiding Officer) is empowered to make a judgement on the 
spot as to the adequacy of reply a Minister has given to parliamentary questions and topical issues. Standing Order 44A sets out the 
options available to a Member who does not think that a Minister has adequately answered their question, including, during the 
proceedings, asking the Chair to instruct the member of the Government to impart the information sought. 

Scrutiny 

There is now an additional role for the Irish Parliament committees in the budget process, including establishment of a Budget Oversight 
Committee and work to secure earlier release of good information by Government to allow the Committee to scrutinise the budget .  

The Irish Parliament has also established a Parliamentary Budget Office. 

In Ireland there is also pre-legislative scrutiny (PLS) for all Government bills. The Government publishes the General Scheme/Heads of 
Bill and committees then decide whether  or not to conduct PLS.  

Public involvement 

A number of legislatures have introduced, or are investigating the introduction of, e-petitioning systems and procedures, for example, 
New Zealand, Victoria and the UK. 

In 2011, the New South Wales adopted a new Sessional Order which allows for a discussion by the House of petitions signed by 10,000 
or more persons on Thursday afternoons. This has proved popular with the public, with the gallery often being filled with visitors who 
come in to view the discussion. 

http://www.oireachtas.ie/parliament/media/about/standingorders/Consolidated-version-of-all-of-the-Standing-Orders-of-Dáil-Éireann,-17-January-2017.pdf
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Increased time 

In 2016, the Irish Parliament increased time available for private members’ business by extending the hours which the Houses sit for on 
Thursdays (from 18:00 till up to 22:00) and by starting earlier on a Tuesday. The 2016 Business Committee operates a broad rule of 
60/40 government/private members' business. It is likely that this arrangement will be reviewed. 

Size of legislature 

In 2017, the Welsh Assembly launched a consultation on the size and capacity of the Assembly, and the role and impact of parliamentary 
scrutiny. The questions being addressed include: 

 What evidence exists as to the correlation between a Parliament’s size and its effectiveness overall, or in terms of any of its 
principal functions (legislative, scrutiny, or representation)?  

 Is there evidence that alternative ways, for example new ways of operating, enhanced staff support or changes in working patterns 
or roles for individual Members, has been, or could be, a better means of increasing effectiveness?  

 What makes an effective parliamentary committee, and what role does the size of the committee play in this? 

 What makes for an effective committee member?  

 Are there examples from elsewhere of ways in which the effectiveness of committees has been enhanced by changes to the 
number of committees, or the size, composition or working practices of committees? 
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GENERAL INFORMATION 

VICTORIA, AUSTRALIA  Responsibilities if sub-national 

Population: 6,068,000  

Electorate: 3,941,930 

Chambers: Bicameral Parliament of Victoria: Legislative Assembly 
(lower house) Legislative Council (upper house) 

Number of Members: Legislative Assembly: 88 MLAs; Legislative 
Council: 40 MLCs 

Female Members: 49 across both houses of Parliament 

Quotas:  No statutory quotas. Australian Labor Party has an 
affirmative action policy which aims to achieve 50% representation by 
requiring women to be preselected in 40% of winnable seats at all 
elections 

Length of Parliament: 4 years fixed term 

Method of election:  Preferential voting system 

Similar to Scotland 

QUÉBEC, CANADA Responsibilities if sub-national 

Population: 8,326,089 

Electorate: 6,012,440 

Chambers: Unicameral, National Assembly of Québec 

Number of Members: 125 Members (MNAs) Theoretically no 
unelected Members, but in past ministers appointed before being 

Similar to Scotland 

Shared responsibilities: pensions, immigration and agriculture 

Areas where federal or provincial authorities may intervene: 
environment and health 

http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/
https://cdn.australianlabor.com.au/documents/ALP_National_Constitution.pdf
http://www.assnat.qc.ca/en/index.html
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elected 

Female Members: 34 female MNAs 

Quotas:  No statutory quotas  

Length of Parliament: 4 years, not fixed term but cannot exceed 5 
years 

Method of election:  First pass the post system 

SCOTLAND Responsibilities if sub-national 

Population: 5,373,000 

Electorate: 4,131,926 

Chambers: Unicameral, Scottish Parliament 

Number of Members: 129 Members (MSPs) 
 
Female Members: 45 female MSPs 
 

Quotas:  No statutory quotas 

Length of Parliament: 4 years fixed term, although Session 4 and 5 
have been 5 year Parliaments 

Method of election:   
Mixed Member Proportional system: 
73 First pass the post seats 56 party list regional seats 

 

 

Under the Scotland Acts 1998, 2012 and 2016 and other UK 
Acts powers have been devolved in: agriculture, forestry and 
fisheries; culture and creative industries; economic 
development; education and training; environment and 
planning; fire services; health and social services; housing; 
justice; local government and local government elections; 
social work; sport; tourism and transport (excluding most power 
over aviation, shipping, road traffic law and HGV and bus 
driver, vehicle and operating licensing). power to legislate in 
relation to the promotion and construction of railways, which 
start, end and remain in Scotland, responsibility for the Scottish 
rail franchises, air weapons (power to make law relating to the 
use and regulation of most air weapons in Scotland), borrowing 
powers, drink driving alcohol limits, Air Passenger Duty and 
Aggregates Levy, Income tax Consumer advocacy and advice, 
Crown Estate (management of, and revenues from, its 
economic assets in Scotland), Scottish Parliament elections 
and the local government franchise. Onshore oil and gas 
licensing, abortion, Energy efficiency and Fuel poverty 
schemes, Transport, including road signs, speed limits and the 
functions of the British Transport Police, Reserved tribunals 
and Welfare including control over certain benefits outside of 

http://external.parliament.scot/
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Universal Credit (UC) and the power to vary the housing 
element of UC and to vary UC payment arrangements. 

WALES Responsibilities if sub-national 

Population: 3,099,086 

Electorate: 2,195,518 

Chambers: Unicameral, National Assembly for Wales 

Number of Members: 60 Members (AMs) 

Female Members: 25 female AMs 

Quotas:  No statutory quotas 

Length of Parliament: 5 years fixed term 

Method of election:  Mixed Member Proportional system: 
40 First pass the post seats 20 list seats 

Currently the 21 subjects listed in Schedule 7 of the 
Government of Wales Act 2006. However, that will be replaced 
by new Schedules 7a and 7b which will list powers reserved to 
Westminster. Expected April 2018. 

FINLAND 

Population: 5,503,347 

Electorate: 4,463,333 

Chambers: Unicameral, Eduskunta / Riksdagen 

Number of Members: 200 Members 

Female Members: 83 females Members 

Quotas:  No statutory quotas 

National Parliament 

http://www.assembly.wales/en/Pages/Home.aspx
https://www.eduskunta.fi/EN/Pages/default.aspx
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Length of Parliament: 4 years, can be dissolved sooner 

Method of election:  Proportional voting system, combination of 
voting for individuals and parties.  

NEW ZEALAND 

Population: 4,690,000 

Electorate: 3,140,417 

Chambers: Unicameral, New Zealand Parliament 

Number of Members: 121 MPs  

Female Members: 41 female MPs 

Quotas:  No statutory quotas 

Length of Parliament: 3 years, can be dissolved sooner 

Method of election: Mixed Member Proportional system: 
71 MPs elected by first past the post system: 64 from general 
electorates and 7 from Māori electorates.   

49 MPs elected by proportional representation from nationwide party 
lists.  Parties must obtain at least 5% of the nationwide party vote, or 
win an electorate seat, to be eligible to be allocated seats.   

Seats allocated on the basis of each eligible party’s share of 
nationwide party vote. If a party has fewer electorate seats than the 
total number of seats to which it is entitled, the required number of list 
seats is added to make up the total. If a party has more electorate 
seats than the total number of seats to which it is entitled, it retains 
the extra ‘overhang’ seats and the overall number of members for 

National Parliament 

https://www.parliament.nz/en/
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that Parliament increases accordingly, as at present. 

UNITED KINGDOM 

Population: 65,111,000 

Electorate: 44,722,000 

Chambers: Bicameral, United Kingdom Parliament:  House of 
Commons (lower house), House of Lords (upper house)  

No unelected Members (exception lay members of the House of 
Commons Committee on Standards) 

Number of Members: Commons 650 MPs; Lords: 804  

Female Members: 196 female MPs (Commons) 207 (Lords) 

Quotas:  No statutory quotas 

Length of Parliament: 5 years fixed term 

Method of election:  First past the post 

National Parliament 

PARLIAMENTARY TIME 

 

Sitting time and pattern Method of deciding chamber business Restrictions 

VICTORIA, LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY (LA) 

Sitting weeks: 17 weeks  

Sitting days: 54 days 

Business in the Legislative Assembly is set by Standing 
Orders (SOs) rules SO 34 and SO 36. 

SO 36 sets out the types of business conducted on each 

SOs stipulate that a Select 
Committee may not sit while 
the LA is sitting unless 
empowered by the LA to do 

http://www.parliament.uk/
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/assembly/standing-aamps-sessional-ordersrules/standing-orders/2-legislative-assembly/articles/748-chapter-6-business#so34
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/assembly/standing-aamps-sessional-ordersrules/standing-orders/2-legislative-assembly/articles/748-chapter-6-business#so36


CPR/12/5 

 16 

Sitting time and pattern Method of deciding chamber business Restrictions 

Chamber hours: 453.46 hours 

average 8.4 hours per day 

Sitting pattern: 

Tuesday  

12.00 to 19:00 adjournment debate 

Wednesday  

9:30 to 19:00 adjournment debate 

Thursday: 

9:30 to 17:00 adjournment debate 

 

day, and SO 34 essentially states government business 
takes priority. 

Within each category of business, there are formal and 
informal rules to work out how that time is spent. For 
example, SO 36 states the Assembly has Matters of 
Public Importance on two out of every three 
Wednesdays, but SO 39 contains the detail of who gets 
to propose the topic and how many Members may speak.  

Government also has complete discretion as to which 
items of its business are debated and for how long, 
although at an informal level, the whips from each party 
usually get together to work out how many Members 
would like to speak on various items, and what times suit 
everyone best to see if some of those preferences and 
priorities can be accommodated.   

In addition, the Government has a method of guillotining 
government business items (see chapter 11 of the SO) to 
give certainty to a given sitting week.   

so 

VICTORIA, LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL (LC) 

Sitting weeks: 17 weeks  

Sitting days: 54 days 

Chamber hours: 457.9 hours 

average 9.13 hours per day  

Sessional Orders and Standing Orders  

Order of business is set out in SO 5.02 and times allowed 
in SO 5.03 

SOs dictate that each day commences with Messages, 
Formal Business, Ministers Statements, and Members 
Statements. At 14:00 on Tuesdays and 12.00 on 
Wednesdays and Thursdays, approximately one hour is 

SOs stipulate that a 
Committee may not sit while 
the LC is sitting unless 
empowered by the LC to do 
so 

http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/assembly/standing-aamps-sessional-ordersrules/standing-orders/2-legislative-assembly/articles/748-chapter-6-business#so39
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/assembly/standing-aamps-sessional-ordersrules/standing-orders/2-legislative-assembly/articles/753-chapter-11-government-business-program
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/council/standing-aamp-sessional-orders-rules/sessional-orders
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/council/standing-aamp-sessional-orders-rules/standing-orders?id=691:legislative-council-standing-orders-chapter-5&catid=1
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/council/standing-aamp-sessional-orders-rules/standing-orders?id=691:legislative-council-standing-orders-chapter-5&catid=1
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/council/standing-aamp-sessional-orders-rules/standing-orders?id=691:legislative-council-standing-orders-chapter-5&catid=1
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Sitting time and pattern Method of deciding chamber business Restrictions 

Sitting pattern: 

LC normally sits on a Tuesday, Wednesday 
and Thursday. 

The Council also has the option to sit on a 
Friday but this is rarely used. 

From August 2016, family friendly sitting 
hours: 

12:00-18:30 (previously 14:00-22:00) 

 

set aside for non-government questions without notice 
and up to 10 minutes for constituency questions.  
 

Tuesdays and Thursdays are set aside for Government 
business (predominantly Bills but sometimes also 
Government motions). The LC is currently controlled by 
non-Government Members, so each Wednesday is set 
aside for non-Government business (General Business). 
This can take the form of motions or private members 
bills. Other business to be transacted is also set out in 
SOs such as Statements on Reports and Papers on 
Wednesdays and the daily Adjournment Debate. 

At the start of the current Parliament in 2015, a new 
initiative was undertaken to hold Council Business 
Meetings each Monday afternoon at the commencement 
of a sitting week. This was in response the composition 
of the House, with only 14 Government Members out of 
40.  

The purpose of these meetings is to allow all parties to 
share advice as to what Bills, motions, etc, are likely to 
be debated each week and to share any additional 
information that may impact on the business of the 
House for that week. Meetings are only an informal 
arrangement at present and have not been codified in 
SOs. Each party is represented at these meetings which 
run for approximately half an hour. The House is not 
bound by any outcomes from the meetings; they are 
purely an informal sharing of likely business to be 
transacted.  



CPR/12/5 

 18 

Sitting time and pattern Method of deciding chamber business Restrictions 

QUÉBEC 

Sittings: 85 sittings 

Sitting hours: 351 hours, 17 minutes 
 
average 4.12 hours per day 
 
Sitting pattern: 

2016–2017: 

Regular hours 

20 September to 24 November 2016 and 7 
February  to 1 June 2017 

Tuesday 
13:40 to 18:00  
19:30 to 21:30  
 
Wednesday  
9:40 to 13:00  
15:00 to 18:00 
 
Thursday  
9:40  to 13:00  
15:00 to 18:00  

Extended hours 

29 November to 9 December 2016 and 6 to 
16 June 2017 

Under the Standing Orders, every meeting must 
comprise two parts: Routine Proceedings and Orders of 
the Day (SO 51). Every sitting commences with Routine 
Proceedings (SO 52). 
 
Orders of the Day allow MNAs to debate business having 
precedence or to hold urgent debates. Most frequently, 
Orders of the Day allow MNAs to debate other 
government business on the Order Paper (or opposition 
business on Wednesdays from 15:00 to 17:00, see 
below). 
 
Once Routine Proceedings are completed, if there is no 
business that has greater precedence under SO 54, the 
Government House Leader indicates which item of 
business on the Order Paper will be debated (SO 96). 
The order of business at this stage is thus up to the 
Government House Leader, who decides which measure 
will be examined and when. The Government House 
Leader may also choose to move a motion to adjourn the 
proceedings if there is no other business before the 
Assembly (SO 105). 
 
One of the rare periods in which the Government does 
not control the business to be debated is the period 
referred to as Business Standing in the Name of 
Members in Opposition, held on Wednesdays from 15:00 
to 17:00, except during extended hours. A Member 
wishing to move a motion to debate such business must 
submit a notice, for publication in the Order Paper, not 
later than noon on the previous day (SO 97.1).  

SO 145 stipulates: “When the 
Assembly is meeting, no 
committee that is to meet in 
the precincts of the Assembly 
shall do so during the 
Routine Proceedings; but up 
to four committees may meet 
concurrently during the 
Orders of the Day. When the 
Assembly is not meeting, up 
to five committees may meet 
concurrently.” 

Work in electoral districts (SO 
19.1): weeks are allotted, 
during which the Assembly 
may not ordinarily meet and 
during which no committee 
may meet. The weeks set 
aside for work in the electoral 
districts for the 2016–2017 
fiscal year are the weeks of 1 
May, 9 October and 11 
December 2016, and 26 
February and 5 March 2017. 

http://www.assnat.qc.ca/en/document/14803.html
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Sitting time and pattern Method of deciding chamber business Restrictions 

Same as regular hours with additional sitting 
on Thursday, 19:30 to 22:30 and extra day 
on Friday, 9:40 to 13:00 
 
 

The President [Presiding Officer] decides the sequence 
in which such matters are to be raised, taking into 
account the order in which the notices were placed on or 
received for publication, rotation among the 
parliamentary groups, and the presence of independent 
Members (SO 97.2). 

