
 

1 SUMMARY 

1.1 Council’s powers all lie with the full Council and without arrangements to 
delegate those powers, all decisions would have to be taken at full Council 
meetings.  To enable more efficient decision making to occur, legislation 
empowers the Council to arrange for the discharge of its functions by 
delegation to Committees, Sub-Committees (known as Panels) and Officers. 

1.2 There are two types of political management arrangements that the Council 
could decide to adopt in setting this delegation, a Committee model or a 
Cabinet/Executive model. 

1.3 Council is invited to consider what its decision making structure should be, 
and make appointments to that structure as appropriate. 

2 OFFICER RECOMMENDATION(S) 

The Council agrees:- 

2.1 to confirm the decision making structure that it wishes to adopt; 

2.2 to invite the Administration to appoint its Conveners/Portfolio Holders and the 
Opposition Group(s) to appoint their Opposition Spokespersons to reflect the 
decision-making structure;  

2.3 to make appointments to the Council’s decision making structure, in line with 
the political balance of the Council as far as this is reasonable; 

2.4 to approve the appointment of the following statutory religious appointees to 
the decision-making forum that considers education matters:- 

2.4.1 Roman Catholic Church – Mrs Rose Hart; 

2.4.2 Church of Scotland – Colin O’Brien; and 

2.4.3 Episcopal Church – Mrs Jane Morris. 

2.5 to approve the continued appointment on the Parental Appeals Panel, or such 
decision-making forum that may replace that Panel, of :- 
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2.5.1 the current Education Experienced Persons, being Bill Brodie, Alison 
Macleod and Anita Smiley; and  

2.5.2 the current Parent Representative, being Amanda Namey; 

2.6 to approve the continued appointment of the current pool of Independent 
Chair(s) of the Social Work Complaints Review Panel, or such decision-
making forum that may replace that Panel, of:- 

2.6.1 Marlene Anderson; 

2.6.2 Neil McDonald; 

2.6.3 Helen Munro; and 

2.6.4 Vicki Nash. 

2.7 to note that an earlier report on this agenda asked Council to remit it to the 
Chief Officer - Governance to make any consequential alterations to the 
Council’s constitutional documents to reflect the versions of the same which 
are adopted and/or to reflect any decisions taken by the Council regarding its 
decision making structure. 

3 CONSIDERATIONS 

3.1 Council’s powers all lie with the full Council and without arrangements to 
delegate these powers, all decisions would have to be taken at full Council 
meetings.  However, to enable more efficient decision making, legislation 
empowers the Council to arrange for the discharge of its functions by 
delegation to Committees, Sub-Committees (known as Panels) and Officers. 

3.2 There are two types of political management arrangements that the Council 
could decide to adopt in setting this delegation, a Committee model or a 
Cabinet/Executive model.  During its previous term, the Council agreed to 
establish a Committee model of decision making. 

3.3 It is perhaps helpful to briefly consider the advantages and disadvantages of 
the two different models.  

Committee Model 

3.4 This is the most traditional form of decision making within local government.  
Committees have cross-party representation and are usually chaired by a 
member of the Administration.  Historically, Committees were linked closely 
with particular areas of operational service, such as Education, Social Care 
and the like. 

3.5 Although Conveners and opposition equivalents are appointed, each member 
of a Committee has an equal right of speech and query.  The Convener of the 
Committee will generally propose adoption of the particular policy before the 
Committee, with opposition counterparts leading any calls for amendment or 
rejection as they consider appropriate. 

3.6 In recent years some Councils have streamlined their Committee structures 
by reducing the number of service specific Committees and instead 
concentrating on broader, more cross cutting thematic areas. 



3.7 Scrutiny of decision making within the Committee model can be limited to the 
questioning and debate that occurs on each item of business.  However, the 
majority of Councils that operate a Committee based model also have some 
form of audit/scrutiny arrangements in place. 

Advantages 

• Provides a well-established service orientated or cross cutting 
thematic structure that provides clear links to service areas. 

• All members of a Committee have an equal right of speech and query. 

• Provides a public opportunity to question and amend decisions. 

