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Foreword
Purpose of the series
The aim of this series is to bring together in a single place all the official
Parliamentary documents relating to the passage of the Bill that becomes an Act of
the Scottish Parliament (ASP). The list of documents included in any particular
volume will depend on the nature of the Bill and the circumstances of its passage,
but a typical volume will include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

every print of the Bill (usually three – “As Introduced”, “As Amended at Stage 2”
and “As Passed”);
the accompanying documents published with the “As Introduced” print of the Bill
(and any revised versions published at later Stages);
every Marshalled List of amendments from Stages 2 and 3;
every Groupings list from Stages 2 and 3;
the lead Committee’s “Stage 1 report” (which itself includes reports of other
committees involved in the Stage 1 process, relevant committee Minutes and
extracts from the Official Report of Stage 1 proceedings);
the Official Report of the Stage 1 and Stage 3 debates in the Parliament;
the Official Report of Stage 2 committee consideration;
the Minutes (or relevant extracts) of relevant Committee meetings and of the
Parliament for Stages 1 and 3.

All documents included are re-printed in the original layout and format, but with minor
typographical and layout errors corrected. An exception is the Groupings of
Amendments for Stage 2 and Stage 3 (a list of amendments in debating order was
included in the original document to assist members during actual proceedings but is
omitted here as the text of the amendments is already contained in the Marshalled
Lists of Amendments for Stage 2 and Stage 3).
Documents in each volume are arranged in the order in which they relate to the
passage of the Bill through its various stages, from introduction to passing. The Act
itself is not included on the grounds that it is already generally available and is, in
any case, not a Parliamentary publication.
Outline of the legislative process
Bills in the Scottish Parliament follow a three-stage process. The fundamentals of
the process are laid down by section 36(1) of the Scotland Act 1998, and amplified
by Chapter 9 of the Parliament’s Standing Orders. In outline, the process is as
follows:
•
•
•

Introduction, followed by publication of the Bill and its accompanying documents;
Stage 1: the Bill is first referred to a relevant committee, which produces a report
informed by evidence from interested parties, then the Parliament debates the Bill
and decides whether to agree to its general principles;
Stage 2: the Bill returns to a committee for detailed consideration of
amendments;

•

Stage 3: the Bill is considered by the Parliament, with consideration of further
amendments followed by a debate and a decision on whether to pass the Bill.

After a Bill is passed, three law officers and the Secretary of State have a period of
four weeks within which they may challenge the Bill under sections 33 and 35 of the
Scotland Act respectively. The Bill may then be submitted for Royal Assent, at which
point it becomes an Act.
Standing Orders allow for some variations from the above pattern in some cases.
For example, Bills may be referred back to a committee during Stage 3 for further
Stage 2 consideration. In addition, the procedures vary for certain categories of
Bills, such as Committee Bills or Emergency Bills. For some volumes in the series,
relevant proceedings prior to introduction (such as pre-legislative scrutiny of a draft
Bill) may be included.
The reader who is unfamiliar with Bill procedures, or with the terminology of
legislation more generally, is advised to consult in the first instance the Guidance on
Public Bills published by the Parliament. That Guidance, and the Standing Orders,
are available for sale from Stationery Office bookshops or free of charge on the
Parliament’s website (www.scottish.parliament.uk).
The series is produced by the Legislation Team within the Parliament’s Chamber
Office. Comments on this volume or on the series as a whole may be sent to the
Legislation Team at the Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh EH99 1SP.
Notes on this volume
The Bill to which this volume relates followed the standard 3 stage process
described above.
The Education Committee issued a call for written evidence at Stage 1 and received
over 60 submissions. The submissions were not included in the Stage 1 Report, and
they are therefore included in this volume after the report.
The Finance Committee reported to the Education Committee on the Bill at Stage 1.
The Finance Committee report is included in Annexe B of the Stage 1 Report.
However, the minutes and the oral and written evidence for the Finance Committee
meetings were not included in that report, and they are therefore included in this
volume after the report.
At Stage 2, the Education Committee agreed to change the order in which the
sections and schedules of the Bill would be considered. The Committee paper,
minutes and Official Report relating to this decision are included in this volume.

Forthcoming titles
The next titles in this series will be:
•
•
•
•

SPPB 95: Senior Judiciary (Vacancies and Incapacity) (Scotland) Bill 2006
SPPB 96: Police, Public Order and Criminal Justice (Scotland) Bill 2005
SPPB 97: Animal Health and Welfare (Scotland) Bill 2005
SPPB 98: Interests of Members of the Scottish Parliament Bill 2005
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ACCOMPANYING DOCUMENTS
Explanatory Notes, together with other accompanying documents, are printed separately as
SP Bill 45-EN. A Policy Memorandum is printed separately as SP Bill 45-PM.
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5

An Act of the Scottish Parliament to make further provision for the involvement of parents in
their children’s education and in school education generally; to provide for the establishment of
councils to represent the parents of pupils attending public schools; to abolish School Boards; to
make further provision as regards the appointment of headteachers and deputy headteachers; to
make further provision as regards the content of the development plan for a school; and for
connected purposes.

Involvement, ambitions, objectives and performance
1
10

Duty of Scottish Ministers and of education authorities to promote involvement of
parents in school education etc.
(1)

It is the duty of the Scottish Ministers to promote the involvement of the parents of
pupils in attendance at public schools in the education provided to those pupils by the
schools.

(2)

It is the duty of an education authority to promote the involvement of the parents of a
pupil in attendance at a public school in the authority’s area in the education provided
by the school—

15

(a) to that pupil, and
(b) to its pupils generally.
(3)
20

2

Strategies for parental involvement
(1)

Each education authority must prepare a document, to be known as their “strategy for
parental involvement”, containing their general policies for implementing their duties
under sections 1, 5, 11 and 12 (including, without prejudice to that generality, such
implementation in the case of any pupil who is a child looked after by a local authority);
and the complaints procedure established by the authority under section 15 must be set
out in the document.

(2)

An education authority—

25

30

Except where the context otherwise requires, in this Act “education” means school
education and includes such provision as is made by an education authority in fulfilment
of their duty under section 1(3)(b) of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) (duty to
secure the provision of adequate facilities for social, cultural and recreative activities
and for physical education and training).

SP Bill 45
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(a) are from time to time to review their strategy for parental involvement, and
(b) are to revise that strategy whenever they conclude that it is appropriate to do so.
(3)

In developing or reviewing their strategy for parental involvement an education
authority must seek and have regard to the views of—
(a) the parents to whom those duties relate,

5

(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area, and
(c) any other person who appears to the authority to have an interest in their
implementation of those duties or of the duty under section 15(1).
(4)

The document is to be included (whether or not it has been revised since last so
included) in the authority’s annual statement of improvement objectives.

(5)

In section 5(2) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (requirement
for annual statement of education improvement objectives to include an account of the
ways in which the authority will seek to involve a pupil’s parents in promoting the
education of the pupil), at the beginning of paragraph (a) there is inserted “(prepared
under section 2(1) of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Act 2005 (asp 00) as
part of the authority’s strategy for parental involvement)”.

(6)

The reference in subsection (1) to a child who is looked after by a local authority is to be
construed in accordance with section 17(6) of the Children (Scotland) Act 1995 (c.36)
(duty of local authority to child looked after by them).

10

15

20

3

Ambitions and objectives for a school
In section 6(1)(a) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (which,
for the purpose of securing improvement in the quality of education which a school
provides, requires the preparation of a development plan for the school)—
(a) after the words “the objectives” there is inserted “and strategy for parental
involvement”, and

25

(b) for the words “and sets objectives for the school” there is substituted “, sets
objectives for the school (including objectives as to the involvement of a pupil’s
parents in the education provided to the pupil and to the school’s pupils generally)
and contains a statement of the education authority’s ambitions for the school”.
30

35

4

Review of school performance
In section 7 of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (which
provides for the defining of measures and standards of performance as respects the
quality of education provided by schools and for the quality of education provided by a
school to be reviewed from time to time having regard to those measures and standards),
at the end there is added—
“(3) Without prejudice to the generality of subsections (1) and (2) above, in those
subsections “quality of education” includes the extent to which a pupil’s
parents are involved in the education provided to the pupil.”.
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Parent Forums and Parent Councils
5

5

Parent Forum and Parent Council
(1)

The parents of the pupils in attendance at a public school constitute (and are collectively
to be known as) the “Parent Forum” of the school.

(2)

A Parent Forum may be represented by a body (to be known as a “Parent Council”)
established by them under section 6 for the school.

(3)

The education authority are—
(a) to promote the establishment of, and
(b) to support the operation of,
a Parent Council.

10

(4)
6

Subsection (3) is subject to section 16(12).
Scheme for establishment of a Parent Council

(1)

For the purposes of section 5(2) and (3)(a) the education authority are to notify the
members of the Parent Forum of a public school in their area of the authority’s intention
to prepare a scheme for the establishment of a Parent Council for the school, inviting
them to indicate, within such reasonable period as they are to specify in the notice, a
preference as to how the council is to be constituted and what its constitution is to be;
and the notice is to suggest alternatives in that regard framed in accordance with such
guidance as may be issued by the Scottish Ministers but to state that those alternatives
are offered only by way of example.

(2)

But notification under subsection (1) is to include an invitation to indicate, instead of
any such preference as is mentioned in that subsection, a preference either—

15

20

(a) that no such scheme should be prepared, or
(b) that any such scheme prepared should be prepared by a person other than the
education authority.

25

(3)

Having regard to such preferences as are indicated by virtue of subsection (1) and in so
far as practicable giving effect to the preference of the greatest number of the members
responding, the authority are, when the period specified under that subsection has
expired, to prepare the scheme, to send a copy of it to each member and to make such
arrangements as are necessary to implement it.

(4)

But if the preference of the greatest number of the members responding before the
period so specified has expired is as mentioned in—

30

(a) paragraph (a) of subsection (2), subsection (3) is to be disregarded,
(b) paragraph (b) of subsection (2), subsection (3) is to be disregarded and provided
that the majority of the members so responding and indicating that preference can
agree as to which person other than the authority is to prepare such a scheme, that
person may proceed to do so and to send a copy of it to each of the members of
the Parent Forum, inviting the member in question to indicate, within such
reasonable period as the person may specify in the invitation, whether the member
agrees that the scheme should be implemented.

35

40

(5)

If the majority of the members who respond timeously to an invitation under subsection
(4)(b) indicate agreement, the person who prepared the scheme may make such
arrangements as are necessary to implement the scheme.
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(6)

The arrangements mentioned in subsections (3) and (5) must include the preparation of a
constitution for the Parent Council.

(7)

A Parent Council is established when first constituted by virtue of arrangements made
under subsection (3) or (5); and is, as soon as practicable thereafter—
(a) to intimate to—

5

(i)

the headteacher,

(ii) the members of the Parent Forum, and
(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,
that it has been established,

10

(b) to provide them and the education authority with information as to who the
members of the council are and as to how to communicate with it,
(c) if the education authority did not prepare the constitution of the council, to
provide the education authority with a copy of that constitution, and
(d) to provide the headteacher with a copy of that constitution.

15

(8)

A Parent Council is to be known as “the [name of school] Parent Council” unless the
Parent Forum otherwise determines, in which case it is to be known by whatever name
the Parent Forum may specify.

(9)

Intimation under subsection (7)(a)(ii) or (iii) is to include a note of the functions of a
Parent Council (as set out in section 8(1)).

20

(10) The preceding provisions of this section are subject to sections 7 and 16(12).
7

Restrictions as to composition of a Parent Council
(1)

Subject to subsection (2), the members of the Parent Council established for a school
must be members of the school’s Parent Forum or (but only if and in so far as the
constitution of the council so admits) persons who are co-opted to the council by the
persons who for the time being are its members.

(2)

In the case of a denominational school, the constitution of the council must provide for
at least one of the council’s members to be so co-opted and to be a person nominated by
the church or denominational body in whose interest the school is conducted.

(3)

In subsection (2), “denominational school” means a school—

25

30

(a) transferred to an education authority under section 16(1) of the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) (transference of denominational schools to education
authorities), or
(b) provided by an education authority under section 17(2) of that Act (provision by
education authority of denominational schools etc.).

35

8

Functions of a Parent Council
(1)

The functions of the Parent Council established for a school are—
(a) to support the endeavours of those managing the school—
(i)


6

to raise standards of education in the school,
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(ii) to secure improvements in the quality of education which the school
provides, and
(iii) to develop to their fullest potential the personality, talents and mental and
physical abilities of the pupils attending the school,
(b) to make representations—

5

(i)

to the school’s headteacher and to the education authority about the
arrangements in the school for promoting the involvement of parents in the
education of such of those parents’ own children (of whatever age) as
attend the school and of its pupils generally,

(ii) to the education authority about the arrangements in their area for
promoting the involvement of parents of pupils attending schools in that
area in the education of such of those parents’ own children (of whatever
age) as so attend and of those pupils generally,

10

(c) to promote contact between—
(i)

15

the school,

(ii) the Parent Forum,
(iii) parents of prospective pupils of the school,
(iv) the community, and
(v) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this paragraph,

20

(d) to report on the council’s activities to the members of the Parent Forum, as often
as appears to the council to be appropriate but in any event—
(i)

not more than 12 months after the council is established, and

(ii) after that first report, at intervals of not more than 12 months,
(e) to ascertain the views of the members of the Parent Forum as regards—

25

(i)

the standards of education in the school,

(ii) the quality of education which the school provides,
(iii) the exercise by the council of its functions, and
(iv) such other matters as appear to the council to be of interest or concern to
the Parent Forum,

30

(f) to collate those views and report them to—
(i)

the headteacher of the school,

(ii) the education authority, and
(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this paragraph,

35

(g) to review from time to time its constitution, and
(h) with the requisite consent, to amend (or replace) the council’s constitution
whenever it appears to the council to be necessary or expedient to do so.
(2)
40

The Parent Council may, whether or not it has ascertained and collated the views of the
members of the Parent Forum as regards a matter mentioned in paragraph (e) of
subsection (1), make representations to—
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(a) the headteacher of the school,
(b) the education authority, or

(c) such other person as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,
as regards that matter.

5

(3)

But before making representations under paragraph (c) of subsection (2) to Her
Majesty’s inspectors the Parent Council must have made those representations under
paragraph (a) or (b) of that subsection and received a reply under section 11(6).

(4)

Where by virtue of subsection (3) Her Majesty’s inspectors receive representations from
a Parent Council they are to have regard to those representations (in so far as it is
reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out their functions and are to reply to the
council.

(5)

In subsection (1)(h), “requisite consent”—

10

(a) is consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum has been sent a copy
of the proposed amendment or replacement with an invitation to the member in
question to indicate, within such reasonable time as the council may specify in the
invitation, whether the member agrees to that amendment or replacement, and

15

(b) is the consent of the majority of such members of the parent forum as respond
timeously to that invitation.
20

(6)

If, by virtue of subsection (1)(h), the Parent Council amends (or replaces) its
constitution it must as soon as reasonably practicable provide—
(a) the education authority, and
(b) the headteacher,
with a copy of the constitution as amended (or of the new constitution).

25

(7)

The Scottish Ministers may by order amend subsection (1) so as (either or both)—
(a) to add to the functions for the time being described,
(b) to alter any of those functions.

(8)
30

Subject to any other provision made by this Act, the Parent Council may do anything
which is calculated to facilitate the exercise of those functions including, without
prejudice to that generality—
(a) entering into contracts and agreements (other than in relation to land), and
(b) appointing a person to be clerk to the council.

(9)
35

A person (other than a member of the Parent Council) who is appointed by virtue of
subsection (8)(b) may be paid by the council.

(10) The members of the Parent Council do not incur personal liability for anything done, or
purportedly done, in the exercise of those functions if it was done in good faith.
(11) In the exercise of those functions the Parent Council is to have regard to any guidance
issued to it, for the purpose mentioned in subsection (12), by the education authority.
(12) The purpose is of ensuring that any duty which the authority has—

40

(a) under statute, or
(b) by virtue of any rule of law,
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is duly complied with.
(13) The Parent Council is to comply with any reasonable request made to it by the
headteacher of the school or by the education authority for information relating to its
exercise of those functions.
(14) A Parent Council ceases to exist when the school for which it is established is
discontinued.

5

9

Attendance of headteacher at meeting of Parent Council
Except in so far as the headteacher of, and the Parent Council established for, a school
otherwise agree, the headteacher has both the duty and the right either—
(a) to attend, or

10

(b) if the headteacher so elects, to be represented at,
any meeting of that council.
10

Financial powers of a Parent Council
(1)

A Parent Council may—
(a) raise funds by any means other than by borrowing,

15

(b) receive gifts,
and may expend any sums so received at its discretion.

20

25

(2)

A Parent Council is to keep proper accounts in relation to any sums received by it under
subsection (1).

(3)

A Parent Council is not to acquire any interest in heritable property, whether by
inheritance, gift or otherwise.

(4)

Where a Parent Council ceases to exist, any property belonging to it passes to the
education authority; but (except where the council has ceased to exist by virtue of
section 8(14)) the authority is to use any such property for the benefit of the school.

(5)

Subsection (4) is subject to section 16(5).
Duties, reports, appointments and complaints

11

Duties of education authority to a Parent Council etc.
(1)

An education authority are to give advice and information to a Parent Council
established for a school in their area when the council reasonably requests it from them
on any matter.

(2)

An education authority are to take such steps as appear to them to be appropriate to
ensure that the headteacher and staff of each school in their area—

30

35

(a) are available to give advice and information to a Parent Council established for
the school on what is being done by those managing the school to promote
parental involvement in education there, and
(b) in giving such advice and information act in a manner consistent with the
authority’s duties under this Act.
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(3)

An education authority are, in respect of each financial year, to determine for a Parent
Council established for a school in their area, an allocation of such money within the
authority’s budget as appears to the authority, after consultation with the council,
reasonably to be required by the council for meeting—
(a) its administrative expenses (including, without prejudice to that generality, any
expenses incurred by virtue of section 8(8)(b)),

5

(b) the expenses of training its members, and
(c) its other outgoings in carrying out the functions assigned it by or by virtue of this
Act.
10

(4)

An education authority may provide a Parent Council established for a school in their
area with services or accommodation.

(5)

An education authority are to inform a Parent Council established for a school in their
area about the school’s arrangements for consultation between parents and teachers; and
without prejudice to the generality of paragraph (b) of section 8(1), the council may
make representations under that paragraph, concerning those arrangements, to the
authority or to the headteacher.

(6)

Where (whether or not under that paragraph)—

15

(a) an education authority receive representations from a Parent Council established
for a school in their area, or
(b) a school’s headteacher receives representations from the Parent Council of the
school,

20

the authority are, or as the case may be the headteacher is, to have regard to the
representations (in so far as it is reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out their
functions, or in the case of the headteacher in carrying out the duties of that post, and are
to reply to the council.

25

12

30

Duties of education authority to parents generally
(1)

An education authority are to give advice and information to any parent of a pupil in
attendance at a public school in their area when that parent reasonably requests it from
them on any matter relating to the education provided to that pupil.

(2)

An education authority are to take such steps as appear to them to be appropriate to
ensure that the headteacher and staff of the school—
(a) are available to give such advice and information to the parent in question, and
(b) in giving it act in a manner consistent with the authority’s duties under this Act.

13

Headteacher’s report to Parent Council, Combined Parent Council or Parent
Forum

35

(1)

The headteacher of a public school must at least once a year report—
(a) to any Parent Council established for the school,
(b) if a Combined Parent Council has been established for schools which comprise
the school, to the Combined Parent Council, or

40


10

(c) if no Parent Council or Combined Parent Council has been so established, to the
Parent Forum,
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evaluating the performance of the school and stating what the headteacher’s objectives
and ambitions for the school are.
(2)

Without prejudice to the generality of subsection (1), the headteacher is, in making the
report, to have regard to—
(a) the school’s development plan and in particular the objectives for the school
which the plan sets and the statement of ambitions for the school which it
contains,

5

(b) the report most recently prepared under section 6(4) of the Standards in Scotland’s
Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (report as to what has been done, over a period of
twelve months, in implementation of that plan), and

10

(c) the measures and standards of performance defined and published most recently
under section 7(1) of that Act (review of school performance).
(3)

The report under subsection (1) is to be made in whatever way the council or forum
reported to may reasonably request and a summary of it is to be prepared by the
headteacher.

(4)

The headteacher is to secure that each member of the Parent Forum receives a copy of
that summary.

15

14

Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of a
Parent Council
(1)

20

An education authority are to inform—
(a) the Scottish Ministers, and
(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area,
about the authority’s procedures (in this section referred to as their “appointment
process”) for filling any post, other than on an acting basis, of headteacher or deputy
headteacher of a school and also (forthwith) about any change they make, whether or
not by virtue of subsection (3)(b), to their appointment process.

25

(2)

The appointment process must entail involvement in it of any Parent Council established
for the school to which an appointment is to be made.

(3)

The Scottish Ministers may (either or both)—
(a) by regulations, impose requirements which an appointment process must satisfy,

30

(b) by notice, require an education authority to make such changes to their
appointment process as may be specified in the notice.
15

Complaints procedure
(1)

An education authority are to establish a procedure by which a person, or someone
acting on a person’s behalf, may make complaints (or other representations) in relation
to the exercise by the authority of, or failure by them to exercise, any of their functions
under this Act in respect of the person.

(2)

Before establishing a procedure under subsection (1), the authority must consult—

35

(a) the parents to whom their duties under sections 1, 5 and 12 relate,
40

(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area,
(c) any Combined Parent Council established for schools in their area, and
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(d) any other person who appears to the authority to have an interest in their
implementation of those duties,
on the authority’s proposals in that regard.
(3)

The authority are to keep the procedure so established by them under review and must
vary that procedure whenever they consider it appropriate to do so.

(4)

The authority are to give such publicity to that procedure, including that procedure as
varied under subsection (3), as they consider appropriate and must give a copy of the
procedure to any person who requests it (at no cost to that person).

5

Combined Parent Councils
10

15

16

Establishment etc. of Combined Parent Council
(1)

With the requisite consent, the members of the Parent Forums of two or more schools in
the area of an education authority may decide that a body (to be known as a “Combined
Parent Council”) should be established for both, or as the case may be all, of the schools
(in this section and in section 17 referred to as the “represented schools”).

(2)

In subsection (1), “requisite consent”—
(a) is consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum in each of the
represented schools has been given written notice of the proposed decision with
an invitation to the member in question to indicate, within such reasonable time as
the proposer may specify in the invitation, whether the member agrees that the
decision be taken, and

20

(b) is the consent of, in each of those schools, the majority of such members of the
parent forum as respond timeously to that invitation.
(3)

It is immaterial, for the purposes of this section, whether as respects any of the
represented schools a scheme for the establishment of a Parent Council is being, or has
been, prepared or a Parent Council has been established.

(4)

Except that any such Parent Council ceases to exist when the Combined Parent Council
is established.

(5)

Where by virtue of subsection (4) a Parent Council ceases to exist, any property
belonging to it passes to the Combined Parent Council.

(6)

If a decision is made under subsection (1), the education authority are—

25

30

(a) to prepare a scheme for the establishment, by the Parent Forums, of the Combined
Parent Council,
(b) to send a copy of that scheme to each of the members of the Parent Forums, and
(c) to make such arrangements as are necessary to implement the scheme.
35

(7)

The arrangements mentioned in subsection (6)(c) must include the preparation of a
constitution for the Combined Parent Council.

(8)

A Combined Parent Council is established when first constituted by virtue of
arrangements made under subsection (6); and is, as soon as practicable thereafter—
(a) to intimate to—

40

(i)

the headteachers of the represented schools,

(ii) the members of the Parent Forums, and
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(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,
that it has been established,
(b) to provide them and the education authority with information as to who the
members of the council are and as to how to communicate with it, and

5

(c) to provide each of the headteachers of the represented schools with a copy of that
constitution.
(9)

The Combined Parent Council is itself to determine the name by which it is to be
known.

(10) Intimation under subsection (8)(a)(ii) or (iii) is to include a note of the functions of a
Combined Parent Council as set out in section 8(1) and applied by subsection (11) (of
this section).

10

(11) Sections 2(3)(b), 8(1) to (13), 9 to 11 and 14 apply, with the necessary modifications, in
relation to a Combined Parent Council and the represented schools, as they apply in
relation to a Parent Council and the school for which the Parent Council is established.

15

(12) Sections 5(3) and 6(1) to (9) cease to apply in relation to any school on the making of a
decision under subsection (1) by the members of Parent Forums which include the
Parent Forum of the school but apply again to the school (either or both)—
(a) on its withdrawing from the represented schools,
(b) on the Combined Parent Council established by virtue of that decision ceasing to
exist.

20

(13) A Combined Parent Council ceases to exist when, by virtue of a school—
(a) being discontinued, or
(b) withdrawing from the represented schools,
the “represented schools” no longer comprise more than one school.

25

17

30

Withdrawal from represented schools
(1)

With the requisite consent, the members of the Parent Forum of a school for which a
Combined Parent Council is established may decide that the school withdraws from the
represented schools.

(2)

The reference in subsection (1) to “requisite consent”—
(a) is to consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum of the school has
been given written notice of the proposed decision with an invitation to the
member in question to indicate, within such reasonable time as the proposer may
specify in the invitation, whether the member agrees that the decision be taken,
and

35

(b) is the consent of the majority of such members of the Parent Forum as respond
timeously to that invitation.
Miscellaneous and general
18
40

Abolition of School Boards
(1)

The School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 (c.47) is repealed.
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(2)

A School Board appointed under section 1 of that Act ceases to exist when subsection
(1) comes into force; and any property belonging to the Board then passes to the
education authority.

(3)

An appointment under section 6(10) of that Act (appointment to be Clerk to a Board)
terminates when subsection (1) comes into force.

(4)

In paragraph 7 of Schedule A1 to the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (persons who are
not to be members of appeal committees for consideration of any reference involving a
question whether a child is to be placed in a specific school or excluded from a school),
for the words “School Board” substitute “Parent Council or Combined Parent Council”.

(5)

In section 6(2)(a) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (persons to be
consulted as regards preparation of school development plan), for the words “School
Board” substitute “Parent Council or Combined Parent Council”.

5

10

19

Guidance
(1)

The Scottish Ministers may issue guidance to education authorities, Parent Councils and
Combined Parent Councils as respects the discharge by those authorities and councils of
their respective functions under this Act.

(2)

Any such authority or council must have regard to any guidance issued to them or it
under this section.

15

20

Interpretation
Unless the context otherwise requires, expressions used in this Act and in the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) have the same meaning in this Act as is given to them by
section 135(1) of that Act except that “pupil” includes a child who is under school age
only if that child is in attendance at a primary school (whether or not in a nursery class
in such a school).

20

25

21

Transitional provisions etc.
(1)

The Scottish Ministers may by order make such incidental, supplemental, consequential,
transitional, transitory or saving provision as they consider necessary or expedient for
the purposes, or in consequence, of this Act.

(2)

An order under subsection (1) may amend or repeal any enactment (other than any
provision of this Act).

30

22

Orders and regulations
(1)

Any power of the Scottish Ministers to make an order or regulations under this Act is
exercisable by statutory instrument.

(2)

Subject to subsection (3), a statutory instrument containing any such order or
regulations, other than an order under section 24(2), is subject to annulment in
pursuance of a resolution of the Parliament.

(3)

A statutory instrument containing an order under—

35

(a) section 8(7), or
40
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(b) subsection (1) of section 21 if the order is by virtue of subsection (2) of that
section,
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is not made unless a draft of the instrument has been laid before, and approved by
resolution of, the Parliament.
(4)

5

23

Without prejudice to section 24(2), an order or regulations under this Act may make
different provision for different cases or classes of case and for different purposes.
Repeals
There are repealed, to the extent specified in the second column of the schedule to this
Act, the enactments mentioned in that schedule.

24

10

Short title and commencement
(1)

This Act may be cited as the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Act 2005.

(2)

This Act, except this section, comes into force on such day as the Scottish Ministers
may by order appoint; but different days may be appointed for different provisions, for
different areas, for different purposes or for different cases or classes of case.
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SCHEDULE
(introduced by section 23)
REPEALS
5

Education
(c.44)

Enactment
(Scotland) Act

Extent of repeal
1980 In section 70(1), the words “a School Board,” in
both places they occur.
In section 135(1), the definition of “school board”.

Self-Governing
Schools
(Scotland) Act 1989 (c.39)

etc. In section 80(1), the definition of “the 1988 Act”.
In Schedule 10, paragraph 10.

10

Children (Scotland) Act 1995 (c.36)
Education
(c.43)

(Scotland)

Act

In Schedule 4, paragraph 46.

1996 Sections 28 to 31.
Schedule 4.

15

Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Sections 26 to 31.
Act 2000 (asp 6)
In section 58(1), the definition of “the 1988 Act”.
Schedule 1.
In schedule 2, paragraph 4.