SCOTLAND  

2015-16  

Sitting weeks: 32 weeks 

Sitting days: 95 sitting days 

107 recess days 

Sitting hours: 393 hours 40 minutes 

Sitting pattern: 

Tuesday and Wednesday: 

14:00 to between17:30 and 18:30 

Thursday 11:40 to 17:00. 

Averages: 

Tuesdays: 3 hours 59 minutes 

Wednesdays: 4 hours 12 minutes 

Thursdays: 4 hours 14 minutes 

The Parliamentary Bureau draws up a proposed agenda 
or business programme. 
 
The Parliamentary Bureau consist of: 

Presiding Officer (PO) 
representative of each political party represented 
by 5 or more members of the Parliament, 
nominated by the party 
representative of any group formed under SO rule 
which states that: 

 
Members who represent a political party with 
fewer than 5 representatives in the Parliament and 
members who do not represent a political party 
may join together to form a group, the number of 
members in such a group has to be at least 5. 

 
The proposed business programme has to be agreed at 
a meeting of the Parliament, along with any changes to it.   
 
Types of business: 

Time for Reflection, which is a short address from 
an invited speaker, on Tuesdays only 
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Sitting time and pattern Method of deciding chamber business Restrictions 

Debates on a variety of issues, normally based on 
a motion  
Decisions on bills  
Ministerial statements and follow-up questions  
Different types of Question Time 

WALES 

2015-16 

Sitting days: 66 Plenary meetings 

Sitting pattern: 

Tuesday and Wednesday: 

13.30 to 18.30/19:00 but can run later. 

  

 

The Business Committee is responsible for the 
organisation of Assembly Business. It is the only 
Committee whose functions and remit is set out in SOs. 
Its role is to “facilitate the effective organisation of 
Assembly proceedings” as stated in SO 11.1. 

The PO chairs the meetings, which is attended by the 
Leader of the House and a Business Manager from each 
of the other political group in the Assembly. 

The Committee usually meets weekly in private when 
Assembly is in session, to comment on proposals for the 
organisation of Government business and to determine 
the organisation of Plenary business. The minutes for 
these meeting are published once agreed by the 
Committee. 

The Committee may meet in public on an ad hoc basis, 
to make recommendations on general practice and 
procedure of the Assembly in the conduct of its business, 
including any proposals for the re-making or revisions of 
Standing Orders. 

Committees meet Monday 
afternoon, Wednesday 
morning and Thursday 

http://www.assemblywales.org/bus-home/bus-assembly-guidance.htm
http://www.assemblywales.org/bus-home/bus-assembly-guidance.htm
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Sitting time and pattern Method of deciding chamber business Restrictions 

FINLAND 

Sitting weeks: 36 plenary session weeks 

Sitting days: 134 plenary session days  

82 days of recess (weekends excluded)  

Chamber hours: 498 hours 34 minutes 

Length of plenary sessions in parliamentary 
year 2016 varied between one minute and 
12.32 hours 

Sitting pattern: 

4 plenary session days per week. Mondays 
are reserved for MPs’ work at their electoral 
districts 

Decision of the Speaker’s Council assisted by the Central 
Office 

Mondays are reserved for 
MPs’ work at their electoral 
districts 

Committees do not have 
meetings during plenary 
sessions 

NEW ZEALAND 

2015 

Sitting weeks: 30 

Sitting days: 70 

Chamber hours: 550 

 Average 7.85 hours per day 

Business Committee chaired by the Speaker. Every party 
is entitled to be represented at each meeting of the 
committee by one Member nominated by its leader. 

The committee reaches decisions on the basis of 
unanimity or, if this is not possible, near-unanimity having 
regard to the numbers in the House represented by each 
of the members of the committee 

The Business Committee 
may determine that a select 
committee may meet at a 
time otherwise prohibited 
under SOs 191 or 194(1)(b) 
or (c). 

When meeting within the 
Wellington area, a select 
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Sitting pattern: 

House sits:  

Tuesday and Wednesday:  

14:00 to 18:00 and 19:30 to 22:00 

Thursday:  

14:00 to 18:00  

 

 

The Business Committee determinations include: 

 the order of business to be transacted  

 the time to be spent on an item of business 

 whether any two or more items of business may be 
taken together for the purpose of debate 

 how time on an item of business is to be allocated 
among the parties represented in the House 

 the speaking times of individual members on an item 
of business.  

committee may not meet: 
during oral questions;  during 
a sitting of the House except 
by leave of the committee; or 
during an evening (after 
18:00) on a day when the 
House is sitting.  
 

 

UNITED KINGDOM, HOUSE OF COMMONS 

2015-16 

Sitting weeks: The House sits in sessions 
which are usually one year long, from the 
Queen’s Speech in May 

Sitting days: 158 sitting days 

Chamber hours: 1215 hours 14 minutes 

Average 7.68 hours per day 

Sitting pattern: 

The House sits Monday-Thursday while in 
Session, as well as on 13 Fridays in a 

In the main, business is decided by the Government 
business managers and announced by a Government 
Minister on Thursdays.  

20 days are allocated to the Opposition to decide on the 
topic to debate. 27 days are allocated to the Backbench 
Business Committee to decide on the topic to debate. 
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session. 
 
Monday : 
14:30 – 22:00 
 
Tuesday and Wednesday: 
11.30 – 19:00 
 
Thursday: 
9.30 – 17:00 
 
Friday: 
9.30 – 14.30 

COMMITTEES 

Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

VICTORIA, LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY (LA) AND LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL (LC) 

Joint Investigatory Committees (LA and LC) 

9 Committees: 

 Accountability and Oversight 

 Economic, Education, Jobs and Skills 

 Electoral Matters 

 Environmental, Natural Resources and 

Made up of Members of both House, with at 
least one Member from each House. 

Between 5 and 10 Members. 

Members of the Committees may invite a 
Member of the LA or LC or a member of the 
public for a specified purpose at a whole or 
part of a meeting of the Committee – but 
invitees do not have voting rights 

172 deliberative meetings (private) 

259 public hearings 

49 visits/ inspections 

37 reports 

87 submissions 

No information on time spent in Committees 
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Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

Regional Development 

 Family and Community Development 

 Independent Broad-based Anti-
corruption Commission 

 Law Reform, Road and Community 
Safety 

 Public Accounts and Estimates 

 Scrutiny of Acts and Regulations 

Government must respond to Committee 
reports within 6 months 

Chair elected by Committee 

Additional payments/allowances: For Chairs 
and Deputy Chairs of Joint Investigatory 
Committees ranging from 4% of basic salary 
for Deputy Chairs  to 20% of basic salary for 
Chairs depending on Committee (oversight 
committees at the top end of percentages) 

 

Standing Committees: appointed for a 
parliamentary term to investigate a number 
of different issues in particular subject areas 

3 LC committees 

 Economy and Infrastructure  

 Environment and Planning  

 Legal and Social Issues 

No LA committees at present 

 

Made up of Members of one house 

8 Members: 4 from the Government Party, 
nominated by the Leader of Government in 
the LC; 3 from the Opposition nominated by 
the Leader of Opposition in the LC; 1 from 
among remaining LC Members nominated 
jointly by minority groups and independent 
members 

Chair elected by Committee 

LC Committees: 

76 deliberative meetings (private) 

250 public hearings 

7 visits/ inspections 

13 reports 

4292 submissions 

No information on time spent in Committees 
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Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

Select Committees: appointed to investigate 
a particular issue and are dissolved when 
the issue is reported on 

1 LC Committee: Port of Melbourne 

No LA committees at present 

 

 

Made up of Members of one house 

LA: between 5 and 12 Members 

LC: between 5 and 10 Members 

Chair elected by Committee 

Additional payments/allowances: For Chairs 
and Deputy Chairs of Select Committees 
ranging from 4% of basic salary for Deputy 
Chairs  to 20% of basic salary for Chairs 
depending on Committee 

9 deliberative meetings (private) 

58 public hearings 

11 visits/ inspections 

1 report 

87 submissions 

Domestic Committees: focus on the 
operations of Parliament, such as 
parliamentary procedure and administration.  

2 LC Committees: 

 Privileges  

 Procedure  

2 LA Committees 

 Privileges  

 Standing Orders 

1 joint LC and LA Committee: 

 Dispute Resolution  (Disputed Bills – 

Made up of Members of one House, 
exception being the Dispute Resolution 
Committee 

LC Procedures: 7 Members, 4 being the 
quorum. Chair is President of the LC, 
Committee elect Deputy 

LC Privileges: 7 Members, 4 being the 
quorum. Chair elected by Committee 

Meet as required 
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Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

Bills that are defeated in the Council 
may be referred to a Dispute Resolution 
Committee by the Assembly) 

QUÉBEC 

Standing Committees, including Sectorial 
Standing Committees 

SOs assigns an area of competence to 
each sectorial committee corresponding to 
area of activity, of society or the State. 
Committees are multifunctional, performing 
all the parliamentary functions in their areas 
of competence including the consideration 
of bills and budget estimates, and the 
examination of the policy directions, 
activities and management of the 
government departments and public bodies 
within their area of competence, and 
petitions. They may, on their own initiative, 
examine any other matter of public interest 

11 Standing Committees: 

Committee on Public Administration  

Committee on the National Assembly  

9 Sectorial Standing Committees: 

Agriculture, Fisheries, Energy and 

The sectorial committees and the 
Committee on Public Administration are 
composed of 13 Members each. If an 
independent MNA is a member of a 
committee, then the membership is 
increased to 15. 

Committee members appointed by the 
Committee on the National Assembly for a 
2-year term.  

An MNA may sit as a member on more than 
one committee. All committee members 
must be MNAs. 

Committees elect a chair and a vice-chair 
for a 2-year term. Each chair and vice-chair 
is elected by a majority of the members 
from each parliamentary group (double 
majority vote).  

The vice-chair must not belong to the same 
parliamentary group as the chair. 

Committee on Public Finance also elects a 
second vice-chair who must belong to a 

2015–2016:  
 
509 meetings 
 
1,471 hours: public: 1,386 hours; private: 85 
hours 
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Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

Natural Resources 

Planning and the Public Domain  

Culture and Education 

Labour and Economy 

Public Finance 

Institutions 

Citizen Relations 

Health and Social Services 

Transportation and Environment 

 

parliamentary group other than that of the 
chair and the other vice-chair. 

When a sectorial committee considers a bill, 
the minister or MNA who has drafted the bill 
is automatically a member of that 
committee. 

Committee on Public Administration: in 
addition to the permanent members the 
Committee includes 10 temporary members 
designated by the whips of the 
parliamentary groups. The temporary 
members may serve for a single sitting or 
for the consideration of a particular matter. 

Due to its unique oversight role, this 
Committee is always chaired by a Member 
of the Official Opposition, who is assisted by 
a vice-chair from the parliamentary group 
forming the Government and a vice-chair 
from the Second Opposition Group. 

Committee on the National Assembly, 
membership is designated according to the 
parliamentary office they hold: the President 
(Presiding Officer), three Vice-Presidents, 
House leaders and whips of the three 
parliamentary groups and the chairs of the 
other 10 standing committees. 
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Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

SCOTLAND 

Subject and Mandatory (SOs) Committees 

A committee can examine matters within its 
remit as it may determine appropriate or as 
may be referred to it by the Parliament or 
another committee  

Committee may conduct inquiries into 
competent matters, considering: 
 
policy and administration of the Scottish 
Administration  
 
any proposals for legislation including 
proposals for primary or secondary 
legislation, whether before the Scottish 
Parliament or the United Kingdom 
Parliament;  
 
any European Union legislation or any 
international conventions or agreements or 
any drafts  
 
the need for the reform of the law  
 
initiating Bills  
 
the financial proposals and financial 
administration of the Scottish Administration 

Ranges from 3 - 11 members 

The membership of committees decided by 
the Parliament on a motion of the 
Parliamentary Bureau.. 

Members may indicate to the Parliamentary 
Bureau an interest in serving on a particular 
committee, but Committees need to reflect 
the balance of political parties in the 
Parliament 

2015/16 

Member of 2 Committees simultaneously:       
44  

Member of 3 Committees simultaneously:     
4  

 

2015/16: 
 
441 meetings 
 
2015/16: 
 
Public: 687 hours 42 minutes 
Private: 217 hours 40 minutes 
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Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

(including variation of taxes, estimates, 
budgets, audit and performance)  

2015/16: 

20 Committees 

WALES 

Policy committees and mandatory 
committees established under SOs 
 

7 policy committees: policy and 
legislative scrutiny: 

Children, Young People and Education  

Climate Change, Environment and Rural 
Affairs 

Culture, Welsh Language and 
Communications 

Economy, Infrastructure and Skills 

Equality, Local Government and 
Communities 

External Affairs and Additional Legislation  

Health, Social Care and Sport 

On 28 June 2016, nominations were made 
to elect Committee Chairs. Where there was 
only one nomination and there was no 
objections to the nomination, the PO 
declared that Member as elected as Chair. 
If a Member objected to the nomination or 
there were two or more nominations these 
took place by secret ballot in accordance 
with Standing Order 17.21on 29 June 2016.  

Members chosen by party group. Party 
Chairs and Members allocated to reflect the 
party representation in the Assembly. 

Given the size of the Assembly and the 
requirement for most committees to reflect 
party balance members frequently sit on 
more than one committee. 

Chairs receive an additional allowance on 
top of their salaries. The supplement for 
Committee Chairs is £13,000 for Higher 
Chairs and £8,600 for Lower ones. The 

2015-16   

286 meetings 

No information on time spent in Committees 

http://www.senedd.assembly.wales/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=401&MId=3612&Ver=4
http://www.senedd.assembly.wales/ieListDocuments.aspx?CId=401&MId=3613&Ver=4
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Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

6 mandatory Committees: 

Business  

Constitutional and Legislative Affairs 

Finance 

Petitions 

Public Accounts 

Standards of Conduct 

Committee for the Scrutiny of the First 
Minister 

distinction between higher and lower is 
between the larger Committees which meet 
each week and committees such as 
Standards which meet less frequently. 

Committees cannot have non-elected 
members. 

FINLAND 

Permanent special committees 

Grand Committee 

The special committees prepare 
Government bills, legislative initiatives, 
Government reports and other matters for 
handling in plenary session.  

15 special committees, which deal with 
matters that fall within the scope of a 
corresponding ministry: 

Composition of committees reflects relative 
strengths of the parliamentary groups. In 
practice the parliamentary groups divide up 
the committee seats and appoint members 
to them.  
 
17 members and 9 alternate members, 
exceptions: Finance (21+19), Audit (11+6) 
and the Grand Committee (25+13).  
 
Committee chairs receive a monthly 
supplement of €720. 
 

parliamentary year 2015 

858 meetings 

Committee meetings are not open to the 
public.  

Committee reports, statements and minutes 
are public documents. 
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Types of Committees Membership Number of meeting per year/Time spent 
in Committee 

Finance  

Audit  

Constitutional Law  

Foreign Affairs  

Social Affairs and Health  

Education and Culture 

Employment and Equality 

Legal Affairs 

Transport and Communications 

Agriculture and Forestry  

Administration  

Defence 

Commerce 

Committee for the Future 

Environment 

1 Grand Committee: 
 
EU affairs 

Chairs of the Grand Committee, 
Constitutional Law Committee, Foreign 
Affairs Committee, Finance Committee and 
Audit Committee receive €1,188.  
Within the Finance Committee chairs of 
Subcommittee for Tax Affairs and 
Subcommittee for Administration and 
Security receive a monthly supplement of 
€720 and the other subcommittee chairs 
receive €475. 
 
Supplement is not paid if subcommittee 
chair is entitled to committee chair's 
supplement.  
 
MPs generally members of more than one 
committee at a time. At present, 89 such 
MPs. Taking into account alternate 
committee memberships, 147 members are 
members of more than one committee. 