• In-depth scrutiny arrangements can be built into the Committee model.  
In previous years this Council developed a practice of establishing 
short term cross party scrutiny Panels which reported back to their 
parent Committees on specific areas of concern.  These Panels 
tended to investigate how agreed elements of policy were being 
implemented at an operational level; 

• In smaller Councils all Members will have the opportunity to serve on 
Committees. 

Disadvantages 

• Scrutiny of decision making can be less transparent than in other 
decision making models even when specific scrutiny arrangements are 
in place. 

• The experience in this Council suggests that scrutiny of decision 
making can be limited to the questioning and debate that occurs on 
each item of business, which can be very brief particularly on a large 
agenda. 

• The application of the whip by party groups can mean that the scrutiny 
can become politicised, rather than undertaken in a more inquisitorial 
manner which seeks to identify genuine areas of concern.  

• The experience in this Council suggests that there can at times be 
more operational items on agendas than need be the case, for 
example matters which could be reported through the Information 
Bulletin. 

• Can encourage working in silos to the detriment of corporate working. 

• A traditional Committee model may be more difficult to operate than 
before, given the more streamlined senior management structure and 
very broad remits of the Directors. 

• Decision making can be perceived as not being transparent.  As all 
members of a Committee are involved in the decision to approve, 
reject or amend a policy it is not always clear who has taken and who 
has scrutinised a decision.  

Cabinet/Executive Model 

3.8 Under this model a small executive group of Members, typically but not 
always from the Administration, makes all the decisions within a budget and 
policy framework set by the Council as a whole.  Many of the decisions the 
Council has to take in relation to its corporate governance role are delegated 



to the small executive group to take on behalf of the Council.  Portfolio 
Holders on the Executive will have clear responsibility for specific aspects of 
the Council’s policy and operational framework.  As with the Committee 
system, operational matters are delegated to officers. 

3.9 In an Executive model, Council is the final arbitrating body which will 
determine items which have not been agreed between the Executive and 
Scrutiny Committee(s), as well as considering matters reserved to it by law or 
by agreement. 

3.10 In this system the role of Members who are not on the Executive is to 
scrutinise the Executive’s activities i.e. hold them to account.  There is no 
single model of how the scrutiny process should be carried out and as a result 
Councils have developed different arrangements to suit their local need.  
However, with an Executive model it is necessary to create much more 
forceful structures to allow suitable scrutiny.  Some Councils have a Scrutiny 
Panel or Committee for each portfolio area while others have one single 
Scrutiny Committee that looks across all decisions. 

3.11 Typically Scrutiny Committees have the job of looking not just at what 
decisions are proposed but also at whether decisions taken are being 
properly implemented and delivered.  Scrutiny Committees and Panels 
operate on delegated powers from full Council and do not make decisions in 
their own right.  Their findings and conclusions are referred back to Council 
for decision making. 

3.12 The main power that Scrutiny Committees/Panels have is to “call in” 
decisions.  This allows them to effectively put decisions on hold until further 
scrutiny and challenge has taken place.  A Scrutiny Committee/Panel can 
also ask external individuals/organisations to attend meetings to give their 
views on a particular issue and require relevant officers and Portfolio Holders 
to attend. 

Advantages 

• Model makes a clear distinction between decision making and 
scrutiny. 

• Provides clarity of roles for Elected Members and Officers. 

• Appears to be a more transparent way of making decisions. 

• Allows a more detailed examination of issues than the Committee 
model. 

• The ability to test policy proposals in more detail could result in better 
decision making. 

• Portfolio holders have clear responsibilities for specific aspects of 
policy and operational framework which over time builds up particular 
expertise in these areas. 

• Scrutineers also build up expertise in portfolio areas. 

• Experience in this Council suggests that Members considered that the 
Executive model provided a more transparent decision making system 
with increased clarity of roles for Members and officers alike. 



Disadvantages 

• Executive model requires a considerable time commitment from 
members and officers which can be difficult to sustain in a small 
council. 

• In the past it is understood that at times some Members found the 
process frustrating as policies could be debated three times under the 
then model; at the Executive, then called in to a Scrutiny Committee 
and finally a decision at full Council. 

• Time frames can be extremely tight to meet the various deadlines in 
the Executive model. 