20
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School Education (Amendment) Section 2.
(Scotland) Act 2002 (asp 2)
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EXPLANATORY NOTES
INTRODUCTION
2.
These Explanatory Notes have been prepared by the Scottish Executive in order to assist
the reader of the Bill and to help inform debate on it. They do not form part of the Bill and have
not been endorsed by the Parliament.
3.
The Notes should be read in conjunction with the Bill. They are not, and are not meant to
be, a comprehensive description of the Bill. So where a section or schedule, or a part of a
section or schedule, does not seem to require any explanation or comment, none is given.
THE BILL
4.
This Bill has been introduced as part of the Scottish Executive’s commitment to review
and reform the legislation governing school boards (the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 (the
“1988 Act”) and associated Regulations), made in Educating for Excellence: Choice and
Opportunity (The Executive’s Response to the National Debate on Education) (January 2003).
The 1988 Act established statutory parental representation in public schools (schools under the
management of education authorities). The Bill has a broader focus in that it also extends to
parents’ involvement in their own child’s education.
5.
The Bill also has to be considered in the context of other education legislation. At
present the main statutory provisions relating to education are to be found in the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980 (the “1980 Act”) and in the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000
(the “2000 Act”).
6.
In relation to the education provided in public schools, the Bill places a duty on Scottish
Ministers to promote parents’ involvement in their child’s school education; builds on and
strengthens the existing duties placed on education authorities by the 2000 Act with regard to
parents’ involvement in their own child’s school education and in school education generally;
repeals the 1988 Act and associated legislation and makes provision for new arrangements for
parental representation in schools; places a duty on education authorities to give advice and
information to parents on the education of their own child; and requires education authorities to
have a complaints procedure covering how they carry out their functions under the Bill.
COMMENTARY ON SECTIONS
Section 1 – Duty of Scottish Ministers and of education authorities to promote involvement
of parents in school education etc
7.
Section 1 establishes the duty of Scottish Ministers and of education authorities to
promote the involvement of parents of pupils at public schools in the education provided to their
child by the school and in education more generally.
8.
Section 1(1) places a new duty on Scottish Ministers to promote parental involvement in
public school education generally. This complements the Scottish Ministers’ existing duty in
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section 3(1) of the 2000 Act to endeavour to secure improvement in the quality of school
education which is provided for Scotland, and the duty to exercise their powers in relation to
such provision with a view to raising standards of education. The new duty in the Bill is in
regard to the parents of pupils attending public schools. Section 20 of the Bill provides that
terms used within the Bill are, generally, to have the same meaning as given to them within
section 135(1) of the 1980 Act. As a result, “public school” means a school which is under the
management of an education authority. The definition of a “parent” in the 1980 Act is a broad
definition and includes a guardian, those who are liable to maintain or who have parental
responsibilities, and persons who have care of the child or young person, such as another relative
or foster parent. An “education authority” means a council constituted under the Local
Government etc. (Scotland) Act 1994.
9.
Section 1(2) places a similar duty on education authorities to promote the involvement of
parents in the education provided in public schools in their area. As with the new duty on the
Scottish Ministers, the duty on education authorities under section 1(2) of the Bill complements
the duty on education authorities under section 3(2) of the 2000 Act (improvement in the quality
of school education). Education authorities have a duty under section 5(2)(a) of the 2000 Act to
include within their annual statement of improvement objectives an account of the ways in which
the authority will seek to involve parents in promoting the education of their children. This Bill
places a duty on education authorities to promote the involvement of parents in their own child’s
education and in the education provided in the school to all the pupils in attendance. It provides a
statutory framework within which education authorities can continue to build on the actions
already being taken to promote parental involvement in school education.
10.
Section 1(3) provides that “education” is to be interpreted as meaning “school education”,
defined in the 1980 Act as meaning progressive education appropriate to the requirements of
pupils having regard to the pupil’s age, ability and aptitude. The meaning is enhanced by the
duty on education authorities in section 2 of the 2000 Act to secure that the education provided
by them is directed to the development of the personality, talents, mental and physical aptitude of
the pupil to their fullest potential.
Section 2 – Strategies for parental involvement
11.
Section 2 places a requirement on education authorities to develop a strategy for parental
involvement and to include within that strategy their general policies for implementing the duties
imposed on them elsewhere in the Bill.
12.
Section 2(1) requires each education authority to prepare a strategic statement setting out
their policies at the authority level on how they will fulfil their duties under sections 1
(promoting the involvement of parents in education), 5 (Parent Forums and establishment and
supporting of Parent Councils), 11 (duties to Parent Councils), and 12 (duties to parents
generally) of the Bill. This document must set out how education authorities will fulfil their
duties with regard to “looked after” children within the meaning of the Children (Scotland) Act
1995 (see subsection (6)) and must also include the complaints procedure established under
section 15.

3
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13.
Education authorities are required under section 5 of the 2000 Act to produce and publish
an annual statement of improvement objectives relative to their duty (under section 3(2) of the
2000 Act) to seek improvements in the quality of school education provided by them for their
area. The requirement to prepare and publish an annual statement of education improvement
objectives for their area is part of a framework of planning and operating relative to the provision
of school education. Section 2(5) of the Bill amends the 2000 Act to make clear that the strategy
for parental involvement is to be included in the annual statement. The strategy document
is to be reviewed regularly by the education authority and revised by it when appropriate
(section 2(2)).
14.
Subsection (3) details the individuals and groups whose views an authority must seek and
have regard to when drawing up or reviewing their strategy for parental involvement.
Section 3 – Ambitions and objectives for a school
15.
The 2000 Act requires education authorities to prepare, for schools under their
management, school development plans which take account of the authorities’ annual statement
of improvement objectives. Section 3(a) amends section 6(1)(a) of the 2000 Act to make clear
that the strategy for parental involvement prepared by the education authority should be taken
into account in the preparation of the development plan for each school and its annual update.
16.
Section 3(b) further amends section 6(1)(a) of the 2000 Act to require that each school
should have objectives regarding parental involvement for that school and that those objectives
along with a statement of the education authority’s ambitions for that school are to be included
in the school development plan.
17.

Section 6(1)(a) of the 2000 Act will now read:
“a development plan which takes account of the objectives and strategy for parental
involvement in the authority’s annual statement of education improvement objectives
published by that date in the year in question, sets objectives for the school (including
objectives as to the involvement of a pupil’s parents in the education provided to the
pupil and to the school’s pupils generally) and contains a statement of the education
authority’s ambitions for the school.”

Section 4 – Review of school performance
18.
Section 4 inserts a new subsection into section 7 of the 2000 Act. Section 7 of the 2000
Act requires education authorities to review schools’ performance in relation to quality of
education and against the performance measures set by the education authorities for their schools
and the school education provided in their area. Section 4 of the Bill provides that an education
authority, in reviewing the performance of a school, is to take into account that the expression
“quality of education” includes the extent to which a pupil’s parents are involved in the
education provided to the pupil.
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Section 5 – Parent Forum and Parent Council
19.
For the purposes of this Bill the parents of pupils at a public school are to be known as
the “Parent Forum”. Parents may be represented by a “Parent Council” established by the Parent
Forum at that school. In general terms Parent Councils replace the arrangements for parental
representation by school boards established under the 1988 Act.
20.
Education authorities are required to promote the establishment of a Parent Council at
each school, and thereafter to support the operation of such councils. Section 5(4) qualifies these
requirements in relation to those schools which decide to establish a Combined Parent Council
for two or more schools, rather than one council for each school. (see section 16).
Section 6 – Scheme for establishment of a Parent Council
21.
Section 6 sets out the procedure to be followed in regard to the establishment of a Parent
Council. There are two routes by which a Parent Council can be established.
22.
Firstly, in pursuance of its duty under section 5(3)(a), an education authority must let the
Parent Forum in a school know of its intention to prepare a scheme for the establishment of a
Parent Council in that school. The authority is to invite forum members to indicate how the
council should be constituted, and suggest options, by way of example only (section 6(1)).
23.
Secondly, subsection (2) entitles the Parent Forum to indicate a preference for developing
its own scheme, or of not having a scheme and therefore no Parent Council. The scheme(s)
offered by the education authority must make these options clear to parents.
24.
Section 6(3) provides that, if the majority of the members of the Parent Forum who
respond within the period notified by the education authority under subsection (1) so choose, the
authority is to prepare a scheme for establishment, copy it to each member, and make
arrangements for its implementation.
25.
Under section 6(4)(a), if the Parent Forum chooses to have no scheme and therefore no
Parent Council, subsection (3) is then disregarded, and the education authority’s duty is
complete. Under section 6(4)(b), if the Parent Forum chooses that a person other than the
education authority should prepare the scheme, the Parent Forum must agree on who that should
be. Again in those circumstances subsection (3) is disregarded. Once the scheme is drawn up,
that person is to send the scheme to the members of the Parent Forum and seek the approval of
the majority of parents responding. The person who prepared the scheme is then able to make
the arrangements to implement the proposed scheme (subsection (5)), which must include the
preparation of a constitution for the council (subsection (6)).
26.
Section 6(7) provides that, once it has been established by either of the methods set out
above, the Parent Council has a number of duties. Section 6(7)(a) sets out who the Parent
Council must inform that it has come into existence; section 6(7)(b) provides that those referred
to in section 6(7)(a) (the headteacher, all parents and such other persons as the council consider
appropriate to inform of its establishment), together with the education authority, must be
informed of who the members of the Parent Council are and how they can be contacted. If the
5
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education authority did not establish the Parent Council, the Parent Council must provide copies
of the council’s constitution to the education authority (section 6(7)(c)). When intimating to
persons listed in section 6(7)(a)(ii)and (iii) (the members of the Parent Forum and other such
persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include), the Parent Council must provide a list
of its functions.
Section 7 – Restrictions as to composition of a Parent Council
27.

Section 7 sets out who can be a member of a Parent Council.

28.
Section 7(1) sets out the general position, which is that the members of the Parent
Council for a school must be members of the school’s Parent Forum i.e. all parents of pupils at
the school. Provision is also made for other persons to be co-opted to the council if the
constitution of the council allows.
29.
Particular legislative provisions apply to denominational schools under the management
of education authorities which do not apply to other public schools, concerning the role of the
relevant church or denominational body. Section 7(2) provides that, in a denominational school,
the Parent Council’s constitution must allow for at least one co-opted member nominated by the
church or denominational body in whose interest the denominational school is conducted. This
means that where a Parent Council is established for a denominational school then the council
will need to include a representative of the relevant church or denominational body.
30.
Section 7(3) defines the term ‘denominational school’ by reference to the relevant
provisions of the 1980 Act. Section 16 of the 1980 Act deals with denominational schools under
the management of an education authority having been transferred to the authority from a church
or other denominational body and section 17 deals with denominational schools set up by
education authorities.
Section 8 – Functions of a Parent Council
31.
Section 8 sets out the functions of a Parent Council, and details other matters concerned
with the operation of the council.
32.
Section 8(1)(a) requires the Parent Council’s efforts to be directed towards supporting
those managing the school in their endeavours to raise the standards and quality of education in
the school and to develop the pupils at that school to their fullest potential. This links the efforts
of the council to the statutory improvement framework in the 2000 Act as well as the duty on
education authorities in section 2 of the 2000 Act to secure that the education provided by them
to an individual child is directed to the development of the pupil to their fullest potential.
33.
The Parent Council may make representations to the headteacher and education authority
about the arrangements in the school to support parents in getting involved in their own child’s
education, and that of all the pupils at the schools generally (section 8(1)(b)(i)).
34.
It may also make representations to the education authority about the arrangements in the
authority’s area to support parents in getting involved in their child’s education and in the
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education provided to all pupils attending public schools in the authority’s area (section
8(1)(b)(ii)).
35.
The Parent Council’s other functions as set out within section 8(1)(c) to (h) are to
promote contact between the school, the Parent Forum and others; to report at least annually to
the Parent Forum on its activities; to seek, collate and report the views of the Parent Forum on
specified matters, and to review its constitution and amend it as necessary, seeking the
agreement of the forum members.
36.
Section 8(2) allows the Parent Council to make representations to the appropriate person
or persons, in regard to specified matters detailed within section 8(1)(e). The council need not
have obtained the views of the Parent Forum before making representations.
37.
Section 8(3) and (4) make specific provision relating to representations made by a Parent
Council to Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education (HMIE). Where a Parent Council decide to
make representations to HMIE, they are required to have first made representations to the
headteacher and/or the education authority as appropriate and received a reply. Such
representations might, for example relate to the standards of education in the school, the quality
of education provided by the school or any other matter of concern or interest to parents of pupils
at the school. HMIE in carrying out their functions are required to have regard to these
representations and to reply to the council. This is in so far as it is reasonable and practicable for
HMIE to do so. HMIE’s functions are to be found in section 66 of the 1980 Act, (inspection of
educational establishments) and sections 9 to 12 of the 2000 Act (education authority inspections
and codes of practice as regards inspection of authorities and educational establishments).
Representations from a Parent Council may raise issues of relevance to HMIE’s functions and
this provision provides a statutory framework through which HMIE can be made aware of issues
of concern or interest to the council raised by a Parent Council with the headteacher or education
authority. HMIE have to take them into account.
38.
Section 8(5) details what is required by way of consent, when the council is seeking to
amend or replace its constitution. Each member of the Parent Forum must be sent a copy of the
proposed amendment or replacement, with an invitation to say whether they agree to the
proposed change, and an indication of the period within which a response is required. The
Parent Council may amend the constitution if the majority of those responding agree the
amendment. It must then provide the education authority and the headteacher with a copy of the
revised constitution (section 8(6)).
39.
In terms of section 8(7) the Scottish Ministers can, by order, add to or alter any of the
functions of the council. A statutory instrument containing such an order is subject to the
affirmative procedure in the Parliament (see section 22(3)).
40.
Section 8(11) requires Parent Councils to have regard to any guidance issued to them by
the education authority under subsection (12). The purpose of such guidance is to ensure that the
council is aware of any duty the education authority has under statute or common law and to help
the council ensure that such duties are duly complied with by the council in discharging its
functions.

7
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Section 9 – Attendance of headteacher at meeting of Parent Council
41.
The constitution of the Parent Council may provide for who is able to attend meetings of
the council. Section 9 provides that the headteacher has both the duty and right either to attend
meetings of the council, or be represented at such meetings, unless both parties have agreed
otherwise. This gives a statutory basis for the participation of the headteacher in the
deliberations of the Parent Council and a means of ensuring dialogue between the council and
the headteacher about the education provided in the school and the other measures being taken to
promote parental involvement in the school.
Section 10 – Financial powers of a Parent Council
42.
Section 10 sets out a Parent Council’s financial powers and obligations. Essentially, it
can raise funds (except by borrowing), receive gifts, and spend such sums as it chooses. It may
not however own or have any legal interest in land or buildings.
Section 11 – Duties of education authority to a Parent Council etc.
43.
This section details the education authority’s duties to a Parent Council. These are
intended to support the operation of a Parent Council, and require the education authority to
provide advice and information to councils in response to any reasonable request from the
council. In addition, section 11(3) provides that the education authority are to allocate funding
each year so that a Parent Council can meet its administrative expenses (including the payment
of a clerk, if appointed), expenses of training provided or arranged by the council for its
members and other outgoings in carrying out its functions. The funding provided for Parent
Councils is to be allocated from its budget, set at a level which the education authority considers
is reasonably required by the individual Parent Council.
44.
Section 11(5) requires the education authority to inform the Parent Council about the
arrangements at its school for consultation between parents and teachers, and allows the council
to make representations on those arrangements to the education authority or the headteacher.
45.
In support of the functions of a Parent Council to make representation about matters of
concern or interest to the Parent Forum or the council itself, where the authority (or headteacher)
has received representations from a Parent Council, subsection (6) provides that they must have
regard to such representations (as far as is reasonable and practicable) and must reply to them.
Section 12 – Duties of education authority to parents generally
46.
In addition to the specific duties which the Bill imposes on education authorities in
relation to the promotion of parental involvement in school education, and in that regard the
promotion of and support for duties towards Parent Councils, section 12 of the Bill also
introduces formal duties on education authorities to parents generally. The duty imposes a
specific requirement on education authorities to give advice and information to any parent of a
pupil on any matter relating to the education provided to that pupil in one of the schools under
their management. This could include the education authority taking steps to ensure that the
headteacher or other staff of the school attended by the pupil are available to give the parent
advice and information.
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Section 13 – Headteacher’s report to Parent Council, Combined Parent Council or Parent
Forum
47.
Section 13 sets out the headteacher’s reporting responsibilities to the council or to the
forum. The duty on the headteacher to provide an evaluation report and statement of the
headteacher’s objective and ambitions for the school is owed to the Parent Council or, where
there is no Parent Council, to the Parent Forum.
48.
Section 13(2) provides that in evaluating the performance of their school, for the purpose
of the annual report required in terms of section 13(1), the headteacher is to carry out such
evaluation by reference to the school’s development plan, in particular the objectives and
statement of ambitions set by the education authority for the school by that plan; the report
against the previous year’s school development plan as required by section 6(4) of the 2000 Act;
and the measures and standards of school performance set by the education authority for schools
under their management, as required by section 7(1) of the 2000 Act. In addition to the reporting
obligation the headteacher has to prepare a summary of the report and make arrangements for
each parent to get a copy of the summary.
Section 14 – Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of a
Parent Council
49.
Section 14 deals with the appointment procedures for senior posts in schools. The 1988
Act set out a detailed procedure for the appointment of headteachers and deputy headteachers
and for parents’ involvement in that process through the School Board. The Bill enables each
education authority to develop its own procedures and requires the education authority to inform
the Scottish Ministers and Parent Councils for schools in their area about their procedures for
filling posts. In addition, when a headteacher or deputy headteacher is to be appointed the
education authority has to involve the Parent Council, where one exists, in the appointment
process.
Section 15 – Complaints procedure
50.
As part of the scheme of the Bill, education authorities are required to establish a
complaints procedure which enables anyone to make complaints or other representations
concerning the exercise by authorities of (or the failure to exercise) their functions under the Bill
in respect of that person. The Bill requires the education authority to keep its complaints
procedure under review and to vary it when the education authority consider it appropriate. The
complaints procedure is to be publicised by the education authority and the authority must
provide a copy free of charge on request.
Section 16 – Establishment etc. of Combined Parent Council
51.
Section 16 sets out the arrangements to apply where a majority in each of the Parent
Forums of two or more schools decide that they wish to have a combined council cover the
interests of the schools involved.
52.
Sections 16(1) and 16(2) set out how a combined council may be set up. The members of
the Parent Forum at each school must be told in writing of the proposal and given a specific but
9
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reasonable timeframe in which to give their response to the proposal. The decision is to be based
on the response of the majority of parent members of each of the Forums responding within that
period. Arrangements to establish a combined council can be made at any time, including where
a Parent Council has already been set up (section 16(3)). However, an existing Parent Council
ceases to exist when a combined council is established (section 16(4)).
53.
If the decision of the Parent Forums in each of the schools for the prospective combined
council is that a combined council should be established, the education authority then has to
proceed to prepare a scheme for establishing the combined council (section 16(6)), make
arrangements for implementation of that scheme which have to include the preparation of a
constitution (section 16(7)), and must send a copy of the scheme to the members of the Parent
Forums.
54.
Once a Combined Parent Council is established, section 16(8) sets out what the new
combined council must do when first set up and whom they must inform of their existence and
constitution. This broadly parallels the obligation on a Parent Council for an individual school in
section 6(7) of the Bill. The Combined Parent Council is to decide its own name.
55.
Section 16(11) provides that a Combined Parent Council has essentially the same rights
and functions as a Parent Council, subject to any necessary modifications. In that regard, the
headteacher’s duty to report on an annual basis on school performance, objectives and ambitions
includes, where appropriate, a duty to report to a Combined Parent Council (section 13(1)(b)).
56.
Section 16(12) provides that the duties on the education authority to promote the
establishment of a Parent Council and to support its operation and in that regard to offer schemes
for their establishment cease to apply on the establishment of a combined council but reapply if
the school withdraws from the arrangement, and/or the combined council ceases to exist.
57.
Subsection (13) sets out the circumstances in which a Combined Parent Council ceases to
exist. The withdrawal or discontinuation from a combined council of one or more schools will
not cause the Combined Parent Council to cease to exist so long as there is more than one school
remaining in the combined council.
Section 17 – Withdrawal from represented schools
58.
Section 17 sets out the arrangements by which a school can withdraw from a Combined
Parent Council. This is to be done by notice of the proposed decision to withdraw being given to
each member of the Parent Forum. The decision is to be made on the basis of the views of the
majority of members responding within the relevant notice period.
Section 18 – Abolition of School Boards
59.
Section 18(1) provides for repeal of the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988.
Section 18(4) and (5) set out instances within the 1980 Act and the 2000 Act where the
references to “School Board” are now to be taken to refer to “Parent Council or Combined
Parent Council”, namely in regard to education authority appeal committees considering placing
requests or exclusions, and in regard to the preparation of the school development plan which
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imposes a requirement on the education authority to consult with the council or combined
council on the school’s plan.
Section 19 – Guidance
60.
Section 19 gives the Scottish Ministers power to issue guidance on the functions in the
Bill to education authorities and Parent Councils. Education authorities and Parent Councils are
under a duty to have regard to such guidance in carrying out their functions under the Bill.
Education authorities and Parent Councils will need to be able to demonstrate that they took the
guidance into account in carrying out their functions under the Bill.
Section 20 – Interpretation
61.
References to “pupils” in the Bill include children under school age only where such
children are attending a primary school, including nursery classes within a primary school.
Section 23 – Repeals
62.

This section introduces the schedule which makes consequential repeals.

Section 24 – Short title and commencement
63.
This section contains the provisions relating to the Bill’s short title and when it will come
into force. It allows the Scottish Ministers to bring different parts of the Bill into force at
different times for different provisions, different areas, different purposes or different cases or
classes of cases.
——————————

FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM
INTRODUCTION
64.
The Bill provides for a new statutory framework to promote and support parental
representation and involvement in Scottish schools. It puts in place a new system for parental
representation to replace that set out in the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 (the “1988 Act”)
which will be repealed by the Bill.
65.
The Bill places a new statutory duty on Scottish Ministers to promote parents’
involvement in school education and a series of duties on education authorities in relation to
parental involvement. These include the preparation of strategies for parental involvement,
support for the establishment and operation of Parent Councils, provision of information to
parents relating to the education of their own child and the establishment of a specific complaints
procedure by education authorities relative to their exercise of their functions under the Bill. The
Bill also requires education authorities to inform the Scottish Ministers about the authorities’
procedures for the appointment of headteachers and deputy headteachers and ensures that Parent
Councils are involved in such appointments.
11
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66.
Any costs resulting from the Bill will fall on the Scottish Executive or on education
authorities. The Executive recognises that costs attaching to the new provisions will be offset
against cost savings of £1.5m per annum of ending the current School Board system. It
recognises too that there will be a transition year (2006-07) when education authorities will be
required to support the process of establishing new Parent Councils while the School Boards
system operates in tandem.
67.
Overall the proposals will incur a modest increase in expenditure. The estimated total
additional costs to education authorities, the Scottish Executive and HMIE which relate to
provisions in the Bill are estimated at around £1.2m per annum from 2006-07 onwards.
These are summarised in Table 1. These costs can be met from within the Scottish Executive
budget.
TABLE 1: TOTAL ESTIMATED ADDITIONAL COSTS OF THE BILL
2006-07

2007-08

2008-09

(Transition
Year with
School Boards
still
operational)

(First year of new
system after
commencement of
Act)

(and subsequent
years – steady state)

(£000s)

(£000s)
Local authorities

(£000s)

1,009

1,123

1,266

150

50

N/A

23

23

23

1,182

1,196

1,289

(see breakdown in Table 3
below)
Scottish Executive
HMIE
Total

COSTS ON THE SCOTTISH ADMINISTRATION
Scottish Executive Education Department (SEED)
68.

Expected costs to the Scottish Executive relate to:
• the overarching duty on Scottish Ministers to promote parental involvement (section
1 of the Bill) and
• the provision of guidance by Scottish Ministers to education authorities on strategies
for parental involvement and schemes to set up Parent Councils and to Parent Councils in
relation to their functions (section 19).
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69.
No additional SEED staff costs are anticipated as a result of these measures. SEED
officials are already in place to implement Scottish Executive policy on parental involvement
and statutory representation for parents and these roles are expected to continue with particular
emphasis on Bill implementation.
Duty on Ministers to promote parental involvement
70.
The Scottish Executive is already engaged in a programme of measures to support
parents’ involvement in their own children’s learning. Examples include support for the
Parentzone website and the Making the Difference series of information packages. Measures to
support parents’ involvement at the individual level would continue under the new duty on
Ministers to promote parental involvement.
Provision of guidance to education authorities and Parent Councils
71.
The Bill includes provision for Scottish Ministers to provide guidance to education
authorities and to Parent Councils as to the discharge by authorities and councils of their
functions under the Bill, including guidance on schemes to establish Parent Councils. The
Executive intends to develop comprehensive guidance and generic support materials for use in
setting up and running Parent Councils across Scotland. These will include materials to help
Parent Councils consult and communicate with their wider Parent Forum. Publication and
dissemination of guidance and other support materials are likely to cost £150k in 2006-07 and
£50k in 2007-08.
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education (HMIE)
72.
The Bill provides in particular for a school Parent Council to make representations to
HMIE and for HMIE to reply and have regard to any such representations in carrying out their
functions. HMIE already receive representations from parents on matters relating to their
inspection of schools. It is therefore difficult to estimate net additional numbers of
representations that will be generated by the Bill. It is also difficult to estimate net additional
costs, as some future representations by Parent Councils may well “replace” representations
which would currently be made in another form. For illustrative purposes, and given that there
will be a filter of prior representation to and response by either the education authority or the
headteacher, HMIE have indicated that an additional 10 representations per year, requiring, say,
an average of 4 days to investigate and costed at £570 a day, would involve an additional £23k
per annum. Costs of this order could be absorbed by HMIE within its current budget.
COSTS ON LOCAL AUTHORITIES
73.
Additional costs on education authorities are likely to result from new duties and
requirements relating to parental involvement and representation. These are:
• a duty to promote in their area the involvement of parents in the education of their
own children and in education generally (section 1)
• a requirement to prepare Strategies for Parental Involvement setting out their policies
for implementation of their duties under the Bill (section 2)

13
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• a duty to promote the establishment and support the operation of a Parent Council for
each school in their area (section 5)
• a requirement to prepare and publish a scheme for the establishment of a Parent
Council in each school (section 6)
• a requirement to provide support to Parent Councils in the form of advice,
information, replies to representations and funding to cover administrative, training and
operational expenses (section 11)
• a duty to provide advice and information to parents in response to requests relating to
the education of their own child (section 12)
• a requirement to involve Parent Councils in any appointment procedures for
headteachers and deputy headteachers (section 14)
• a requirement to establish a complaints procedure relating to its functions under the
Bill (section 15).
Methodology
74.
In order to develop projected costs for this Memorandum, the Scottish Executive asked a
sample of four education authorities to assess their current spending on parental representation in
schools i.e. school boards and in promoting parental involvement more generally. These
authorities were also asked to estimate the cost to them of implementing the measures and duties
set out in the Bill under the same two broad categories for the following three years. The sample
authorities were initially asked to break down their estimates along the lines of the requirements
set out in paragraph 73 above. However, they were unable to do so at this stage.
75.
The 4 sample authorities together account for around 16% of the total current recorded
spending on parental involvement in Scotland. Extrapolating from the indications from the 4
authorities, it is estimated that all 32 education authorities together currently spend around £5.8m
p.a. supporting parental representation and involvement. Of this total spend, £1.5m supports the
school board system and £4.3m is spent on other support for parental involvement, such as
parents’ groups, parents’ leaflets, parent information phone lines and websites. Table 2 sets out
authorities’ estimated total expenditure on parental involvement and representation based on
their reported current spend (Table 2, column 1) and best available estimates of additional costs.
Since the figures have been extrapolated from sample authorities there is necessarily some
uncertainty about the exact final costs.
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TABLE 2: ESTIMATED TOTAL EDUCATION AUTHORITY EXPENDITURE ON
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT AND REPRESENTATION
2005-06
(Pre-Bill
arrangements)

Supporting Parental
Representation in
Schools i.e. School
Boards, Parent
Councils
Other expenditure
on promoting and
supporting parental
involvement, both
central and local
Total

(£000s)

2006-07
(Transition Year
with School
Boards still
operational)
(£000s)

2007-08
(First year of
new system after
commencement
of Act)
(£000s)

2008-09
(and
subsequent
years – steady
state)
(£000s)

1,548

2,293

2,189

2,203

4,300

4,564

4,782

4,911

5,848

6,857

6,971

7,114

76.
Based on information provided by the sample authorities, the total net cost of the Bill to
all 32 authorities is estimated at £1.0m/£1.12m/£1.27m for 2006-07 to 2008-09 (Table 3). Of
this, £0.74m/£0.64m/£0.66m would be required to implement provisions relating to
representation i.e. the new Parent Forums and Parent Councils. £0.26m/£0.48m/£0.61m will be
required to top up existing expenditure on supporting parental involvement in order to comply
with the new duties. These costs take account of savings accruing from the proposed changes.
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TABLE 3: ESTIMATED NET COST OF BILL PROVISIONS TO LOCAL
AUTHORITIES
2007-08

2008-09

(Transition
Year with
School Boards
still
operational)

(First year of
new system
after
commencement
of Act)

(and
subsequent
years –
steady state)

(£000s)

(£000s)

(£000s)

Supporting Parental
Representation in Schools
i.e. School Boards, Parent
Councils

744

2,189

2,203

Other
expenditure
on
promoting and supporting
parental involvement, both
central and local (£000s)

265

482

611

1,009

2,671

2,814

Savings
from
discontinuation of school
boards

0

-1,548

-1,548

Net additional cost to local
authorities

1,009

1,123

1,266

Gross cost

77.