Committees cannot have non-elected 
members. 
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NEW ZEALAND 

Select Committees 

13 subject select committees: 

Business 

Commerce 

Education and Science 

Finance and Expenditure 

Foreign Affairs, Defence and Trade 

Government Administration 

Health 

Justice and Electoral 

Law and Order 

Local Government and Environment 

Māori Affairs 

Primary Production 

Social Services 

Committees between 7 and 11 members 
each. Members generally sit on one to three 
committees. The parties determine which of 
their committee slots are allocated to each 
of their members 
 
Overall membership of select committees, 
as far as reasonably practicable, is 
proportional to relative size of party in the 
Parliament.  
 
The Business Committee may determine 
the size of each committee.  
 
The committee elect a chairperson and 
appoint a deputy chairperson 

The base salary for members of Parliament 
is $160,024. 
Chairpersons of select committees are paid 
$175,398. 
 
Deputy chairpersons of select committees 
are paid $164,935. 
 

2014/15:  

330 select committee meetings 

1117 hours 

When not hearing evidence committees 
meet in private. 
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Transport and Industrial Relations 

4 committees established  by SOs:  

Officers of Parliament  

Privileges  

Regulations Review  

Standing Orders  

UNITED KINGDOM, HOUSE OF COMMONS 

Committees are either Select or General.  
 
Select Committees are permanent (until the 
end of the Parliament or SOs change). 
 
General Committees, mainly Public Bill 
Committees, are temporary. 
 
36 Select Committees (includes ones that 
meet rarely, and domestic Committees that 
scrutinise the House administration) 
 
Three kinds of select committees: 
 
Departmental: scrutinise and report on the 
work of Government Departments. No 
legislative function. 
 

Membership of all Committees formally 
decided by the Committee of Selection. 
Parties may conduct internal elections to 
decide on non-Chair members of Select 
Committees. 

Allocation of Chairs 
Under SOs Government and main 
opposition party are given the Chair on a 
number of Committees, in proportion to the 
number of seats they hold in the House. In 
the present Parliament the SNP have been 
given 2 Chairs. Which Committees are 
given to which party is decided by 
negotiation of the business managers of the 
parties; however the Public Accounts 
Committee must have as its Chair an 
Opposition party MP. 
 

2015/16: 
 
Select Committee public sessions: 
872 
Select Committee private meetings: 
405 
 
Public Bill (primary legislation) Committee 
sittings: 
140 
 
Delegated legislation (secondary legislation) 
Committee meetings: 
103 
 
Time spent in Committees is not available. 
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Domestic: scrutinise work of House 
administration and, in some cases, decide 
on some matters of its operation. For 
example, Committee on Standards and the 
Committee on Privileges 
 
Cross-cutting: scrutinise Government 
policy in a particular area, not connected to 
a specific Department. Three at present: 
Women & Equalities Committee, 
Environmental Audit Committee, and Public 
Administration and Constitutional Affairs 
Committee. 
 
Committee of Public Accounts (Select 
Committee) neither strictly cross-cutting nor 
Departmental. Exists to consider National 
Audit Office reports on how public money is 
spent. 
 
General Committees: 
 
Public Bill Committees – Ad hoc, set up to 
scrutinise a Bill and decide on amendments 
during Committee Stage. 
 
Delegated Legislation Committees – Ad 
hoc set up to debate secondary legislation, 
which is usually then put to the House as a 
whole for approval without debate. 
 
European Committees – Set up to debate 

Election of Chairs 
Chairs of the Departmental Select 
Committees, the Environmental Audit 
Committee, the Petitions Committee, the 
Public Administration and Constitutional 
Affairs Committee, the Committee of Public 
Accounts, the Procedure Committee and 
the Committee on Standards, are elected by 
the House. 
 
Any member of the party to whom the Chair 
is allocated may stand for election.  
 
Elections are conducted by the Alternative 
Vote system. Any candidate who receives  
more than half the first preferences is 
elected. If no candidate is so elected, the 
candidate or candidates with lowest number 
of first preference votes is eliminated and 
their votes distributed among the remaining 
candidates according to the preferences on 
them. If no candidate has more than half the 
votes, the process of elimination and 
distribution is repeated, until one candidate 
has more than half the votes. 
 
Chairs of General Committees 
These Chairs are selected by The Speaker 
from members of the Panel of Chairs, the 
membership of which is chosen by The 
Speaker. 
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European Union documents and the 
Government’s response to them, which are 
usually then put to the House as a whole for 
approval without debate. 

 

Chair’s salary 
Almost all Select Committee Chairs entitled 
to an additional salary. This is set by the 
Independent Parliamentary Standards 
Authority.  Additional Salary for Chairs of 
Select Committees is £15,025 a year.  
 
For Members of the Panel of Chairs, the 
Additional Salary is £15,025; this is pro rata 
and is based on the actual time that the 
Member spends chairing. 
 
In future, as with MPs’ basic pay, the 
salaries will be adjusted by the rate of 
annual change in average earnings in the 
public sector. The first adjustment using this 
method will take place on 1 April 2017 
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LEGISLATION 

Types of primary legislation Passage and scrutiny Number of Bills processed 
and passed and time spent 
on Bills per year 

VICTORIA LA AND LC 

Government Bills 

Private members Bills 

How a law is made flow chart 

Consideration in detail of a Bill usually takes place in a Committee 
of the Whole House; this stage is optional and may be dispensed 
with if the House unanimously agrees. 

A Bill may be referred to a parliamentary or other committees 
following the second reading debate and preceding the third 
reading. 

The joint Scrutiny of Acts and Regulation Committee (SARC) 
scrutinises all bills after the Second Reading. The Committee will 
scrutinise for various issues including, whether the Bill directly or 
indirectly: 

 inappropriately delegates legislative power 

 insufficiently subjects the exercise of legislative power to 
parliamentary scrutiny. 

The time for scrutinising bills varies from overnight to five months. 
SARC usually has about two weeks to analyse the Bill. 

Public involvement occurs only when a Bill is referred to a 
Parliamentary Committee for further consideration. For example, 
when a particularly controversial issue is introduced (usually as a 
PMBs). The Bill may – if the government choses – be re-drafted and 

90-100 on average 
processed per year 

80-90 on average passed 
per year 

Time spent not available 

http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/images/stories/documents/about/How_a_Law_is_Made.pdf
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introduced as a government Bill following the Committee’s 
investigation and report. 

The Government has control over the passage of its legislation in 
the Assembly. Passage (and timing) in the Council is however, less 
assured as the (current) governing party does not have a majority 
and relies on negotiations with the minor parties. 

LA SOs Chapter 9 and Chapter 11 

LC SOs Chapter 14 

QUÉBEC 

Public bills, including Members’ 
Bills  

Private bills 

Introduction of bills 
Any MNA can introduce a bill, although only a minister can introduce 
a bill involving a financial commitment. An MNA who wishes to 
introduce a bill must publish a notice of their intent in the Order 
Paper. The bill can be introduced the day after the notice is 
published (SO 232). 
 
Stages in the legislative process  
There are five stages in the consideration of a public bill: 
introduction; passage in principle; clause-by-clause consideration in 
committee; consideration of the committee report; and passage (SO 
229). Finally, any bill passed in the Assembly must be assented to 
by the Lieutenant-Governor of the province to come into force. 
 
Each stage must take place on a separate sitting day, except for the 
passage in principle and committee stages, which may occur in the 
same sitting (SO 230). The debate on the principle may begin not 

2015–2016: 

Between 1 April 2015 and 31 
March 2016: 74 bills 
introduced, as follows: 
 

 45 Government bills 

 16 Members’ bills 

 13 private bills 

 

2015–2016: 

Of all the bills introduced, 40 
were passed, as follows: 
 
31 Government bills, 58% of 

http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/assembly/standing-aamps-sessional-ordersrules/standing-orders/2-legislative-assembly/articles/751-chapter-9-bills
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/assembly/standing-aamps-sessional-ordersrules/standing-orders/2-legislative-assembly/articles/753-chapter-11-government-business-program
http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/council/standing-aamp-sessional-orders-rules/standing-orders?id=700:legislative-council-standing-orders-chapter-14&catid=1
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less than one week after the bill is introduced (SO 237). 
 
The SOs also stipulate that “no bill introduced after the fifteenth day 
of May or after the fifteenth day of November may be called for final 
passage during the sessional period in which it is introduced” (SO 
22). 
 
The legislative process is different for private bills. For more 
information, see Parliamentary Procedure in Quebec pages 408-
410. 
 
Role of the Government House Leader in the legislative 
process 
The Government House Leader plays a major role in the 
organisation of Assembly proceedings, including during the 
legislative process. During Orders of the Day, the Government 
House Leader determines the order of business, including which 
bills will be for the subject of a debate. The Government House 
Leader may convene committees for the consideration of bills (SO 
147) and may also move that any bill be referred for a general 
consultation or special consultations (see below). 
 
Consideration of bills in parliamentary committee 
Bills are referred to the appropriate standing committee for clause-
by-clause consideration (SO 243). The committee examines each 
section of the bill in detail. At that stage, MNAs may propose 
amendments to the bill, which must be relevant to its subject matter 
and consistent with its nature (SO 244). Upon completing the 
clause-by-clause consideration, the committee produces a report 
consisting of minutes of its proceedings and the text of the bill as 
agreed to by the committee (SO 248). 

which were passed 
unanimously 
1 Member’s bill  
8 private bills passed 
unanimously 
 
The time spent in the House 
to examine a bill may vary 
considerably. The total time 
required for the stages listed 
in SO 229 can vary from a 
few minutes to several hours 
or days. Want of confidence 
motions or motions to divide 
a bill obviously add to the 
time required to examine a 
bill. 
 
Number of hours spent by 
sectorial standing 
committees to examine* 
public and private bills 
 

2015–2016: 877 
 
* The number of hours 
comprises the time spent for 
both public consultations and 
clause-by-clause 

http://www.assnat.qc.ca/Media/Process.aspx?MediaId=ANQ.Vigie.Bll.DocumentGenerique_14793en&amp;process=Default&amp;token=ZyMoxNwUn8ikQ+TRKYwPCjWrKwg+vIv9rjij7p3xLGTZDmLVSmJLoqe/vG7/YWzz.html
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Public consultations  
Although optional, Bills are frequently referred, for general or special 
consultations. Such consultations take place in committee (SO 235). 
 
In the case of special consultations, the names of the persons and 
bodies to be invited as well as the other terms of the order are 
usually specified in the reference, and the committee must comply.  
 
For general consultations, the committee organises its own 
proceedings. A general consultation notice is published (SO 166), 
and all the individuals and bodies interested in expressing their point 
of view may submit a brief or a request to be heard. The committee 
may proceed with public hearings and choose to hear certain 
individuals and bodies from among those who forwarded such a 
brief or request to be heard (SO 167).  
 
Time allocated to the stages of the legislative process 
No formal mechanism to regulate the time allotted for the different 
stages of the legislative process, including the committee stage. 
Time spent varies considerably according to the nature and 
complexity of the bill. At each stage, each Member has a given 
amount of speaking time, but the duration of the debate varies 
according to the time actually used.  
 
However, there is also an extraordinary mechanism known as the 
exceptional legislative procedure, which may be introduced with 
regard to any bill at any stage in its consideration. This procedure 
establishes limits on the time allotted for debate at each stage 
remaining to be completed in the consideration of the bill. Once the 
motion is carried, the time limit is set at five hours for the debate on 

consideration 
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passage in principle, five hours for clause-by-clause consideration in 
Committee of the Whole, one hour for the report stage, and one 
hour for the debate on the passage of the bill. All of these stages 
may take place during the same sitting (SO 257.1). Only the 
Government may move a motion to introduce the exceptional 
legislative procedure, and only regarding a single matter (SO 182). 
As it (SO 210) places strict limits on the time allotted for the 
consideration of a bill, this procedure is used only exceptionally by 
the Government. 

SCOTLAND 

Government 

Members’  

Committee 

Private 

Hybrid 

Three stages 

Public Bills - stage 1, stage 2 and stage 3 

The timescale for each stage can vary. Stage 1 in particular can 
take several months. 

Except for Budget and Emergency Bills, there must be at least 12 
sitting days between the completion of Stage 1 (i.e. the decision at 
the end of the Stage 1 debate) and the beginning of Stage 2. 

Flowchart for public bills 
 
The Parliamentary Bureau proposes the timescale for each stage, 
which then needs to be agreed by the Parliament. 

Private Bills - preliminary stage, consideration stage, final stage 

Flowchart for private bills 

2015/16: 
 
21 bills processed 
 
14 bills passed 
 
113 hours 51 mins 
 
No information on time spent in 
Committee on Bills 
 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/99986.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/parliamentary-bureau.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/S5PrivateBillsProposals/Private_Bills_Process_Diagram.pdf
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WALES 

Mainly Government Bills  

The Commission or a Committee 
can (and has) introduce a Bill. 
Members’ Bills come about due to 
a ballot, whether they go ahead will 
depend on them getting 
Government support. 

The process has four stages with an additional report stage if 
needed.  

The timetable is set by the Business Committee.  

Public involvement with the legislative process will generally be 
decided by the Committee dealing with the Bill, with advice from the 
integrated team (clerk, researcher, communications, lawyer). 

2015-2016:  
 
15 Bills processed 
 
10 Bills received Royal 
Assent 
 

No information on time spent 

FINLAND 

Government proposals  

Legislative motions submitted by 
MPs 

Citizens’ initiative (Parliament must 
consider a citizens' initiative signed 
by at least 50,000 citizens) 

Parliament enacts legislation - stages in the legislative process 

Preliminary debate 
Consideration of a legislative proposal begins with a preliminary 
debate in plenary. Decisions on the content of legislation are not 
made during this debate, which is intended to guide committee 
work. At the end of the debate Parliament refers the matter to the 
appropriate committee. 
 
Committee stage 
Committees start considering matters referred to them as soon as 
possible. It generally takes one or two months for a committee to 
deal with a matter, but urgent matters can be considered in a few 
days if necessary. Large legislative projects can take many months 
or even years. Once a committee has completed its report, the 
matter goes back to the plenary.  
 

Parliamentary year 2016 
 

Processed: 

268 Government proposals  
15 Legislative motions 
1 Citizens’ initiatives 
Total 284 

Passed: 

266 Government proposals  
1 Legislative motions 
0 Citizens’ initiatives 
Total 267 

No information on time spent 

https://www.eduskunta.fi/EN/lakiensaataminen/kansalaisaloite/Pages/default.aspx
https://www.eduskunta.fi/EN/lakiensaataminen/lainvalmistelu_vaiheet/Pages/default.aspx
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Always two readings 
Bills require two readings and are considered on the basis of a 
committee report, which may recommend significant changes to the 
government proposal. A committee may also recommend that a bill 
or parts of it be rejected. 
 
In the first reading Parliament decides on the content of a bill. 
Following a general debate, it looks at a bill section by section. 
During this stage changes are often proposed to the 
recommendations in the committee report. 
 
The second reading can begin no earlier than the third day after the 
first reading and is based on the text approved in the first reading. 
At this stage a bill is either approved or rejected; the content can no 
longer be changed. 

NEW ZEALAND 

Government 

Members 

Local and Private 

Bills receive three readings, all of which are debated.  After first 
reading, bill is referred to a select committee, which calls for written 
submissions from the public and holds public hearings.  Submitters 
may request that they be heard by the committee.  The committee 
must present its report to the House at a set time or within six 
months of referral.  A committee may recommend that a bill be 
passed, or that amendments be made.  A committee report may 
include minority views. 

Once a committee has reported, the second reading takes place 
and any amendments proposed by the committee are voted on.  
The bill is then examined in detail by the Committee of the Whole 
House. The third reading of the bill follows. Once passed, a bill is 

2014/15 

Bills introduced: 45 

Assents prepared: (Bills, 
including Statutes 
Amendment Bills, may be 
divided into two or more bills 
at their third reading.) 

2014/15:  92 

No information on time spent 
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presented to the Governor-General for the Royal assent. 

Time limits: 

At first reading of government bills, and second and third readings of 
all bills: whole debate 12 speeches with each member given10 
minutes 

At first reading of members’, private and local bills: whole debate 
(including reply) 11 speeches with first two members speaking given 
10 minutes and other members given 5 minutes; member in charge 
of bill in reply is given 5 minutes. 