• Members not on the Executive can feel excluded from policy making. 

Other Issues 

3.13 Number of Meetings – Although there are less decision making meetings in 
an Executive model, this is offset by an increase in planning and agenda 
setting meetings.  In addition, the Executive would be likely to meet twice in 
each cycle, although there could be an arrangement that the second meeting 
was only where there was business that had to be considered. 

3.14 Attendance at Meetings by Members – Very little difference overall in two 
models.  Members of the Executive can find themselves attending more 
meetings in an Executive model as they would also be expected to attend 
Scrutiny Committee(s) meetings as Portfolio Holders. 

3.15 Attendance at Meetings by Officers – Can increase as reports can require to 
be discussed up to 2/3 times before a decision is reached, depending upon 
the model adopted and the extent to which matters can be called-in. 

3.16 Democratic Support Staffing – Experience suggests that there is very little 
difference in staffing required for an Executive model as opposed to the 
traditional Committee model. 

3.17 Education Authority Business – Section 124 of the Local Government 
(Scotland) Act 1973 requires that any Committee appointed by the Council to 
deal with matters relating to the discharge of the Council’s functions as 
education authority must include amongst its membership, three statutory 
religious representatives.  Any agreed decision making structure will have to 
incorporate these representatives into the body the Council establishes as its 
Education Committee.  The last time the Council operated an Executive 
model one meeting of the Executive in each cycle considered education 
authority business with the religious representatives full voting members for 
this part of the meeting. 

3.18 Regulatory Committees – All Councils have one or more Regulatory 
Committees or Boards that are tasked with carrying out various legal 
procedures to regulate activities in the Council’s area.  In Stirling these 
Committees/Boards include; the Licensing Board, the Planning & Regulation 
Panel and the Local Review Body.  In these roles members are required to 
act independently and are not subject to the group whip at these meetings. 

  



Political Balance  

3.19 Before considering any appointments, Members might find it helpful to be 
aware of the national position relating to political balance.  The statutory 
provisions requiring political balance to be maintained on Committees and 
Sub-Committees (Panels) have never been brought into force.  However, it 
has been the accepted practice for local authorities to reflect political balance 
on Committees/Panels as far as this is possible, noting any agreement by 
Members to establish a joint or minority Administration. 

Panels/Education Matters 

3.20 Under the previous Council, the Social Work Complaints Review Panel 
consisted of three persons, comprising an Independent Chair and two Elected 
Members.  The Chairperson must have knowledge of at least one of the 
following areas: (a) social work matters and (b) the conduct of proceedings 
before a review body or tribunal.  It is recommended that, depending upon its 
decision on the political decision-making arrangements, the Council approves 
the continued appointment of the current pool of Independent Chairs of the 
Social Work Complaints Review Panel; Marlene Anderson, Neil McDonald, 
Helen Munro and Vicki Nash. 

3.21 Under the previous Council, the Parental Appeals Panel is appointed from a 
pool and consists of 3 members, one from each of the following categories – 
Elected Members, parent representatives and education experienced 
persons.  It is recommended that, depending upon its decision on the political 
decision-making arrangements, the Council approves the continued 
appointment of the current Education Experienced Persons (being Bill Brodie, 
Alison Macleod and Anita Smiley), and also the Parent Representative on the 
Parental Appeals Panel (being Amanda Namey). 

3.22 As mentioned above, membership of the decision-making structure which 
considers education matters must make provision to include representatives 
of religious bodies appointed, under Section 124 of the Local Government 
(Scotland) Act 1973, when discharging its functions as Education Authority.   
It is recommended that, depending upon its decision on the political decision-
making arrangements, the Council approves the appointment of the following 
statutory religious appointees to the decision-making forum that considers 
education matters:- 

Roman Catholic Church – Mrs Rose Hart; 

Church of Scotland – Colin O’Brien; and 

Episcopal Church – Mrs Jane Morris. 

Training  

3.23 Council should note that, depending upon the decision-making structure 
decided upon, certain appointments will require specific training before 
participating in meetings, which would include the following (in terms of the 
previous decision-making structure):- 

• Appeals Panel; 

• Local Review Body; 



• Parental Appeals Panel; 

• Planning & Regulation Panel; and 

• Social Work Complaints Review Panel. 