2006-07

The projected costs can be explained as follows:
• 2006-07 is the transition year when education authorities will be working with
parents to decide on arrangements for their Parent Councils while continuing to support
the operation of school boards. The increased expenditure on representation reflects this
double commitment. At the same time, authorities will be carrying out preparatory work
for their other duties on more general parental involvement under the Bill.
• 2007-08 covers the period immediately after Bill commencement (expected August
2007) when Parent Councils begin to operate and education authorities are subject to
duties to prepare Strategies for Parental Involvement, have a complaints system in place
and provide responses to requests for information by parents about their own children’s
education.
• 2008-09 represents the new steady state when all the Bill provisions have been
implemented. The assumption is that the 11% of schools which currently have no school
board will set up a Parent Council under the new arrangements. Support for these schools
will account for a proportion of the additional funding required.
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78.
The following paragraphs provide more information on the individual provisions which
the Scottish Executive anticipate will have financial implications to education authorities and
which the sample authorities were asked to take into account in their estimates of additional
costs.
Promoting and supporting parental representation in schools
79.
The 1988 Act established a single system of school boards which applied to every school
in Scotland. The new Parent Councils will be developed according to the needs and preferences
of parents in each school and will not be subject to the same exact requirements e.g. in relation to
numbers of parents allowed to serve.
80.
Education authorities already provide financial support for the school board system
including the cost of running formal postal elections at least every 2 years to requirements set out
in the 1988 Act and more often when by-elections are required. Formal elections will not be
mandatory for Parent Councils, representing a cost saving for education authorities. Education
authority officials will no longer be required to guide school boards through the exact and
prescriptive requirements of the 1988 Act and will be able to divert these savings toward more
effective ways of supporting parental involvement. These savings have been included by
education authorities in their estimated figures.
Promoting the establishment of Parent Councils
81.
Education authorities will be expected to provide each school with a scheme setting out
options for them to choose or develop. Authorities should not incur significant costs in
developing options or model constitutions as Scottish Ministers intend to provide guidance and
model constitutions to be used or adapted. Authorities will need to cover standard consultation
costs including that of analysing responses and of liaison with parents and schools during this
transition phase.
Supporting the operation of Parent Councils
82.
Education authorities are required to provide support to Parent Councils in the form of
advice, information, replies to representations and funding to cover administrative, training and
operational expenses. They may also offer support in the form of services or accommodation.
They are under similar obligations under the 1988 Act so these new provisions are unlikely to
place a greater burden on authorities than at present.
83.
This Bill places a greater emphasis than the 1988 Act on the Parent Council’s obligation
to communicate with the Parent Forum at their school and to report on and represent their
concerns. This will mean that the Parent Council may need more active support to fulfil these
duties than the school board, enabling them to collect and collate parents’ views on a variety of
issues and in different ways.
84.
Provision in the Bill to allow a Parent Council to appoint a paid clerk replicates provision
in the 1988 Act and should represent no additional costs. There will be no obligation to appoint a
clerk and some Parent Councils may prefer the option of paying for some administrative staff
time or involving volunteers.
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85.
The 1988 Act required education authorities to make sufficient funds available to school
boards for carrying out their functions. It is envisaged that similar amounts will be required to
cover the individual running costs of Parent Councils, albeit there will be an increase in the
number of councils.
Other measures to support parental involvement
86.
The Bill places other duties and requirements on education authorities which may involve
some additional funding.
Duty to promote parental involvement
87.
It will be for individual education authorities to implement this duty according to their
own needs and circumstances. For most authorities parental involvement will already be a high
priority and one in which they make considerable investment. Others may need to make more
provision and investment to fulfil their new obligations under the Bill. In practice, measures
taken by education authorities will be diverse. Examples might include supporting schools in
their development of parental involvement in the Assessment is for Learning project or providing
translated information leaflets for parents whose first language is not English.
Strategies for parental involvement
88.
This new duty flows from that already placed on authorities by the 2000 Act to give an
account of the ways in which they promote parental involvement. The active development of a
strategy for parental involvement will involve consultation and discussion with parents and
Parent Councils as well as the development of a clear complaints procedure. A marginal
increase in staffing and administrative costs may result.
Giving advice and information to parents on a matter relating to the education of their own
child.
89.
Generally speaking schools and education authorities already provide advice and
information to parents as a matter of course. The purpose of provision in the Bill is to enshrine
this as a statutory right. It is not therefore envisaged that the provision will incur significant
extra costs for education authorities. The Pupils Educational Records (Scotland) Regulations
2003 already make provision for authorities to charge parents for copies of their child’s
educational record.
Appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of parent committee
90.
Any new appointment procedures must involve the Parent Council and appropriate
training will be required for those parents. Education authorities already provide such training
for school board members. It is however difficult for education authorities to estimate the cost of
implementing a new future appointment system before any new arrangements are clear. Some
have pointed to the removal of the requirement to advertise these vacancies nationally (set out in
the 1988 Act) as a possible means of saving but the adoption of new assessment and appointment
methods may incur additional costs in themselves.
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Consulting on, establishing, publicising and operating a complaints procedure
91.
Many education authorities already operate general complaints procedures. However, the
Bill requires them to establish, in consultation with parents in their area, a complaints procedure
specific to their duties under the Bill. There may be small short term additional costs involved in
drawing up and publicising the procedure but, once in place, any increase in complaints through
improved information and a clearer procedure should not be significant.
COSTS ON OTHER BODIES, INDIVIDUALS AND BUSINESSES
92.

The Bill has no direct cost impact on other bodies, individuals or businesses.

——————————

EXECUTIVE STATEMENT ON LEGISLATIVE COMPETENCE
93.
On 28 September 2005, the Minister for Education and Young People (Peter Peacock
MSP) made the following statement:
“In my view, the provisions of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill would be
within the legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament.”

——————————

PRESIDING OFFICER’S STATEMENT ON LEGISLATIVE
COMPETENCE
94.
On 22 September 2005, the Presiding Officer (Right Honourable George Reid MSP)
made the following statement:
“In my view, the provisions of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill would be
within the legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament.”
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SCOTTISH SCHOOLS (PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT)
BILL
——————————

POLICY MEMORANDUM

INTRODUCTION
1.
This document relates to the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill introduced in the
Scottish Parliament on 28 September 2005. It has been prepared by the Scottish Executive to
satisfy Rule 9.3.3(c) of the Parliament’s Standing Orders. The contents are entirely the
responsibility of the Scottish Executive and have not been endorsed by the Parliament.
Explanatory Notes and other accompanying documents are published separately as SP Bill 45–
EN
POLICY OBJECTIVES OF THE BILL – AN OVERVIEW
2.
The objective of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill is to modernise and
strengthen the system for supporting parental involvement in school education. It aims to support
parents’ involvement in schools and in their own children’s education and it introduces a more
flexible statutory system for parental representation in schools under the management of
education authorities. The Bill complements a major policy initiative to support individual
parents’ involvement in their own children’s education and is driven in part by evidence that
parental involvement has a real, positive impact on children’s achievement.
3.

The main policy objectives of the Bill are:
• to support parents’ involvement in the education provided in public schools and in their
own children’s education;
• to achieve a more flexible and inclusive statutory system for parental representation in
schools to replace the ‘one size fits all’ approach of the School Boards system;
• to strengthen parents’ rights both collectively and individually; and
• to enable education authorities to modernise their procedures for appointing
headteachers and deputy headteachers while retaining the principle of parental
involvement in any new systems.

4.
The Bill’s provisions are intended to be considered as a whole and collectively represent a
new approach to parental involvement and representation in Scottish school education. The main
elements of that approach involve:
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• new statutory duties on Scottish Ministers and on education authorities to promote the
involvement of parents in their child’s education and in school education provided in
public schools under the management of education authorities;
• a new duty on education authorities to prepare Strategies for Parental Involvement
which will form part of their Annual Statement of Improvement Objectives as required
by the Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act 2000 (the 2000 Act) and be reflected in
School Development Plans prepared for individual schools;
• a new two-tier approach to parental involvement and representation in schools whereby
a ‘Parent Forum’ which comprises all the parents of children attending a school can
decide to establish a ‘Parent Council’ to represent them;
• a new statutory duty on education authorities to give parents advice and information
relating to the education provided to their children in schools under the authorities’
management;
• provision to allow education authorities to develop new procedures for the appointment
of headteachers and deputy headteachers which involve Parent Councils; and
• a new duty on education authorities to establish and publicise complaints procedures
relating to how they carry out their functions as set out in the Bill.
5.
To make way for the new provisions the Bill repeals the School Boards (Scotland) Act
1988 (the 1988 Act) which sets out the current arrangements for parental representation.
CONSULTATION AND RESEARCH
6.
The proposals in the Bill have emerged from, and taken account of consultations and
discussions with parents and other stakeholders, specific consultation on a draft Bill and the
findings of independent research. They also reflect the principles and approach of the Scottish
Executive’s education improvement agenda within the context of the 2000 Act.
Consultation and research which informed the draft Bill
7.
In 2002 the Scottish Executive undertook a National Debate on Education with pupils,
parents, teachers, employers and others with an interest in the future of school education. More
than 20,000 people participated directly in the debate, which revealed widespread support for the
principle of parental involvement in schools. Parents were keen to support their own children’s
learning and their schools but some of the formal requirements relating to the school board
system were said to be off-putting to many parents. Educating for Excellence (2003), the
Scottish Executive’s response to the National Debate, included commitments to increase the
involvement of parents in their children’s education, review and reform the role of school boards
and improve communication with parents. The Scottish Ministers’ commitment to encouraging
parental involvement in schools was articulated further in the Coalition Agreement A
Partnership for a Better Scotland (2003) which gave a clear commitment to ‘work to strengthen
the link between parents and schools’.
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8.
The Scottish Executive held a series of preliminary discussions with stakeholders in
Spring 2004 on how best to improve parental involvement and representation in schools.
Discussions were held with over 100 School Board chairs from across Scotland and with
parental organisations such as the Scottish School Boards Association (SSBA) and Scottish
Parent Teacher Council (SPTC). Discussions were also held with education authorities, teachers’
representative organisations and with others with an interest in the parental agenda such as the
Scottish Consumer Council and church and faith groups.
9.
Also in 2004 the Scottish Executive commissioned independent research by George Street
Research seeking parents’ views on improving parental involvement. The aim was to reach the
widest possible range of parents, particularly the ‘silent majority’ who were reluctant or unable
to express their views. Researchers targeted parents from different geographical, cultural and
social backgrounds and employed intensive one-to-one interviews and focus groups. The results
showed that the majority of parents had relatively low levels of involvement in schools,
particularly in formal activities, and that many viewed the formal structures as intimidating,
closed and not necessarily there to seek or represent their views.
10. In the light of these early discussions and research, the Scottish Ministers considered that a
more flexible and inclusive system for parental representation was needed. They had significant
concerns that the system of representation set out in the 1988 Act was outdated and restricted
parents’ involvement. There were particular concerns that restrictions on member numbers for
individual school boards allowed only 1% of Scottish parents to serve on a school board at any
one time. The option of amending the 1988 Act was considered and is discussed in more detail in
paragraphs 45-49. However, any amendment to the 1988 Act would have required primary
legislation anyway and Ministers decided that new legislation would better achieve an effective
long-term framework to support and encourage parental involvement in schools and education
more generally, as well in providing more accessible ways of representing and reflecting the
views of all parents.
Consultation on a draft Bill
11. A consultation paper Making the Difference – improving parents’ involvement in schools:
a Consultation on a draft Bill was published on 1 March 2005. Standard procedures for
consultation were followed as set out in Scottish Executive guidance. Over 60,000 copies of the
consultation paper were distributed to schools along with sufficient copies of a summary leaflet
for distribution to every parent. Copies were also sent to a wide range of stakeholder and
representative organisations including parents’ organisations, local authorities, public bodies,
education organisations and equality organisations. Further copies were distributed on request
and the paper was posted on the Scottish Executive and Parentzone websites and on websites run
by the SSBA and SPTC.
12. Twelve formal consultation events were held across Scotland during April and May 2005.
These were chaired and facilitated by the Scottish Civic Forum and attended by over 400 people,
of whom almost half were school board representatives. Over 50 additional events were arranged
by local authorities and stakeholder organisations. Ministers and Scottish Executive officials also
met with key stakeholders during the consultation period to discuss emerging views, clarify
specific points and discuss specific areas of concern. The 14-week consultation ended on 7 June
2005. 1025 written responses were received and those not marked confidential placed in the
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Scottish Executive library and can be accessed on the Scottish Executive website. 43% were
from school boards, 26% from other organisations or groups and 31% from individuals.
13. George Street Research was commissioned to analyse responses along with feedback from
the consultation events. The full report is available on the Scottish Executive website. The
consultation revealed a wide range of views. On the question which explored levels of support
for a more flexible system of representation, 13% were strongly in favour of the proposals as set
out in the consultation, 27% opposed any form of change and 56% supported changes which
would by their nature require primary legislation. The changes supported by the majority were
typically the type of changes which the new proposals aimed to give parents the flexibility to
adopt in their schools. Overall 69% of respondents either supported the proposals in the draft Bill
or expressed support for changes requiring primary legislation. Those speaking on behalf of
school boards voiced the greatest opposition to change and some of these also opposed all the
Bill’s proposals including those designed to promote parental involvement in school education
more generally.
14. Recurring themes included a desire to build on the strengths and experience of the school
board system and concern that parents might be expected to design and set up a new
representative body for their school from scratch i.e. without help or support. Some respondents
were concerned about a reduction in the specific powers of School Boards and any potential
reduction in funding. Partnership working with school staff and the wider community was
viewed positively and respondents felt that a wide range of individuals should be involved in any
new structure. General suggestions in relation to the introduction of new arrangements referred
to the need to guard against cliques, single issue groups and other unrepresentative groups; the
importance of good communication between parents, staff and education authorities; and the
importance of guidance and support at set-up and transitional stages.
15. Respondents often supported the fact that the draft Bill would enable them to implement
one model in their school while allowing parents in other schools to choose an alternative in line
with their own needs. For example, the consultation draft Bill gave parents flexibility to decide
whether their Parent Forum should include any non-parents as members or invite any nonparents to meetings.
16. Strong representations suggested that headteachers’ attendance and support would be
critical to the successful operation of the new bodies and most respondents also supported the
inclusion of people other than parents. Responses from many denominational bodies and
denominational schools called for the denominational body to be represented as of right.
17. On other proposals there were significant levels of support for proposed duties on
education authorities to promote parental involvement, provide information to parents relating to
the education of their own children and set up complaints procedures relating to the Bill’s
provisions.
18. During the consultation period it became clear that a majority of individual responses were
coming from people who already had significant levels of involvement, particularly those
currently serving on school boards. Ministers therefore decided to supplement the consultation
information with a telephone survey of 1000 randomly selected parents which sought views on
4
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the proposals for parental representation. After a tendering process, MORI and the Scottish
Consumer Council were engaged to take forward this work. An initial report on the telephone
survey indicated very high levels of support for more flexible arrangements for parental
representation in schools, as proposed by the Bill. The telephone survey findings have been
followed up by focus group discussions and a full report on this research is available on the
Scottish Executive website.
19. Discussions with stakeholders have continued through the consultation period, and
subsequently the Scottish Ministers have looked to address points of concern, however arising,
where possible and incorporate suggested amendments into the Bill, in line with its key policy
objectives. Post-consultation amendments include:
• a new duty on the Scottish ministers to promote parental involvement in school
education in public schools;
• a specific requirement that the Strategies for Parental Involvement to be prepared by
local authorities provide for the needs of looked-after children;
• a new-two-tier system of parental representation in schools whereby all the parents at
the school are recognised as the school’s ‘Parent Forum’ and can appoint a ‘Parent
Council’ to represent them;
• a requirement that, in a denominational school, the Parent Council will have a co-opted
member nominated by the church or denominational body;
• a new right and duty on headteachers to attend Parent Council meetings unless agreed
by the headteacher and the Parent Council;
• a provision for a Parent Council to raise concerns with HMIE;
• provision for a Parent Council to appoint a paid clerk;
• a new requirement on headteachers to provide an annual report to the Parent Council
evaluating the school’s performance and setting out the ambitions for the school and
make available a summary to all parents as members of the school’s Parent Forum;
• provision for a Combined Parent Council to represent parents in more than one school
where that is the wish of parents in each of the schools; and
• provision for the Scottish Ministers to issue guidance on aspects of the Bill.
POLICY OBJECTIVES: SPECIFIC PROPOSALS
New statutory duty on the Scottish Ministers and Education Authorities in relation to
parental involvement (Sections 1 – 4)
20. The Bill introduces a new statutory duty on the Scottish Ministers to promote the
involvement of parents in school education provided in public schools (that is schools under the
management of an education authority). This will provide statutory recognition of the importance
of the parental role in education and is intentionally expressed in broad terms to cover measures
relating to support for parental involvement at national, local and individual levels. Ministers
will fulfil the duty by promoting parental involvement generally and through specific measures
which might include the provision of practical materials intended to help individual parents
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support their own children or financial support for a new national body to represent parents.
Proposals for such a body are currently being developed by the Scottish Consumer Council.
Ministers are willing to look at the case for providing, for example, financial support for the
establishment of a body which could provide a national voice for parents and promote good
practice in supporting parental involvement at the education authority and individual school level
and more general initiatives to enable children to achieve their fullest potential with the support
of parents. There is a wide power for the Scottish Ministers to make grants relating to education
already set out in section 42 of the 2000 Act.
21. The Bill also places a duty on education authorities to promote the involvement of parents,
both in relation to their own children and to children generally in the education provided in
public schools. This duty is intended to ensure an active, strategic and joined-up approach to
promoting parental involvement across Scotland. In this context “education” is intended to cover
children’s widest learning experience, their personal development and their ability to achieve
their full potential as provided for in section 2(1) of the 2000 Act.
22. The Bill uses the definition of school education in the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (the
1980 Act) which places education authorities under a duty to provide ‘adequate facilities for
social, cultural and recreative activities for physical education and training’ for pupils in
attendance at any school in their area. It therefore places responsibility on education authorities
to support parents’ involvement in their own children’s education as well as in the education
provided in the school to the pupils generally.
23. Education authorities will be required to prepare Strategies for Parental Involvement
setting out how they intend to implement their duties under the Bill. They will need to consult
Parent Councils and individual parents in developing the strategies which, once agreed, will form
part of an authority’s annual statement of education improvement objectives as required in the
2000 Act and be reflected in school development plans. Parental involvement will be an integral
part of every school’s plans for improvement.
24. The strategies will have to cover policies on how authorities intend to fulfil their duties
under the Bill in relation to looked-after children. In view of the link between parents’
involvement and children’s achievement, the Scottish Ministers consider a specific reference to
looked-after children appropriate to ensure that their specific needs are reflected in policies and
measures which aim to encourage parental involvement. The Bill is not prescriptive about how
this should be done but allows education authorities to make arrangements which reflect local
circumstances and existing provision.
25. The Bill provides for consequential amendments to the 2000 Act to reflect these provisions
and, in particular, provides in relation to review of school performance that objectives on
parental involvement form part of the education authority’s and school’s endeavours to improve
the quality of education. It also amends the 2000 Act to ensure that a school’s development plan
contains a statement of the education authority’s ambitions for the school. This will be reflected
in the reports to be provided by headteachers to Parent Councils (see para. 38)
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Two-tier system of representation - Parent Forums and Parent Councils (Section 5)
26. The Bill puts in place a new statutory framework for parental representation through
repeal of the 1988 Act and new arrangements for a more flexible and inclusive system. It
introduces a new structure of a ‘Parent Forum’ – a collective statutory identity for all parents of
pupils at a school. The intention behind this provision is to promote a culture of inclusion where
every parent belongs, matters and is valued in the school community. Membership of the Parent
Forum will be automatic for the parents of every pupil at a public school.
Establishment of Parent Councils (Sections 6 and 7)
27.
Each Parent Forum will be able to appoint a Parent Council to represent it. Unlike the
1988 Act, the Bill is not prescriptive about arrangements for the establishment of Parent
Councils or for their operation. It extends the principles of devolved school management and
local decision-making to parental representation, enabling parents to decide how they wish to be
represented and how their Parent Council should be constituted. Parents will be able to build on
the best of their current arrangements – their school board, parent teacher association or other
parents or ‘friends’ group – or they will be able to adopt a different model if they choose. As
there are no restrictions on the number of parents who may play an active role on their Parent
Council, the new system will accommodate the involvement of more parents than is possible
with the school board system.
28.
The Bill places a specific duty on education authorities to promote the establishment of a
Parent Council for each school in its area and to support its operation. This will ensure that
parents in each school have the necessary support to set up and run a Parent Council which
reflects their needs and preferences. Authorities will offer a scheme to parents in each school
under their management and, unless parents decide to make alternative arrangements for the
preparation of a scheme, this will offer a range of options. The model taken forward will be that
selected by the greatest number of parents responding to the scheme presented, whether or not
the scheme is prepared by the education authority or another person chosen by the Parent Forum.
29.
The scheme will draw on guidance to be provided by the Scottish Ministers which will
offer alternative constitutions as examples. The guidance will also cover a range of topics for
parents to consider such as appointment of members, arrangements for involving non-parents as
co-optees or invitees, advice on how to handle discussions of a personal nature and how the
parent committee is to communicate with the wider Parent Forum. The Scottish Executive also
intends to develop materials to assist effective consultation with parents more generally
including on establishing their Parent Council and on more general issues.
30.
The Bill makes provision for a minimum of specific requirements relating to the
membership and operation of a Parent Council. It regards the constitution of a Parent Council as
the appropriate place to set out the appointment arrangements for the council and arrangements
for running meetings etc. Neither the Scottish Executive nor an education authority will select a
particular model or direct parents which model to adopt. That decision will be for the Parent
Forum, as will any subsequent change to the constitution.
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31.
Members of the Parent Council will be members of the Parent Forum unless the
constitution agreed by the forum allows for the co-option of any non-parents. The objective is to
allow parents to decide on the membership of their own Parent Forum and to co-opt non-parents
if they wish. The Bill provides however that a denominational school Parent Council must have
at least one co-optee nominated by the church or denominational body. This provision has been
added in response to representations during the consultation by church representatives and
denominational school boards.
Operation of a Parent Council (Section 8 – 11)
32. The Bill sets out several functions for a Parent Council to promote partnership between
parents and the school. The statutory functions focus on its responsibility to the Parent Forum
and its role as the forum’s representative voice. They are not intended to be burdensome and
will not necessarily all be carried out by every Parent Council. Nevertheless the efforts of the
Parent Council are expected primarily to reflect concerns and interests of the wider Parent
Forum. The provisions are intended to create an expectation that the council members’ role is to
represent the forum and reflect the matters of concern or interest to all parents of pupils at the
school rather than put forward their own personal views. The functions include:
• supporting the people who manage the school in raising standards and securing
improvements in the quality of education and in developing to the fullest potential the
pupils at the school;
• making representations to the headteacher, education authority and others on issues
relating to parental involvement in education;
• promoting contact between the school, Parent Forum, prospective parents, local
community and others;
• reporting on its own activities to the Parent Forum at least annually;
• finding out the views of the Parent Forum on any matters which appear to be of interest
and concern to the Parent Forum (including how they, the council, carry out their
functions) and reporting them to the headteacher, education authority or other relevant
party; and
• reviewing and, if necessary, changing its constitution.
33. The Parent Council will also be able to make representations direct to HMIE once they
have made representations to the headteacher or local authority and had a response. HMIE will
be expected to reply and have regard to the concerns expressed in carrying out their functions.
The information received by HMIE will in most cases be used to inform future education
authority and school inspections. The intention is not for HMIE to carry out an immediate
investigation of the concerns raised except in very exceptional cases.
34. The Bill makes practical provisions to ensure the smooth operation of Parent Councils,
some of which replicate current arrangements for school boards. Parent Councils will be able to
appoint paid clerks and enter into contracts with third parties. Members will not incur personal
liability if they are acting in good faith in carrying out their statutory functions. The Parent
Council will be expected to have regard to any guidance issued by an education authority in
relation to its own statutory or legal responsibilities and to comply with a reasonable request
8
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from the headteacher or education authority for information relating to the exercise by the
council of its functions. As part of its financial powers a Parent Council will be able to raise
funds and receive gifts but may not acquire any interest in heritable property. If the Parent
Council should cease to exist, any property belonging to it is to be used by the education
authority for the benefit of the school.
35. In response to calls during the consultation, the Bill places a duty and a right on the
headteacher to attend Parent Council meetings unless both headteacher and council agree
otherwise or the headteacher elects to be represented. This provision creates a presumption that
the headteacher will attend Parent Council meetings while still offering reasonable flexibility for
occasions when this is not possible, appropriate or necessary.
36. The Bill places a number of duties on education authorities in relation to the operation of
Parent Councils. They will be expected to provide advice and information requested by a
council, ensure that headteachers and staff are available to advise on parental involvement and
provide reasonable levels of funding for administration, training and other outgoings which a
council will reasonably require in carrying out its functions. An education authority may also
provide a Parent Council with services or accommodation. An education authority or a
headteacher must have regard to and, (in so far as it is reasonable and practicable to do so) reply
to representations received from a Parent Council.
Education authority duty to provide advice and information to individual parents (Section
12)
37. Education authorities will be subject to a new duty to give advice and information to an
individual parent on any matter relating to the education provided to their own child in
attendance at a public school. This provision received strong support during the consultation. In
most cases parents do not have difficulty accessing information on their own child’s education
but the introduction of a specific statutory right was felt to be a positive move for parents.
Headteacher’s Report (Section 13)
38. The headteacher of each school will be required to provide a report to the Parent Council at
least annually, evaluating the performance of the school and stating what the headteacher’s
objectives and ambitions are for the school. The report may be prepared by reference to the
requirements of sections 6(4) and 7(1) of the 2000 Act in relation to implementation of the
school development plan in the preceding year and to any measures and standards published by
the education authority on the quality of education provided at the school. The report is to be
made in the way requested by the Parent Council and a summary prepared by the headteacher.
The headteacher must also ensure that each member of the Parent Forum receives a copy of the
summary. Through this report all parents will receive regular information on the school’s
performance, objectives and ambitions in the form chosen by their representatives.
Appointment of Headteachers and Deputies (Section 14)
39. The Bill makes provision for the introduction by education authorities of new appointment
procedures for headteachers and deputies to replace those set out in Schedule 2 of the 1988 Act.
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Education authorities will be able to modernise their appointments systems but, as with the
previous arrangements which involved school boards, they must involve the Parent Council of
the school which has the vacancy. Since 1988 selection methods have changed significantly and
the Bill offers an opportunity for education authorities to adopt procedures to secure the highest
quality leadership in Scottish schools. The Bill allows for Scottish Ministers to make regulations
setting out requirements which an appointment process must satisfy.
Complaints procedures (Section 15)
40. Education authorities will have to establish and publicise procedures for dealing with
complaints about how they are carrying out their functions as set out in the Bill. Having these
procedures in place will ensure that parents and others have a clear route to follow where they
have concerns about measures designed to support and enhance parental involvement and
representation in education. Education authorities have to keep those procedures under review
and must vary the procedures wherever they consider it appropriate to do so. Authorities must
include their complaints procedures in their Strategies for Parental Involvement.
Combined Parent Councils (Sections 16 and 17)
41. The Bill allows for the establishment of a Combined Parent Council where parents in one
or more schools wish to appoint a single Parent Council to represent them. This must be
supported by a majority of parents responding in each of the schools. The Bill also makes
provision for the parents in one of the schools to withdraw from the arrangement. The intention
behind this provision is to ensure that parents are not prevented from choosing an arrangement
which might suit their particular circumstances e.g. a school cluster, shared campus or a group of
small schools in a rural area.
Abolition of School Boards (Section 18)
42. The 1988 Act specifies requirements relating to the composition, election procedures and
functions of a school board and, in Schedule 2, for the appointment of headteachers and deputies.
Significant amendments were made to the 1988 Act in the 2000 Act. The existing legislative
framework for parental representation will cease to apply when the 1988 Act is repealed to allow
commencement of this Bill.
Guidance (Section 19)
43. The Bill makes provision for the Scottish Ministers to issue guidance to education
authorities and Parent Councils and requires them to have regard to this guidance.
ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES
44. The measures set out in the Bill are presented as a package, designed to complement each
other and collectively improve parental representation and involvement in schools and parental
involvement in their own children’s education. The Scottish Ministers approached the
commitment to review and reform school boards with an open mind but took the view that mere
adjustment of the existing school board model would not allow sufficient flexibility or attract
those parents who found the formality of the system off-putting. The Bill offered for
10
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consultation was drafted to reflect the principle that parents should be free to decide on
arrangements to suit their school with minimum statutory interference but with optional guidance
and guaranteed support. Views expressed during consultation suggested that too much flexibility
and choice might be a burden on parents and that some key issues such as headteacher
attendance should be included on the face of the Bill. In all approaches considered the Executive
has aimed to build on the best of the current arrangements and to allow parents in individual
schools to do the same. The two alternative approaches are set out in more detail below
Retain current school board system with some amendment to the 1988 Act
45. One option of fulfilling Ministers’ commitment in Educating for Excellence, the
Executive's response to the National Debate on Education, to ‘review and reform the role of
school boards and PTAs’ could have been to retain the school boards system and make
amendments to the 1988 Act when a suitable legislative vehicle made this possible. There were
several reasons why this route was considered unsuitable.
46. In taking forward the first part of the commitment - to ‘review’ the role of school boards –
Scottish Executive officials conducted a series of informal meetings sounding out stakeholders.
From these it became clear that amending the 1988 Act could only go so far in delivering a
vision of an education system committed to involving all parents in their children’s education.
While individual amendments, such as removing the need for elections and relaxing restrictions
on school board size, would have improved the current system, the Scottish Ministers concluded
that the approach of the 1988 Act was fundamentally outdated and its further amendment would
not deliver an adequate statutory framework for parental involvement in the 21st century.
47. A further factor was the school board system’s apparent lack of appeal to a large
proportion of parents. A survey conducted by the Scottish Consumer Council in 2002 had found
that parents with degrees were five times more likely to be school board members than those
with no formal qualifications. Executive-commissioned research conducted by George Street
Research in 2004 which targeted a group of hard-to-reach parents (usually part of the ‘silent
majority’) found the school board system off-putting and remote. Given the link between
parental involvement and children’s attainment, the need to take a more consumer-focused
approach and look for better ways of encouraging the involvement of parents became pressing.
The Scottish Executive was also aware that, among the 11% of schools with no school board,
some had very successfully developed their own alternative arrangements for involving and
representing parents. Making limited changes to a system, which appeared by its nature to be
loaded against the parents of children who would benefit most from more parental involvement,
increasingly appeared to be an inadequate response.
48. In addition, the prescriptive nature of the 1988 Act reflected a centrally-driven ‘micromanagement’ approach to education. Education policies since devolution have aimed to allow
decision-making at local level to reflect the diverse nature of Scotland’s communities and
schools. The approach of the school board system was to impose, from the centre, one model for
parental representation to which every public school must conform, and to set out that model in
great detail – an approach which seemed increasingly out of step with other elements of the
education improvement agenda.
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49. The 1988 Act had also already been amended several times. It was decided that new
legislation presented a better alternative. It would provide an opportunity to build on provisions
relating to parental involvement in legislation postdating the 1988 Act (such as the 2000 Act)
and deliver a package of measures which set arrangements for parental representation in schools
in the context of an inclusive approach to parental involvement.
Proposals published in draft Bill for consultation
50. The consultation proposals published in March 2005 were designed to allow parents in a
school maximum freedom and flexibility in setting up their representative body. The consultation
draft Bill intentionally avoided placing any restrictions or requirements on parents to have any
non-parents e.g. headteacher or councillor attend the meeting unless they were invited. There
were no co-option requirements (as there are in the 1988 Act), although parents would be able to
co-opt non-parents should they wish. The intention was to avoid being overly prescriptive and to
deliver legislation which supported individual arrangements which could develop over time and
involve the right numbers and mix of people for the school in question. The intention was that
parents setting up a body to represent them should be able to focus on what would work best in
their school and be free from the operational restrictions and requirements of the 1988 Act.
51. It was felt to be particularly important to legislate in a way unlike the 1988 Act where
change to the system or structures can only occur very occasionally. In contrast there was a
determination to legislate in a way that would allow, indeed encourage the new parent bodies to
evolve over time. They will be able to try out an idea or approach and then abandon or modify it,
or try something new at a later date. The intention was that this process should be easy, not
difficult.
52. The Bill as introduced offers similar arrangements to those set out in the consultation draft
and its proposals offer the same flexibility and parental choice. It does however include more
specific provision in certain areas, particularly in relation to the provision of guidance by
Ministers on the establishment and functions of the representative body, on the presumption that
headteachers would normally attend meetings and in relation to denominational co-optees on a
denominational or faith school Parent Council. The consultation draft did not include specific
provision for one or more schools to have a single representative body but this has been included
to reflect consultation responses which suggested that a legislative structure for this option would
be welcome. The version for introduction also includes a duty on Scottish Ministers to promote
parental involvement in the school education provided in schools under the management of
education authorities and introduces the concept of a school’s parents as a distinct entity – the
Parent Forum.
EFFECTS
ON
EQUAL
OPPORTUNITIES,
HUMAN
RIGHTS,
ISLAND
COMMUNITIES, LOCAL GOVERNMENT, SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT ETC.
Equal Opportunities and Human Rights
53. The Scottish Executive is committed to promoting equality of opportunity for all and the
enactment of the Bill will have a positive effect on equal opportunities. Given the positive effect
of parental involvement on children’s attainment, the proposals have been developed to benefit
and include all parents of school-age children. The Bill for example makes provision for the
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interests of Looked After Children to be reflected in education authority strategies for parental
involvement.
54. Proposals to improve the system of parental involvement and representation in the life of
schools have been developed to encourage greater equality of opportunity. By offering parents in
each school the flexibility to establish a Parent Council which reflects the needs and preferences
of that particular group of parents, each school will be able to adopt arrangements which appeal
to those parents and encourage their involvement. The repeal of the 1988 Act will remove an
inflexible system of parental representation which restricts membership to a small percentage of
parents, is viewed as intimidating and closed to parents in hard-to-reach groups and attracts a
disproportionate number of parents with high levels of education. The intention is not to
discourage involvement of those currently involved but to put in place a system which takes
account of all parents and attracts many more than at present. The intention is that guidance
provided by the Scottish Executive will provide advice on how to ensure equality of opportunity
in consultations and operations relating to the new Parent Councils.
55. The Executive is satisfied that the provisions of the Bill are compatible with the European
Convention on Human Rights.
Island Communities
56. The Bill has no disproportionate effect on island communities. Measures to ensure that
Education Authorities develop Strategies for Parental Involvement which reflect local needs and
the new flexible arrangements for establishing Parent Councils will ensure that the particular
needs and circumstances of island communities are reflected in implementation of the Bill’s
provisions.
Local government
57. The Bill will have an impact on local government in terms of the new duties placed on
education authorities. The policy objectives of these are set out earlier in this memorandum and
the financial implications set out in the Financial Memorandum.
Sustainable development
58.
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Education Committee
2nd Report, 2006 (Session 2)
Stage 1 Report on Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows—
SUMMARY OF KEY FINDINGS
General Principles [Paras 151-155]
1.
The Committee is fully supportive of the principle of parental
involvement in children’s education. It recognises that although many
school boards have played a valuable and constructive role over the last 17
years, the system does require modernisation which could not be achieved
without primary legislation.
2.
Some members of the Committee, although supportive of the aim of
raising levels of parental involvement in schools, had doubts that the Bill, if
passed, would be effective in achieving this aim. They considered that there
were higher current priorities in the education field than those proposed in
the Bill.
3.
A majority of members of the Committee, however, consider that the
Bill is a genuine attempt to introduce a system which is more in tune with
recent educational developments, yet sufficiently flexible to meet local
needs.
4.
There are a number of areas where the Committee considers that the
Bill could be improved as the legislation progresses through the Parliament.
5.
However, the Committee recommends to the Parliament that the
general principles of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill be
approved.1