Committee of the whole House:  Each part or provision: minister or 
member in charge of bill: multiple speeches of 5 minutes each, but 
normally not more than 2 consecutive speeches; other members: 
not more than 4 speeches of 5 minutes each. 

Members’ bill: 
A MP may not propose more than one Members’ bill for introduction 
at the same time. 

Eight orders of the day for the first readings of Members’ bills are 
available for consideration at each sitting at which Members’ orders 
of the day take precedence (every other Wednesday). When it 
appears to the Clerk that fewer than eight such orders of the day will 
be available, the Clerk conducts a ballot to select which proposed 
Members’ bills are to be introduced and the order in which they are 
to be introduced. Such a ballot is conducted at midday on a sitting 
day. All notices of proposal that are held by the Clerk at 10:00 that 



CPR/12/5 

 44 

Types of primary legislation Passage and scrutiny Number of Bills processed 
and passed and time spent 
on Bills per year 

day are entered in the ballot.  

UNITED KINGDOM, HOUSE OF COMMONS 

Government Bills 

Private Members’ Bills (PMBs) 
can be introduced on any topic 
with one principal exception, that 
does not have as its main purpose 
the creation of a new tax, a tax 
increase, or a similar kind of 
charge, or the establishment of a 
new cause for public expenditure. 

Different methods of introducing 
PMBs: 

Ballot Bills 

The ballot for PMBs presents an 
opportunity for 20 MPs to introduce 
a Bill. Seven highest placed 
Members in the ballot are 
guaranteed debating time on a 
Private Members’ Bill Friday. 
 
Ten minute rule Bills 
Ten minute rule motions allow MPs 
to make a short speech outlining a 
legislative proposal immediately. 

Government Bills take precedence on almost all sitting days, and 
have significantly more chance of becoming law. 
 
Programming 
Government bills are usually subject to a timetable known as a 
programme. The Government tables a programming motion, which 
sets out the time available for Committee and Report stages, as well 
as the time granted to debate particularly amendments and clauses 
of the Bill. 
 
First reading 
Purely formal stage, no debate, except for ten-minute rule bills.  
 
Second reading 
The House debates the principle of the bill and the debate can 
range beyond the content of the bill. Second reading debate on a 
Government bill last for half a day to a full day. 
Committee stage 
Bills are automatically committed to a public bill committee unless a 
motion is agreed to commit them, in whole or in part, to a 
Committee of the Whole House. Bills committed to a Committee of 
the Whole House if considered to be of particular national 
significance, or if all stages of the bill are to be taken in the same 
day (as can be the case with emergency legislation).  
 
Finance Bill usually split between public bill committee and 
Committee of the whole House. The members of public bill 

2015/16: 142 
 
These figures are Bills 
introduced – In the case of 
Private Members’ Bills, which 
are often produced without 
any real intention of them 
becoming law, it may be that 
these Bills are given no 
Parliamentary time other 
than a formal introduction, 
and in some cases a full Bill 
text is not produced.  
 
Number passed: 
 
2015/16: 29 
 
Only able to provide the 
amount of time spent in the 
chamber – not in 
Committees – on legislative 
business. These are: 
 
Time spent on Government 
Bills 
15/16: 289 hours 46 minutes 
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Ten minute rule motions may be 
made each sitting Tuesday and 
Wednesday from the seventh week 
of a session onwards. 
 
The motion may be opposed by 
another MP, who may also make a 
ten minute speech and seek to 
divide the House on the motion. If 
the motion is agreed, the MP 
formally presents the bill 
immediately after the question 
agreed. They may subsequently 
arrange for the bill to be published, 
and the bill can then be proceeded 
with in the same way as other 
PMBs. 
 
Ordinary Presentation Bills 
PMBs may also be given a formal 
first reading without debate. 
Members may give notice of 
presentation of a bill from 10.00 on 
any sitting day after the fifth 
Wednesday of the session. 
 
Private Bills 
Private Bills are Bills that do not 
aim to change the law of the land, 
but aim to either apply or dis-apply 
law to specific people or places. 

committees are appointed by the Committee of Selection. 
 
The Public Bill Committee will consider the bill clause by clause, to 
allow every part of it to be scrutinised. Members appointed to the 
Committee may table amendments and new clauses to the bill. The 
Chair will select which amendments/new clauses will be debated 
and will group them for debate. 
 
Consideration stage (report stage) 
After the Committee has finished with the bill, the House as a whole 
has a further opportunity to consider it and may amend it. Unlike in 
committee, the House only considers those parts of the bill which 
Members or the Government are seeking to amend. A question is 
not put on each clause. The Chair usually stricter in selecting 
amendments and new clauses for debate than at committee stage. 
There is no separate report stage if a bill is considered in Committee 
of the whole House and not amended. 
 
Third reading 
Debate on Third Reading usually taken immediately after 
consideration stage. Debate is confined to the contents of the bill. 
Under current programming arrangements it is rare for third reading 
debate to last more than one hour. No substantive amendments can 
be tabled at this stage. 
 
Proceedings in the Lords 
Bills which originate in the Commons must pass through a similar 
pattern of proceedings in the House of Lords (and vice versa). After 
both Houses have concluded consideration, bills are returned to the 
House of origin for any differences to be resolved. 
 

 
Time spent on Private 
Members’ Bills 
15/16: 61 hours 29 minutes 
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They operate under different SOs 
to Public Bills. Only a handful of 
Private Bills are introduced each 
year.  
 
Parliament requires Private Bills to 
be publicised through newspaper 
adverts, official gazettes of local 
areas, and in writing to all 
interested parties. People directly 
affected by a Private Bill - for 
example, residents near a 
proposed site for a new cemetery - 
should also be informed. 
 
While the stages are broadly the 
same, Private Bills contain a 
petitioning period when members 
of the public may petition the 
House against the Bill. The 
promoter of the Bill is also given an 
opportunity to challenge the 
standing of the petitioner, who 
must be specifically affected by the 
Bill.  
 
If the petitioner is deemed to have 
standing, the Bill is sent to an 
Opposed Bill Committee for its 
Committee stage. These 
Committees operate in a quasi-

Lords Amendments (if any) 
If the Lords amend a Commons bill, it will return a set of 
amendments to the Commons. The Commons has to reach a 
decision on each Lords Amendment. Motions may be made to 
agree or disagree with, amend or provide an alternative (known as 
Amendments in Lieu) to individual Lords Amendments. If necessary, 
the Bill passes backwards and forwards between the two Houses 
until all points of disagreement are resolved; this is often described 
as ‘ping pong’.  
 
Lords Amendments and any Commons motions relating to them are 
published as separate papers. Lords Amendments are debated in 
groups of related amendments proposed by the Member in charge 
of the bill. 
 
Amendments to Lords Amendments are subject to selection by the 
Speaker in the same way as other amendments to bills. Commons 
amendments to bills which started in the Lords also need to be 
agreed by the Lords. 
 
Once the two Houses reach agreement on the text, the bill is then 
ready for Royal Assent. 
 
Private Members’ Bills (PMBs)  
The House sits on 13 Fridays in a Session. On these days, Private 
Members’ Bills are considered.  

For the first seven Fridays, Bills are given a second reading in the 
order in which they came in the ballot. After the first seven of these 
Fridays priority in the running order is given to those Bills that have 
made the most progress. Exception is that a new consideration 
stage has priority over an adjourned consideration stage for a Bill 
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judicial manner, possibly with 
counsel representing the parties, 
and can rule that the Bill must be 
changed if it is to proceed. 
 
Hybrid Bill which has elements of a 
Private Bill, but is promoted by the 
Government.  

from a previous Friday. When a day has been chosen for a 
particular stage, the Member in charge can postpone that stage to a 
subsequent day. 
 
Private Members’ Bills are not subject to programming, so PMBs 
can be talked out as there is limited ability to force an end to the 
debate. 

BUDGET 

Annual budget for legislature and amount 
allocated to parliamentary services 

Amount of budget allocated to 
Members and to staff 
employed by Members 

Number of legislature staff  (full time equivalents) 
by department 

VICTORIA LA AND LC 

Department  2015-16 

Budget 

2016-17 

Estimate 

 $'000 $'000 

Legislative Council  3 155 3 737 

Legislative Assembly  4 599 4 872 

Parliamentary 
Investigatory 
Committees  

6 965 7 751 

Electorate Office and 
Communication & Training 
budgets for 2016-17 are 
approximately $11.3m 

Electorate Office and 
Communications Budget is 
provided to MPs to: 

• fund the operating costs of 
their electorate office; and 

• communicate with their 
electorate in regard to their 

Legislative Assembly: approx.35 

Legislative Council: approx. 33 

Parliamentary Services: 144 

Joint Investigatory Committees: 40 

Electorate Officers: 263 

(Source: Public Accounts and Estimates Committee 
Estimates) 
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allocated to parliamentary services 

Amount of budget allocated to 
Members and to staff 
employed by Members 

Number of legislature staff  (full time equivalents) 
by department 

Parliamentary 
Services  

86 924 91 944 

Auditor-General  15 789 16 184 

Parliamentary 
Budget Office  

0 4 400 

 117 432 128 888 

Source: Appropriations (Parliament 2016-17)  Bill 
2016 

[Exchange rate March 2017 Aus$1 = £0.62] 

parliamentary duties. 

Electorate officer salaries and 
on-cost budget for 2016-17 is 
approximately $25.1m 

 

QUÉBEC 

2016-2017 

Total budget: $134 597 700   

Amount allocated to the costs of the legislature 
services: $64 155 500   

[Exchange rate March 2017 Can$1 = £0.61] 

Budget for Statutory Services for 
Parliamentarians (2016-2017):  
$70,442,200 
 
Indemnities and Allocations for 
Parliamentarians: $29,551,000 
 
Members and Members' Staff 
Expenditures: $28,723,500 
 
Research Services for Political 
Parties: $2,734,200 
Pension Plan of the Members of 
the National Assembly: 

Departments Staff 

General Secretariat and 
Office Secretariat 

9 

General Directorate for Legal 
and Parliamentary Affairs 

92 

General Directorate for 
Institutional Affairs and the 
National Assembly Library 

157 

General Directorate for 
Administration 

333 

GRAND TOTAL : 591 
 

http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/PubPDocs_Arch.nsf/5da7442d8f61e92bca256de50013d008/ca257cca00177a46ca257fa100800865!OpenDocument
http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/PubPDocs_Arch.nsf/5da7442d8f61e92bca256de50013d008/ca257cca00177a46ca257fa100800865!OpenDocument
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allocated to parliamentary services 

Amount of budget allocated to 
Members and to staff 
employed by Members 

Number of legislature staff  (full time equivalents) 
by department 

$9,433,500 

SCOTLAND 

 

2016-17 

£76.0m 

£45.18m 

2016-17 

£30,87m 

£12,47m 

2015/16 

Chief Executive’s Group 

Chief Executive’s Office (10) 

Presiding Officer’s Office (Includes UKIRO) (9) 

Internal Audit (1) 

Assistant Chief Executives  
(Includes Personal Secretaries) (4) 

Committees and Outreach Group 

Committee Office (Includes Group Head) (40) 

Outreach Services (21) 

Chamber and Reporting Group 

Chamber Office (Includes Group Head) (36) 

Official Report (30) 

Facilities, Events and Exhibitions, Visitor Services  
Group 

Facilities Management (30) 

Events and Exhibitions (14) 

Visitor Services (17) 

Financial Resources Group 

Finance (Includes Group Head) (15) 

Allowances (9) 

Procurement (9) 

Communications and Research Group 

SPICe (Includes Group Head) (41) 
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Amount of budget allocated to 
Members and to staff 
employed by Members 

Number of legislature staff  (full time equivalents) 
by department 

Public Information and Publications (10) 

Media Relations Office (9) 

Information Management and Governance (3) 

Web and Social Media (7) 

BIT and Broadcasting Group 

Business Information Technology (Includes Group Head) 
(39) 

Broadcasting (13) 

Human Resources and Security Group 

Human Resources (29) 

Security (83) 

Office of the Solicitor to the Scottish Parliament (3) 

Total Parliament Staff in post (482) 
 

WALES 

£52.0m 

£36.5m 

£15.5m Determination relating 
to Members support and 
allowances 

450 full time commission staff. 

FINLAND 

2015: 

Total expenditure: €119.6 million  

Budget allocated to parliamentary services 
€48.166.370  

[Exchange rate March 2017 €1 = £0.87] 

2015: 

€21,866,000 

Personal assistants: €7,618,427 
  
Personnel of the parliamentary 
groups: €4,001,095  

Staff as at 31 December 2015 

398:  

Central Office 63  

Administrative Department 146 

Committee Secretariat 59 
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Amount of budget allocated to 
Members and to staff 
employed by Members 

Number of legislature staff  (full time equivalents) 
by department 

Information and Communication Department 67 

International Department 15 

Security Department 43 

Internal Audit 1 

Parliamentary Office, joint: 4. 

NEW ZEALAND 

2016/17 

Office of the Clerk of the House of 
Representatives: $27,077,000  

Parliamentary Service: $239,408,000                                    

Total:$266,485,000 

[Exchange rate March 2017 NZ$1 = £0.57] 

$36,673,000 

 

$113,006,000 

Staff as at 30 June 2016: 

Parliamentary Service: 649.7 full time equivalents 
(fte)     

Core staff:  271 fte 

Member support staff (i.e. working for MPs or party 
political offices):  378.7 fte 

Office of the Clerk of the House of Representatives: 
98 (not stated, but probably fte) 

UNITED KINGDOM 

Members, their staff, and the costs of the 
House administration itself come from 
separate accounts – Members and their staff’s 
costs being paid by IPSA. There is not a 

Members’ salaries are paid by 
the Independent Parliamentary 
Standards Authority (IPSA).  
MPs are paid a salary of 
£74,962 per annum 

2015-16: 

1,885 FTE  
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shared budget. 

2015/16: 

The House administration’s final budget was 
£225.9 million. 

 
IPSA’s annual report does not 
separate the total salary budget 
of MPs and their staff.  
 
2015-16: 
total budget for salaries of MPs 
and their staff in was £141.4 
million 
 
total budget for the expenses of 
MPs and their staff was £28 
million 

By-department figures are not available. 

PROCEDURES SUBJECT TO SUBSTANTIAL REFORM IN THE PAST 5-10 YEARS OR REVIEW IN THE NEXT 1-
2 YEARS 

This table differs from the previous ones as it contains example from a wider range of legislatures, including New South Wales, Northern 
Ireland and Ireland. 

 

Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

NEW SOUTH WALES LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY (LA) AND LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL (LC) 

Passage of legislation  

In November 2006, the LA adopted new SOs that modernised the 
terminology used for the various stages in the passage of 

The Legislative Assembly Standing Orders and Procedure 
Committee regularly reviews the Standing and Sessional Orders 
and procedures of the House and makes recommendations for 
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Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

legislation through the House. The purpose was to make 
terminology more ‘plain English’ and accessible and to more 
accurately express what was happening.  

The traditional terms were replaced:  

 First reading stage became known as the introduction of the bill 

 Second reading stage became known as the ‘agreement in 
principle’ stage 

 When a bill was agreed to by the House, there was no third 
reading stage. Instead the Speaker declared the bill to have 
passed.  

In 2012 the procedure for the passage of legislation was again 
reviewed, and some of the previous terminology and procedures 
were reinstated. In part this was because the LC had retained the 
traditional terminology of ‘first, second and third reading’, so the LA 
reinstated the original terminology to avoid confusion.  

Community Recognition Statements  

In 2013, a Sessional Order was adopted providing for the giving of 
Community Recognition Statements: statements of a 
congratulatory nature or acknowledging the achievements of 
people of groups in the community. The statements are up to 60 
seconds’ duration each and are given for a total of 20 minutes on 
Wednesdays and 30 minutes on Thursdays.  