Standing Orders & Scheme of Delegation  

3.24 The Council’s approved constitutional documents may require to be amended 
in accordance with any decision taken regarding the Council’s decision 
making system.  The Council was asked at an earlier stage in this meeting to 
remit it to the Chief Governance Officer to make any necessary changes. 

4 POLICY/RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS AND CONSULTATIONS 

Policy Implications   

Equality Impact Assessment No 

Strategic Environmental Assessment No 

Serving Stirling  Yes 

Single Outcome Agreement Yes 

Diversity (age, disability, gender, race, religion, sexual orientation) No 

Sustainability (community, economic, environmental) No 

Effect on Council’s green house gas emissions No Effect 

Strategic/Service Plan No 

Existing Policy or Strategy No 

Risk No 

Resource Implications  

Financial No 

People No 

Land and Property or IT Systems No 

Consultations  

Internal or External Consultations No 

 

Equality Impact Assessment 

4.1 The contents of this report were assessed using the EqIA Relevance 
Assessment Form (Appendix 1) - part of the Council’s Equality Impact 
Assessment process.  It was determined that an Equality Impact Assessment 
was not required. 

Strategic Environmental Assessment  

4.2 This report does not relate to a Plan, Policy, Programme or Strategy therefore 
Strategic Environmental Assessment does not apply. 

Serving Stirling  

4.3 The proposals set out in this report are consistent with the following key 
priorities:- 

N/a. 



Single Outcome Agreement 

4.4 The proposals set out in this report support the following outcomes in the Single 
Outcome Agreement: 

N/a. 

Other Policy Implications 

4.5 None. 

Resource Implications 

4.6 The configuration of support provided by Democratic Services will be 
determined by the decision making arrangements agreed by the Council. 

Consultations 

4.7 None. 

 
 

Tick ( ) to 
confirm and 
add relevant 

initials 

The appropriate Convener(s), Vice Convener(s), Portfolio Holder and 
Depute Portfolio Holder have been consulted on this report 

N/A 

The Chief Executive or Director has been consulted on this report as 
appropriate 

SC 
AB 

5 BACKGROUND PAPERS 

5.1 None. 

6 APPENDICES 

6.1 Appendix 1 - EqIA Relevance Assessment Form. 
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Appendix 1 

Stirling Council: EqIA Relevance Check (June 2014) 

Completing this form will help you determine whether or not an equality impact assessment 
is required and provide a record of your decision.  This is a screening process to help you 
decide if the proposal under consideration requires an EqIA - it is not an EqIA and the 
impact of the proposal will be determined by the EqIA itself. 
 
The Guidance: Equality Impact Assessment Toolkit June 2014 may help when 
completing this form this can be accessed via the following link - 
http://web.stirling.gov.uk/eqia_toolkit.doc 
 
The term proposal used below is intended to include “policy, strategy, service, function, 
procedure or project.”    
 
When is an EqIA required?   
 
While each proposal must be considered individually, it is anticipated that an EqIA will 
always be required when:  

• introducing a new policy/strategy/service/function    

• reviewing a current policy/strategy/service/function 

• reducing / discontinuing an existing service  

• considering budget proposals resulting in any of the above 
Reports on technical or procedural matters or which confirm progress on previously 
considered proposals, may be less likely to require an EqIA but this can only be determined 
by using this form.  
 
SUMMARY DETAILS 
 
1.  Title of Proposal:                        Service                                        PBB Ref (if applicable)    
 

APPROVAL OF DECISION 
MAKING STRUCTURE AND 
APPOINTMENTS 
 

LOCALITIES & 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

 
2.  Service, and Lead Officer (Head of Service/ Service Manager) undertaking assessment  
 

Service  Lead Officer 

Governance 
 

Chief Officer - Governance 

 
3.  What is the nature of the proposal?  (Tick/complete all that apply) 
 

Review of an existing policy/strategy  Review of an existing service/function  

Reduction in an existing service / function  Removal of an existing service  

Introduction of a new policy/ strategy    Introduction of new service/function  

Other e.g. technical, progress, procedural 
report 

√  

PBB category e.g. transformational change    

 