1

Agreed by division - For: Iain Smith, Dr Elaine Murray, Mr Kenneth Macintosh, Mr Frank
McAveety. Against: Lord James Douglas-Hamilton. Abstained: Fiona Hyslop, Adam Ingram.
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Duty to promote parental involvement [Paras 61-67]
6.
The Committee recognises that parental participation in education is
critically important. Furthermore, the Committee recognises the role of
parental representation in increasing levels of parental participation.
7.
The Committee welcomes the duty on Scottish Ministers and education
authorities to promote parental involvement but notes that it must extend
beyond representation to ensure increased parental participation in
education.
Establishment and operation of parent councils [Paras 68-84]
8.
The Committee accepts that the proposals in the Bill offer an
appropriate degree of flexibility to enable parents in a diverse range of
school circumstances across the country to devise arrangements for their
parent council which best suit the local needs. However, the Committee
recognises that it will be crucial that adequate resources exist within local
authorities to ensure that appropriate advice, support and information is
made available to parents to enable them to decide what arrangements are
most suited to their needs, and to put these arrangements into place.
9.
Although the Committee accepts the principle of flexibility, it considers
that the guidance that the Scottish Executive is committed to providing will
be crucial in informing the work taking place in local authorities to develop
the new parent bodies.
10. The Committee also welcomes the commitment in the Policy
Memorandum2 that the Scottish Executive is to develop materials to assist
effective consultation with parents including materials to support parents in
establishing their parent council.
11. Subject to the above, the Committee welcomes the flexible approach to
the establishment and operation of parent councils.
Composition of the parent council [Paras 85-98]
12. The Committee agrees that although parents would always hold the
majority of places on a parent council, it would be expected to be the norm
that parent councils would have members drawn from the teaching and
other staff of the school, pupils of the school, other people drawn from the
local community and one or more locally elected councillors. The Committee
also supports the continuation into the new arrangements of the ‘strong
partnership ethos’ mentioned by Headteachers’ Association of Scotland
(HAS) and others.
13. The Committee acknowledges that the under the Bill, arrangements for
councillors, pupils and other representatives of the local community to
become members of parent councils can be set out in the constitution of the
parent council. However, the Committee calls on the Minister to consider
whether or not such arrangements should be set out on the face of the Bill.
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14. The Committee is content with the proposals in the Bill in respect of the
role of the headteacher. The Committee agrees that attendance at a parent
council meeting should be both a ‘right and duty’ of headteachers and
therefore does not support the Educational Institute of Scotland (EIS)
position.
Functions of parent councils [Paras 99-115]
15. The Committee welcomes the clarification from the Minister that the
proposed power to refer to HMIe would be only be exercised when all other
options to address the concerns had been exhausted, and believes this
should provide reassurance to those witnesses who had concerns about it.
The Committee also recommends that further advice on the use of this
power be included in guidance.
16. The Committee agrees that it would be inappropriate for parent
councils to discuss matters relating to individual pupils or staff, and
suggests that it would be helpful for Ministers to issue guidance on this
issue.
Senior staff appointment process [Paras 116-132]
17. The Committee acknowledges that modernisation of the appointment
procedures is necessary in view of the changes in educational practice and
employment legislation which have taken place since the 1988 Act, and that
the approach being taken is appropriate and in keeping with the overall
flexible approach being adopted in the Bill.
18. The Committee also recognises the concerns that existing school
boards have about the lack of detail in the Bill, and understands their fears
about a possible diminution of their role. The Committee also recognised the
tensions between different views within the professional organisations and
trades unions, some of whom favour less prescription from the centre than
is being proposed, while others would prefer a standardised approach
across the country.
19. However, the Committee is heartened by the statement by the Minister
on the importance of meaningful involvement of parents in the appointment
process.
20. The Committee welcomes the consultation on this matter, but regrets
that this will not be concluded before the Parliament has completed stage 1
of the Bill. The Committee requests that the Executive publish the results of
the consultation and its proposed response before the commencement of
Stage 2 to allow the Committee to take full account of this during its
consideration of the Bill at stage 2.
21. The Committee has also agreed to make representations to the
Parliamentary Bureau to the effect that it would prefer the Parliament to
agree that the conclusion of stage 2 consideration of the Bill to be timed in
such a way that there is time for the Committee to consider the Scottish
Executive’s proposals.

3
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22. It is acknowledged by the Committee that it is necessary to consult
widely on this matter, but the Committee also considers that it would have
been helpful for the Executive to have held the consultation earlier, so that
members could have had a clearer idea of the detailed proposals.
23. The Committee is therefore unable to make any recommendation on
this part of the Bill.
Other issues [Paras 133-145]
24. The Committee questioned the Minister on this and noted that he
wishes to hear the views of the existing national bodies and other
organisations before making any decisions on a possible future national
parents’ body. The Committee is however heartened to hear the Minister’s
view that a strong national body would have ‘a range of benefits’ and that he
would be prepared, if necessary, to provide ‘some cash’ to enable such an
organisation to be established.
25. The Committee supports the case for a national parents’ body, and
recommends that the Scottish Executive facilitates and supports the
establishment of such a body.
26. The Committee calls on the Minister to clarify whether or not it is
intended that any future national body will be established in such a way as
to enable it to pass on charitable donations to individual parent councils in a
similar way to which SPTC currently passes such donations to individual
PTAs.
27. The Committee notes that the Minister believes these matters can be
resolved, and calls on him to provide clarification of the insurance situation
under the Bill, ahead of stage 2 consideration.
Miscellaneous matters [Paras 146-150]
28. The Committee has considered the Bill’s Policy Memorandum and
concludes that it provides an adequate explanation of policy.
29. The Finance Committee concluded that the Financial Memorandum was
adequate. The Education Committee has nothing to add to this, and
endorses the Finance Committee report.
30. The Committee endorses the Subordinate Legislation Committee’s
report.
31. The Committee considers that consultation on the Bill has been
adequate.
The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows—
INTRODUCTION
32. The Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill was introduced to the
Parliament on 28 September 2005. The Education Committee was designated as
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the lead Committee at stage 1, and this report presents the views of the
Committee on the general principles of the Bill as required under Rules 9.6.1,
9.6.2 and 9.6.3 of the Parliament’s Standing Orders.
THE NEED FOR LEGISLATIVE CHANGE
33. School Boards came into existence in Scotland under the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988. Currently 97% of Scottish secondary schools and 88% of
primary schools have a school board.3 School boards are supported by a national
body, the Scottish School Boards Association, (SSBA) whose activities are funded
mainly by membership fees.
34. Many schools also have a Parent-Teacher Association (PTA). These are
informal non-statutory organisations in which parents and teachers work together
to support the activities of the school, often by fundraising activities. The Scottish
Parent Teacher Council (SPTC) supports PTAs nationally.
35. In 2002, following discussions between the Deputy Minister for Education
and Young People and the SSBA regarding support for school boards, the
Scottish Executive commissioned a review by independent consultant Philip
Banks. The Banks report4 considered that the number of parent members of
school boards is too small; election procedures discourage parents from coming
forward; the length of service is too inflexible and sub-committees are insufficiently
used to widen participation. The report concluded that ‘it could be argued that
school boards have been in place a long time and a revision of the style and
approach of school boards is entirely appropriate for a new age and anew
agenda.’5
36. In January 2003, the Scottish Executive responded to the National Debate on
Education6 and committed to increasing levels of parental involvement in schools
and to reviewing and reforming the role of Parent Teacher Associations and
School Boards. In its Partnership for a Better Scotland agreement, the Scottish
Executive made a commitment to ‘work to strengthen the link between parents and
schools.’
37. In 2004, the Scottish Executive commissioned George Street Research to
examine parents’ views on improving parental involvement. The research aimed
particularly to reach the ‘silent majority’ who were reluctant or unable to express
their views. The research concluded that the majority of parents had relatively low
levels of involvement in schools, particularly in formal activities, and that many
viewed the formal structures as intimidating, closed and not necessarily there to
seek or represent their views.

3

Source: Scottish Executive, 2004 data
Support for School Boards. An independent report prepared by Philip Banks for the Scottish
Executive. July 2002. Available at http://www.scotland.gov.uk/library5/education/sfsb.pdf.
5
Ibid, p23
6
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/education/nd_homepage.htm
4
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38. Research7 conducted by the Scottish Consumer Council and MORI for the
Scottish Executive during the development of the Bill indicated that 69% of parents
had not been involved in any kind of activity at their children’s school.
39. In his statement on the Scottish Executive’s forthcoming legislative
programme on 6 September 2005, the First Minister outlined the rationale behind
the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill stating that: “[…] when schools
and parents work together, children do better. So we need to reform engagement
with parents too. So, in this parliamentary session, we will introduce legislation to
provide for a more inclusive and flexible system of parental involvement in
schools”.
THE STRUCTURE OF THE BILL
40. Sections 1 to 4 of the Bill place duties on Scottish Ministers and education
authorities. The Bill requires education authorities to develop strategies to promote
parental involvement in public8 schools. Section 5 of the Bill establishes a two-tier
structure with a “parent forum” which includes all parents of pupils in a school and
a “parent council” to represent the parent forum. Sections 6 and 7 set out how
parent councils will be formed and sections 8 to 11 outline the functions and
operations of parent councils.
EVIDENCE
Written evidence
41. The Committee issued a call for written evidence from interested parties on 6
October 2005. In response, it received a total of 60 submissions: 28 from
individual school boards, 13 from education authorities, 10 from other
organisations and 9 from individuals. The Committee thanks all those who
provided written submissions.
Oral evidence
42. The Committee heard oral evidence at four meetings. On 30 November
2005, it took evidence from Jennifer Wallace from the Scottish Consumer Council.
At its next meeting, on 7 December 2005, it heard evidence from Alan Blackie
from the Association of Directors of Education in Scotland, Councillor Ewan Aitken
and Anna Fowlie from the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities, Caroline Vass
and George Hammersley of the Scottish School Boards Association and Judith
Gillespie from the Scottish Parent Teacher Council. On 14 December, the
Committee questioned headteachers’ representatives: Lindsay Roy and Bill
McGregor from the Headteachers’ Association of Scotland, Gordon Smith from the
Association of Headteachers in Scotland and Jack Barnett and Ken Wimbor from
the Educational Institute of Scotland. The Committee concluded its oral evidence
on 11 January 2006 when it took evidence from Peter Peacock MSP, Minister for
Education and Young People and Colin Reeves, Deirdre Watt and Stephanie
Walsh, Education Department, Scottish Executive.
7

Making the Difference. Research on parents’ views of Scottish Executive proposals to improve
parental involvement and representation in schools.
8
“Public school” refers to a school managed by an education authority.
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KEY THEMES
Consultation
43. The Policy Memorandum notes that in Spring 2004 the Scottish Executive
held a series of preliminary discussions with stakeholders including over 100
school board chairs, the SSBA, SPTC, education authorities, teachers’
representative organisations, the Scottish Consumer Council and church and faith
groups, on how best to improve parental involvement and representation in
schools.
44. Following these discussions, Ministers considered that ‘a more flexible and
inclusive system for parental representation was needed.’9 They were concerned
that ‘the system of representation set out in the 1988 Act was outdated and
restricted parents’ involvement.’ There were particular concerns that restrictions on
member numbers for individual school boards allowed only 1% of Scottish parents
to serve on a school board at any one time. The option of amending the 1988 Act
was considered but as any amendment would also have required primary
legislation Ministers decided that ‘new legislation would better achieve an effective
long-term framework to support and encourage parental involvement in schools
[…]’10
45. On 1 March 2005 the Scottish Executive published a consultation paper
Making the Difference – improving parents’ involvement in schools: a Consultation
on a draft Bill.
46. The Scottish Civic Forum chaired and facilitated twelve formal consultation
events, attended by over 400 people across Scotland, during April and May 2005.
More than 50 additional events were arranged by local authorities and stakeholder
organisations. Ministers and Scottish Executive officials also met with key
stakeholders during the consultation period to discuss emerging views, clarify
specific points and discuss specific areas of concern. Additionally, 1025 written
responses were received. 43% of the responses (and 63% of those from
organisations) were from school boards. Of the total, 13% were ‘strongly in favour
of the proposals as set out in the bill’11, although 56% supported changes which
would in themselves have required primary legislation.
47. The Scottish Executive also commissioned the Scottish Consumer Council to
carry out research into parents’ views, after it became apparent that the earlier
consultation had not reached many parents other than those who were members
of school boards or PTAs.
48. The Bill, when introduced in September 2005, contained a number of
changes from the draft Bill that was published along with the consultation
document in March 2005.
49. A number of witnesses praised the Scottish Executive’s consultation process.
EIS, for example, indicated that it—
9

Policy Memorandum, p 10, para 3
Ibid
11
Policy Memorandum, para 13
10
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‘accepts that the Scottish Executive has consulted effectively and
appropriately on the Bill before its introduction to the Parliament.’12
50. COSLA noted in its written submission—
‘We would like to take this formal opportunity to applaud the Scottish
Executive’s Education Department on the manner in which this Bill has been
developed. We feel that the consultation process has been excellent, and
has afforded COSLA and our members a full opportunity to express our
views.’13
51. Existing school boards were, however, less happy with the consultation
process. The SSBA noted that—
‘Many parents feel that the consultation process was badly handled. The
SSBA received many complaints from school boards that they had been
unable to obtain a copy of the consultation document from their school. Some
of the documents were late in arriving in schools; others seem to have lain in
schools with the head teacher and the School Board being unaware of their
presence.’14
52. In this case, the Committee commends the Scottish Executive for
publishing the Bill in draft form during the consultation, and for amending
that draft in the light of some of the comments received in the consultation
before introducing the Bill to the Parliament.
53. The Committee concludes that the consultation on the Bill has been
adequate.
GENERAL VIEWS ON THE BILL
54. The Committee found general support amongst local authorities, teachers’
unions, professional associations and other stakeholder organisations for the
principle of increasing parental involvement in children’s education. A number of
organisations, however, including some local authorities, were supportive of the
current school boards system, and questioned whether the Bill would do very
much to increase parental involvement in schools. Some, mainly existing school
boards, argued that there was no need to remove school boards, and that the
existing system could be modernised instead.
55. COSLA in its written submission commented—
‘Overall, COSLA welcomes the bulk of changes introduced by the legislation.
[…] it is fair to say that most of the proposals are sensible, practical, and will
effectively contribute to meeting the Bill’s overarching objectives.’15
56. The EIS told the Committee—
12

EIS, written submission to Education Committee
COSLA written submission to Education Committee
14
SSBA written submission to Education Committee
15
COSLA written submission to Education Committee
13


64

8

Education Committee, 2nd Report, 2006 (Session 2)
‘The Educational Institute of Scotland is very much in favour of the main
provisions of the bill. We make it clear that we support the bill essentially
because it moves us away from the very bureaucratic, inflexible and pseudogovernance model of parental representation and involvement that is
enshrined in the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988. The bill moves us
towards a more flexible and inclusive model of parental representation, which
we believe will encourage a greater number of parents to become involved in
the life of the schools and the education of their children.’16
57. The Association of Directors of Education in Scotland (ADES) and
Association of Headteachers Scotland (AHTS) also both broadly supported the
Bill, but the Headteachers Association of Scotland (HAS) was less convinced. In
its written submission it welcomed the intention to enhance the participation of
parents and recognised that after seventeen years of operation it was time to
review the existing legislation, but it added—
‘HAS believes that there are fundamental flaws in the proposed legislation
which run counter to the ethos and culture within Scottish Education - and
that the proposed changes, in themselves, will do little or nothing to bring
about the desired participation of that section of the parent body who have
been disengaged, disaffected or who have felt disenfranchised under the
current scheme.’17
58. The bodies representing the current parents’ organisations were split over
the Bill. The SPTC were entirely supportive of the Bill’s proposals, telling the
Committee in its written submission—
‘We are totally supportive of the principles incorporated in the Bill that is now
being considered by the Scottish Parliament. We welcome the proposals to
facilitate parental involvement through parent-friendly bodies and also those
changes from the draft Bill that respond to concerns raised during the
consultation.’18
59. SSBA took a less positive view of the Bill. Its submission argued—
‘There seems to be little in the Bill itself which will directly lead to
improvement in parental involvement. No strategies are given to help deliver
this. Members have clearly stated that they object to the principle of the
abolition of School Boards. Replacing Boards with Councils will not help
parental involvement, nor indeed, remove the barriers to involvement. We
believe that the parents who will come forward to be involved in Parent
Councils will, in most cases, be the same parents who are presently involved
in School Boards.’19
60. The Committee welcomes the views of those who submitted evidence
which were extremely helpful to the committee in considering the general
principles of the Bill.
16

Barnett, Official Report, Education Committee, 14 December 2005, col 2909.
HAS written submission to Education Committee
18
SPTC written submission to Education Committee
19
SSBA written submission to Education Committee
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SPECIFIC ISSUES
Promotion of parental involvement and strategies for parental involvement
61. The Bill provides for a duty on the Scottish Ministers and education
authorities to promote the involvement of the parents of pupils in attendance at
public schools.
62. The Policy Memorandum explains that Ministers will fulfill the duty ‘by
promoting parental involvement generally’ and ‘through specific measures which
might include the provision of practical materials intended to help individual
parents support their own children or financial support for a new national body to
represent parents.’ The duty on education authorities is ‘intended to ensure an
active, strategic and joined-up approach to promoting parental involvement across
Scotland.’20
63. Local authorities will be required to prepare a ‘strategy for parental
involvement’ containing their general policies for implementing their duties. In
developing their strategies for parental involvement, local authorities will be
required to ‘seek and have regard to’ the views of the parents to whom the duties
relate and of any parent councils established in the area.
64. This duty was generally welcomed by witnesses, although there was some
uncertainty amongst some witnesses over what the duty might mean in practice.
SPTC noted in its written submission—
‘We welcome the fact that there is now a duty on Scottish Ministers, as well
as on education authorities, to promote parental involvement. This clearly
signals both that parents do have an important role to play in schools, and
that the importance of this role is recognised at the highest level’21
65. The Minister for Education and Young People explained—
‘The bill places a duty on education authorities to recognise the importance of
parental involvement in the widest sense and to prepare strategies for that
involvement. That is a new requirement that we are bringing to bear.
Our wider parental involvement agenda is about enabling parents to do what
they can in their specific circumstances to support their children. We want to
extend the opportunity for parental involvement not just to those who are
comfortable with sitting on committees and representative structures, but to
parents who have found involvement in their schools not easy in the past. I
recognise that some parents face significant challenges in getting involved in
their children's education, which is why the flexibility that we seek in the bill is
essential. The emphasis in the bill is on empowering parents, giving local
choice and flexibility in the arrangements that are put in place and allowing
parents to make decisions without having unnecessary detail in legislation.’22

20

Policy Memorandum, p6 para 22
SPTC written submission to Education Committee
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Peacock, Official Report, Education Committee, 11 January 2006, col 2961.
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66. The Committee recognises that parental participation in education is
critically important. Furthermore, the Committee recognises the role of
parental representation in increasing levels of parental participation.
67. The Committee welcomes the duty on Scottish Ministers and education
authorities to promote parental involvement but notes that it must extend
beyond representation to ensure increased parental participation in
education.
Establishment and operation of parent forums and parent councils
68. The Bill provides that each school shall have a new statutory body to be
known as the ‘parent forum,’ which is ‘intended to to promote a culture of inclusion
where every parent belongs, matters and is valued in the school community.’23
Membership of the forum is to be automatic for the parents of every pupil at the
school.
69. A parent forum will be able to appoint a parent council to represent it. The Bill
is not prescriptive about arrangements for establishment and operation of the
parent council. The Policy Memorandum claims that this ‘extends the principles of
devolved school management and local decision-making to parental
representation, enabling parents to decide how they wish to be represented and
how their Parent Council should be constituted.‘ 24
70. The Policy Memorandum goes on to suggest that under the Bill parents will
‘be able to build on the best of their current arrangements – their school board,
parent teacher association or other parents or ‘friends’ group – or they will be able
to adopt a different model if they choose.’25 As there is no prescribed maximum
number of members of the parent council, the new system will, it is claimed, be
able to accommodate the involvement of more parents than is possible under the
current school board system.
71. There was some criticism of the Bill’s flexibility in respect of the
arrangements for the constitution and membership of the parent council. Existing
school boards in particular were critical of what were seen by some as vague
proposals. The SSBA for example commented in its written submission—
‘We need to have an agreed structure which will be acceptable to both
parents and teaching professionals.’26
72. Judith Gillespie of SPTC, on the other hand, told the Committee that ‘one of
the strong points of the bill is its flexibility.’27 She later commented further—
‘We need a minimum of prescription. Parents manage very well without it.’28
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Policy Memorandum, p7 para 27
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Ibid
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Gillespie, Official Report, Education Committee, 7 December 2005, col 2882.
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Gillespie, Official Report, Education Committee, 7 December 2005, col 2883.
24

11


67

Education Committee, 2nd Report, 2006 (Session 2)
73. Other organisations generally tended to be fairly relaxed about the flexible
proposals in the Bill. ADES told the Committee—
[…] the constitutions and membership of parent councils need flexibility to
reflect local circumstances and to recognise the fact that schools vary in pupil
numbers, ranging from 10, or even slightly below 10 in some very rural areas,
to well over 1,000 or 1,500 in other parts of the country’29
74. The EIS was also in favour of the flexible approach adopted in the Bill. In its
written statement it said—
‘It is also important that the nature of the structure to be developed at school
level properly reflects the views and wishes of the parent body at that
particular school. The Bill, as formulated, does attempt to ensure that parents
are as fully involved and consulted as possible on the structure and
constitution of the Parent Council and the move away from the top down
“centralist” direction is also very welcome. In short, it is no longer acceptable
to attempt to dictate from the centre the precise powers and functions of a
tiny minority of parents acting as agents of the local authority while ignoring
the views, wishes and aspirations of the majority.’30
75. Local authorities were, in the main, supportive of the flexible proposals for the
establishment of parent councils, although a number also had concerns over the
potential for widely diverse types of bodies to emerge across a local authority and
across the country.
76. Glasgow City Council, for example, stated—
‘Given the diverse needs of individual parents, the concept of flexibility is very
welcome. However, the complete lack of structure for Parent Councils is a
concern.’31
77. Highland Council took a similar view—
‘In general, the Bill is welcomed. It retains much of what was appreciated in
the School Boards Act as well as good PTA practice, but also incorporates
an encouraging degree of flexibility, particularly in relation to constitutions,
the removal of the requirement for elections, the option of Combined Parent
Councils, and changed appointments procedures for senior school staff.‘32
78. North Lanarkshire Council noted—
‘The Parent Councils will clearly be more flexible and responsive to local
needs than the existing system of School Boards. Therefore, it is very likely