Prior to 2013, similar statements were given as general notices of 
motions and placed on the Business Paper to be debated in due 

changes to the existing rules, as required 



CPR/12/5 

 54 

Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

course. Because of the large number and the limited time available 
on Thursday mornings to debate them, most statements either 
lapsed or were no longer relevant by the time they reached the top 
of the Business Paper.  

Community Recognition Statements have proven to be very 
popular with Members, reflected by a 2016 review of the procedure 
which allocated an additional 10 minutes for the giving of the 
statements.  

Petitions discussion  

A new Sessional Order adopted in 2011 which allows for a 
discussion by the House of petitions signed by 10,000 or more 
persons on Thursday afternoons. This has proved popular with the 
public, with the gallery often being filled with visitors who come in 
to view the discussion.  

VICTORIA LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY AND LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL  

Sessional Orders 

Sessional Orders first became operational in April 2003, a 
compromise that temporarily replaced the SOs – the Government 
of the day had seen SOs as one element causing delays in its 
legislative program.  

The objectives of Sessional Orders were to: 

 Increase Government business time 

 Specify Opposition and non-official business but retain similar 

Legislative Council 

e-petitions: on 18 June 2016 the LC committed itself to the 
implementation of e-petitions in early 2017 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 



CPR/12/5 

 55 

Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

total hours 

 Balance Members’ parliamentary and electorate responsibilities 

 Introduce ‘family friendly’ hours, reducing evening/late night 
sittings 

 Divisions – party votes introduced as a trial in the LA in 2003 – 
was adopted into Standing Orders for the Legislative Assembly.  

August 2006, the Standing Orders Committee completely revised 
and consolidated the Standing and Sessional orders. 

Legislative Council 

Between 2003 and 2006 (55th Parliament) many of the LC 
Sessional Orders were introduced to regulate the length of 
debates and proceedings. These included: 

 Time limits for debates 

 Restrictions on number of speakers 

 Use of the Government Business Program – government 
business taking precedence 

 Tighter restrictions on length of General Business 

Many of these sessional Orders were adopted into the SOs of the 
56th Parliament. 

The Constitution (Parliamentary Reform) Act 2003 contained 
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Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
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provisions relating to: 

 The President no longer had a casting vote but a substantive or 
deliberative vote (commenced October 2006).  

Traditionally, there are two types of voting used by the House to 
assist it to make decisions – the deliberative vote and the casting 
vote. A deliberative vote is the normal vote cast by all Members in 
the Chamber when a question is put. A casting vote was exercised 
by the Presiding Officer if a division was tied. Traditionally, the 
President of the LC did not have a deliberative vote and only had a 
casting vote, this has now changed. 

In the 57th Parliament (2010-2014), the Government had no 
control in the LC and most measures concerning time limits and 
the government business program in the SOs were overturned in 
the Sessional Orders 

Legislative Assembly 

58th Parliament (2016-) Sessional orders 

Question time (in effort to modernise question time, 2015): 

 removal of Dorothy Dixer questions (a rehearsed or planted 
question asked of a government Minister by a backbencher of 
their own political party) 

 ministers’ statements in response after questions (on notice) 
from non-government members 

 insertion of constituency questions  

http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/assembly/standing-aamps-sessional-ordersrules/sessional-orders
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 time limits on answers 

Sitting hours – Commencing at 12.00 (Tues) and 9.30 (Wed, 
Thurs) – business interrupted at 19:00 (Tues, Wed) and 17:00 
(Thurs or any other day) for adjournment debate (‘family friendly’                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        
hours) 

Consideration in detail of Bills in LA – as a measure to mitigate 
backlog due to suspension of Leader of Government Business in 
the LC. 

Legislative Council  

Sessional orders introduced in August 2016  

 Family friendly hours of sitting – 12:00-18:30 (previously 14:00-
22:00) 

 Time limits on General business – which has placed some 
limits on filibustering 

NORTHERN IRELAND 

The Assembly and Executive Review Committee provides a 
mechanism for reviewing major areas of institutional reform and 
considered a number of potential areas of reform. However, some 
of the more significant reforms have been as a result of political 
agreements rather than through the legislature.  

For example, in March 2016 following the Stormont House 
agreement SOs were amended to make provision for an Official 
Opposition (SO 45A).   

Awaiting the formation of Committees after the March 2017 election 

http://www.parliament.vic.gov.au/council/standing-aamp-sessional-orders-rules/sessional-orders
http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/assembly-business/committees/2011-2016/assembly-and-executive-review-committee/reports/
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The Assembly also passed a Private Member’s Bill legislating on 
an Official Opposition.  

The number of government departments reduced from 12 to 9 
(impacting on the number of Statutory Committees).  

Following the election on 2nd March, the number of MLAs has 
reduced from 108 to 90.  

The Assembly Commission and Committee on Standards and 
Privileges introduced a Bill to establish an Independent Financial 
Review Panel to determine the salaries, allowances, pensions and 
gratuities payable to members and former members of the 
Northern Ireland Assembly; and to make provision for a Northern 
Ireland Assembly Commissioner for Standards. The Bill was 
passed in 2011 and is known as the Assembly Members 
(Independent Financial Review and Standards) Act (NI) 2011  

In 2008, the Procedures Committee completed a review of 
Committee Systems and Structures  

While not making significant reforms, recommendations arising 
from that report included: 

 That quorum for Committees remain at 5, but could be reduced 
to 4 under limited circumstances 

 Creation of joint Committees. 

In 2013, there was a further review of the Assembly’s Committee 
system undertaken by the Committee Review Group, which 
comprised one chairperson from each of the political parties 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/nia/2016/10/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/nia/2016/10/contents
http://ifrp.org.uk/
http://ifrp.org.uk/
http://standardscommissionerniassembly.org/
http://standardscommissionerniassembly.org/
http://archive.niassembly.gov.uk/legislation/primary/2010/nia3_10.htm
http://archive.niassembly.gov.uk/legislation/primary/2010/nia3_10.htm
http://archive.niassembly.gov.uk/procedures/2007mandate/reports/Report29_07_08R.htm
http://archive.niassembly.gov.uk/procedures/2007mandate/reports/Report29_07_08R.htm
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Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

represented on the Chairperson’s Liaison Group and three 
external members appointed for their experience and expertise of 
parliamentary systems. The Group’s report was published in 
October 2013; however there was no agreement on significant 
change.  

Some recommendations included: strategic planning undertaken 
by Committees, that a single Committee undertake the duties of 
the Audit Committee and scrutinise the budget of the Assembly 
and the Public Service Ombudsman.  

In terms of changes to plenary business, this period introduced 
Topical Questions and SOs make provision for Hybrid Bills.  

WALES 

The Assembly has been subject to reform from its beginning. The 
Richard Commission prompted the Government of Wales Act 2006 
which led to the separation of the legislature and executive. In 
2007 part 3 of the Act came into force which gave the Assembly 
incremental legislative powers. Following a referendum in 2011 
part 4 of the Act came into force giving the Assembly full legislative 
powers in the subjects listed in Schedule 7 of the Act. 

One change after the 2016 election is that committee chairs are 
elected. 

 

 

The National Assembly for Wales’ Commission has agreed to take 
forward, work to address the capacity of the Assembly. An Expert 
Panel appointed to review the evidence and make 
recommendations.  

The Panel is considering issues related to the size and capacity of 
the institution, and the role and impact of parliamentary scrutiny.  

They are consulting on a number of questions, including:

 What evidence is there that parliamentary legislative, policy and 
financial scrutiny activity is effective in terms of improving public 
policy outcomes? 

 Any helpful/relevant research evidence on the effectiveness of 
parliamentary scrutiny and/or the value citizens attach to 

http://www.niassembly.gov.uk/globalassets/Documents/Reports/Committee-Review-Group/NIA-135-11-15.pdf
http://www.assembly.wales/en/Pages/Home.aspx
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Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

parliamentary legislative and oversight work? 

 Is either element affected by questions of size and member 
capacity?  

 What evidence exists as to the correlation between a 
Parliament’s size and its effectiveness overall, or in terms of any 
of its principal functions (legislative, scrutiny, or 
representation)?  

 Any evidence that alternative ways, for example new ways of 
operating, enhanced staff support or changes in working 
patterns or roles for individual Members, has been, or could be, 
a better means of increasing effectiveness?  

Specifically in relation to committees: 

 What makes an effective parliamentary committee, and what 
role does the size of the committee play in this? 

 What makes for an effective committee member?  

 Any examples from elsewhere of ways in which the 
effectiveness of committees has been enhanced by changes to 
the number of committees, or the size, composition or working 
practices of committees? 

 Any examples from elsewhere from which the Assembly could 
learn in terms of the Commission staff support or other 
resources available to committees? 
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Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

IRELAND 

Change in procedures around the establishment of Groups, 
Previously required 7 TDs, now 5 TDs can form a group and the 
restriction on the total number of groups has been removed. Has 
implications for the application of d'Hondt for the distribution of 
Committee Chairs and for the allocation of time during debates.  
 
Increase in number of sitting days and hours. Since 2011 the 
number of hours and days when the Dáil sits have been extended 
through less recess periods. Although Friday sittings, introduced in 
2011 (to include a 2 hour debate on a Private Member’s Bill and a 
2 hour discussion of a Committee Report), have been abandoned. 
 
Grouping of votes on Thursday afternoons (2016). There is now 
a fixed time each week for taking of divisions except for certain 
votes like committee and report stages of bills. 
 
Increased time available for private members business In 
2016, further time overall has been dedicated to private members' 
business by extending the hours which the Houses sit for on 
Thursdays (from 18:00 up to 22:00) and by starting earlier on a 
Tuesday. The 2016 Business Committee operates a broad rule of 
60/40 government/private members' business. It is likely that this 
arrangement will be reviewed 
 
Private Members’ Bills 
 

 Increased time slots for taking Private Members’ Bills in the 
Dáil (2016) 

 

 Procedures for scrutinising PMBs which pass second stage 

Procedure around Private Members Bills  

Restrictive rules on the right of ordinary members to propose 
amendments which incur a charge (on revenue or on expenditure) 
or to propose private members' bills which involve any charges 
except for incidental charges  

All the reforms introduced by the sub-committee on Dáil reform in 
2016 are subject to review during 2017 by that same committee.  
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Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

(debate on the general principles of the bill). Introduction of a 
new stage in between the second stage and the formal, line-by-
line committee stage at which the bill stands referred to the 
relevant Committee which decides whether to conduct detailed 
scrutiny of the PMB. If it undertakes this scrutiny, it reports 
back to the Dáil on the bill before it goes for line-by-line 
scrutiny. The Committee has quite a degree of discretion at this 
stage in terms of what it reports to the Dáil (i.e. that the PMB 
not proceed; that it be considered with a Government bill etc).   

 

 Office of the Parliamentary Legal advisor given an increased 
role to assist members in drafting legislation. (2016, ongoing) 

 
Pre-Legislative Scrutiny for all government bills (Government 
publishes the General Scheme/Heads of Bill and committee 
decides whether to conduct PLS or not) (November 2013) 
 
New system of post-legislative review (SO 164A) The process 
whereby the Dáil will deal with the post enactment reports from 
Departments on legislation has not yet been implemented. 

 
In 2011 Topical Issues debates (replacing Adjournment Debates) 
introduced to provide Members opportunity to raise topical issues 
with Ministers during the sitting day and make a follow-up 
statement. Previously adjournment debates were last item on the 
schedule with no opportunity for a supplementary statement after 
the Ministers statement on the matter.  
 
Ministers giving adequate answers to Parliamentary 
Questions. Under SO 44, introduced in 2016, the Ceann 
Comhairle is empowered to make a judgement on the spot as to 
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Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

the adequacy of reply a Minister has given to parliamentary 
questions and topical issues. 
 
Parliamentary Questions during summer recess. SO 42B, 
introduced in 2016, Members have two opportunities to submit and 
receive answers to PQs 
 
Limit the times when plenary and committees are sitting at the 
same time, however not always possible due to the number of 
Committees and Committee meeting rooms 
 
Committee chairpersons appointed using d’Hondt formula. In 
2011 the Dáil agreed to distribute Committee Chairs among parties 
on the basis of Dáil support. Previously Government parties held 
these positions. Change intended to give Opposition TDs more 
powerful roles. The Public Accounts Committee continues to be 
chaired by a member of the Opposition.  
 
Taoiseach to appear before the Working Group of Committee 
Chairs twice a year (SO 108) 

 
Committee membership and meetings – Members to be on one 
Committee, Committee meetings held when Dáil is not meeting 
(this is the aspiration). 

 
Additional role of Oireachtas committees in the budget 
process, including establishment of a Budget Oversight 
Committee and working to secure earlier release of good 
information by government to allow committee to scrutinise the 
budget .  
Establishment of a Parliamentary Budget Office (ongoing) 
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Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

NEW ZEALAND 

Important context for both of these questions is that the NZ 
Parliament has a regular process of reviewing its procedures every 
Parliament (every 3 years) through the review of SOs, conducted 
by the Standing Orders Committee.  

The committee is chaired by the Speaker, comprises senior 
Government and opposition members, and is established every 
Parliament. The committee usually calls for public submissions on 
how the legislature’s practices and procedures could be improved.  

While the committee will recommend specific changes to 
procedures and the actual SOs, its remit is a broad one and it can 
consider matters about parliamentary effectiveness that sit outside 
the written rules.  

For example, it has in the past made recommendations that an e-
Petitions system be investigated and that the parliamentary 
agencies develop a communications strategy for Parliament. 

Links to the committee’s last 3 reports (2008, 2011, 2014) 

Notable procedural reforms include: 

Revision of rules for moving and debating amendments to motions 
(2008) 

Changes to procedures for publication of papers and provision of 
documents tabled by leave (2008) 

Establishment of extended sittings as a mechanism to reduce the 

The latest review of SOs has commenced. Public submissions can 
be found on the website. The Standing Orders Committee will agree 
to a package of recommendations that has, if not complete 
unanimity, then the support of the vast majority of members. Don’t 
yet know what the committee’s focus will be.  

Issues that have arisen in submissions include legislative quality, 
work of select committees, and how Parliament responds to 
changing technology. 

The committee is likely to report in June or July 2017. 

https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/reports/document/48DBSCH_SCR4174_1/review-of-standing-orders-i18b
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/reports/document/49DBSCH_SCR5302_1/review-of-the-standing-orders-i18b
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/reports/document/50DBSCH_SCR56780_1/review-of-standing-orders-2014-i18a
https://www.parliament.nz/en/pb/sc/submissions-and-advice/


CPR/12/5 

 65 

Procedures subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 
years 

Procedures which will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 
years 

amount of urgency taken (2011) 

Increasing powers of the Business Committee (2011) 

Rationalising the financial review process to enhance 
accountability and overall scrutiny (2014) 

Provisions for the attendance and absence of members (2014) 

UNITED KINGDOM 

Following the 2009 report from the Select Committee on Reform of 
the House of Commons (the Wright Committee), a number of 
changes were implemented at the beginning of the 2010 
Parliament: 

 The chairs of departmental select committees and some other 
select committees are elected by all MPs, using a secret ballot. 

 A Backbench Business Committee was established to 
determine the business of the House on 35 days in each 
Session, 27 of these days are taken on the floor of the House. 

At the beginning of the current Parliament, 2015, the Government 
confirmed its intention to introduce a system of English votes for 
English laws to address the West Lothian Question.  New SOs 
were adopted on 22 October 2015. 

House of Commons and the Government introduced a 
collaborative system of e-petitions, overseen by a new Petitions 
Committee. It began operating in the autumn of 2015, replacing 
the Government’s e-petition website, launched in August 2011. 