4. For proposals with implications for budgets complete the following: 
 

Current expenditure on activity  

 (£ 000s) 

In Council area as a whole   

In/for specific community/ies   

Total anticipated savings or 
proposed increased spend  

In/for Council area as a whole   

In/ for  specific community/ies   

Delivery Timescale and Phasing  

Start date for savings/increased spend   

End Date for savings/increased spend   

Savings/increased spend Year 1  

Savings/increased spend Year 2  

Savings/increased spend Year 3  

Savings/increased spend Year 4  

Savings/increased spend Year 5  

AIMS & OBJECTIVES  

 
Answering questions 5 - 7 will help you decide whether or not your proposal needs to be 
accompanied by an EqIA.  
 

5.  What longer term outcomes is the proposal expected to achieve?  
 
 
The approval of the Council’s decision-making structure and appointment of elected members 
to Committees and Panels. 
 
 

 
6.  What are the main aims of this proposal?  If this proposal revises an existing policy have 

its aims changed?  
  

 
As above. 
 
 

 
7. Who is most likely to be affected by this proposal?  Consider current and potential future 

service users including people with particular needs, specific geographical communities 
and current and prospective employees.  

 
 
A time commitment will be required from Elected Members appointed to sit on Committees 
and Panels. 
 

 
 

 



 

POTENTIAL IMPACT 

Answering Questions 8 -12 will help you consider the potential impact of the proposal.  

   
8.  What potential impact will this proposal have on people in terms of the needs of the public 

sector equality duty and the Council’s responsibilities to:- 

• eliminate discrimination, harassment and victimisation  

• advance equality of opportunity 

• foster good relations - including the need to tackle prejudice and promote 

understanding 

• See guidance for additional information.  

 
 
This report relates to the decision making arrangements of the Council.  It does not seek to 
amend any policies, strategies or operational functions of the Council and will have no direct 
impact on current or future service users. 
 

 
 
9.  Will this proposal have a potential impact on people with “protected characteristics”*?  

Please consider all protected groups listed below.  A detailed explanation of these is 
provided in the guidance.  

 
Group Impact 

Yes/No/Unclear 

Group Impact 
Yes/No/Unclear 

Group  Impact 
Yes/No/Unclear 

Age  No Disability No Gender 
Reassignment 

No 

Marriage 
and Civil 
Partnership  

No Pregnancy 
and Maternity 

No Race No 

Religion 
and Belief 

No Sex No Sexual 
Orientation 

No 

 
 

10. Will this proposal have an impact on communities, household groups or individuals with a 
higher risk of experiencing poverty?  Please answer Yes/No/Unclear.  Information on 
communities, households and individuals with a higher risk of experiencing poverty is 
provided in the guidance.  

 
 
No 
 
 
 

 
 
11. Do you already have any evidence that has influenced or shaped this proposal in relation 

to people in protected characteristic groups or communities, groups or individuals 
vulnerable to poverty?  If so please summarise what this evidence includes. 

 

 
N/a 
 
 
 

 



 

DECISION  
 
12. Based on your responses and any evidence you already have, is an EqIA required for this     
      proposal?  In making your decision please note:  
 

• if answering Yes to any part of either questions 9 or 10 an EqIA is required  
 

• if answering Unclear to any part of questions 9 or 10 you are strongly advised to 
do an EqIA to allow you to comprehensively assess the impact of the proposal  
 

• if answering No to any part of questions 9 or 10 please justify your response and 

why you consider an EqIA is not required for this proposal in the box below 

 
No EqIA is required.  This report relates to the decision making arrangements of the Council.  
It does not seek to amend any policies, strategies or operational functions of the Council and 
will have no direct impact on current or future service users. 
 

 
13. Who was involved in making this decision? 

 
  
David McDougall, Governance Officer 
 

 
 

Authorisation by Lead Officer (Head of Service / Service Manager) 
 
This decision has been approved 
by 
 

Name Iain Strachan  
 
Title Chief Officer- Governance  
 
Date 11 May 2017 
 

 
 