29

Blackie, Official Report, Education Committee, 7 December 2005, col 2861.
EIS, written submission to Education Committee
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Glasgow City Council, written submission to Education Committee
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Highland Council, written submission to Education Committee
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that we will see a significant increase in the number of parents taking an
active role in the life of the school through Parent Councils.’33
79. Perth and Kinross Council, while welcoming the flexibility in the Bill, also
called for clear guidance—
‘The advantages of the proposed system of parental involvement relate
mainly to the current election procedures for School Boards. These currently
are cumbersome, too formal and expensive. This format deters parents from
becoming involved in their child’s school and education in many cases and
the abolition of the election process is welcomed. However, a framework for
the establishment of Parent Councils would be desirable as this would
address the potential for widespread variations in constitutions. There is also
a need for clear guidance and exemplar models to be provided for Local
Authorities to assist them in establishing and supporting Parent Councils
where required.‘34
80. However, Perth and Kinross Council went on to argue—
‘However, it is felt that the new proposed system also has disadvantages by
allowing each Parent Council to decide its own operational arrangements.
This will result in a disparate range of structures and practices. This may
make joint working problematic between clusters, local authority areas and
nationally.’35
81. The Committee accepts that the proposals in the Bill offer an
appropriate degree of flexibility to enable parents in a diverse range of
school circumstances across the country to devise arrangements for their
parent council which best suit the local needs. However, the Committee
recognises that it will be crucial that adequate resources exist within local
authorities to ensure that appropriate advice, support and information is
made available to parents to enable them to decide what arrangements are
most suited to their needs, and to put these arrangements into place.
82. Although the Committee accepts the principle of flexibility, it considers
that the guidance that the Scottish Executive is committed to providing will
be crucial in informing the work taking place in local authorities to develop
the new parent bodies.
83. The Committee also welcomes the commitment in the Policy
Memorandum36 that the Scottish Executive is to develop materials to assist
effective consultation with parents including materials to support parents in
establishing their parent council.
84. Subject to the above, the Committee welcomes the flexible approach to
the establishment and operation of parent councils.
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Composition of the parent council
85. The Bill as introduced makes no stipulations about the composition of the
parent council, except that members may only be members of the parents forum,
co-opted members (if permitted under the parent forum’s constitution) or, in the
case of denominational schools, nominated by the relevant church or
denominational body. The Bill makes no specific provisions for representation on
the parent council from teaching or other staff, pupils, local councillors or
representatives from local business or the local community, although the Bill would
allow for such members to be co-opted if the constitution of the council adopted by
the parent forum so permits.
86. Generally speaking, those who supported the flexible approach taken in the
Bill were also relaxed about the arrangements for membership of the parent forum.
In respect of teaching staff, there were differing views amongst the trades unions
and professional bodies who gave evidence to the Committee.
87. HAS had ‘strong feelings’ about this issue—
‘We feel that the bill's proposals represent a considerable cultural change.
We have been used to having a strong partnership between parents, school
staff and the community. There seems to be some kind of disfranchisement
of teachers under the bill. The approach in Scottish education has been
based on partnership and trust. We feel that teacher representatives can
bring valuable insights to the practicalities of implementation of any proposals
that are made.’37
88. AHTS and EIS however were more content with the proposals in the Bill as
introduced. The EIS told the Committee—
‘We believe that there is sufficient flexibility in the bill to allow for invitations to
other teaching staff, as may be considered appropriate. As one of the main
functions of the parent council will be to promote good, close relations
between the school and the parent body, it would be extremely surprising if
ordinary teaching members of staff were not invited to attend meetings of the
council.’38
89. AHTS had similar views—
‘We like the flexibility of the bill. We like the proposal that it should be the
duty of the head teacher or his or her representative to attend. There can be
many inputs to the parent council. It appears from the bill that if it is felt that
somebody should be on the council to advise or help through co-option or
invitation, there are no barriers to that. There are no barriers to us, in any
case—it seems that there are no barriers to teachers or any other interested
party attending the parent council if they are invited.’39
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With regard to local councillors, most witnesses were of the view that in general
councillors had made an important contribution to school boards, and it would be
helpful to have their knowledge and expertise available to the new parent bodies in
the same way. COSLA endorsed this view, noting the possible contribution to be
made by parent councils to the community planning agenda—
‘[…] We also believe that it is essential that elected members be represented
on the new bodies. That is important in terms of the relationship with the
community planning partnerships, to which I referred earlier, and with the
decision makers, in terms of the education authority function of local councils.
We would like to see elected members having a statutory right of
representation on the new bodies.’40
90. COSLA did however point out that more thought would need to be given to
this in view of the change to the electoral system for local government elections
from 2007.
‘One of our members from a rural authority seems to reckon that, if he were
to be elected under the new system, he would have 33 schools in his new
ward. That is a lot of evenings. We need to think this through, but we do not
think that that is a reason for not having elected members on the new
bodies.’41
91. The Committee agrees that although parents would always hold the
majority of places on a parent council, it would be expected to be the norm
that parent councils would have members drawn from the teaching and
other staff of the school, pupils of the school, other people drawn from the
local community and one or more locally elected councillors. The Committee
also supports the continuation into the new arrangements of the ‘strong
partnership ethos’ mentioned by HAS and others.
92. The Committee acknowledges that the under the Bill, arrangements for
councillors, pupils and other representatives of the local community to
become members of parent councils can be set out in the constitution of the
parent council. However, the Committee calls on the Minister to consider
whether or not such arrangements should be set out on the face of the Bill.
Role of headteacher with the parent council
93. The Committee notes that section 9 of the Bill provides that headteachers
have the ‘right and duty’ to attend meetings of the parent council. Section 13 sets
out the duties of the headteacher in respect of reporting to the parent council and
parent forum.
94. The Committee heard mixed views on this aspect of the Bill from the
professional associations and trades unions.
95. Bill McGregor of HAS commented—
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‘[…] I am concerned that although the bill indicates that there should be head
teacher involvement, it goes no stronger than that. I am concerned that the
flexibility that is implicit in the bill might almost become a form of slackness.
I would like there to be a much clearer indication of the role of the head
teacher in working with the parent council, for example on matters such as
the school budget and devolved school management. […]’42
96. AHTS argued—
[…] ensuring that the school has the right levels of communication about its
pupils, how the school is run and the issues that affect the school is the best
baseline or foundation for any partnership between parents and school staff.
[…] it should also be the responsibility of the head teacher to discuss with the
parent council issues on which he or she wants the parent council to make
representations. 43
97. The EIS argued that attendance by headteachers at parent council meetings
should be ‘a contractual and professional right rather than as a statutory duty.’
98. The Committee is content with the proposals in the Bill in respect of the
role of the headteacher. The Committee agrees that attendance at a parent
council meeting should be both a ‘right and duty’ of headteachers and
therefore does not support the EIS position.
Functions of parent councils
99. Sections 8-11 of the Bill set out the proposed functions of parent councils.
The Policy Memorandum stresses the parent council’s role as the forum’s
representative voice and adds that generally there is ‘an expectation that the
council members’ role is to represent the forum and reflect the matters of concern
or interest to all parents of pupils at the school rather than put forward their own
personal views.’
100. Specific functions mentioned include supporting the school’s management in
raising standards, securing improvements in the quality of education and in
developing the potential of the pupils; making representations to the head teacher,
education authority and others on issues relating to parental involvement in
education; promoting contact between the school, parent forum, prospective
parents, local community and others; reporting to the parent forum at least
annually; finding out the views of the parent forum on relevant matters and
reporting them to the headteacher, education authority or other relevant party;
finally reviewing and, if necessary, changing its constitution.
101. The proposed functions of parent councils attracted some criticism from
existing school boards and their national body on the grounds that they were not
sufficiently specific. SSBA for example in their written submission noted—
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‘The Bill also contains terms like ‘have regard to,’ and ‘make representations
to’ and words such as involvement which are inadequately explained. These
are very much open to different interpretations by different Local Authorities.
SSBA has constantly asked that the legislation should be so transparent that
parents and Authorities alike should be quite clear on their rights and
responsibilities, with no room for different interpretations.’44
102. This view was shared by most of the school boards who made written
submissions to the Committee.
103. The Scottish Consumer Council argued that the Bill as introduced did not
propose that the new parent bodies would have real decision making powers—
‘We are concerned that parent councils will have no decision-making powers
and that such powers will rest solely with the head teacher and the education
authority.’45
104. However, most of the other witnesses and submissions appeared to accept
that the Bill set out an enabling framework which provides an appropriate set of
functions for parent councils.
Power to make representation to Her Majesty’s Inspectors (HMIe)
105. The Bill provides, under section 8, that a parent council may make
representations to the headteacher of the school, the education authority or ‘such
other person’ as appears appropriate to the parent council. The Bill goes on to
specify that where a representation is to be made to HMIe, the parent council must
first have made representations to, and received replies from, the headteacher
and the education authority. HMIe must ‘have regard’ to any representations from
a parent council and must reply.
106. The Policy Memorandum explains that—
‘The information received by HMIe will in most cases be used to inform future
education authority and school inspections. The intention is not for HMIe to
carry out an immediate investigation of the concerns raised except in very
exceptional cases.’46
107. The Committee heard mixed views on this aspect of the Bill.
108. HAS had ‘no great concerns’ over this provision and were—
‘reassured that we are being encouraged to follow due process and that
issues will be raised at the appropriate levels before HMIE becomes
involved. That is an entirely appropriate way to proceed.’47
109. EIS, on the other hand stated that—
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‘The EIS is of the view that HMIE is not equipped to become the educational
equivalent of the Advisory, Conciliation and Arbitration Service.’48
110. SPTC pronounced itself ‘puzzled’ at the inclusion of the provision enabling
parent councils to make representations to HMIe, as it had not been mentioned in
the original consultation ahead of the introduction of the Bill.
111. COSLA was concerned over ‘the potential for frivolous or vexatious use of
that provision’ whilst ADES considered that it was—
‘wholly inappropriate to cast HMIe in the role of final arbiter or receiver of
complaints because that is not its role.’49
112. The Committee put these points to the Minister for Education and Young
People. He advised that—
‘I want to make it clear that we do not see that provision as one that would be
triggered on an everyday basis—far from it. It is a measure that exists to be
used in extremis, when a group of parents who have concerns about the
performance of their school that would be of interest to HMIe have come to
the end of the normal procedures available to them through the parent
council, and when the school itself has failed to address the issue adequately
through its normal procedures and the local authority has subsequently failed
to address the issue adequately. I believe that, in the overwhelming majority
of circumstances, parents' concerns will be readily and adequately
addressed at that level. That said, we do not want to prevent parents from
referring a matter to HMIe if their concerns have not been adequately
addressed. ’50
113. The Committee welcomes the clarification from the Minister that the
proposed power to refer to HMIe would be only be exercised when all other
options to address the concerns had been exhausted, and believes this
should provide reassurance to those witnesses who had concerns about it.
The Committee also recommends that further advice on the use of this
power be included in guidance.
Discussion by parent council of sensitive matters
114. The EIS and others argued that it would be inappropriate for a parent council
to discuss certain matters, for example individual matters affecting specific
children or human resources matters affecting individual members of staff. The
EIS called for guidance to be issued on this matter.
115. The Committee agrees that it would be inappropriate for parent
councils to discuss matters relating to individual pupils or staff, and
suggests that it would be helpful for Ministers to issue guidance on this
issue.
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Senior staff appointment process
116. The Bill provides that education authorities must inform the Scottish Ministers
and any parent council established for a school in their area, about their
appointment processes in respect of posts of headteacher and deputy
headteacher. The Bill also specifically provides that the appointment process must
‘entail involvement in it of any parent council established for the school to which an
appointment is to be made’. Finally, it provides that Ministers shall have powers to
impose, by regulations, requirements which an appointment process must satisfy,
and, by notice, require an education authority ‘to make such changes to their
appointment process as may be specified in the notice.’
117. This approach is in contrast to the 1988 Act, in which the role of the school
board in the appointment process, and the detailed procedures which are to be
followed, were specified on the face of the Act.
118. The Scottish Executive is currently conducting a consultation on this issue.51
119. ADES was critical of the Bill’s proposals in this respect, on the grounds that
they were ‘overprescriptive.’ This concern was shared by COSLA, which told the
Committee—
‘There is no doubt that there are areas in which practice needs to improve
ands we believe absolutely that parents should be involved in appointing
head teachers. In my authority, parents are involved in drawing up the long
leet and the short leet and in developing questions. Ultimately, however, the
authority is the employer and it should have the final say in the process.’52
120. Generally speaking, existing school boards were critical of this section of the
Bill, mainly because of the lack of detail. The SSBA commented—
‘The Bill merely states that Local Authorities will inform parents and the
Executive about their arrangements for appointments and that there will be
continued parental involvement. There should be more detail about this in the
Bill.’53
121. SPTC recognised that there was a parallel consultation taking place—
‘Another major area of concern that arose during the consultation was the
apparent diminution of the parental role in the appointment of headteachers
and senior staff. […] We welcome the fact that this consultation is now
ongoing.
We also welcome the suggestion that parents should be more
meaningfully involved at the person specification stage but feel it is very
important that the final appointment stage should be rigorous and
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professional, with parent’s views contributing, but not determining, the
outcome.’54
122. The Committee questioned the Minister for Education and Young People on
this aspect of the Bill. The Minister advised the Committee—
‘We want to allow a wider involvement of parents than there has been in the
past. We want to involve parents in the advertising strategy for head teacher
posts and in discussions about the job spec and person spec for the post, so
that parents can say what kind of person they are looking for. We want them
to be involved in the leeting process and in the final interview. Because of the
critical nature of the job, and because of the modern legal requirements to do
with appointments, the appointment of a head teacher must also be a highly
professional exercise and must be conducted in a professional manner. That
is why we are more than happy to commit ourselves to ensuring, with local
authorities, that parents are properly trained for that task. We take the matter
seriously and we want to gear up the system to allow appointments to be
made in a thorough and proper way.’55
123. The Committee also heard a range of views on the question of flexibility in
the way in which headteachers and deputy headteachers can be deployed across
local authorities. ADES, speaking in support of a more flexible approach than is
possible currently, told the Committee—
‘The existing legislation is restrictive, in that a head teacher is appointed to a
school and cannot be moved unless for negative reasons. There needs to be
more flexibility. From talking to head teachers in my authority area, I know
that they are in favour of the flexibility that would be gained through head
teachers being appointed to a local authority—albeit, in the first instance, to a
specific school. That would give local authorities the opportunity to be
flexible.’56
124. COSLA also indicated support for such a degree of flexibility.
125. HAS on the other hand was strongly against the proposal for more flexible
arrangements—
‘We do not believe that that is a forward step. If what you mean is the
appointment of a head teacher to an authority followed by placement in one
of the authority's schools, we do not believe that that is good either in respect
of the best use of management or, which is much more important in this
forum, in respect of parental involvement in selection and representation.
Parents want to know who will be the head teacher of their school rather than
of a school. The Headteachers Association of Scotland opposes that
concept.’57
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126. The Committee acknowledges that modernisation of the appointments
procedures is necessary in view of the changes in educational practice and
employment legislation which have taken place since the 1988 Act, and that
the approach being taken is appropriate and in keeping with the overall
flexible approach being adopted in the Bill.
127. The Committee also recognises the concerns that existing school
boards have about the lack of detail in the Bill, and understands their fears
about a possible diminution of their role. The Committee also recognised the
tensions between different views within the professional organisations and
trades unions, some of whom favour less prescription from the centre than
is being proposed, while others would prefer a standardised approach
across the country.
128. However, the Committee is heartened by the statement by the Minister
on the importance of meaningful involvement of parents in the appointment
process.
129. The Committee welcomes the consultation on this matter, but regrets
that this will not be concluded before the Parliament has completed stage 1
of the Bill. The Committee requests that the Executive publish the results of
the consultation and its proposed response before the commencement of
Stage 2 to allow the Committee to take full account of this during its
consideration of the Bill at stage 2.
130. The Committee has also agreed to make representations to the
Parliamentary Bureau to the effect that it would prefer the Parliament to
agree that the conclusion of stage 2 consideration of the Bill to be timed in
such a way that there is time for the Committee to consider the Scottish
Executive’s proposals.
131. It is acknowledged by the Committee that it is necessary to consult
widely on this matter, but the Committee also considers that it would have
been helpful for the Executive to have held the consultation earlier, so that
members could have had a clearer idea of the detailed proposals.
132. The Committee is therefore unable to make any recommendation on
this part of the Bill.
Other issues
National parents body
133. The Committee is aware that this issue is not amongst the general principles
of the Bill and is therefore not central to the Committee’s report. Nevertheless, the
Committee heard from the Scottish Consumer Council and others that, under the
Bill, the SSBA and SPTC are likely to disappear in their current form, which will
leave ‘a gap at national level.’
134. SPTC told the Committee that—

21


77

Education Committee, 2nd Report, 2006 (Session 2)
‘There would be major problems in setting up a national body in the bill. The
body would not qualify for charitable status because it would be a statutory
body, not a voluntary body. […] The body's charitable status would also give
parents a much stronger ownership of it and would make the accountability of
the national body to the individual councils much clearer. If the national body
was set up by statute, it would somehow become a creature of the legislation
and there would not be the same dynamic interchange between the two
levels. Therefore, I do not think that setting up the national body in the bill is
the right way to go.’58
135. The Committee questioned the Minister on this and noted that he wishes to
hear the views of the existing national bodies and other organisations before
making any decisions on a possible future national parents’ body. The Committee
is however heartened to hear the Minister’s view that a strong national body would
have ‘a range of benefits’ and that he would be prepared, if necessary, to provide
‘some cash’ to enable such an organisation to be established.
136. The Committee supports the case for a national parents’ body, and
recommends that the Scottish Executive facilitates and supports the
establishment of such a body.
Charitable status
137. The Committee was grateful to SPTC for its explanation of the position of
PTAs in relation to charitable status. Currently PTAs do not generally have
charitable status, as this would place a number of onerous burdens on them, but
SPTC as the national body does have charitable status, and is able to pass
charitable donations on to the relevant PTA.
138. The Committee’s understanding is that parent councils will not be able to be
charities for the purposes of the Charities and Trustee Investment (Scotland) Act
2005, because their activities can be controlled by the Scottish Ministers.
139. The Committee therefore calls on the Minister to clarify whether or not
it is intended that any future national body will be established in such a way
as to enable it to pass on charitable donations to individual parent councils
in a similar way to which SPTC currently passes such donations to
individual PTAs.
Complaints systems
140. Section 15 of the Bill provides that education authorities must establish and
publicise procedures for dealing with complaints about how they are carrying out
the functions as set out in the Bill. Members noted views that there could be an
anomaly in that this Bill provides for a complaints procedure in relation to its
provisions, yet no such provision is made in other areas of education. The Scottish
Consumer Council told the Committee—
‘That is one of the concerns that we have about the bill. It introduces a right
to complain about parental involvement but not a general right to complain
about standards and quality in education. We think that it would be a
58


78

Gillespie, Official Report, Education Committee, 7 December 2005, col 2898.

22

Education Committee, 2nd Report, 2006 (Session 2)
significant increase in parents' rights if there were such a consideration in this
bill. As many local authorities already have satisfactory complaints systems,
it would not be onerous to add that to the bill.’59
141. This point was put to the Minister for Education and Young People by the
Committee. In reply he explained that the Executive did not intend to use this Bill
to widen existing complaints provisions, but stated—
‘[…] the reason why we have included provisions in the bill on complaints is
to help to make it explicit that parents can make complaints about the
performance of the local authority. Local authorities now have much more
sophisticated complaints procedures than they had in the past—the
procedures are explicit. Under existing statute, complaints mechanisms are
also provided that allow complaints on matters of performance in education to
go direct to ministers. We are not seeking to widen the provisions. We expect
the local authorities to make explicit within their existing procedures the way
in which people can make complaints on these matters.’60
142. The Committee welcomes the Minister’s clarification.
Insurance
143. The Committee understands that currently school boards may carry out
activities as ‘agents’ of the local authority, and as such enjoy the similar insurance
cover to that which applies to the local authority’s own staff. PTAs on the other
hand have access to a group insurance scheme organised by SPTC.
144. In response to questions on this issue from the Committee, the Minister
indicated—
‘I have had assurances from my officials that we can resolve those matters
one way or another, but we have yet to decide how we shall resolve them.’61
145. The Committee notes that the Minister believes these matters can be
resolved, and calls on him to provide clarification of the insurance situation
under the Bill, ahead of stage 2 consideration.
SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION
146. The Subordinate Legislation Committee considered the Bill and reported to
the Education Committee under rule 9.6.2.
147. The Subordinate Legislation Committee’s main concern was over section 19,
which provides for Ministers to have powers to issue guidance to education
authorities, parent councils and combined parent councils. The Subordinate
Legislation Committee considered that guidance issued under this provision
should be subject to some form of parliamentary scrutiny.
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148. The Committee agrees with this and endorses the Subordinate
Legislation Committee’s report.
FINANCIAL MEMORANDUM
149. The Committee is obliged, under Standing Orders Rule 9.6, to consider and
report on the Bill’s Financial Memorandum, and in doing so must take account of
any views submitted by the Parliament’s Finance Committee. The Finance
Committee considered the Bill’s Financial Memorandum. The Finance Committee
concluded that the Financial Memorandum was adequate. The Education
Committee has nothing to add to this, and endorses the Finance Committee
report.
POLICY MEMORANDUM
150. The Committee has considered the Bill’s Policy Memorandum and
concludes that it provide an adequate explanation of policy.
CONCLUSION
151. The Committee is fully supportive of the principle of parental
involvement in children’s education. It recognises that although many
school boards have played a valuable and constructive role over the last 17
years, the system does require modernisation which could not be achieved
without primary legislation.
152. Some members of the Committee, although supportive of the aim of
raising levels of parental involvement in schools, had doubts that the Bill, if
passed, would be effective in achieving this aim. They considered that there
were higher current priorities in the education field than those proposed in
the Bill.
153. A majority of members of the Committee, however, consider that the
Bill is a genuine attempt to introduce a system which is more in tune with
recent educational developments, yet sufficiently flexible to meet local
needs.
154. There are a number of areas where the Committee considers that the
Bill could be improved as the legislation progresses through the Parliament.
155. However, the Committee recommends to the Parliament that the
general principles of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill be
approved.62
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SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
REPORT ON SCOTTISH SCHOOLS (PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT) BILL AT STAGE 1
The Committee reports to the lead committee as follows—

Introduction
1.

At its meetings on 6 December and 13 December 2005, the Subordinate Legislation
Committee considered the delegated powers provisions in the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill at Stage 1. The Committee submits this report to the Education Committee,
as the lead committee for the Bill, under Rule 9.6.2 of Standing Orders.

2.

The Executive provided a memorandum on the delegated powers provisions in the Bill,
which is reproduced at Annex 1.

3.

The Committee’s correspondence to the Executive and the Executive’s response to points
raised are reproduced at Annex 2.

Delegated Powers Provisions
4.

The Committee considered each of the delegated powers provisions in the Bill. The
Committee approves without further comment: sections 14(3), 21(1) and 24(2).

Section 8(7) Functions of a Parent Council
5.

The Committee noted that this provision conferred a power on Ministers to “alter” the
functions conferred on a Parent Council by virtue of section 8(1) of the Bill. The Committee
asked the Executive for further clarification as to the policy intention behind the width of this
power. The Committee also asked the Executive if it had plans to include a formal
requirement on the face of the Bill to consult Parent Councils before making an order
amending their statutory functions.

6.

The Executive explained that the power to alter the functions may be exercised in light of the
experience of new Parent Councils as they are established and develop. It confirmed that
the power allows the functions to be “added to” in response to future changes in education
policy. The Committee agreed to accept this explanation, given that the power is
subject to affirmative resolution procedure, and draws the issue to the lead
Committee for information.

7.

The Committee was also content with the Executive’s undertaking to consult
stakeholders in relation to an Order made under this section.

Section 19 General power to issue guidance
8.

The Committee observed that this provision conferred on Ministers a wide power to issue
guidance to local education authorities, Parent Councils and Combined Parent Councils,
with regard to the exercise of any of their functions under the Bill. The Committee noted that
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this power as currently drafted is not subject to any Parliamentary scrutiny and asked the
Executive for comments on whether this power ought to be subject to some form of
Parliamentary scrutiny. The Committee was particularly concerned that such guidance
could be issued to groups of parents who may have little experience of dealing with statutory
guidance.
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9.

The Executive stated that it would be its intention to include key stakeholders in drawing up
guidance to be issued under this section. The nature of any guidance is thought by the
Executive to be a matter likely to be considered further as the Bill progresses.

10.

The Committee considers that some form of Parliamentary scrutiny may be desirable
in the circumstances. The Committee therefore brings this matter to the attention of
the lead committee for its consideration.
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ANNEX 1
MEMORANDUM ON DELEGATED POWERS
SCOTTISH SCHOOLS (PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT) BILL
Purpose
1.
As required under Rule 9.4A, this Memorandum has been prepared by the Scottish
Executive to accompany the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill introduced in the Scottish
Parliament on 28 September 2005. It details the provisions in the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill that confer powers to make subordinate legislation. It describes the persons upon
whom the powers are conferred, the form in which the powers are to be exercised, the
Parliamentary procedure to which the powers are to be subject and why it is considered necessary
to delegate the powers. It does not form part of the Bill and has not been endorsed by the
Parliament.
Background to the Bill
2.
The following paragraph outlines the main provisions of the Bill. Further information about
the Bill’s provisions are offered in the Explanatory Notes, Policy Memorandum and Financial
Memorandum.
3.
This Bill has been introduced as part of the Scottish Executive’s commitment to review and
reform the legislation governing school boards (the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 (the “1988
Act”) and associated Regulations), made in Educating for Excellence: Choice and Opportunity (The
Executive’s Response to the National Debate on Education) (January 2003). The 1988 Act
established statutory parental representation in public schools (schools under the management of
education authorities). The Bill has a broader focus in that it also extends to parents’ involvement
in their own child’s education. The Bill also has to be considered in the context of other education
legislation. At present the main statutory provisions relating to education are to be found in the
Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (the “1980 Act”) and in the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act
2000 (the “2000 Act”). In relation to the education provided in public schools, the Bill places a duty
on Scottish Ministers to promote parents’ involvement in their child’s school education; builds on
and strengthens the existing duties placed on education authorities by the 2000 Act with regard to
parents’ involvement in their own child’s school education and in school education generally;
repeals the 1988 Act and associated legislation and makes provision for new arrangements for
parental representation in schools; places a duty on education authorities to give advice and
information to parents on the education of their own child; and requires education authorities to
have a complaints procedure covering how they carry out their functions under the Bill.
Delegated Powers
Section 8(7) Functions of a parent council
Power conferred on:
Power exercisable by:
Parliamentary procedure:

The Scottish Ministers
Order made by statutory instrument
Affirmative resolution of the Scottish Parliament

4.
Section 8(7) confers powers on the Scottish Ministers to add to or alter the functions of a
Parent Council set out in the Bill.
Justification for taking this power
5.
The 1988 Act, which part of this Bill replaces, set out the functions and duties of a school
board in detail. The main role of the new Parent Councils to be introduced by this Bill is in
communicating with and representing parents and in doing so to support those managing the
school. This power allows Ministers to amend the functions of Parent Councils without requiring
primary legislation where a change is deemed appropriate. For example, once Parent Councils are
established it may become apparent that existing functions should be altered, or new ones added.
Any such additions or alterations would be brought about by means of statutory instrument subject
to affirmative resolution procedure. As is normally the case with powers which allow amendment of
primary legislation, affirmative procedure is considered appropriate in relation to adding to or
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altering the functions of parent councils currently listed in the Bill because of the greater opportunity
for scrutiny and debate by the Parliament afforded by this procedure.
Section 14(3)(a) Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of a
Parent Council
Power conferred on:
Power exercisable by:
Parliamentary procedure:

The Scottish Ministers
Regulations
Negative resolution of the Scottish Parliament

6.
Section 14(3)(a) confers on Scottish Ministers the power to make regulations imposing
requirements which the process involved in relation to headteacher and deputy headteacher
appointments must satisfy.
Justification for taking this power
7.
Section 14 replaces the current prescriptive appointment procedures for headteachers and
deputy headteachers set out within Schedule 2 to the 1988 Act.
8.
Instead of prescribing a new system centrally for senior management appointments, the
Bill requires each education authority, in terms of section 14, to inform Ministers and Parent
Councils about their procedures for filling such posts, and to involve the Parent Council (where one
exists) in the appointment process. While provision has therefore been made for what is a more
flexible appointment procedure, section 14(3) will enable Scottish Ministers to make provision by
way of regulations setting out the specific requirements which those processes must satisfy. It is
considered that negative resolution procedure is appropriate on the basis of the procedural nature
of the subject matter.
9.
Power is also conferred on Ministers enabling them, by notice, to require education
authorities to change their appointment process to the extent set out in the notice. The power is
considered necessary to allow action to be taken at short notice, where this is considered
necessary in relation to that appointment process.
Section 21(1) Transitional provisions etc.
Power conferred on:
Power exercisable by:
Parliamentary procedure:

The Scottish Ministers
Order made by statutory instrument
Negative resolution (but affirmative in relation to
amendment or repeal of another enactment)