There is no plan which sets out procedures that are to be reviewed.  
However, the Procedure Committee is currently undertaking 
enquiries on the following subjects: 

 Scrutiny of the Government’s Supply Estimates 

 Delegated powers in the ‘Great Repeal bill’ 

Among other things, the committee has asked for evidence on: 

 changes (if any) desirable to Commons procedures related to 
the delegation of powers or secondary legislation to address the 
likely scale and volume of ‘Great Repeal Bill’ legislation 

Procedure Committee has also recently reported on Private 
Members’ Bills.  The Committee has recommended a number of 
changes to procedure but the Government does not support the 
Committee’s proposals.  It is possible that the Committee will make 
further recommendations on this matter. 

https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200809/cmselect/cmrefhoc/1117/1117.pdf
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/procedure-committee/inquiries/parliament-2015/government-spending-15-16/
http://www.parliament.uk/business/committees/committees-a-z/commons-select/procedure-committee/inquiries/parliament-2015/delegated-powers-great-repeal-bill-16-17/
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ANNEX 1 QUESTIONNAIRE SENT TO THE LEGISLATURES 

The following questionnaire was sent to legislatures in: 

British Columbia, Catalonia, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, Ireland, New Zealand, New South Wales, Norway, Northern Ireland, Ontario, 
Québec, Queensland, Saskatchewan, South Australia, Sweden, Tasmania, United Kingdom, Victoria and Wales. 

Population size (date) 

Electorate size (date) 

Legislature: Unicameral or bicameral 

Name of legislature(s) 

Length of term of legislature 

Number of elected members 

Number of unelected members  
(does your legislature include any members who are not elected but take part in 
meetings, please explain their role) 

Method of election 

Any statutory requirements on membership, e.g. any quota requirements for women or 
specific ethnic groups 

Powers of the legislature, the subjects the legislature is responsible for legislating on 

Pattern of sitting days per week, length of each sitting days per week, number of sitting 
weeks, number of sitting days per year, number of days of recess per year 
Any restrictions on time, for example, committee cannot meet while the Chamber is in 
session 

Number of days/weeks spent in chamber per year 

Time spent in chamber per year 

Method of deciding parliamentary chamber business per week 

Type and function of Committees 

Number of Committees 

Membership of Committees: method of selection of chair and members; number of 
members; number of members who sit on more than one committee; any additional 
payments for chair and/or members 
Can committees have non-elected members?  

Number of Committee meetings per year 
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Time spent in committees per year (public/private) 

Legislative process 

Types of primary legislation (bills) 

How is primary legislation passed, for example:  who can introduce bills, how many 
stages does a bill pass through, what are the timescales for the different stages of the bill 
process, who sets the timetable for legislative process, committee scrutiny, public 
involvement in the legislative process   

Number of bills processed per year 

Number of bills passed per year 

Time spent on bills per year (chamber/committee)  

Annual budget for the legislature 

Amount of budget allocated to the costs of the legislature services 

Amount of budget allocated to members 

Amount of budget allocated to staff employed by members 

Number of legislature staff (full time equivalent) by department 

 

Supplementary questions: 

What procedures in your legislature have been the subject of substantial reform in the past 5-10 years? 

What procedures in your legislature will be the subject of review in the next 1-2 years? 

Francesca McGrath 
5 April 2017 
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Commission on Parliamentary Reform  

12th Meeting, Monday 10 April 2017 

Analysis of the Online Survey 

Background 

The Commission on Parliamentary Reform launched its online survey on 24 
November 2016 to allow people to give their views on, and experiences of, the 
Scottish Parliament. The survey was closed on 27 March 2017. A total of 256 
completed surveys were collected, the results summarised and set out below. The 
survey was promoted on the Commission’s twitter account, its website and at events 
and meetings that the Commissions members attended. As respondents were self-
selecting and due to the way in which the survey was promoted, responses are not 
necessarily representative of the Scottish population as a whole. 
 
Set out below are the questions asked and the responses received together with 
some analysis of those responses. 

Online Survey 

1. Welcome  
 
2. Have you engaged with the Scottish Parliament?  
 

Have you ever done one, or more, of the following:  

 Interacted with the Scottish Parliament online or through social media;  

 Visited the Scottish Parliament; 

 Attended an event or exhibition at Scottish Parliament or organised by the 
Scottish Parliament;  

 Sent written views or spoken to a Committee;  

 Submitted a petition.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Yes   
 

81.25% 208 

2 No   
 

18.75% 48 

 

answered 256 

skipped 0 

 
All of the 256 respondents answered this question, with 81% (208) responding that 
they had interacted in some way with the Scottish Parliament. 
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3. Your experience of the Scottish Parliament.  
 

How would you rate your experience of the following:  

  
Very 
good 

Good 
Neither 

good nor 
bad 

Bad Very bad 

I have 
never 
done 
this 

Response 
Total 

Interacted with the Scottish 
Parliament online or through 
social media 

11.5% 
(24) 

36.1% 
(75) 

17.8% 
(37) 

1.9% 
(4) 

3.4% 
(7) 

29.3% 
(61) 

208 

Visiting the Scottish Parliament 
(either by yourself or as part of 
a group) 

40.4% 
(84) 

33.7% 
(70) 

8.2% 
(17) 

2.4% 
(5) 

0.5% 
(1) 

14.9% 
(31) 

208 

Attending an event at the 
Parliament or organised by the 
Parliament 

26.9% 
(56) 

33.2% 
(69) 

6.3% 
(13) 

0.0% 
(0) 

2.4% 
(5) 

31.3% 
(65) 

208 

Submitting written views to a 
Committee 

5.3% 
(11) 

12.0% 
(25) 

14.4% 
(30) 

3.8% 
(8) 

2.9% 
(6) 

61.5% 
(128) 

208 

Giving oral evidence to a 
Committee 

3.8% 
(8) 

9.6% 
(20) 

7.2% 
(15) 

1.9% 
(4) 

1.4% 
(3) 

76.0% 
(158) 

208 

Submitting a petition 
4.8% 
(10) 

6.3% 
(13) 

5.8% 
(12) 

1.9% 
(4) 

2.4% 
(5) 

78.8% 
(164) 

208 

 

answered 208 

skipped 48 

 
Of those 81% who have had some interaction with the Parliament, the majority 
(85%) had visited the Parliament either on their own, or as part of a group and 74% 
of these people considered the experience to be good or very good. The lowest 
percentage of people who responded (around 11%) had experienced submitting a 
petition – just over half (52%) considered the experience to be good or very good, 
with a further 27% having neither had a positive or negative experience. 
 

Matrix Charts 
 

2.1. Interacted with the Scottish Parliament online or through social 
media 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Very good   
 

11.5% 24 

2 Good   
 

36.1% 75 

3 Neither good nor bad   
 

17.8% 37 

4 Bad   
 

1.9% 4 

5 Very bad   
 

3.4% 7 

6 I have never done this   
 

29.3% 61 

 
answered 208 
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Of the 208 who had had some interaction with the Scottish Parliament 69% had 
interacted online or through social media. Of those who had, the majority considered 
it to be a good (51%), or very good (16%) experience. 

2.2. Visiting the Scottish Parliament (either by yourself or as part of 
a group) 

Response 
Percent 

Response 
Total 

1 Very good   
 

40.4% 84 

2 Good   
 

33.7% 70 

3 Neither good nor bad   
 

8.2% 17 

4 Bad   
 

2.4% 5 

5 Very bad   
 

0.5% 1 

6 I have never done this   
 

14.9% 31 

 
answered 208 

 

Individual or group visits to the Parliament elicited a broadly positive response with 
the majority (88%) considering the experience to be good or very good. Those who 
had had a bad or very bad experience amounted to just less than 3%. 

2.3. Attending an event at the Parliament or organised by the Parliament 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Very good   
 

26.9% 56 

2 Good   
 

33.2% 69 

3 Neither good nor bad   
 

6.3% 13 

4 Bad    0.0% 0 

5 Very bad   
 

2.4% 5 

6 I have never done this   
 

31.3% 65 

 
answered 208 

 

Of the 208 who answered this question, around two third’s (68%) had attended an 
event at the Parliament or organised by the Parliament with the Majority rating the 
experience as good or very good (87%). Only 3% had a bad or very bad experience. 

2.4. Submitting written views to a Committee 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Very good   
 

5.3% 11 

2 Good   
 

12.0% 25 

3 Neither good nor bad   
 

14.4% 30 

4 Bad   
 

3.8% 8 

5 Very bad   
 

2.9% 6 

6 I have never done this   
 

61.5% 128 

 
answered 208 
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Of the 208 who answered this question, only 80 people (or 38%) had submitted 
written views to a Committee. The majority were neutral in their view of the 
experience (38%), with 30% considering it to be good, and a further 14% considering 
it to be very good. 

2.5. Giving oral evidence to a Committee 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Very good   
 

3.8% 8 

2 Good   
 

9.6% 20 

3 Neither good nor bad   
 

7.2% 15 

4 Bad   
 

1.9% 4 

5 Very bad   
 

1.4% 3 

6 I have never done this   
 

76.0% 158 

 
answered 208 

 

Of the 208 who answered this question, only 50 people had given oral evidence to a 
Committee, with the majority (56%) having a good or very good experience. 

2.6. Submitting a petition 
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Very good   
 

4.8% 10 

2 Good   
 

6.3% 13 

3 Neither good nor bad   
 

5.8% 12 

4 Bad   
 

1.9% 4 

5 Very bad   
 

2.4% 5 

6 I have never done this   
 

78.8% 164 

 
answered 208 

 

Of the 208 who answered this question, only 44 people had submitted a petition, with 
27% of people considering the experience to be neither good nor bad. Those who 
had a positive experience include 30% rating it to be good, and 23% to be very good. 

Thinking about your experience(s) of engaging with the Scottish Parliament, what could 
be done do to improve the following (you only need to leave suggestions for things you 
have done):  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Online streaming 46.79% 43 

 

11 comments suggested better promotion of what’s 
available and longer notice of what’s coming up. 12 
commented on improving functionality of online streaming 
such as rewind and download functions and wanted more 
information about the MSP speakers or topics on screen 
during broadcasts. 
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Thinking about your experience(s) of engaging with the Scottish Parliament, what could 
be done do to improve the following (you only need to leave suggestions for things you 
have done):  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

2 Parliament visits 43.12% 44 

 

“These [visits] have been excellent. They need to be 
better promoted to the public.” 
16 made very positive comments about visiting and 6 
commented that opportunities to visit the Parliament 
needed to be publicised more. 5 wanted more 
involvement in Parliamentary business such as meeting 
MSPs and asking questions about issues. 

  

3 Parliament events 44.04% 44 

 

Wide ranging views were expressed with few particular 
themes emerging. 9 commented about promoting events 
more widely. “Broadening the call of attendance to a 
variety of events, but also including the chance for 
people to learn more of the Parliament and its 
processes while there.” 
 
7 suggested better information could be available on 
arrival about meeting points and orientation in the 
building. 4 wanted more choice in the catering available. 

  

4 Submitting written views to Committees 43.12% 43 

 

10 responses were related to inadequate feedback. 
“They should respond to say receipt of letter and 
follow up with any actions or non from submitted 
views” 
10 commented that calls for views should be more widely 
promoted. 

  

5 Giving oral evidence to Committees 29.36% 28 

 

The only overall theme was about preparation for giving 
oral evidence. 6 commented on the benefit of being more 
informed about what to expect. 

  

6 Petitions 28.44% 18 

Whilst no overall themes emerged, 3 commented that the 
petitions system should be be promoted more. 

  

  
answered 109 

skipped 147 
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Following your previous contact(s) with the Scottish Parliament, how likely are you to 
contact it again:  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Very likely   
 

51.44% 107 

2 Quite likely   
 

29.33% 61 

3 Neither likely nor unlikely   
 

12.50% 26 

4 Quite unlikely   
 

3.37% 7 

5 Very unlikely   
 

2.88% 6 

6 Never   
 

0.48% 1 

 

answered 208 

skipped 48 

 
The majority of respondents (just over 80%) considered themselves very likely or 
quite likely to contact the Scottish Parliament again, with 13% neutral. Only one 
person (0.5%) would never contact the Scottish Parliament again. 
 
4. Why you haven't contacted the Scottish Parliament  
 

Why have you not contacted the Scottish Parliament (please tick all that apply):  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 I do not know how to   
 

22.92% 11 

2 I did not know I could   
 

20.83% 10 

3 I have never had any need to   
 

52.08% 25 

4 I am not interested    0.00% 0 

5 It does not affect my life   
 

2.08% 1 

6 Other (please specify):   
 

14.58% 7 

 

answered 48 

skipped 208 

 
Of the 48 people who have never contacted the Scottish Parliament, 53% have 
never had any need to, with 21% not knowing that they could, and a further 23% not 
knowing how to.  Some of the ‘other’ reasons why people hadn’t contacted the 
Scottish Parliament before include “I don't know what Scottish Parliament can do to 
help me.” and “Other people have presented similar concerns that I have had”. 
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If you wanted to contact the Parliament, what would be your preferred method:  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Letter   
 

6.25% 3 

2 Telephone   
 

2.08% 1 

3 Email   
 

47.92% 23 

4 Facebook   
 

6.25% 3 

5 Through my MSP   
 

22.92% 11 

6 The Scottish Parliament website   
 

6.25% 3 

7 Twitter    0.00% 0 

8 In person   
 

8.33% 4 

 

answered 48 

skipped 208 

 
Of the 48 respondents, the majority (48%) preferred email, with 23% using their 
MSP, and only 8% using analogue methods like letter or telephone.  
 

What might make you contact the Scottish Parliament (please tick all that apply):  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 
It is dealing with an issue that 
affects me personally 

  
 

68.75% 33 

2 
I want the Scottish Parliament to 
consider an issue 

  
 

62.50% 30 

3 
A group or activity I am interested in 
has contacted the Scottish 
Parliament 

  
 

29.17% 14 

4 
Family or friends suggest contacting 
the Scottish Parliament 

  
 

6.25% 3 

5 
I want to know more about the work 
of the Scottish Parliament 

  
 

14.58% 7 

6 
I want to visit the Scottish 
Parliament 

  
 

22.92% 11 

7 Other (please specify):   
 

2.08% 1 

 

answered 48 

skipped 208 

 
Of the 48 who answered this question, 69% would contact the Scottish Parliament if 
it was dealing with an issue that personally affected them, and a further 63% would 
contact the Scottish Parliament if they wanted us to consider an issue. 
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5. Any other comments  
 

Is there anything the Scottish Parliament could do to encourage you to become (more) 
involved in its work? If so, please describe briefly what you would like to see happen in 
the box below.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

 

This was an open question: 
The responses were very diverse with issues relating to 
education and information about Parliamentary business 
discussed by 37 respondents. This included how the 
Parliament is promoted or marketed. The next biggest 
area concern was the distance from Edinburgh and how 
the Parliament could be inclusive, such as taking 
committees out and digital engagement (17 responses). 
 
Others areas highlighted included: 
Greater diversity of views heard – 11 
Scrutiny – 7 
Role of and interaction with MSPs – 5 
Outcomes and feedback – 5 
Electoral system – 4 
 
All other comments were individual 

100.00% 132 

  
answered 132 

skipped 124 

 
6. About You  
 

What is your age?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Up to 14   
 

0.78% 2 

2 15-24   
 

13.67% 35 

3 25-34   
 

11.72% 30 

4 35-44   
 

11.72% 30 

5 45-54   
 

17.97% 46 

6 55-64   
 

21.09% 54 

7 65 and over   
 

23.05% 59 

 

answered 256 

skipped 0 
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The majority of respondents were in the older categories, with 24% 65 and over, 
followed by 22% of 55-64 year olds, and 18% 45-54s. Only 2 responses (0.8%) 
came from under 14s, and 14% from the 15-24 age category. 
 

Which of the following describes how you think about yourself?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Male   
 

53.73% 137 

2 Female   
 

43.92% 112 

3 In another way   
 

0.78% 2 

4 Prefer not to answer   
 

1.57% 4 

 

answered 255 

skipped 1 

 
54% of respondents were male, and 44% female. 
 