10.
Section 21(1) confers powers on Scottish Ministers by order to make incidental,
supplemental, consequential, transitional, transitory or saving provision as they consider necessary
or expedient for the purposes, or in consequence, of the Bill. The power would be appropriate to
allow Ministers to make changes to other legislation as a consequence of the Bill that are not
apparent at the moment. In terms of section 22(3)(b) a statutory instrument containing an order
under section 21(1), where the effect of that order would be to amend or repeal primary legislation,
requires to be made by affirmative procedure. It is considered that an order which makes such an
amendment or repeal should be subject to full scrutiny and debate by the Parliament and therefore
made by affirmative procedure. In respect of other orders or regulations (aside from any made
under section 8(7) as referred to earlier in this Memorandum) it is not considered necessary or
desirable to require a higher level of Parliamentary involvement than that afforded by negative
procedure, as provided for under section 22(2).
Section 24(2) Short title and commencement
Power conferred on:
Power exercisable by:
Parliamentary procedure:

The Scottish Ministers
Order made by statutory instrument
No parliamentary procedure

11.
Section 24(2) gives the Scottish Ministers power to commence provisions of the Act by
order. Provision is made for different days being appointed for different provisions, for different
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areas, for different purposes or for different cases or classes of case. This would allow a phased
approach to commencement for example by reference to education authority areas, or for different
provisions in the Bill. No commencement date is specified in the Bill as Ministers are yet to
determine when it would be appropriate to bring the substantive provisions of the Bill into force. As
is normal with commencement orders, no form of parliamentary procedure is required.
ANNEX 2
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill at Stage 1
Letter from the Clerk to the Subordinate Legislation Committee to the Scottish Executive
The Subordinate Legislation Committee today considered the above bill and asks the Executive for
explanation of the following matters.
Section 8(7) – functions of a Parent Council
The Committee noted that this section confers on Ministers a power to add to or “alter” functions of
a Parent Council. The Committee asks the Executive for clarification of its policy intention
with regard to the width of the power to “alter” the Council’s statutory functions.
The Committee also considered that Parent Councils should perhaps be formally consulted on any
amendment to their statutory functions before any order is made. The Executive is asked to
comment.
Section 19 – general power to issue guidance
The Committee considered that while this power is not contained in the delegated powers
memorandum, as it does not confer power to make subordinate legislation, it is a wide delegated
power and therefore falls within the Committee’s remit. The Committee considered that the issuing
of Guidance under this provision ought to be subject to some form of Parliamentary scrutiny, or at
the least laid before Parliament. The Committee felt this to be of particular importance given that
the bodies to which the Guidance may be directed include not only the more usual local education
authorities, but also Parent Councils. The Executive is asked to comment.
Response from the Scottish Executive to the Clerk to the Subordinate Legislation
Committee
Thank you for your letter of 6 December, concerning the Subordinate Legislation Committee’s
consideration of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. I trust the following response will
prove helpful in clarifying the points you have raised.
Section 8(7) – functions of a Parent Council
This section provides Ministers with a power to add to, or to alter, the functions of a Parent Council.
We note that the Committee asks for clarification of the Executive’s policy intention with regard to
the width of the power to “alter” the Council’s statutory functions.
The Council’s statutory functions focus on promoting partnership between parents and the school
and on the Council’s responsibility to the Parent Forum and its role as the Forum’s representative
voice. This power allows Ministers to alter these functions, if necessary, in the light of the
experience of the new Councils themselves as they are established and develop. It also allows for
a Parent Council’s functions to be added to, in response to any future changes in education
policies. It may be helpful also to draw the Committee’s attention to section 22(3) of the Bill which
requires any statutory instrument being made under section 8(7), amending Parent Councils’
functions, to be laid in draft before, and approved by resolution of, the Parliament.
The Committee asks if Parent Councils should be formally consulted on any amendment to their
statutory functions before any order is made.
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The Executive is committed to working closely with stakeholders in the education sector. We
would, as a matter of course and good practice, consult with stakeholders in accordance with the
Scottish Executive’s Good Practice Guidance on Consultation.
Section 19 – general power to issue guidance
We note that the Committee considers that the issuing of guidance under this provision ought to be
subject to some form of Parliamentary scrutiny, or at least laid before Parliament.
We note the Committee’s view that this would be important because the guidance would be
directed not only to local authorities, but also to Parent Councils. It may be helpful for the
Committee to know that it would be the Executive’s intention, in line with the Good Practice
Guidance on Consultation, to involve key stakeholders, in drawing up any guidance under section
19 of the Bill. The nature of any guidance is an issue which we would expect would be considered
further in the light of discussions as the Bill progresses through Parliament.
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Finance Committee
Report on the Financial Memorandum of the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill
The Committee reports to the Education Committee as follows—

INTRODUCTION
Under Standing Orders, Rule 9.6, the lead committee in relation to a Bill must consider and report
on the Bill’s Financial Memorandum at Stage 1. In doing so, it is obliged to take account of any
views submitted to it by the Finance Committee.
This report sets out the views of the Finance Committee on the Financial Memorandum of the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill, for which Education Committee has been designated
by the Parliamentary Bureau as the lead committee at Stage 1.
At its meeting on 22 November 2005, the Committee took evidence from Scottish Executive
officials. In addition, the committee received written submissions from Her Majesty’s Inspectorate
of Education and from COSLA.
Objectives of the Bill
The purpose of the Bill is to replace School Boards which were established under the School
Boards (Scotland) Act 1988, with parent forums at each school within each local authority, which
will in turn elect a parent council for that school. The aim is to promote and support parental
involvement in school education and to place statutory duties on Ministers to do so.
Costs of the Bill
The costs of the Bill will fall upon the Scottish Executive, local authorities and Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Education (HMIE). These will total £1.2m per annum from 2006- 07 onwards.
Costs upon the Scottish Executive
The Scottish Executive will be responsible for producing guidance to local authorities and parent
councils as to what their roles will entail through the Bill. The Executive will provide support
material to assist with the setting up of parent councils, and this will include guidance on
consultations and running the parent councils. The costs that will fall upon the Scottish Executive
for producing guidance and generic support materials for local authorities and parent councils is
£150,000 for 2006-07, and £50,000 for 2007-08.
Costs upon Local Authorities
Until the enactment of the Bill, local authorities will be responsible for continuing to provide support
to school boards. In addition, they will also be required to provide for the creation of parent councils
and forums. Once the Bill is enacted, school boards will be dissolved, and the local authorities will
be responsible for providing funding to support the parent councils with their operation,
administrative costs and training. This service is currently provided to school boards, and following
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the enactment of the Bill and the dissolution of the school boards, this funding will be redistributed
to the parent councils.
Local authorities will also have a duty to promote parental involvement, and this may include
providing translation of information leaflets for parents whose first language is not English.
The Financial Memorandum states that it is not anticipated that the local authorities will have to
incur significant costs towards developing options and model constitutions, as this will be provided
for in guidance from the Scottish Executive. However, authorities will need to cover the cost of
consultation with parents, and analysing responses.
It is anticipated, that as the parent councils will be expected to have more involvement with parents
than school boards at present, there may be a greater requirement for administrative assistance.
The Financial Memorandum is not prescriptive in what the local authorities will need to provide
towards this administrative assistance, but it suggests that this could be a paid clerk or through
voluntary work.
Local authorities will also be expected to provide accommodation and guidance for the meetings of
the parent councils, and to prepare and publish the scheme for each school council. In addition,
they will be expected to provide training for representatives from parent councils for interviewing
head teachers and deputy head teachers at schools. However, some education authorities believe
that savings will be made from the removal of the requirement to advertise these posts nationally.
They will also be expected to provide a complaints procedure for parents at schools, through
consultation with parents specific to the duties of the Bill. While this may incur some additional
short term costs, it is not anticipated that further costs will arise, as the complaints procedure
should ensure that there is more clarity in the information provided.
Local authorities will also be required to provide information to parents at their request in relation to
the education of their child at the school. While this is currently provided in most schools, the Bill
will make this a statutory duty upon local education authorities. The Pupils Educational Records
(Scotland) Regulations 2003 currently enable education authorities to charge parents for copies of
their child’s educational record.
It is estimated that costs upon local authorities of providing support, administrative costs, promoting
the establishment of parent councils will be £100,9000 in 2006- 07, £112,3000 in 2007-08, and
£126,6000 in 2008- 09.
Costs upon Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education (HMIE) currently receives representations from parents in
relation to inspections of schools. While the Financial Memorandum states that it is difficult to
estimate additional costs from representations by parent councils, it is believed that some of the
current parent representatives may be replaced by those of parent councils. Costs would be
incurred by HMIE for investigating each representation it receives.
It is estimated that for an additional 10 representations per year from parent councils, the costs
upon HMIE will be approximately £23000 per annum.
The costs are set out in the Financial Memorandum as follows.
Table 1: Total Estimated Additional Costs of the Bill
2006-07 (Transition
2007-08 (First year
Year with School
of new system after
Boards still
commencement of
operational) (£000s) Act) (£000s)
Local authorities
1,009
1,123
Scottish Executive
150
50
HMIE
23
23
Total
1,182
1,196
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2008-09 (and
subsequent years –
steady state)
(£000s)
1,266
N/A
23
1,289
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Summary of Evidence
In their written submission, COSLA said that they had reservations regarding the cost of additional
representations made to HMIE from parent councils. They highlighted that this could lead to
additional costs, which could impact upon the costs of the Bill. HMIE however were content with the
costs that were reflected in the financial memorandum.
In evidence Executive officials explained that HMIE had provided the estimate of representations.
HMIE had informed the Executive that even if the number of representations made to them by
parent councils were to be double this amount, they were content that they could absorb any
additional costs from their budget.
The Committee asked whether the assumptions in the Financial Memorandum had been set at a
minimum or maximum level of parental involvement. This was in relation to the fact that there may
be a broad range of approaches and levels of activity in individual schools. Given that the Bill is not
prescriptive in how parent councils should be formed, this could result in different approaches to
the Bill in different schools across the country.
The Executive explained that the assumptions had been based on a figure from an assessment of
the likely response to the Bill. Neither the Executive nor local authorities envisaged that there would
be a much greater number of parents on a parent council more than are on the current school
boards. The Executive also believed that there was unlikely to be a substantial alteration from the
assumptions given in the Financial Memorandum.
The Executive confirmed the names of the four sample local authorities during their evidence which
were used to develop the methodology for calculating the cost of the Bill. These were: East
Renfrewshire, East Lothian, North Lanarkshire, and Highland. They chose these authorities as they
cover both rural and urban areas and the east and west of Scotland. Both COSLA and the
Association of Directors of Education Scotland had indicated to the Executive that they were
content with the approach of using these four sample authorities to provide the assumptions of
costs in the Financial Memorandum.
Conclusion
The Finance Committee considers the Financial Memorandum for the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill to be adequate.
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ANNEXE – written submissions
Submission from HMIE
Consultation
Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, and if so did you
comment on the financial assumptions made?
Yes
Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been accurately reflected
in the Financial Memorandum?
Yes
Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise?
Yes
Costs
If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you believe that these have
been accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum? If not, please provide details.
Yes – HMIE costs are specifically discussed in paragraph 72 of the Financial
Memorandum and we fully endorse the statements made there.
Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs associated with the Bill?
If not, how do you think these costs should be met?
The costs predicted (£23,000) are relatively minor and can be absorbed within the
context of the existing HMIE budget.
Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of uncertainty associated with
the estimates and the timescales over which such costs would be expected to arise?
Yes
Wider Issues
If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these associated costs are
accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?
Yes
Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, for example through
subordinate legislation or more developed guidance? If so, is it possible to quantify these
costs?
We do not anticipate further costs of this nature arising.
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Submission from COSLA
Introduction
As the collective voice of Scottish local government, COSLA are delighted to have this
opportunity to express our views on the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill –
Financial Memorandum. The Bill introduces a range of practical measures which we believe
will improve the way that parents engage with schools and are involved in their children’s
education.
COSLA are particularly pleased with the way that local government’s view has been
considered in the formulation of this legislation. Furthermore, the high level of engagement
between the Executive and COSLA has been instrumental in the development of these
sensible policy proposals and practical financial projections.
We are confident that much of the associated costs of this legislation will be offset using
existing resources in a different way. The overall additional costs should be relatively
modest, and we are comfortable that the figures set out in the Financial Memorandum will
provide adequate provision.
Did you take part in the consultation exercise for the Bill, if applicable, and if so did you comment
on the financial assumptions made?
COSLA did take part in the consultation, both through the formal response process and
through numerous informal discussions with officials from the Executive. No detailed
comments were made on financial assumptions in our response, but there have been
significant discussions on the financial aspects of the proposals.
Do you believe your comments on the financial assumptions have been accurately reflected in the
Financial Memorandum?
Yes, we are satisfied that our views have been accurately reflected.
Did you have sufficient time to contribute to the consultation exercise?
Yes, sufficient time was given.
If the Bill has any financial implications for your organisation, do you believe that these have been
accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum? If not, please provide details.
Yes. COSLA undertook separate research into the likely financial implications. The
results tally with those made in the Financial Memorandum.
Are you content that your organisation can meet the financial costs associated with the Bill? If not,
how do you think these costs should be met
The provision outlined in the Financial Memorandum would appear to be sufficient.
Does the Financial Memorandum accurately reflect the margins of uncertainty associated with the
estimates and the timescales over which such costs would be expected to arise?
Although very difficult to gauge, we are comfortable that the margins of uncertainty
should not ultimately result in impossible financial burdens for local authorities.
If the Bill is part of a wider policy initiative, do you believe that these associated costs are
accurately reflected in the Financial Memorandum?
Yes.

35


91

Education Committee, 2nd Report 2006 (Session 2) – ANNEXE B
Do you believe that there may be future costs associated with the Bill, for example through
subordinate legislation or more developed guidance? If so, is it possible to quantify these costs?
We do not envisage significant future costs arising. However, we have reservations
about the Bill’s provision for HMIe intervention at the behest of parents, and are concerned
at the potential resultant added costs for the public purse. We therefore reserve the right to
comment on this at a future date if it remains in the Bill, and when we have more
information about the associated costs.
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EDUCATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM MINUTES
17th Meeting, 2005 (Session 2)
Wednesday 5 October 2005
Present:
Ms Wendy Alexander
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Deputy Convener)
Adam Ingram
Mr Frank McAveety
Iain Smith (Convener)

Ms Rosemary Byrne
Fiona Hyslop
Mr Kenneth Macintosh
Dr Elaine Murray

The meeting opened at 10.31 am.
Item in private: The Committee agreed to take item 3 in private.
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill (in private): The Committee
agreed its approach to stage 1.
The meeting closed at 12.35 pm.
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EDUCATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM MINUTES
22nd Meeting, 2005 (Session 2)
Wednesday 30 November 2005
Present:
Ms Wendy Alexander
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Deputy Convener)
Adam Ingram
Mr Frank McAveety
Iain Smith (Convener)

Ms Rosemary Byrne
Fiona Hyslop
Mr Kenneth Macintosh
Dr Elaine Murray

The meeting opened in private at 10.03 am.
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill: The Committee took evidence at
Stage 1 from—
Jennifer Wallace, Policy Manager, Education, Housing and Local
Government, Scottish Consumer Council
The meeting closed at 12.21pm.
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Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Stage 1

Scottish Parliament
Education Committee

10:48
The Convener: We come to our first oral
evidence session on the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill. This morning, we will
take evidence from the Scottish Consumer
Council. I am pleased to welcome Jennifer
Wallace, who is the policy manager for education,
housing and local government at the Scottish
Consumer Council.

Wednesday 30 November 2005
[THE CONVENER opened the meeting in private at
10:03]

Good morning, Jennifer. We received your
written submission on behalf of the council, but if
you have any additional points that you would like
to make before I open the meeting for questions,
feel free to make them.
Jennifer
Wallace
(Scottish
Consumer
Council): I thank the committee for inviting me to
give evidence today. As you will see from our
submission, we see parents as consumers of
education and therefore we support measures to
encourage better involvement and representation
in schools. I have no further comment at this
stage.
The Convener: I will start with a general
question about the consultation process for the
bill. Have you any comments about the
effectiveness of the Scottish Executive’s
consultation on the proposals in the bill?
Jennifer Wallace: The Scottish Consumer
Council believes that the Executive consulted
adequately on the bill, although we are aware of
the criticisms that were made of it. Our initial
criticism was that the traditional methods of
consultation struggled to get access to the views
of the 90 per cent of parents who are not members
of a parent-teacher association or a school board.
We took that concern to the Executive and it
agreed to carry out further research, which is the
basis of the evidence in our submission. That
research included a MORI telephone survey of
1,000 parents and eight focus groups of parents
who have not been members of school boards.
We viewed the Executive’s willingness to conduct
extra research as a sign of effectiveness.
Fiona Hyslop (Lothians) (SNP): I am interested
in the point that you made about the need for
clarity about the difference between parental
involvement and parental representation, which
were initially confused. What did the research
show about those two aspects? Is the balance
right, or is parental involvement more of an issue
for policy while parental representation is an issue
for legislation?
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Jennifer Wallace: We pointed out in the
discussion paper the need to be clear about the
difference between parental involvement and
parental representation. We welcome the fact that
section 1 makes that clear. It does not use those
words, but it talks about parents’ involvement in
the education of individual children and then about
their involvement in the education of pupils
generally in the school. We called attention to that
difference again in our submission because much
of the evidence that is being submitted is about
the impact of parental involvement but is being
used to justify parental representation. We can
point to the evidence that supports better parental
representation, but we need to be clear about
whether we are talking about involvement or
representation. That will need to be teased out
more in guidance in particular.

Jennifer Wallace: It has been significant. The
Executive has listened to the concerns, particularly
about the inclusion of head teachers. Our survey
found that only 1 per cent of parents did not want
the head teacher to be present at meetings, which
is a clear research finding.
We also welcomed the so-called two-tier system
that would include a parent forum and a parent
council. One of the difficulties with the original
consultation was that people could not understand
how a parent forum, as it was called then, would
have been defined and constituted. However, a
parent council seems to be defined much more
clearly and that has overcome some of the
concerns.
Fiona Hyslop: Finally, I ask about variability
throughout the country. The merit of the school
boards is that the structure has been set out in
legislation and provides commonality. You indicate
in your evidence that variability might be a
problem because the proposed system would not
result in a national representation. To what extent
will variability—the fact that a body could be set up
in a school that is not the same as the one in the
school down the road or in another county—cause
difficulties for parents who want to make their
voices heard? The education authority might
choose to divide and rule. Secondly, would you
explore your proposal for a national body? How
helpful might that be to parental involvement?

You asked about the evidence that we gathered.
We found fairly low levels of parental involvement
in schools. I make it clear that I am talking about
involvement in schools rather than in education
because parents are very involved in homework
and so on, but about two thirds of them have no
involvement with the school or with activities in
school and their child’s learning there. However,
45 per cent of parents want further involvement,
so there is an obvious enthusiasm for involvement.
We also found that when we asked parents why
they had not been involved, the reason was a
combination of the opportunities provided by the
school and keeping a work-life balance. The worklife balance is a wider issue than the bill can
address, but many of the things that they told us—
about open days or being able to drop into the
school at any time—could be addressed in the bill
by a strategy for parental involvement. That would
be an appropriate measure for legislation.

Jennifer Wallace: On the variability at local
level, about 83 per cent of parents said that they
wanted to be able to decide how the parent forum
in their school—now called a parent council—
would be organised. Our research evidence
showed that parents have called for that flexibility.
Detailed guidance will be crucial to make sure
that education authorities are able to implement a
flexible provision that has a degree of consistency.
Given the amount of flexibility in the bill, we hope
that the guidance will be consulted on and we
would welcome a further opportunity to comment
on that later.

Fiona Hyslop: Should the duty that the bill
places on local authorities to encourage parental
involvement, without being overly prescriptive, be
the vehicle for how that is done?
Jennifer Wallace: That is the right vehicle. I
agree that it is important not to be prescriptive.
There are huge variations, particularly between
rural and urban areas, in how one would go about
ensuring parental involvement. As long as
guidance is sufficient and the situation is
monitored, we are comfortable with the provision.

We have argued for many years for national
representation. About 49 per cent of parents said
in response to our previous survey that they did
not believe that their views were well represented
nationally and it concerns us that parents do not
recognise a vehicle for that. More recently, we
have become concerned that if the bill goes
through, the abolition of school boards will mean
that the Scottish School Boards Association will
not have membership fees and will in effect cease
to exist. That would leave a gap at national level.
The Scottish Executive does not provide core
funding to the Scottish School Boards Association
or the Scottish Parent Teacher Council, yet it uses
the representatives of those organisations in
working groups and expects them to consult their

Fiona Hyslop: There was considerable
movement between the initial consultation and the
recent publication of the bill. For example, school
boards are being abolished, but now it appears
that if one wanted, the parent council could be
called a school board and it would not make much
difference. What is your perception of the degree
of change from the consultation stage to what has
been published? How significant has that been?
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members. That is a significant gap in funding for
the sector.

2850

Executive’s proposals for the draft bill, but only 13
per cent of the 1,030 responses to the consultation
were in favour of outright abolition of school
boards. In your view, what compromise might be
made that would retain the legal structure of
existing boards, which enjoy widespread support,
while encouraging more parents to support their
children’s learning?

We hope that if a new national parent body were
set up, it would be given a key role in monitoring
the implementation of the bill and would be an
independent voice to challenge education
authorities and perhaps the Scottish Executive on
its level of success. That would be quite a large
job.

Jennifer Wallace: In our research, we found
support for school boards. Most parents were
happy with how their views were being expressed
by school boards. We need to be clear about that.
School boards have not failed in their role, but it is
difficult for them to engage with a wider group of
parents,
particularly
those
from
more
disadvantaged backgrounds. That is the difficulty
that the bill is trying to rectify. The difficulty is that
the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 is detailed
and prescriptive. In order to make the kind of
tweaks that we might all want to do with elections
and so on, primary legislation would be required
anyway. We support the flexibility in the bill and
we support many parts of it.

Ms Wendy Alexander (Paisley North) (Lab):
Clearly, the SCC is broadly sympathetic to the
aims and objectives of the bill, but one of your
criticisms is that you are
“not convinced that the balance of rights and
responsibilities in the … Bill will provide Parent Councils
with a strong enough voice to challenge service providers
and professionals.”

What changes to the bill might you be looking for
to meet that concern?
Jennifer Wallace: We are concerned that
parent councils will have no decision-making
powers and that such powers will rest solely with
the head teacher and the education authority. We
accept that the term “having regard to” is common
in legislation and we are comfortable that most
authorities and head teachers would interpret that
as they should, but we would like it to be reviewed.
We welcome the fact that there are provisions in
the bill to allow the powers of parent councils to be
extended, but we think that there needs to be a
clear commitment to reviewing that and to
ensuring that education authorities and head
teachers have regard to what parents are saying.
That part of the bill should be strengthened, so
that if we find in a review that education authorities
and head teachers are not having regard to what
parents are saying, a school development plan or
any other proposal could perhaps be vetoed.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: If you have
any invaluable ideas, could you let us have them
in the form of amendments?
Jennifer Wallace: Of course.
Mr Kenneth Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab):
Thank you for your evidence. You have already
addressed some of my questions. You spoke
about trying to get the balance right between the
prescriptive legislation for the school boards and
the very flexible approach to parent councils and
you said that there should be guidance. Should
there also be provision in the bill for minimum
guarantees or minimum ratios of professionals to
parents, for example? There is an outside
possibility that a body could exist that is all parents
but no professionals, although I know that the
head teacher has to attend meetings. Should all
that be covered in guidance? If so, what sort of
guidance are you thinking of?

Ms Alexander: That is helpful. The critical issue
is that there should be a commitment somewhere
in the bill or the accompanying documents to
reviewing whether head teachers and local
authorities have had regard to the views of parent
councils.

11.00
Jennifer Wallace: We do not think that matters
such as membership should be in the bill. The
provisions for the attendance of the head teacher,
if all the parties agree, are sufficient to ensure that
there is partnership between teachers and
parents. However, in our initial consultation
response, we suggested that there should be
principles for what are now called parent
councils—for example, parents should be
independent, should be representative and should
be in touch with other parents. If such principles
were enshrined in the bill, education authorities
and parent forums would have a framework to
create a structure that is flexible enough to work

Jennifer Wallace: Yes.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I have two
brief questions. First, what role should parents
play in the appointment of the head teacher and
the deputy head teacher?
Jennifer Wallace: There is a consultation out
on that matter and we have not yet come to a
policy decision as an organisation, although we
support continued parental involvement in the
appointment system. We will respond to the
consultation.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Secondly, we
appreciate that you responded positively to the
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for them but that adheres to the common elements
that all parent forums and councils should have.

authority decision and practice. When we began to
think more about the national parent body—we
hope to have a paper on that in the near future—
we thought about the importance of regional links.
We considered that having a representative in
each local authority area was perhaps not
necessary, but we were positive about regional
links to facilitate communication.

Mr Macintosh: So the bill should say nothing
about membership. You made a useful distinction
between parental involvement and parental
representation. Perhaps one of the failings of
parental representative bodies is that the lines of
accountability between the school boards and the
parents are sometimes not great. Many parents do
not know what is going on at the school board.
Could accountability be viably inserted into the bill,
or is that best left for guidance?

Dr Murray: Under the bill, individual parent
forums could ask an inspector to inspect a school
if they were unhappy. There could be an argument
for an equivalent power to allow a regional parent
forum to call in Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of
Education to inspect the local authority if it was
unhappy about the education provision. Would you
support that?

Jennifer Wallace: That could be in the bill, but it
depends. The issue of mandatory elections and
their removal is under considerable debate. We do
not support them; we think that most parents find
them offputting, particularly when they have to put
down what amounts to a manifesto. That is not a
very inclusive way of doing things. However,
accountability
can
be
ensured
through
consultation and the representation of parents’
views through the proper procedures and so on. If
the bill provided for accountability, the guidance
could expand on what that would involve, which
might be elections or a duty to consult.

Jennifer Wallace: We have not considered that,
but we could support it in principle.
Mr Frank McAveety (Glasgow Shettleston)
(Lab): What were the barriers to participation?
Jennifer Wallace: I touched on that before. Not
having enough time is one issue. We all
understand the difficulties with which parents are
faced when trying to juggle work and family life
and involvement in school. Also, 18 per cent of
parents told us that the problem was that they did
not have enough opportunities to participate. Many
parents said that they wanted to be asked to get
involved; they said that having more activities
would help them to be involved. Schools could do
some relatively simple things to increase parental
involvement.

The Convener: In your written evidence you
stated:
“While a School Board cannot exist without
parents, once constituted they bring parents,
teachers, community groups and in some cases
pupils around one table. Replacing these with
parent only bodies, as Parent Councils will be,
raises questions about school governance.”

Mr McAveety: Does the bill address those
concerns?

Should the provisions in the bill on co-option be
amended to make it clear that it is good practice to
include such groups as other teaching staff,
community representatives and, indeed, pupils?

Jennifer Wallace: It will be for the detail of
strategies for parental involvement to do that. It is
difficult to comment on those strategies, as we
have not seen guidance on them. We hope that
the strategies for parental involvement will be
innovative and creative and will consider such
things as open days when parents can drop into
schools and speak to the teachers. There are
many other examples of innovative practice and
we hope that they will be contained in the
strategies.

Jennifer Wallace: The variations among
communities and schools mean that that should
be included in guidance. I am not convinced that it
should be in the bill, but it should certainly be in
guidance. It is good practice to include community
members and we support the inclusion of pupils in
a parent council.
Dr Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): The
convener has asked my first question, so I shall
move on to the second. You support the
establishment of a new national parent forum. Is
there any merit in having local authority-wide
regional forums that might be able to make
representations on behalf of parents to local
authorities?

Mr McAveety: In the research, was there a
clear difference in disadvantaged communities’
participation and expectations or in the role that
they felt encouraged to play?
Jennifer Wallace: There was no difference in
that respect. There were differences between the
levels of involvement in primary and secondary
schools and in what parents thought might
encourage their involvement. Parents with children
in primary schools were less concerned about
time; that became more of an issue for parents of
children at secondary schools. Parents with

Jennifer Wallace: In a previous discussion
paper, we pointed out that there is a gap at local
authority level. As good practice, many local
authorities have parent representatives, but that is
not enshrined in law. It is a matter of local
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children in primary schools were less keen on
elections than were parents with children in
secondary schools. Those kinds of differences
were apparent, but we did not find differences
across social strata.

information on the child’s education is important,
given that under the Education (Additional Support
for Learning) (Scotland) Act 2004 parents can ask
for assessments. I wondered whether there had
been any discussion of that.

Mr McAveety: Was the research rigorous
enough to tell you that?

Jennifer Wallace: Only as it came out in the
focus groups, as I have said. Some parents were
slightly dissatisfied with the amount of information
that they received and wanted more.

Jennifer Wallace: I think so. We worked with
MORI on different categories and we tried to
address that issue. We have reported on the
statistically significant relationships; where there is
no discussion, we did not find anything significant.

Ms Byrne: Do you have plans to consider that
issue in more detail?
Jennifer Wallace: We previously carried out
work on advice and information services—that
was before my time at the Scottish Consumer
Council. At that time, parents suggested that they
wanted an independent source of advice and
information. The advice and information that they
wanted was not about their own children’s
attainment; it was about what education policy
should be and what standards schools ought to
meet. The parents were not convinced that they
would get such advice and information from an
education authority in an unbiased way—that was
the perception; it is not a criticism of education
authorities.

Ms Rosemary Byrne (South of Scotland)
(SSP): Your submission does not comment
specifically on a number of areas. I wonder
whether you have a view on those areas or
whether any research will be done in those areas,
which are quite important. What is your view on
the appointment of head teachers and deputy
head teachers? Did anything on that come through
in the research?
Jennifer Wallace: That was not discussed in
the research because, when we carried it out, we
knew that there was going to be further
consultation on the issue. We did not have the
detail that would have allowed us to ask parents
specific questions on that, which is why that is not
in the research.

Mr Adam Ingram (South of Scotland) (SNP): I
want to ask about the work that you are doing on
the complaints system in schools. There seems to
be an anomaly in the fact that people will be able
to initiate a complaint under the bill but not under,
for example, the Standards in Scotland’s Schools
etc Act 2000. Could you give us your views on that
anomaly?

Ms Byrne: Did you get a feeling for whether that
is an important area for parents?
Jennifer Wallace: It was not mentioned by
anybody.

Jennifer Wallace: That is one of the concerns
that we have about the bill. It introduces a right to
complain about parental involvement but not a
general right to complain about standards and
quality in education. We think that it would be a
significant increase in parents’ rights if there were
such a consideration in this bill. As many local
authorities already have satisfactory complaints
systems, it would not be onerous to add that to the
bill.

Ms Byrne: The proposal to place a duty on
education authorities to provide advice and
information to individual parents on request on
matters relating to the education of their children is
an important one for parents. It is probably one of
the things about which parents feel most strongly,
as they often do not get that information. Did you
get any flavour of that in the research? Do you
plan to do any research in that area?
Jennifer Wallace: That feeling came out in the
focus groups when we asked parents about the
information that they received. Some of them were
unhappy about the information that they
received—their unhappiness always related to
information about their individual child. They
wanted more information about how the child was
progressing, about its attainment levels and about
any additional support needs that may have
arisen. They were not especially interested in
receiving basic information about the schools.
Parents say over and over that they are interested
in the education of their individual child; only a few
parents are interested in the management of the
school. That must be recognised.

As I said, we are concerned about the fact that
parents are not being encouraged to complain. It
seems that the education profession is not aware
of the benefits of having an effective complaints
system. For example, if the professionals were
aware of the possibility that they can get
information about problems before they accelerate
and become more serious, that might increase
quality in the education system and deliver better
outcomes for children. We would like that to be
included in the bill.
I should also stress that our previous research in
2002 found that 96 per cent of parents were either
very satisfied or fairly satisfied with the education
of their children. We would not, therefore, expect

Ms Byrne: The duty to provide advice and
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there to be a huge number of serious complaints.
The level of complaints would not cause a problem
for schools and education authorities.

We are aware of good practice in some local
authorities but we are not convinced that all local
authorities have an effective complaints process
for education. As a principle, we believe that there
should be a single gateway through which parents
can pass to access the various systems if and
when they need them. We have said that it should
not be up to the parent to find out what avenue
they should be pursuing. There should be one
entry point from which they can be guided through
the complex system.

Mr Ingram: However, if no complaints
procedure is laid down, it will not be easy for
parents to get involved in supporting their child
through the system.
Jennifer Wallace: Absolutely. The system is
complex. We raised the issue that you are talking
about during the consultation on the Education
(Additional Support for Learning) (Scotland) Act
2004, which has created several different avenues
for complaints relating to additional support needs.

The Convener: The committee will be
interested in the results of your study into those
complaints procedures. I thank you for giving your
evidence, which has been helpful.

At this stage, we are not sure how many
complaints parents might have that would not fall
into that system. However, it would be helpful if
there were a single complaints system that would
point parents to the other sources of redress.

That concludes the public part of today’s
meeting.

Mr Ingram: You say that your research shows
that only a small percentage of parents make
complaints. Do you think that a significant number
of parents would complain if there were a welldefined procedure?

11:14
Meeting continued in private until 12:21.

Jennifer Wallace: The research does not
suggest that there is a high level of grievances
that have not become formal complaints. The high
level of satisfaction that we detected leads us to
suspect that there are not many parents who
would use the complaints system. However, as I
said, we should be encouraging the use of a
complaints system as a way of early intervention
to stop further problems.
The other benefit of having a well-defined
complaints system is that it might reassure some
parents who are concerned about the
repercussions on their child of complaining. Our
research has shown that people can worry about
what might happen to their child if they complain to
the education authority about the school. That is
one of the barriers to people making complaints;
having a properly publicised complaints system
might allay their fears somewhat.
The Convener: A number of the written
submissions that we have had from the local
authorities make the point that they already have
complaints procedures in place and that,
therefore, adding another complaints procedure to
that would seem to be unnecessarily burdensome
and confusing to the public. Do you think that the
complaints procedures that councils have in place
should be adequate to deal with the points that
you have just raised? If so, do you think that they
are or should they be reviewed?
Jennifer Wallace: We are just beginning to do
some work on complaints in education. During the
course of the bill, I hope that we will be able to
provide more evidence on what local authorities’
policies are and so on.


100

2856

44

Education Committee, 2nd Report 2006 (Session 2) – ANNEXE C
EDUCATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM MINUTES
23rd Meeting, 2005 (Session 2)
Wednesday 7 December 2005
Present:
Ms Rosemary Byrne
Fiona Hyslop
Mr Kenneth Macintosh
Dr Elaine Murray

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Deputy Convener)
Adam Ingram
Mr Frank McAveety
Iain Smith (Convener)

Apologies were received from Ms Wendy Alexander.
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overprescriptive. Head teachers are employed
under legally binding contracts from education
authorities. We strongly suggest that guidelines,
rather than regulations, are more appropriate in
relation to the employment of head teachers.

Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Stage 1
10:06
The Convener: Agenda item 2 is our second
oral evidence-taking session on the Scottish
Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. There are two
panels of witnesses this morning. On the first
panel are Alan Blackie from the Association of
Directors of Education Scotland and East Lothian
Council; and Ewan Aitken and Anna Fowlie from
the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities.
Thank you for coming this morning. We have
received written evidence from both organisations.
If you have brief comments that you wish to make
by way of introduction, please feel free to do so.

In summary, ADES is very supportive of the
objectives and the main thrust of the bill, although
some of the detail still needs to be ironed out.
Councillor the Rev Ewan Aitken (Convention
of Scottish Local Authorities): I thank the
committee for giving me the opportunity to present
evidence. COSLA welcomes most of the bill, as it
presents huge opportunities to build on some of
the things that are happening in education.
As Alan Blackie outlined, the bill recognises the
central role of parents in the whole education
experience. However, COSLA wants to reiterate
that there is much more to parent involvement and
engagement in schools and in education as a
whole than simply being on the existing school
boards or in any future organisations that may be
set up. For example, parents have a role in
personal learning planning, which is being
introduced as part of the individual journey through
education. Parents also have opportunities in
developing the role of the school in community life.
I will return to that point shortly.

Alan Blackie (Association of Directors of
Education Scotland): We very much welcome
the opportunity to give the committee oral
evidence this morning. I will start by saying how
much ADES welcomes the general thrust of the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. Of
course, we recognise that the contribution of
parents to driving up standards in education is
vital.
There is, however, a feeling that the general
thrust of the bill might have been lost a little bit,
particularly in the reporting of its proposals by the
media. The bill is currently seen by many people
as simply replacing school boards, but the
requirement that the bill contains for education
authorities to develop parental involvement plans
or strategies is vital for progress in education as a
whole. There clearly also needs to be legislation to
cover what will replace school boards, and that
involves the parent forums and parent councils.

COSLA thinks that on the one hand the bill tries
to be as broad and as flexible as possible, but on
the other hand, as Alan Blackie said, it contains
some quite prescriptive bits, about which COSLA
has some concerns. Section 6(6) of the bill refers
to the constitutions of parent councils. COSLA is in
favour of some sort of model constitution that
would allow authorities, in partnership with
schools, to develop the appropriate constitution for
their circumstances. We would expect that to be
done at local authority level.

We are a little anxious about the possibility that
the bill will become excessively prescriptive as it
goes through the committee stages on its way to
becoming an act, and we are concerned that it
might try to do the work of education authorities for
them. For example, the constitutions and
membership of parent councils need flexibility to
reflect local circumstances and to recognise the
fact that schools vary in pupil numbers, ranging
from 10, or even slightly below 10 in some very
rural areas, to well over 1,000 or 1,500 in other
parts of the country. We also have concerns that
there is little or no mention of the role of elected
members. I am sure that Ewan Aitken will say
more about that when he speaks about parent
councils. That role has been valuable on school
boards, and we do not want to lose it.

Section 6(2)(b) says that a person other than the
education authority may be asked to prepare a
scheme for the establishment of a parent council,
which seems superfluous. Ultimately, preparing a
scheme for a parent council embeds the
partnership between the local authority and the
school and parent body. Therefore, it seems odd
to suggest that people other than the two partners
would be involved in drawing up such a scheme.
I referred to wider community matters. Our
written evidence contained a proposal that a new
section 8(1)(b)(iii) be added. The new paragraph
would recognise the role that the parent councils
could play in
“relevant local strategic partnerships, e.g. Community
Planning, Community Learning and Development,
Community Safety, Sports Groups, etc. to ensure that
parental involvement extends to those aspects of local
strategic planning that are co-dependant with schools in
that area.”

Turning to the most recent part of the
consultation—on appointment and deployment of
head teachers—we feel strongly that the
regulations that are being suggested are


102

2860

46

2861

7 DECEMBER 2005

Integrated community schools are being
developed and work will be done under the
Education (Additional Support for Learning)
(Scotland) Act 2004, including the introduction of
co-ordinated support plans. Therefore, we should
do more to relate schools to local decision-making
structures. Since new structures are coming into
place with devolution to communities—which
COSLA supports whole-heartedly—we need to
ensure that we take this opportunity to create links
for the new parental bodies. Parents can play a
significant role in making such links effective.

(Scotland) Act 2004 requires that to be firmed up
even more, with the role of mediation and so on,
so it seems that the proposal would be unhelpful in
terms of that legislation and in terms of
encouraging parents to engage with authorities
and the HMIE.
We have no problem with the HMIE coming into
schools; in fact, we think that that is a good thing
and helps us to ensure that we are accountable
and continue to raise standards. However, that is
done under a systematic work programme as
opposed to what would be essentially an ad hoc
call for HMIE’s involvement.

We share ADES’s concerns about the
prescription concerning the appointment of head
teachers. There is no doubt that there are areas in
which practice needs to improve and we believe
absolutely that parents should be involved in
appointing head teachers. In my authority, parents
are involved in drawing up the long leet and the
short leet and in developing questions. Ultimately,
however, the authority is the employer and it
should have the final say in the process.

Alan Blackie referred to the role of elected
members. We welcome the changes that will
result in the directorate, and the fact that head
teachers will have a role in any new bodies. We
also believe that it is essential that elected
members be represented on the new bodies. That
is important in terms of the relationship with the
community planning partnerships, to which I
referred earlier, and with the decision makers, in
terms of the education authority function of local
councils. We would like to see elected members
having a statutory right of representation on the
new bodies.

We object to the provisions in section 14; we
have great concerns about them. We would like to
be removed the provisions that call for ministerial
power to impose requirements on and changes to
the appointment process for head teachers. We
are absolutely fine about education authorities
being called to account over an appointment
process, but we see no justification for such
changes nor can we find any examples of them.
We are satisfied that the vast array of employment
legislation and a well-developed culture of human
rights renders such provisions impractical and
unhelpful.

However, we accept that there are some
difficulties, particularly with the advent of
proportional representation and the single
transferable vote in the 2007 elections. One of our
members from a rural authority seems to reckon
that, if he were to be elected under the new
system, he would have 33 schools in his new
ward. That is a lot of evenings. We need to think
this through, but we do not think that that is a
reason for not having elected members on the
new bodies.

COSLA does not believe that it would be
appropriate for parent councils to have an explicit
right under the legislation to call in Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Education. There are already
mechanisms in place to allow parents, individually
and collectively, to make representations to
schools and to education authorities. HMIE
inspections include assessing responses to such
representations. There would be huge resource
implications for such provision, not just for local
authorities but for HMIE. We have to consider the
cost to the public purse, which we believe would
be disproportionate to any perceived benefit. It
would also place HMIE in the role of arbiter in
individual complaints or circumstances. I am not
sure that that is a role that HMIE would want to
play.
10:15
We are
frivolous or
authorities
procedures
Education

concerned
vexatious
have
in place.
(Additional
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We are concerned about the issue of other coopted members. We are absolutely clear that the
chair should have a live interest. In other words, it
would be appropriate if the chair was the parent of
a child at the school.
We have suggested that the church would not
be represented. However, I should say that our
suggestion that reference to co-opted members be
deleted does not apply to section 7(2). We accept
the right of the church to be represented on the
parent councils of denominational schools. We
suggest that the chaplains of non-denominational
schools might also have a live interest.
We think that this is a good bill that has the
potential to increase the level of parental
involvement significantly in a number of ways. We
are generally supportive of it.

about the potential for
use of that provision. All
appropriate
complaints
The introduction of the
Support for Learning)

Fiona Hyslop: Last night, I attended in West
Lothian an interesting meeting about the bill. It
was hosted by the education authority and
attended by school boards from across the county.
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In my questions, I will reflect some of the concerns
that were expressed.

If an individual circumstance is brought to the
parent forum, the forum needs to be able to say,
“We do not deal with individual circumstances, but
there are wider issues of which we should be
aware.” Therefore, the parent forum could address
the matter at that level. It could not do so in
respect of an individual child’s education, which
should clearly be the responsibility of the teacher,
the head teacher and the education authority. As I
said, complaints should be handled by the
complaints procedure. The school forum should
not be a point of contact for complaints about an
individual child’s circumstances.

Ewan Aitken talked about the difference
between a parent being involved in their child’s
education and everyone working together for the
improvement
of
the
school
community
environment. There is confusion about the bill as it
is. One of the concerns that were expressed last
night was quite specific. Under section 8, the
functions of the parent council are extremely
broad. Section 8(1)(a)(iii) says that part of the
functions of the parent council is
“to develop to their fullest potential the personality, talents
and mental and physical abilities of the pupils attending the
school”.

Fiona Hyslop: So the model constitution must
be tight, but perhaps it might be for the legislation
to reflect that the parent council is about the
advancement of the education of the community
rather than the individual.

That is similar to the responsibility that the
Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc Act 2000
gave to local authorities. Last night, a parent said
to me, “I am responsible for three children of my
own already, am I supposed to be responsible for
the education of other children?” If you add the
requirement in section 8 to the representations
that can be made by the parent council to the
head teacher, the education authority and HMIE,
you can see that, all of a sudden, the parent
councils are taking on educational responsibility
for other people’s children. If complaints are made
to the parent council about a teacher’s ability to
educate a particular child, a hornets’ nest could be
opened up and the parent council could end up
being dragged into the matter. At the moment, as I
understand the situation, if there were any
concerns about the education of a child, they
would go through the teacher, to the head teacher
and on to the local authority.

Councillor Aitken: The legislation talks about
the parent council’s “endeavours” as opposed to
its responsibilities. That point must be articulated
in any model constitutions. I emphasise that I
feel—other people share this view—that we need
a variety of models for different circumstances.
Otherwise we will impose things that are not
wanted. However, the model constitutions must
outline the differentiation of roles that Fiona
Hyslop articulated. An individual circumstance
might raise wider issues with which the parent
council can deal, but it should not deal with the
circumstances of an individual child.
Alan Blackie: The bill is interesting. Fiona
Hyslop makes an important point. We do not want
to frighten people away from taking on an
important role. The bill states that it is about
functions, but we could debate the difference
between functions and responsibilities for a long
time. However, every school and every education
authority has in place good, tried and tested
procedures to cope with parental concerns and to
pick up on teachers’ performance and identify
whether performance is lacking. A raft of
personnel procedures are in place to deal with
matters such as that. As Ewan Aitken said,
complaints procedures are also in place. The
drafters should take care with the amendments to
the bill because the last thing that we want to do,
as Fiona Hyslop rightly says, is to scare people
off. We want to encourage people to get involved
in parent councils.

Councillor Aitken: Are you referring to a
scenario involving the education of an individual
child as opposed to—
Fiona Hyslop: Yes. The bill states that the
functions of the parent council include a
responsibility
“to develop to their fullest potential”

the personality and talents of the child. It depends
how you look at that. That is an onerous
responsibility for a local authority, let alone for a
parent council.
Councillor Aitken: In some senses I was
alluding to that. We do not want a parent body to
have to deal with the specifics of an individual
child’s circumstances. However, any individual
child’s circumstances will, in part at least, reflect
the situation in the whole school. That comes back
to the tension that I described earlier. That is why
there must be consistency of understanding of the
lines of responsibility, as I outlined in respect of
the model constitution that I described earlier. The
role of any parent forum must be clearly
understood.
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In relation to the existing set up, in East Lothian
Council we had an information evening last
Thursday. Some head teachers, parent-teacher
associations and school boards were present.
People tended to get caught up in the
organisational issues of parent councils rather
than to consider the wider opportunities that the
bill offers. Parent councils are not unimportant, but
they are but one part of the bill and there are wider
opportunities.
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Fiona Hyslop: I will ask three more specific
questions. Would it be reasonable to allow for the
attendance by invitation of elected members and
directors of education at the meetings? The school
boards used to be agents of the local authority, but
parent councils are not. What does being agents
of the local authority mean in law? Was it
effective?

2866

agreement rather than by invitation. If the bill were
to say “by right”, it would sound as if it were being
imposed; if it says “by invitation”, it would sound as
if someone cannot go unless they are invited. We
need to find a form of words that enables the
education authority to work in partnership. When
we did the consultation evening, in partnership
with the Executive and the Scottish Civic Forum, I
quite liked the notion of parent partnerships as
opposed
to
parent
councils.
However,
“partnership” is a much-used word nowadays and
it may not find favour.

My final question is more technical. We have
heard in Parliament presentations by looked-after
children from West Lothian. They feel resentful
about the references everywhere in schools to
“parent evenings”, “parent this” and “parent that”.
We live in a world in which children are looked
after by aunts, uncles and grandparents; the use
of the word “parent” might exclude people. What
we are talking about is school: the school forum
and the school council. Would you feel reasonably
relaxed about reflecting the interests of lookedafter children even in the wording of the
legislation?

You would probably need a lawyer to answer in
any detail the question about the agents of the
local authority. Although agents are, strictly
speaking, the legal link, if you like, as far as I am
aware that issue has never been tested. Again,
the notion of working together is the important
thing. Interestingly, if—as seems likely—parent
councils have constitutions, the constitution would
be a legal document. Parts of the current
education service, such as community centres,
have
constitutions
and
annually
elected
committees and so on—that works extremely
smoothly.
Within
such
constitutions,
the
membership is usually clearly stated and the
relationship with the authority is spelled out. There
are some real benefits to having a constitution,
which I will not go into now. A constitution would
work well as long as there was sufficient flexibility
to take account of Ewan Aitken’s points and the
point that Fiona Hyslop made about the wider
community and not necessarily just parents.

Councillor Aitken: I accept that last point
absolutely. I understand that there is quite a group
of young people who care for their parents. In
Edinburgh, it is reckoned that 5,000 young people
are the main carer in their families. Where do they
fit into the bill? Fiona Hyslop’s point was well
made; the language of the bill is a challenge. The
downside of a school forum is that it would not
affirm the role of the parent-carer. I am relaxed
about trying to find the right language. Whether it
means that we have the more cumbersome
“parents and carers forum” or whether we find a
new word that people are up for, I am happy to
have that conversation.

Mr Adam Ingram (South of Scotland) (SNP):
On the general principles of the bill, as Fiona
Hyslop indicated, there is a difference between
parental representation on bodies such as school
boards and parental involvement in children’s
education. Will you help us to understand the
current barriers to parental involvement in
schools? Is it not arguable that the bill does
nothing to promote the involvement of the parents
of those children who are most in need of that
involvement in their education?

On elected members, given the role that I was
suggesting of community involvement, and
community planning partnerships, community
learning and development, it would be right and
proper to have a statutory right for elected
members to be present at school boards.
However, although we must recognise that a
scenario such as that in which an elected
representative has 33 schools in their ward—as I
mentioned earlier—would make that difficult to
achieve, I am clear about the need for elected
members to have a statutory right to a role at local
level. Alan Blackie can deal with agents, which is
slightly more technical.

10:30
Councillor Aitken: We need to reflect on that. A
number of levels are involved, the first of which is
representation. The school boards legislation is
fairly rigid in its approach, and although there is a
role for co-opted members, it is relatively narrow.
As I understand it, representation is fixed for all
schools.

Alan Blackie: For representatives of the
authority to be able to attend only by invitation
would not strike the right balance. My team and I
attend a lot of school board meetings, sometimes
because a school board wants to see us about
something and sometimes because we would like
to explain something to a school board. We do a
lot of cluster meetings, including a programme of
cluster meetings every winter at which we discuss
matters of common concern. We attend by mutual

The parental involvement debate is about what
happens in each school and how that is supported
by each authority. For example, we have heard
about open evenings, and the bill contains other
ways of involving parents. At the other extreme is
the development of personal learning plans for
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each child. That process should rightly involve
parents or carers. Although that is not dealt with in
the bill, it is part of the ethos of the changes in
education and we support it whole-heartedly.

“Perhaps, but not too much.”
Alan Blackie: I do not know whether to launch
into my 10-minute spiel on what education is all
about.

Your point about the most vulnerable children is
a good one. My experience and that of my
colleagues is that the children whose
circumstances make them most vulnerable tend to
be cared for by people whose lives are chaotic.
Therefore, the ability of those parents and carers
to engage in any form of representation is limited,
and schools and education authorities need to find
other ways of involving them.

Councillor Aitken: Oh go on—I have not heard
it for 20 minutes.
The Convener: If you can keep it to one minute,
that will be fine.
Alan Blackie: Okay.
The whole thrust of education in this country
now is about devolving and empowering, not
prescribing. It is also about outcomes and making
sure that accountability is built in. It is not the job
of the bill to dot every i and cross every t. The bill
should be about placing a duty on schools and
education authorities to ensure that opportunities
such as the ones proposed are taken up. The big
prize in the bill is an increase in parental
involvement and closing the gap with the lowest
performing 20 per cent. That will be good for
families, young people and children, but it will also
be good for the country and the economy and it
will take pressure off many other parts of the
system. However, if the Parliament tries to
th
legislate to the n degree, that prize will not be
attained.

One of the bill’s advantages is that it has the
potential to provide wide flexibility, although we
have referred to how that flexibility might be
limited, including, unfortunately, in relation to
constitutions. We need the flexibility to say, “Okay,
we can take account of parents’ views in a wide
variety of ways and set ourselves up to have a
wide variety of structures that draw people in.” The
bill has the potential to allow us to be more flexible
than we can be at the moment.
The parent-teacher association offers another
way in which parents can get involved. That is
another helpful model that can be drawn into the
process. It is hard to reach out to those for whom
being involved in the structures is difficult, but the
bill provides us with the potential to do so,
although it does not offer us the detail on how to
do that. One wonders whether legislation can ever
take account of the needs of all the different
individuals we are talking about.

When we consider the role of education
authorities, we all know that better results are
achieved when we empower people and devolve
responsibility to them. One could make a similar
argument about the role of the Parliament. Our
plea from ADES is, “Please do not tie our hands.
Hold us accountable, make sure we can
demonstrate positive outcomes, but don’t write the
book for us because that is our job, along with
communities and parents.”

Mr Ingram: However, the bill provides that
ministers and education authorities have a duty to
promote involvement in schools. Surely that is a
green light—an opportunity, if you like—to address
that lack of parental involvement in children’s
education.

Lots of ideas will emerge when parental
involvement strategies are devised. That work will
follow on from the bill and we welcome it.

Councillor Aitken: Absolutely.
Mr Ingram: I see nothing in the bill that points in
that direction.

Dr Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): Would it be
correct to summarise the position of COSLA and
ADES as basically in favour of the general
principles of the bill? COSLA has very helpfully
suggested a number of amendments to address
its particular concerns, which include: who has the
right to attend a parent council meeting; the role of
ministers in the appointment of head teachers, and
the regulations on that; and the involvement of
HMIE.

Councillor Aitken: If one endeavours to write
legislation on improving parental involvement in
Westray, Dumfries, Dunfermline or wherever,
either that legislation will be huge or it will be
overly prescriptive. The potential that parent
forums provide is the flexibility—if we can allow
them that flexibility—to ensure that the required
structures are created to best achieve that
involvement at a local level without being
prescriptive. That is the advantage of flexibility.

I want to ask in particular about a parent
council’s ability to make representations to HMIE if
it remains unsatisfied after having communicated
with the local authority. The local authority is
instructed to “have regard to” representations from
the parent council. What do you understand by the
phrase “have regard to”? We have heard evidence
that the wording is not strong enough.

The disadvantage is that people might ask,
“What am I supposed to do?” We have been given
what appears to be a blank sheet and people want
it to be filled in a bit. I think that you are arguing for
it to be filled in a bit more, and I am saying,
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Anna Fowlie (Convention of Scottish Local
Authorities): I think that the phrase means that
people would have to listen to the representations
and take them into account, but no more than that.

2870

for learning arrangements—people simply ticked
boxes to achieve their ultimate aim. I think that the
arrangement that the bill proposes is unnecessary
and that it highlights the involvement of HMIE as
an explicit prize rather than making it just a normal
part of the process.

Councillor Aitken: The problem with creating a
direct link between parent councils and HMIE is
that it could be misused—although we are not
suggesting that HMIE should not listen to parents.

Dr Murray: That is helpful.
Alan Blackie: It is vital that parents feel and see
that their concerns are addressed properly. With
the best will in the world, education authorities do
not always get that right. However, as well as
being confusing, the potential involvement of
HMIE in the process cuts across section 15 of the
bill, which is about the complaints procedure.
Moreover, no mention is made of the public
services ombudsman’s role in the process. If
reference to the HMIE stays in, the bill could
contradict—or, at least, cut across—the legislation
that established the ombudsman. Surely we need
some consistency.

Dr Murray: The education authority is expected
to have regard to representations from the parent
council; it is only if the parent council believes that
the education authority has not paid any regard to
its representations that it would be entitled to go to
HMIE. Are you completely opposed to that? Do
you feel that the relevant sections in the bill allow
the possibility of vexatious complaints to HMIE?
Should something be added to the bill to rule out
the possibility of HMIE being continually invoked if
a parent council is not quite happy with an
education authority?
Councillor Aitken: There are two ways in which
the bill could be amended: the relevant sections
could be removed altogether; or, if the sections
were left in so that HMIE could be involved, the
cases in which it could not be involved could be
stipulated.

It is wholly inappropriate to cast HMIE in the role
of final arbiter or receiver of complaints because
that is not its role. I am no expert on the drafting of
legislation, but the involvement of HMIE may even
cut across the legislation that established the
inspectorate. If a great deal of care is not taken,
the situation could become much messier than it
needs to be and the bill will not necessarily ensure
that parents’ concerns and complaints are
addressed properly and effectively, which is what
we want at the end of the day.

HMIE has a clear role in inspecting authorities
and schools rigorously and systematically. We are
unconvinced that HMIE should have another role
in dealing with what, essentially, would be
complaints. What would HMIE inspect—the
complaint or the school? HMIE already inspects
the school and, as part of its inspection, deals with
how the school authorities handle complaints. It is
not HMIE’s role to be an arbiter on specific
complaints, so we do not think that there should
be any suggestion in the bill that that might even
be a possibility.

Councillor Aitken: HMIE
inspecting its own decision.

could

end

up

Mr Kenneth Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): I
have a question for Alan Blackie about
prescription and flexibility. You made a point about
the director of education having a right to attend
meetings. If such a right is not needed at the
moment—I cannot imagine a situation in which a
director of education would not be invited to attend
a meeting or in which their attendance would not
be agreed to—why do we need to write it into the
bill? That seems quite prescriptive to me.

Dr Murray: Basically, you think that the present
wording does not make clear the role of HMIE
when it is called in in such circumstances.
Councillor Aitken: Yes.
Anna Fowlie: The proposal appeared after the
consultation exercise.

Alan Blackie: That is not what I was
suggesting; I was suggesting that such a right
should not be written into the bill. However, we
need a form of words to ensure that the education
authority is able to attend meetings as and when
that is required.

Councillor Aitken: It just came over the hill.
Anna Fowlie: I have lost my train of thought.
My concern is that the proposal makes it look as
if the ultimate aim is to get HMIE involved. There
are already processes and complaints procedures,
which, as Councillor Aitken says, are inspected.
Parents will be given the feeling that the great
thing to do would be to get HMIE involved, so they
will go through the processes with the school and
the head teacher just to tick the boxes so that they
can get to that point. That is similar to what
happened under the previous additional support

At the vast majority of school board meetings,
no one from the education authority is present.
The adviser is the head teacher. If the director or
his or her representative wants to go along to a
meeting, the normal procedure is simply to contact
the clerk to the school board and that will be set
up. An education authority representative does not
have to wait for an invitation.
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Mr Macintosh: Indeed. Is that not exactly the
sort of thing that would be agreed locally?

was able keep them at the school on more than a
short-term basis. That would be enormously
helpful both for the schools concerned and for
head teachers’ development. It is not about
saying, “Oi, you—move there”; it is about an
authority acting strategically with its resources, so
that all its schools get the best service as quickly
as possible.