What is your ethnic background?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 African    0.00% 0 

2 Any mixed   
 

0.40% 1 

3 Arab    0.00% 0 

4 Asian other   
 

0.80% 2 

5 Bangladeshi    0.00% 0 

6 Black    0.00% 0 

7 Caribbean    0.00% 0 

8 Chinese    0.00% 0 

9 Gypsy traveller   
 

0.40% 1 

10 Indian    0.00% 0 

11 Pakistani    0.00% 0 

12 Polish   
 

0.80% 2 

13 White   
 

88.00% 220 

14 Other ethnic background   
 

4.00% 10 

15 Prefer not to answer   
 

5.60% 14 

 

answered 250 

skipped 6 

 
The vast majority (88%) of respondents were white, with 6% preferring not to 
answer, and 4% of another ethnic background. 
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How would you describe your sexual orientation?  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Bisexual   
 

5.91% 15 

2 Gay/Lesbian   
 

5.12% 13 

3 Heterosexual/straight   
 

74.41% 189 

4 Other   
 

2.36% 6 

5 Prefer not to answer   
 

12.20% 31 

 

answered 254 

skipped 2 

 
The majority of respondents considered themselves to be heterosexual (74%), with a 
further 6% bisexual, 5% gay/lesbian, and 12% preferring not to answer. 
 

Where do you live? Not sure which local authority you live in? You can find this out at by 
clicking or tapping here.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

1 Aberdeen City Council   
 

3.13% 8 

2 Aberdeenshire Council   
 

1.95% 5 

3 Angus Council   
 

1.56% 4 

4 Argyll and Bute Council   
 

4.69% 12 

5 Clackmannanshire Council    0.00% 0 

6 Dumfries and Galloway Council   
 

5.86% 15 

7 Dundee City Council   
 

2.34% 6 

8 East Ayrshire Council    0.00% 0 

9 East Dunbartonshire Council   
 

1.95% 5 

10 East Lothian Council   
 

3.13% 8 

11 East Renfrewshire Council   
 

0.39% 1 

12 City of Edinburgh Council   
 

23.44% 60 

13 Falkirk Council   
 

1.95% 5 

14 Fife Council   
 

3.52% 9 

15 Glasgow City Council   
 

10.16% 26 

16 Highland Council   
 

10.55% 27 

17 Inverclyde Council   
 

0.78% 2 

18 Midlothian Council   
 

2.73% 7 

19 Moray Council   
 

1.95% 5 

20 North Ayrshire Council   
 

0.39% 1 

21 North Lanarkshire Council   
 

2.34% 6 
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Where do you live? Not sure which local authority you live in? You can find this out at by 
clicking or tapping here.  

  
Response 

Percent 
Response 

Total 

22 Orkney Islands Council    0.00% 0 

23 Perth and Kinross Council   
 

1.56% 4 

24 Renfrewshire Council   
 

1.95% 5 

25 Scottish Borders Council   
 

4.30% 11 

26 Shetland Islands Council    0.00% 0 

27 South Ayrshire Council   
 

1.56% 4 

28 South Lanarkshire Council   
 

1.56% 4 

29 Stirling Council   
 

1.56% 4 

30 West Dunbartonshire Council   
 

0.39% 1 

31 
Western Isles Council (Comhairle 
nan Eilean Siar) 

  
 

0.39% 1 

32 West Lothian Council   
 

1.95% 5 

33 The rest of the United Kingdom   
 

0.78% 2 

34 Out with the United Kingdom   
 

1.17% 3 

 

answered 256 

skipped 0 

 
All 256 respondents answered this question, and the majority (23%) lived in 
Edinburgh City, with 10% living in Glasgow City, and 11% in Highland. 5% live in 
Argyll and Bute, and 6% in Dumfries and Galloway. Nobody from Clackmannanshire, 
East Ayrshire, Orkney or Shetland responded. 
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Commission on Parliamentary Reform 

12th Meeting, Monday 10 April 2017 

Summary of the Commission’s engagement activities 

 

Background 

The Commission on Parliamentary Reform launched its call for written views and 

online survey on 24 November 2017 seeking people’s views on, and experiences of, 

the Scottish Parliament. The Commission members also travelled out into 

communities throughout Scotland to speak to people their views and experiences of 

engaging with the Scottish Parliament. Between January 2017 and March 2017 

Commission members spoke with and heard from 1200 people. 

The Commission produced a note from the each of the events it held or participated 

in. Each note summarises the discussions and recommendations people wanted the 

Commission to make to the Scottish Parliament. These are available to read on our 

website. 

 Set out below is a summary of our engagement activities. 

  

https://parliamentaryreform.scot/events/
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Locations the Commission has visited 
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Engagement 

Between January 2017 and March 2017 the Commission met with 1200 people at 50 

separate workshops, conferences and meetings.  
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Meetings of the Commission 

The Commission also held a number of formal meetings where we invited people to 

speak with us and share their experiences and views of the Scottish Parliament. The 

Commission formally met in a number of locations including Edinburgh, Inverness 

and Galashiels.  

 

Online Survey 
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Summary of the written views as at 06.04.2017 

The Commission launched a call for written views on a number of questions related to 

Engagement, Checks and Balances, and Identity. These submissions are available to read 

on our website. 

Total published 103 

No. of written views that referred to:  

Engagement 44 

Checks and balances 87 

Identity 20 

Other topic raised:  

Revision of Electoral system 13 
 

Summary of the content of written views 

Nature of views Description No. of 
submissions 

Engagement   

Committee engagement Evidence sessions, outreach, formal 
and informal meetings, written 
submissions 

39 

Education and Outreach Services delivered by Parliament’s 
Outreach Services Team, Public 
Information leaflets,  

9 

Other  Events, Exhibitions, Tours, Cross Party 
Groups 

9 

Digital engagement Website, social media, video 
conferencing, surveys 

14 

Feedback Communications after engagement 
activities – closing the loop 

6 

Diversity Diversity of people involved in 
engagement 

15 

Resources Staffing and resources to deliver 
engagement 

1 

Checks and Balances   

Parliamentary Time Sitting times of committees and 
plenary, including number of 
days/hours; flexibility; 

24 

Committee conveners Elected conveners, remuneration, party 
allocation 

20 

Committee membership Size of committees, lay/ co-opted 
members, rapporteurs 

14 

Committee remits Multi-function/select/standing 
committee effectiveness 

10 

Legislation Legislative process – length of stages, 
flexibility, scrutiny, pre- and post-

26 
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legislative scrutiny 

Presiding Officer Role and influence 4 

Capacity No. of MSPs, parliament staff, 
resources 

15 

Diversity Diversity of Parliament as a whole, 
committee membership, witnesses and 
parliament staff 

9 

Parliamentary Questions Quality of questions and answers, time 
for oral Qs, opportunities for back 
benchers, time for written responses. 

16 

Identity   

Distinct identity Comments on distinctiveness of the 
identity of the Scottish Parliament as 
opposed to Scottish/UK/local 
government and UK Parliament 

19 

How to improve Suggested ways to raise awareness 
and establish distinctions 

11 

Other issue raised   

Electoral system  11 
 

 

Source of written views Number 
submitted 

Public Sector 7 

Private Sector 4 

Third Sector (including Charitable & Voluntary groups) 15 

Political 28 

Individual 18 

Academic 15 

Parliamentary 7 

Other 9 
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Commission on Parliamentary Reform 
 

12th Meeting, Monday 10 April 2017 
 

Parliamentary Data 
 
Introduction 
1. At its meeting on 18 November the Commission agreed its approach to research 

and data gathering. 
 

2. Much of the data gathered has been compiled from the Scottish Parliament’s 
Statistics Reports published annually. 
 

3. This paper contains the Parliamentary data gathered, provides graphics to 
illustrate that data and invites the Commission to consider it and the observations 
highlighted. 

 
Key Agreed areas of research gathering 
4. In compiling these statistics it is important to note to explanations given as to how 

the data is gathered and any risks to the robustness of that data.  
 

5. The Commission agreed to seek Parliamentary data in each of the following 
areas: 

a. Gender 
i. gender balance of MSPs on Committees   
ii. gender balance of the Scottish Parliamentary and Corporate Body 

and the Parliamentary Bureau; 
iii. Committee conveners by gender and party 
iv. gender balance of Scottish Parliamentary Service and MSP staff 
v. Gender balance of members business 

 
b. Committees 

i. Number of committee meetings, of which number held wholly or 
partly in private, number of joint meetings, meetings held outside 
the Parliament 

ii. Number of fact finding visits and events 
iii. Witnesses by category and number 
iv. Type of business transacted 
v. Reports published and whether the Government responded to the 

report 
vi. Number of meetings held by all committees on an annual basis, 

total time spent in committees 
 

c. Chamber Business 
i. Calendar of business and length of meetings  
ii. Division of time 
iii. Statistics on all oral and written questions, broken down by type, 

and year 
iv. Number of sittings and sittings later than 6.00 pm for each year 
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v. Members’ business statistics as well as a fact sheet which lists 
each members’ business debate: 
 http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/99960.aspx) 
 

d. Legislation 
i. Summary of bills and proposed bills by parliamentary year, broken 

down by type and result as well as a fact sheet which includes 
statistics by 
session:(http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/98004.a
spx) 

ii. length of time for consideration of Bills by Parliamentary year 
iii. Number of bills that fall  
iv. the number of bills introduced by type (such as Scottish 

Government, Member etc) by year over the past session(s); 
v. the number of bills that fall by type and by parliamentary year. 

 
e. Subordinate Legislation 

i. Number and type of secondary legislation 
 

f. Web and Public Information  
i. Number of visitors  

1. Number of Tours 
2. number of people on tours 

ii. Number of enquiries and Switchboard calls 
iii. Website statistics 

1. top 5 more searched for terms 
2. top 5 most popular pages 
3. geographic breakdown of those accessing the home page 
4. The volume of responses to questions (via Twitter, 

facebook). 
 

6. The data is contained within the spreadsheet attached separately to this paper 
and key aspects of the data have also been highlighted in the graphics provided 
below.  

 
Other data gathered 
 
7. The Commission also agreed to seek a wide range of other data however given 

the availability of time, the robustness of that data (and changes in how it has 
been collected over time) further analysis of that data has not been possible: 

a. Committee membership with number of meetings attended by each MSP 
out of a possible total  

b. Individual MSP membership of multiple committees 
c. Substitute members and number of meetings attended 
d. the number of SSIs laid by the Scottish Government/ Lord President’s 

Private Office (LPPO) 
e. the number of SSIs reported/ under each of the reporting grounds 
f. the number of SSIs laid and reported broken down by committee 
g. the number of instruments withdrawn or revoked 
h. when SSIs are laid 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/99960.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/98004.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/98004.aspx
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i. the number of commitments made by the SG and LPPO and the number 
of those commitments met 

j. the number of minor points on instruments 
k. the number of consolidating instruments 
l. the number of motions to annul 

 
Decisions 
8. The Commission is invited to consider Parliamentary data and the observations 

made and discuss what, if any, impact it may for any recommendations in its 
report.  

 
Next steps 
 
9. It is proposed that the Spreadsheet of data gathered and the graphics be 

published on the Commission’s web page. 
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The Parliament in numbers 

In November 2016 the Commission on Parliamentary Reform agreed to seek 

statistics on various aspects of the Scottish Parliament’s activities. This document 

provides visual representations of some of that data.  The data underpinning these 

visual representations has also been provided separately in a spreadsheet. 

In compiling this data we have noted the following which should be borne in mind 

when drawing any inferences from the data provided: 

 any caveats regarding the robustness of the data; 

 any changes in collection methods over time; 

 any general observations that could reasonably be made about the data. 

 the statistics have been provided by Parliamentary Year - Year 1 of which 

starts on the day the newly elected MSPs take the oath or affirmation and 

runs until 1 year later. The Parliamentary year is therefore from approximately 

the second week in May until the first week in the May the following year. It 

should be noted that April in the last year of the Parliamentary session is 

when the Parliament is in dissolution in advance of the next Scottish general 

election. During dissolution there are no MSPs and as such no Parliamentary 

activity such as Committee meetings, Chamber meetings or legislation 

introduced.   

 Sessions 1, 2 and 3 were 4 year sessions whilst Session 4 was a 5 year 

session.  

The data been compiled using the Scottish Parliament Statistics which is available 

online at: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/abouttheparliament/46935.aspx 

Whilst every effort has been made to ensure that the data is robust and reliable, it is 

possible that some errors may have arisen. If you consider this to be the case then 

please do not hesitate to let us know by emailing: cpr@parliament.scot. With that in 

mind we have also published separately the spreadsheet of data we have used to 

compile the following visual representations.  

We have not sought to identify all the complex interconnected causes for the 

variations seen in the data from Parliamentary year to year, in part because of time 

constraints but also because in many cases the data would not allow for such causal 

relationships to be identified. As such caution should be exercised in attempting to 

link specific external factors as the reasons for specific data variation.   

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/abouttheparliament/46935.aspx
mailto:cpr@parliament.scot
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What do Committees do? 

The number of times each type of business is considered in Committees in 

each Parliamentary year. 

 

To Note: 

Those items of business which were counted in only one session and which arose 
mainly in small numbers have been omitted such as Public Body Consent motions 
(Session 4), Westminster Bills; complaints (Session 1) and EU documents (Session 
1).  
 
The figures for each activity include each time that same activity arose in different 
Committees (for example one bill may be considered by the Finance Committee, 
Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee and the lead Committee) but where 
that bill appears at more than one meeting of the same Committee then it is counted 
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as one. As a consequence the number of each type of business appearing in this 
data could be greater than the total number for that activity for the relevant Session.  
 
Data on consultations or Sewel motions (also known as Legislative Consent 
Motions- LCM) was not collected in Session 1. 
 
Observations: 

Few Bills are considered in the first year of a session relative to the other years as a 

result of fewer bills being introduced at the beginning of a session.  

The highest number of SSIs was discussed in Committees in Session 2 (2341) whilst 

the lowest number was in Session 4 (1622). 

The highest number of petitions discussed was in Committees was in Session 1(943) 

with the lowest in Session 4 (462) 

Using averages to adjust for the number of years in each session the following can 

be observed: 

 the highest average number of inquiries in Committees per session was in 

Session 4 (33) compared with the lowest average number in Session 3 (21) 

 the highest average number of Bills discussed by all Committees per session 

was in Session 1 (54) with the lowest in Session 3 (40) 

What other types of activities do Committees do? 

 

To Note:  

No data was collected on Committee events in Session 1. 
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Observations 

Committee fact finding visits were at their highest in Session 1 whilst in Sessions 1 

and 2 there were more Committee meetings held outside the Parliament as well as 

more joint meetings than in Session 3 and 4. 

What is the result of Committees’ activities? 

 

To Note: 

No data was collected on plenary debates in Session 1. 

Observations 

The average number of reports per session was highest in Session 1 (202) with the 

lowest average in Session 3 (158) 

The highest number of Government responses was in Session 2 when Government 

responded to 22 % of all Committee reports whilst the lowest was in Session 3 (5%).  

Whilst the highest total number of votes in Committee meetings took place in 

Session 4 (943) and the lowest number of votes took place in Session 3 (55), when 

adjusted for the number of years in each Session, Session 1 is has the highest 

average number of votes at 233 votes.  
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How much time (in hours) is spent in Committee by Parliamentary year? 

 

 

Observations: 

The highest total hours spent in Committee by Parliamentary year were Session 2 

Parliamentary year 3 (1045 hours 41 minutes); Session 1 parliamentary year 2 (974 

hours 25 minutes) and Session 4 parliamentary year 3 (974 hours 3 minutes). 

Using averages to adjust for the number of years in each session the highest 

average total hours spent in Committee was in Session 2 (921 hours) with the lowest 

being Session 3 (748 hours). 

How many Committee meetings in each Parliamentary year are held in public 

(as a percentage of all meetings)? 
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Observations 

Using averages to adjust for the number of years in each session, the highest 

average number of times Committees met wholly in private or partly in private was in 

Session 4 (308) with the lowest being in Session 2 (242). 

Who do Committees speak to in their meetings? 

 

To Note: 

The data in the categories called ‘Voluntary sector’, ‘Professional associations’ and 

‘trade unions’ should be treated with caution as no definitions have been provided so 

as to ensure consistent data collection from year to year. 

The total for each category per year reflects the number of appearances of that 

person. For example the same Minister can speak to the same Committee at a 

number of different meetings in which case each appearance at a meeting would be 

included in the data.  

Data for Session 1 has been excluded as there were no separate categories for 

representatives of Local Authorities, other legislatures, trade unions, professional 

associations, or voluntary sector. 
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Observations: 

In each Session the top three categories of witness were always the same (though 

not in the same order): Scottish Government Officials (the spreadsheet provides this 

data separate from Scottish Government Minsters), representatives of public bodies 

and other categories of witness. 

The highest number of MSPs who appeared before Committees was in Session 2 

(346) whilst the lowest number was in Session 4(228). 

The highest number of local authority representatives appeared before Committees 

in Session 2(558) with the lowest in Session 3(274). 

Using averages to adjust for the number of years in each session the highest 

average number of Scottish Government Ministers who appeared at Committee was 

in Session 2(142) whilst the lowest number was in Session 1(102). 

The number of UK Ministers who appeared before Committees has risen from 2 in 

Session 2 to 36 in Session 4. 
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How is gender balance reflected in key aspects of the Parliament’s 

membership? 

How gender balanced are Committees? 

 

To Note: 

As Committee membership changes can occur throughout the year, and given this 

data was manually collated from other Committee membership data - two dates were 

chosen –the 30 June in the first year after the election and the last day of the last 

year in the Session (Year 4 or 5 depending upon the Session). 

Deputy Conveners and Conveners are included. 

Observations 

A comparison of the gender balance on all Committees for each date shows that 

they are approximately proportional to the gender balance in the Scottish Parliament 

as a whole on the same date. 
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What is the gender of Conveners in the Parliament at the start and end of each 

Session? 

(Each icon of a person represents an actual person – for instance in Parliamentary 

year 1 of Session 1 there were 7 women) 

 

To Note: 

As Committee membership changes can occur throughout the year, and given this 

data had to be manually collated from other Committee membership data - two dates 

were chosen – that is 30 June in the first year after the election and the last day of 

the last year in the Session (Year 4 or 5 depending upon the Session). 

The number of Committees established can vary over each Session. 

Observations 

The gender of Conveners in Session 3 and 4 reflected more closely the gender 

balance in the Parliament whilst in Session 1 there was a better balance between 

women and men Conveners. 
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What has been the balance between male and female MSPs on the 

Parliamentary Bureau and the Scottish Parliament Corporate Body (SPCB)?  

(Each icon of a person represents an actual person – for instance in Parliamentary 

year 1 of Session 1 there were 7 women) 

 

 

To Note:  

As Committee membership changes can occur throughout the year, and given this 

data had to be manually collated from other Committee membership data - two dates 

were chosen – that is 30 June in the first year after the election and the last day of 

the last year in the Session (Year 4 or 5 depending upon the Session). 

Members of the SPCB are appointed by MSPs in a vote in the Chamber whilst 

members of the Parliamentary Bureau are selected by their party or group.  

Observations: 

The different methods of appointing MSPs to the SPCB and the Parliamentary 

Bureau does not appear to make a difference to gender balance. 
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How is gender balance reflected in members business? 

 

To Note: 

To more easily allow for comparison with data gathered on gender, the first and last 

years in the Session have been used. 

Members business is selected using the d’Hondt formula in combination with the 

motions which have been laid for debate as members business. 

Observations: 

In general motions for member’s business debate by female MSPs have been 

selected in a higher proportion than the overall gender balance in the Parliament for 

that year.   
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What is the gender balance of the Scottish Parliamentary Service? 

 

To Note: 

To more easily allow for comparison with data gathered on gender, the first and last 

years in the Session have been used (although annual data is available). 

Observations: 

SPS staff have been fairly evenly balanced in every year since 1999 – up until 

Session 4, parliamentary year 1, there were slightly more male staff; from Session 4, 

parliamentary year 2, there were slightly more female staff. 
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What is the gender balance of MSP staff? 

 To Note: 

To more easily allow for comparison with data gathered on gender, the first and last 

years in the Session have been used (although annual data is available). 

Observations: 

There have always been more female MSP staff than male MSP staff – the balance 

has been a bit more even in Session 4 in contrast with other sessions. 

 

  



CPR/12/8  

17 
 

What happens in the Chamber? 

What is the percentage of time spent in the Chamber by business type? 

 

To Note: 

There was a significant increase in the number of hours spent in the Chamber from 

Session4, Parliamentary year 2 onwards which is when  the sitting pattern changed 

from Wednesday afternoons and Thursday all day to Tuesday, Wednesday and 

Thursday afternoons. 

Observations: 

In the last year of each Session (which is roughly 6 weeks shorter than every other 

Parliamentary year because of dissolution), time spent on each type of business 

decreased with the exception of bills which increases significantly. 
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How has the number of written and oral questions in Parliament changed? 

To Note: 

There has been a change in the way oral questions have been reported in the 

Parliament’s statistics, partly because in Session 4 the process changed to selecting 

an MSP’s name and then the MSP lodges a question (rather than previously where 

questions were lodged and then selected). As such the data above represents 

questions selected and no data is provided for Session 1 when only the number of 

questions lodged was recorded. 

The oral questions referred to above does not include First Minister’s questions, 

Topical questions, emergency questions or questions to the SPCB. 

The oral questions data above does include Oral Questions, questions on themed 

areas and Portfolio questions (all those questions which are usually asked of Cabinet 

Secretaries and Ministers). 

Observations: 

The highest number of written questions by session was Session 3 (41,003) with the 

lowest number in Session 4 (26,583). 

The highest number of written questions by year was Session 3 Parliamentary year 

1(12,802) and Session 3 Parliamentary year 2 (11,425). 

The number of oral questions selected has remained generally similar over the 

sessions. 
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How often does the Chamber meet later than 6.00 pm? 

 

Observations: 

The Chamber sat later than 6.00 pm in each Session the following number of times: 

79 times in Session 4 (5 year session), 75 times in Session 2, 53 times in Session 1 

and 27 times in Session 3.
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What volume of legislation does the Parliament consider? 

 

What types of Bills, by percentage, are introduced into Parliament in each 

Parliamentary year? 

 

Observations 

In most sessions, more bills received Royal Assent in the last parliamentary year of a 

session (this includes bills which received Royal Assent during dissolution). 

Looking at data by month (from the Parliament’s statistics) in the last 15 months of 

each session, the numbers of bills introduced were: Session 1 (1), Session 2(16), 

Session 3 (16), Session 4 (20). 
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Following introduction, how long does it take Bills to become Acts? 

 

Observations: 

The average number of days it takes to pass a bill increases as the session 

progresses. 

When, by year, are members bills introduced and when do they fall? 

 

To Note: 
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As a result of a change to Standing Orders in 2009, the deadline for introducing 

members’ bills is June in the last Parliamentary year of the Session. 

The data above does not include proposals for members’ bills.  

Observations 

Looking at data by month (from the Parliament’s statistics) the majority of members’ 

bills are introduced in the last 15 months of each session: Session 1(7), Session 

2(10), Session 3(9) and Session 4(6). 

A significant number of members’ bills fall at the end of the Session: Session 1 (6), 

Session 2(10), Session 3(4) and Session 4(6). 

With the exception of three Government Bills which fell in Session 3 the only other 

Bills to fall over the four sessions are members’ bills. (Two private bills fell at the end 

of Session 1 but were re-introduced in Session 2).  

What types of subordinate legislation, by percentage, are notified to the 

Parliament? 

 

To Note: 

No data from Session 1 has been included as the data was recorded in different 

categories. 

The ‘Other’ category is comprised primarily of Instruments which are laid but are not 

subject to Parliamentary Procedure, and Instruments not laid. 

No data was available on draft Negative instruments until Session 2 Parliamentary 

Year 4. 
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Observations: 

Whilst the number of affirmative instruments has decreased each session with the 

lowest number in Session 4, the number of draft affirmative instruments has 

increased with the largest number in Session 4. 

Instruments laid but which are not subject to any Parliamentary procedure were very 

low in Session 3 and have increased in each Parliamentary year of Session 4 whilst 

instruments that are not laid have decreased in number in Session 4. 
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Statistics on the Scottish Parliament website 

These website statistics were collected between May 2015 and May 2016, and 
social media statistics gathered between March 2016 and May 2016 
 
Key points 

 The most visited pages of the website change infrequently across the year, the 
most popular being: 

a. Home page 
b. Search results 
c. Current MSPs, or MSPs page 
d. Committees page 
e. Business bulletin 
f. Parliamentary Business page 
g. Motions, Questions and Answers search 
h. Official Report 
i. Petitions (usually a specific and popular petition) 

These pages all tend to be very closely related to the business of parliament, with 
very few (if any) of the pages relating to the visiting side of the parliament. When 
they did (April 2016) this was in the run up the elections and overall traffic had 
dipped which meant that the visitor element had a larger percentage share of the 
traffic than at any other time of the year. 
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 The main age group accessing content on the website was almost always in 
the 45-54 category (followed by either 25-34 or 35-44 age groups).  

This does not match with the age range of our social media followers, the main 
group here being the 25-34 age range. However we have found on Facebook 
that despite having a large number of followers in the 25-34 age group, it is the 
older end of the age scale that engage with us most frequently.  
 
We saw a shift in the main age group accessing our website content between 
April and May 2016 when the 25-34 age group accessed the website content 
most. This might mean that this group becomes engaged around key times in the 
Parliament calendar (elections for example) but is less likely to engage with 
online content at most other times. 

 

 
In terms of social media, most traffic is directed towards the website from Facebook, 
with roughly 2/3s coming from this network and 1/3 from Twitter.  

 

. 
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 The majority of our users are Edinburgh based, although this is likely to be 
skewed by traffic from MSPs and MSP staff as well as others who are located 
at or near the Parliament for the majority of the year. See the table above for 
the full numbers. 

 A great deal of traffic (well in excess of 55%) comes from search engine 
results, the most popular search terms are listed below. However these must 
come with a caveat. Google withholds large amounts of data as it is unable to 
display search terms used by Google account users who are logged in.  
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 On Twitter, data was collected over a 3 month period (March 16-May 16) to 
see the volume of tweets sent by the account and the number of replies 
issued to people who had contacted the @ScotParl account. 

 

A large number of tweets were sent in May 16, a lot of which were welcoming 
new/old MSPs to the Scottish Parliament, and much of the business around this (for 
example Official Reports of first speeches).  
 
Generally speaking the number of people that the @ScotParl account had to tweet to 
in reply stayed roughly level and followed the rough trend of tweets sent. When 
fewer tweets were sent, fewer people contacted us and so fewer replies were issued 
(and vice versa). This raises the key issue around engagement and the importance 
of tweeting to engage our audience. 
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 Facebook comments data was collected over the same period of time (March 
16-May 16) to see the volume of posts by the Scottish Parliament, the number 
comments made on the Scottish Parliament account, and the number that 
were issued replies. 

 

A large number of comments on the Facebook page are often off topic, not directed 
at the Scottish Parliament and therefore do not require a response, which explains 
the wide gap between the number of comments made on our posts and the number 
that are given responses.  
 
The following are examples of comments that warrant a response: 
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Public Information Trends and Statistics 

Switchboard calls 

 

 Although there has been a steady decline in calls to the switchboard since 1999, 

a number of innovations and process changes have played a part in this trend. 

 In each pre-election period the number of calls increases and is maintained for a 

short period, after which they decrease when information is confirmed and 

conveyed through the website and other channels 

 In session 2, calls showed a sharp increase until the move to Holyrood in 2004, 

after which they plateaued because the new Visitor Services office was 

established to take responsibility for all calls about visiting the building. The VS 

direct telephone number was widely advertised and calls taken by this route are 

not included in these figures. 

 Direct dial numbers for MSPs have become more widely available. MSPs now 

have their own websites which include their direct number contact details. This 

has reduced reliance on a switchboard service.   

 Social media became an increasingly popular public communication tool from 

2011 and many now prefer this way of communicating.  

 The increased use of smart phones and tablets means that the public can now 

much more easily contact their Members directly by searching for names online 

and on social media    
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Public Information enquiries 

 

 The purpose of the Public Information strategy has been to improve the provision 

and accessibility of information by making it available as widely as possible 

through a growing range of channels and formats. The public can increasingly 

self-serve for information, resulting in fewer direct enquiries. Our strategy is to 

continue to improve, refresh and innovate our digital and hard copy resources to 

keep up with the changing preferences of the public, as well as the changing 

responsibilities of the Parliament. 

 The number of enquires to Public Information has been steadily declining since 

2009 albeit with some small recovery around the times of the Scottish 

Independence Referendum in 2014, and the EU referendum in 2016. The overall 

picture of public enquiries is now more complicated as these have devolved to 

other SPS offices as they become involved in public engagement and as other 

communications channels have opened up. These enquiries are not collated or 

recorded in the statistics above. 

 Social media and the internet is available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week and the 

public are able to go direct to MSPs for specific answers to specific problems. 

 The nature of the enquiries that Public Information answer has changed since 

1999 and we now receive a higher proportion of complicated, difficult enquiries 

which require sensitive handling rather than straightforward factual enquiries. 
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Visitor Services: Available statistical information 
 

Visitor numbers: 
 

Parl 
year 

2006-7 2007-8 2008-9 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 
(Mar) 

Vis 
nos 

318,867 352,256 345,176 411,123 397,746 360,151 328,391 337,646 303,344 271,715 244,457 

Tour 
attend. 

41,472 35,838 22,893 23,480 26,610 28,690 22,309 24,717 23,410 22,021 18,423 

 

Tour attendance, as an important aspect of engagement, has continued to be popular with visitors since the introduction of free, in-

house tours in 2009. 
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Financial year, general visitor numbers 

Financial Year No. of visitors (total) 
(Oct) 2004-5 257,465 

2005-6 371,226                                    +44% 
2006-7 315,000                                    -15% 

2007-8 350,004                                   +11% 

2008-9 338,168                                   -3% 
2009-10 417,108                                   +23% 

2010-11 399,718                                    -4% 
2011-12 350,682                                   -12% 

2012-13 337,268                                   -3% 

2013-14 337,401                                   +0.03% 
2014-15 302,868                                   -10% 

2015-16  278,825                                    -8% 
2016-17  263,511                                  ( -5%) 
Guided Tours: 

Tour statistics give a little more insight into the types of visitors and their experience here.  These figures do not, however, include 

tours conducted by other SPS staff or by Members and their offices. 

Public tours are available to the general public on non-business days: Mondays, Fridays and Saturdays and every day when 

Parliament is not in session during Easter/summer recess.  Tours for Members, events delegates and guests of other Parliament 

Offices are also provided on business days. 

The largest proportion of tour type is the general, scheduled public Parliament Tour. 
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In addition to the Parliament Tour, Visitor Services has introduced a number of ‘speciality’ tours, which examine specific aspects of 

the Parliament’s work, building design and interior in a number of different ways.  These tours are intended to encourage different 

types of audience to visit, with sufficiently varying content that encourages repeat visits.  The tours concentrate on the subjects of 

Art, Literature, Architecture and History, but all reference the aims and accessibility of the Parliament as an underlying theme.  
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Tour type 2015 2016 

Public  16,854 18,734 

Members’ / Events etc 4,908 2,483 

Total 21,762 21,217 

 

Ten Minute Talks: 

As part of a drive to further enhance the visitor experience, Visitor Services introduced ’10 Minute Talks’ in 2016.  Availab le 

regularly in the Main Hall every day, these short talks are an alternative to more formal tours, and are useful for visitors unable to 

attend a tour if fully booked or if the visitors are time-pressed. 

Giving a short introduction to the powers of the Parliament, the work of Members, and architecture of the building, these talks have 

proved very popular.  They encourage interaction between visitors and Parliament staff, who also use the opportunity to encourage 

visitors to attend parliamentary business on sitting days or speciality tours. 

We are now monitoring visitor attendee levels at these talks, which in March 2017 attracted 856 visitors.  We shall continue to 

monitor monthly attendance and increase the frequency of these throughout 2017. 
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