Alan Blackie: Absolutely. That is my point. Let
us leave such matters to be agreed locally.
Mr Macintosh: In your submission, you said
that it would be desirable for the director of
education to have the power to move head
teachers and assistant heads. I would have
thought that that was quite a radical proposal; I do
not know what head teachers and other teachers
would think of it. Is there a pressing need for such
a power?

Mr Macintosh: I can see the attraction of that
proposal for education authorities, but I am not
sure about it. It would fundamentally change the
relationship between head teachers and their
schools.
Councillor Aitken: We live in a world of
constantly changing relationships.

10:45
Alan Blackie: I understand that such a
procedure exists in Ontario in Canada, where a
primary head teacher has tenure for seven years
and a secondary head teacher has tenure for six
years, and then they are moved to another school.
Many professions have a similar practice. One
head teacher in my area has been in post as head
teacher in the same school for 25 years. She is
excellent, but her expertise could be deployed
equally well in another school. It is a question of
refreshing staff, providing career opportunities and
ensuring that we have the flexibility to move staff.
Although that sometimes has to be done for
negative reasons, it is often done for positive
reasons. Head teachers are increasingly part of
the corporate management of an education
authority. Especially in smaller education
authorities, their expertise needs to be brought to
bear.

Alan Blackie: A big question for anybody to
face at their annual review is, “Where do you see
yourself in five years’ time?” We must constantly
refresh things and offer challenges and support.
The proposal would not be right for everybody, but
at the moment there is no flexibility at all.
Mr Macintosh: I appreciate the point, but this is
another proposal that has come over the hill.
Councillor Aitken: It is a busy hill.
Fiona Hyslop: We are talking about one of the
most controversial aspects of the bill. The problem
is that the consultation is on-going and will not end
until 28 February. Do you think that the bill and the
regulations on the appointment of head teachers
should be dealt with in tandem, rather than one
being dealt with ahead of the other?
Councillor Aitken: They impact on each other. I
understand the point that you are making, but the
regulations on the appointment of head teachers
are very challenging, so it might be good to deal
with them separately. To understand the
regulations it is necessary to understand the bill
and the general context. I know that that makes
the process more complex, but I think that we will
get a better result as a consequence of dealing
with them in that way.

The existing legislation is restrictive, in that a
head teacher is appointed to a school and cannot
be moved unless for negative reasons. There
needs to be more flexibility. From talking to head
teachers in my authority area, I know that they are
in favour of the flexibility that would be gained
through head teachers being appointed to a local
authority—albeit, in the first instance, to a specific
school. That would give local authorities the
opportunity to be flexible.

Fiona Hyslop: We may need to delay our stage
3 consideration of the bill until we have seen the
final draft of the regulations.

We are talking about secondments, job
exchanges and a load of other opportunities for
continuing professional development. That is also
part of the growing agenda around the standard
for headship and leadership, which is rightly being
pushed by the Executive. Such flexibility is about
modern employment practice coming into play for
head teachers and deputy head teachers.

I completely understand your views on the
deployment of resources; however, schools are
not private limited companies. If they operated in
the private sector, your proposal would make
sense in terms of their deployment, professional
development and movement of staff; however,
schools are not in that position. ADES is calling for
education authorities to be empowered to deploy
as they see fit not just head teachers, but senior
staff in schools. There is concern that that will
completely change the relationship between those
staff and their schools.

Councillor Aitken: COSLA is also in favour of
that flexibility. At the moment, when there is a
difficulty in a certain school, an authority can take
a head teacher out of another school, for a short
time, to help out. That head teacher might do a
great job, but if the problem was going to take a
while to sort out, it might be better if the authority
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We are agreed that leadership in schools and
the performance of head teachers are
fundamental to schools’ performance. What is the
point of parent councils having all these functions
to help to deliver education in schools and support
head teachers if decisions concerning head
teachers are taken away from them? Under the
regulations, the role of parent councils in the
appointment of head teachers is much bigger than
we expected it to be. I was surprised to find that
the regulations suggest that, at the final interview,
they would have 40 per cent representation, which
is a much higher proportion than might have been
expected. Nevertheless, that role could disappear
before the final draft of the regulations appears. If
a local authority can simply bring in a cadre of
head teachers and senior people, parent councils’
involvement in appointments could end abruptly.
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teacher but perhaps a deputy head—to deal with
particular issues. That does not mean that parents
will not be involved in the process.
It is right to have conversations with the parents
in a school that is having difficulty. We should be
able to say to them, “Look, here are two options.
We can go down the appointment route or I’ve got
somebody who would be good. I’m happy for you
to meet them beforehand and I’m happy to talk
about the right thing to do.” The second option
would mean that the local authority could deal with
the issue quickly rather than have to go through
the appointment process, which can sometimes
take six months because of the need for people to
give notice and so on. In the intervening period,
the authority would have to appoint someone for a
short period before the new head teacher took up
their post.

How can we square the circle and give local
authorities the flexibility to deploy their best
educationists while recognising that schools are
not public limited companies? There has to be a
positive relationship between the parent council
and the head teacher, and the appointment of the
head teacher is an important part of the process.

The proposal will give us the flexibility to deal
with specific circumstances. It will not be—as I
think Fiona Hyslop was suggesting—the thin end
of the wedge or destroy the relationship with head
teachers. Things need to be done by agreement
and with an understanding of what we are trying to
achieve.

Councillor Aitken: I take your point. There is a
circle to be squared with regard to appointments,
although I am a little confused because you said
that there is 40 per cent representation. In my
authority, it is 50 per cent.

Fiona Hyslop: There is agreement about
appointments but there does not seem to be
agreement about the removal of staff, even when
that is done for good, strategic reasons. I can think
of examples in which senior staff are regularly
taken from a good school to plug gaps elsewhere
in a local authority. That might be an issue. If you
think that it is important for the appointment of
senior staff—

Fiona Hyslop: The regulations that are being
consulted on at the moment say that
representation could be up to 40 per cent.
Councillor Aitken: Parents need to be involved
regardless of the circumstances that they and the
school find themselves in. I am a little concerned
about your reference to private limited companies.
We are not saying that we need to treat schools in
the same way as businesses—in fact, I have
strongly argued the opposite. However, we need
to ask whether we can learn helpful lessons about
personnel from other contexts. You asked why the
private sector and some statutory bodies choose
to move people in particular circumstances, but
council staff can already be moved, by agreement.
We are learning lessons from other contexts. We
are not saying that we want completely to change
the ethos of school communities.

Councillor Aitken: I see where you are coming
from. You are saying that we should also consult
the parents of the school from which the person
will be moved.
Fiona Hyslop: Yes.
Councillor Aitken: There seems a certain logic
in that. It is worth exploring the involvement of
parents across the board. In the end, local
authorities still need the ability to move staff, but
that does not mean that parents would pitch up
one day to be told that the heidie had been
removed. I understand your point, which is that we
should say, “Let’s have a conversation about what
we would like to do and why we are trying to do it.”

I gave a good example earlier of an authority
taking a strategic view of the resources that it has
and the needs of the community. If its ability to do
that is removed, if its resources are limited and if
the parent council also has limited resources, it will
be more difficult to provide a solution to a school’s
difficulties. We are not talking about treating head
teachers as chess pieces and moving them about
willy-nilly. The question that we need to consider is
in which circumstances it would be helpful to have
the flexibility to move somebody—not just a head

Mr Macintosh: Will you expand on your earlier
point about co-opting? I did not understand your
concern about the current practice of allowing coopted members on to school boards. What is your
concern? I am interested in the balance between
prescription and flexibility in the system that we
are setting up. Should we prescribe that
councillors should be on school boards or should
there be flexibility?
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Councillor Aitken: I think that the description
that was described—[Interruption.] That was wellput, wasn’t it? From Alan Blackie’s description of
his work as director of education, it appears that
what he does is similar to the work that elected
members carry out. Although we do not want to
impose anything, we still want to be part of school
boards, because they are play a very significant
role in communities. The relationship needs to be
well articulated.

an immediate surge in parental involvement and
that, in fact, the proposals might well erode
parental involvement in schools. How would you
answer those claims?
Alan Blackie: I find it difficult to answer that
question because I am not fully aware of the
current situation in Glasgow. However, we should
acknowledge that the city faces many challenges
in educating its children and young people. To that
end, the council has introduced an ambitious
programme for improving the school estate, which
includes closing schools, and it has taken the
ambitious step of appointing a director of
education, young people and training. Although I
do not want to comment on the situation as a
whole, I would be surprised if Glasgow City
Council did not want to increase and improve
parental involvement in children’s education. It will
no doubt have a raft of ideas and practical
solutions to deal with the situation.

We have two concerns about people being
constantly co-opted. First, if someone sits on a
board simply because they like doing so, they lose
touch with the live issues in a school. Secondly,
that can disempower other people who might want
to get involved. For example, all the places might
be filled or people might feel that co-opted
members who have been there all the time know
much more than they do. As a result, they might
not feel confident about managing to get up to
speed with the issues.

My position remains the same: the bill gives us
an opportunity to improve parents’ involvement in
their children’s education beyond the bureaucracy
of the parent forum and parent council. Education
authorities need to be held accountable for
outcomes and for their impact on key areas of
education practice such as the lowest performing
20 per cent. Only then will we be able to see the
bill’s impact on parental involvement.

In light of those concerns, we suggest that the
convener of each new body should be a parent of
a child who attends the school. Co-opted
members have a role to play, but we must ensure
that they do not dominate.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Lothians)
(Con): In its submission, and again in this
morning’s evidence, COSLA has suggested that a
provision relating

I think that innovative and creative solutions will
be proposed. Many schools already greatly involve
parents in the school’s life way beyond the school
board. Parents will become involved in things
other than the committee structures of the PTA or
the school board. We often demand so much from
people that they get scared off and do not become
involved, but if we are clear about the
opportunities, there will be greater involvement.

“to relevant local strategic partnerships, e.g. Community
Planning, Community Learning and Development,
Community Safety, Sports Groups, etc. to ensure that
parental involvement extends to those aspects of local
strategic planning that are co-dependent with schools in
that area”

be added to section 8(1)(b). Are you willing for
COSLA to frame the relevant amendments to
cover such issues? That might ensure that the
point was clear and would allow us to see how it
became practice throughout Scotland. It would be
a great help if the committee could consider in
depth your proposals and their implications.

Your question is difficult to answer. Glasgow
City Council has great ambitions for its education
service, but I do not want to get involved in a
debate on its stance on the bill as it currently
stands.

Councillor Aitken: We would be happy to do
that. Indeed, the suggestion is very helpful. I have
to say that I am not entirely sure about the process
in that respect—perhaps we just ask our officers to
do it. I should point out that, as far as that
provision is concerned, one of the principles
behind the bill is devolution—in other words, the
more power one gives up, the more influence one
has.

11:00
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Should the
appointment of head teachers be covered by the
primary legislation or by regulations?
Alan Blackie: My view is that that matter should
be covered by guidance rather than by the
legislation and that we should not be too
prescriptive. Our hands are already tied. Part of
the problem with the current legislation is that it is
inflexible and there is a danger that the new
legislation will be equally inflexible.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I must ask Mr
Alan Blackie a question that is not terribly easy to
answer. In its submission on the consultation,
Glasgow City Council stated that the draft bill
would not strengthen current parental interest or
representation in schools, that it would not lead to
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Mr Frank McAveety (Glasgow Shettleston)
(Lab): You have touched on involvement in
substantially disadvantaged areas. Let us project
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five years from now, with the bill in its broad
current form having been enacted. What real
differences can the legislation make in getting
parents involved in their children’s education in
schools and in ensuring wider parental
representative involvement in schools, particularly
in substantially disadvantaged areas?

2878

Mr McAveety: You have talked about the
innovation that may emerge in the development of
parent councils as a result of flexibility, but your
submission and the submission from COSLA
express concerns about whether parent councils
should be established other than by the local
authority. Will you expand on your scepticism?
That is the best word that I can find.

Alan Blackie: That is the $64,000 question. If
there were an easy answer, somebody would
have written about it and the problem would have
been solved.

Alan Blackie: Yes. The concern relates to
section 6(2)(b), which states:
“any such scheme prepared should be prepared by a
person other than the education authority.”

On Monday morning, I listened to the Minister
for Education and Young People, who stressed
that we are already in a position of strength in
Scotland and that we should not forget that our
education service is up there among the best. We
should not be complacent, but we should
recognise that we are not starting at a very low
level.

I find it difficult to envisage who else
along and establish a scheme if the
authority does not do it, when it is the
authority that has the duty. There is
about that.

will come
education
education
confusion

Councillor Aitken: In some ways, talking about
a partnership between the authority and the
schools is odd, because in a sense the authority is
the schools and the schools are the authority. We
are all part of the same thing and we have a
common task. Describing the partnership in those
terms but then saying that the method of engaging
key members in the process will be designed by
folk who are neither of those partners takes us
away from the task and takes away the focus.

We know that the gap is widening between
children and young people who are doing well—
whatever that means; we can get into a big debate
on measuring the effectiveness of the outcomes of
the education process—and the far too many
children and young people who are not achieving
their potential. We know about young males, areas
of deprivation, entitlement to free meals, lookedafter or accommodated children and so on from all
the figures that we have.

On your previous point, we will have achieved
something significant if in five years’ time parents
and others have a greater understanding of what it
is to be successful in education as a result of
greater engagement, as opposed to through an
obsession with numbers that tell us little.

As was said earlier, the important point is that
the bill gives us the potential to engage with
people other than parents. The Education
(Additional Support for Learning) (Scotland) Act
2004 is also part of the jigsaw. We must involve
culture and community development folk—or
whatever they are called nowadays—and ensure
that the voluntary sector has a part to play. Most
important, we must improve parents’ engagement
and confidence. I know that a lot of work is being
done through further education colleges in
Glasgow, for example, and in partnerships with the
Glasgow Development Agency that will enhance
that engagement and confidence.

Fiona Hyslop: Your reference to section 6 is
well made. You will not have responsibility for
establishing parent councils; you will have
responsibility only for promoting them and, once
they are up and running, helping to operate them.
Those are not the same things. How would you
feel about there being a duty in the bill to establish
parent councils, just as there is a duty to establish
school boards?
Alan Blackie: I would have no difficulty with
that. It would remove the confusion.

We must take approaches other than simply
considering outcomes vis-à-vis the statutory
performance indicators, which are about exam
results, test scores and all the stuff in The Sunday
Times and The Scotsman a couple of weeks ago.
That stuff does not help—it further undermines
efforts to make progress in the more deprived
communities.

Councillor Aitken: As far as I am concerned,
we have an obligation to fulfil. We have to do it
and we should be doing it. We would be happy
with being given a duty to ensure that it happened,
without suggesting that we had to prescribe
anything.

We must also engage a bit more with local
businesses, because they know what they want. A
key thing for young people who may not want to
achieve academically is to find something in their
lives to which they can make a positive
contribution among all the things that make a
community happy and vibrant.

Fiona Hyslop: Frank McAveety asked where
we will be in five years’ time. What will you as local
authorities be doing differently? A lot of the bill is
about parent forums and parent councils, but will
the new duty on you to promote parental
involvement just be discharged through parent
councils and parent forums, or will you have to try
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different things directed at parents? If you have to
try those different things, will you not cut out
schools and parent forums?

organisations. From the Scottish School Board
Association, we have Caroline Vass, the
president, and George Hammersley, the company
secretary, and from the Scottish Parent Teacher
Council, we have Judith Gillespie, who is the
development manager. I thank them for coming
this morning. I will allow a few brief opening
remarks to supplement the written evidence, after
which we will ask questions.

Councillor Aitken: The issue is a double-edged
sword. If we are doing things at an authority-wide
level for parents, what is the role of schools? In my
authority, we have a consultative committee,
which brings together representative parents from
across the authority six times a year as a statutory
body of the council to discuss, make decisions on
and have influence over wider policy issues.
However, we also have head teacher
representatives on that body, so that there is a
relationship between schools and parents. That is
just one example. Other authorities have similar
bodies.

Judith Gillespie (Scottish Parent Teacher
Council): I would like to say how much I
appreciate the opportunity to give evidence in
support of the bill, which represents a good
opportunity for parents. I was interested in the
questions to the previous panel about where we
will be in five years. That is the key question. A
good suggestion is that the situation will move a
long way because parents will take up the
opportunities and make it move. One strong
feature of the bill is that it identifies the entire
parent body as the parent forum, which is
important, because it makes it absolutely clear that
the measures are about everyone. To pick up on
one of Fiona Hyslop’s points, the definition of
“parent” is the wide one that is used in the school
boards legislation, which basically means that
anyone who has a caring role with regard to a
pupil is deemed to be a parent. Therefore, under
the bill, pupils will have many people who fulfil that
role, as is the case at present.

The key issue is whom we involve in making
decisions. Yesterday, Alan Blackie had an
authority-wide discussion about the bill, which I am
sure did not exclude schools—it just involved them
in a different way. Schools would have known
about the bill and they could have gone to the
meeting if they wished. You are right to identify
that the bodies that the bill provides for do not
represent the only way in which parents need to
be involved, can be involved and should be
involved. The benchmark is that in five years’ time
we should be able to give you a longer list of the
ways in which parents are involved, in addition to
those under the bill. Planning is a prime example
of that. Other authority-wide things should be part
of the process.

One of the strong points of the bill is its flexibility.
On that score, when earlier legislation was
passed, it was pointed out to me that what was not
actually prohibited was allowed. That is an
important point and I assure the committee that
parents take advantage of it strongly—if they are
not forbidden to do something, they will do it. On
the back of the bill, we must trust the good sense
of parents, because they are just folk like
everyone in this room. We do not have to tie them
up, because they are folk with good sense.

There should also be greater use of technology,
such as e-mails. The issue is whom we involve in
making a decision to do something. Say we
decided to e-mail as many parents as we had
information on. We would have a conversation
with our head teachers executive in the authority
about doing that and about what was going into
the e-mail. Those conversations are key.
The Convener: As there are no further
questions, I thank the panel from COSLA and
ADES for their helpful evidence, which has given
the committee food for thought not just for stage 1
of the bill, but for stage 2. We will have a short
suspension while we change the panel of
witnesses.

11:15
Caroline Vass (Scottish School Board
Association): I thank the committee for inviting us
to give oral evidence. We at the Scottish School
Board Association are very supportive of the bill’s
objectives. However, we feel that clarity is required
and that the detail needs to be strengthened. We
are happy to have flexibility and to have more
relaxed structures but, in seeking an inclusive
system, we are mindful that the parent councils
will be accountable to all parents at the school. We
are looking for clarity with respect to the rights and
responsibilities of parents, schools and local
authorities.

11:09
Meeting suspended.
11:12
On resuming—
The Convener: I am pleased to welcome our
second panel of witnesses. We have heard from
representatives of the education authorities; we
now
have
representatives
of
parents
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There are a number of challenges, including
major ones relating to communication. We have
suggested some ideas on that, which I hope will
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be taken up. We feel that greater communication
will help with involvement. We also welcome a
modernised appointments system. Indeed, parents
have been asking for that for a long while. We do
not wish to lose the voice that we have at the
moment at the final interview stage.

that area should be explored. My understanding is
that the matter was explored with legal experts,
who looked into it further. They said that the use of
the term “agent” did not do what people thought it
did, so it was not appropriate to include it in the
bill.

I totally agree with Judith Gillespie that it is not
the bill that will get us to where we want to be, but
the will behind the bill and parents, authorities and
schools working together with a renewed focus on
parental involvement. We all have a big job to do. I
hope that we will see a big difference over the next
five years because of that renewed focus and
because of the will behind the bill.

That, in any case, was the question that I asked,
which set the thing going. It is interesting that I
remember the original legislation, although most
people do not. Similarly, I remember the
Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc Act 2000,
which more or less gave school boards the
function that Fiona Hyslop mentioned. Most school
boards do not know that they have that.

The Convener: Thank you for those opening
remarks. You said that you wanted more clarity in
the bill. Does that mean that you would like more
prescription in the bill? We heard earlier that local
authorities wanted as little prescription as possible
in the bill, yet as much flexibility as possible.
Would the SSBA like more prescription in the bill
over how the parent councils will operate?

One of the important points about legislation is
that it should not be too prescriptive, because
people will forget it. The important thing is to
establish the principles, to ensure that people do
not do things wrongly and to keep the on-going
arrangements active. One of the important parts of
the bill is that not only will the new bodies be
responsible for their constitution, which they will
most likely live by, but they will have the
opportunity to amend that constitution over time.
That issue will become live for them and they will
constantly remember it.

Caroline Vass: We do not fear prescription, but
we do fear lack of clarity. We want the bill to be so
clear and transparent that we are all perfectly
aware of our rights and responsibilities. We would
like it if no one has any need to bother HMIE with
complaints because we all know exactly where we
stand. At the moment, the bill contains phrases
such as “make representations to” and “The
Parent Council may”. We need things clarified, so
that we can all be happy about the agreements
that we make. Nobody wants to go and complain
because we cannot agree. If things are set down
clearly, we will all agree and we will all be happy.

Dr Murray: At stage 1, our report has to indicate
whether we think that the bill should proceed. Do
you believe that the bill should proceed and be
amended at stage 2, or is there no need for it?
Judith Gillespie: I have no doubt that the bill is
the right way to go. Parents have been waiting for
it for a long time. I point out, because I am so old,
that when the school board consultation was
undertaken in 1987, there were 8,000 responses
to it—from a system in which there were no
boards. A lot of the responses came from ordinary
parents and PTAs. There was a live interest in
education prior to school boards.

Judith Gillespie: We need a minimum of
prescription. Parents manage very well without it.
It is striking how quickly people forget about the
legislation. Fiona Hyslop mentioned the issue of
agents in the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988.
Because I am as old as I am, I know precisely
what that means. The school boards were made
agents of the local authority in an attempt to pick
up their public liability in relation to third parties.
Originally, that proposal was carried through to the
draft bill, precisely and only in order to pick up the
public liability of the new bodies. On further
exploration of the matter with legal experts, the
Scottish Executive realised that the wording did
not do what it thought it did.

I make no criticism whatever of the people who
have been engaged in school boards—I have
been so engaged—but we have tended to have a
compartmentalisation of parental involvement. We
have had boards doing the development planning
stuff and many PTAs have been disfranchised and
told that they can do only such things as
fundraising. At the time of the education debate,
when we opened up discussion, it was interesting
how many parents told us how nice it was to be
talking about things to do with education, rather
than talking just about fundraising. The bill offers
parents a permanent opportunity to do that and I
think that it is really good.

I have to admit to being the starting point for
that, because I raised a question that I know is
close to Ken Macintosh’s heart—walking buses. I
highlighted the fact that, if the new parent bodies
took responsibility for the walking buses and were
the agents of the local authorities, that would
introduce the new concept of making local
authorities responsible for children when they are
going to and from school. I said that I thought that

Caroline Vass: We support the bill, its
objectives and the modernisation of parental
representation. In that respect, we should move
forward, but we should not throw the baby out with
the bath water. We should consider the best of
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what we have at the moment and ensure that
everything that has gone on for the past 18 years
has not been for naught.

about the involvement of HMIE as an arbiter when
the parent council and the local authority or school
are unable to agree. I invite witnesses from both
organisations to comment on that and to raise
concerns about, or agreement with, the
suggestion.

Judith Gillespie is right: we have moved on from
the 1988 act. We have worked in partnership to
achieve that and we can do it again with the bill.
We need to take the opportunities that the bill
offers us, move on and make the system fit for the
next century.

Judith Gillespie: The points that HMIE could
find itself inspecting its own decisions and that it is
not actually a conciliator were well made. I know of
cases in which parents have asked HMIE to go
into a school and have been pleased about that
because they thought that it would solve a
problem, only to find that HMIE has found the
school to be good once it gets there. One of the
problems with giving parents that kind of right in
the bill is that they will not just see it as a right to
ask HMIE to come and have a look; as is human
nature, they will think that what they have been
given is the right for HMIE to support their position.
They will have to face up to the possibility that
HMIE could go in and say, “Sorry, but you parents
are wrong in this situation.” The parents would
then be angry.

Dr Murray: I presume that you will be proposing
amendments at stage 2 in that case.
I want to ask about two issues that our previous
panel raised. One is the rights of other people to
attend parent council meetings, such as
representatives of the local authority or
councillors. Do you believe that the bill should
provide for such rights?
Judith Gillespie: Alan Blackie talked about 10pupil schools, 1,500-pupil schools, schools in leafy
green suburbs and schools in more deprived
areas. It is important to remember that the bill is
for everybody. I imagine that in some areas the
idea that the local councillor or director of
education had a right to turn up at the board
meeting would be terrifying. The opportunity
should be there, but turning that into a right could
make things difficult.

I have always thought it more important that
conciliation services such as the City of Edinburgh
Council and East Renfrewshire Council have
should become universal in authorities’ provision.
People want to sort problems out, but what is
suggested in the bill is not the right way to do it.

Parents on the whole always want to work in
partnership. There is no point in their being
involved in their school if they do not speak to the
people who have the power to do things that will
have an impact on the school. Parents are keen to
speak to people who will make a difference,
whether that be the head teacher, the local
councillor or the education authority. However, I
would not support the provision of a duty or
absolute right for such people to attend meetings.

Caroline Vass: I agree with that. We do not
want to go and complain to HMIE. I have great
regard for HMIE and the role that it plays, but it is
quite stretched at the moment. I do not imagine
that we would have a mass of parents running to
complain to HMIE; after all, they have been able to
complain to the ombudsman, but we have not
seen a raft of parents doing that. However, the
suggestion poses challenges, and we should
really be thinking not about complaints but about
working together and sorting things out before we
ever get to the complaint stage. Parents do not
want to complain; parents want to discuss working
in partnership. It seems quite a funny thing to put
in the bill, because it was not in the original
consultation. The thought crossed my mind that it
might be an attempt to pacify parents.

Caroline Vass: The present school boards
system offers a balanced view. The ethos of
Scottish education is to work in partnership, which
we have been doing successfully. The
composition of the parent councils may be only
parents or it may be parents and, by invitation, the
head teacher—that must be agreed by the head
teacher and the parents. That is effectively saying
to teachers and to pupils, “You may not be part of
this partnership.” We are losing councillors and we
may be losing valuable co-opted members.

Mr Macintosh: My first question is for the
Scottish School Board Association. There was a
deal of concern from school boards when the
consultation on the bill was first announced. A lot
has changed since then, but have the residual
concerns of most school boards been addressed?

I have no doubt that some parent councils will
co-opt people to help them to do what they have to
do. However, there may be some parent councils
made up of cliques where there are only the
people who were there in the first instance, who
may not want to invite people. We need to look
again at the partnership ethos and the structure of
parent councils.

Caroline Vass: There is no doubt that school
boards, parents and various other parties were
listened to, because there have been some
changes, but there are areas that need still to be
addressed so that the bill will succeed and be
acceptable to parents. The language and structure
of the bill are the most important aspects that need

Dr Murray: The submission from the Scottish
Parent Teacher Council also expresses concern
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to be addressed. Let us make things clear in the
bill and let us make it a starting point for what the
minister desires, which is parental involvement.

Mr Macintosh: Do you fear that local authorities
will be less responsive to the wishes of the new
councils?

Mr Macintosh: If an existing school board
wanted to continue after the act was introduced,
and if parents agreed that the current structure
was working fine, my understanding is that it could
pretty well replicate itself under the new system. It
would not be called a school board, but it would be
a similarly structured organisation. Is that also
your understanding, or are powers missing?

Caroline Vass: Some local authorities may be,
because the bill does not put a duty on them to be
responsive. The bill uses the words “may” and
“make representations”. What does that mean?
Such language could mean one thing to me and
another thing to someone else. Let us make it
clear what is meant. Let us all work in partnership
to have our rights and responsibilities defined.

Caroline Vass: You used the words “pretty
well”, but how do you know that? It is not at all
clear how a school board could replicate itself, so
that could also cause challenges. There could be
school boards, parent councils and all sorts of
systems working at the same time. School boards
are a bit wary of that, because it is not clear that
they could continue to do what they do at present.
Nor is it clear that, if we work in partnership with
authorities, continuing in their present form would
be an option for boards. We have much more
talking to do about that. It is not as clear as, “Keep
the status quo if you want.” If it were, we would not
have heard from so many school boards about
their fears.

Mr Macintosh: Okay. I am sorry to have
pressed the point.
George Hammersley (Scottish School Board
Association): Eighty-nine per cent of schools in
Scotland have school boards; that means that
almost 2,400 schools in Scotland have parents
who are interested and involved in them. It is a
credit to everybody involved in education that so
many parents are interested in their children’s
schools.
Most parents welcome the changes in the bill
because they will give us the opportunity to get
more people involved and they will allow us to
soften participation in the election process and
make it more user-friendly. As a result, we will
increase the number of parent councils and get
more people involved. That is a commendable
aspect of the bill.

11:30
Mr Macintosh: The term “school boards” will not
be used; they will be called “parent councils”. Are
there any specific powers or functions that school
boards carry out at present that they will not be
able to carry out under the new legislation?

The Scottish School Board Association and the
parents whom it represents are, however,
concerned that reform may become destructive
radicalism. We have built up a network of school
boards, which will become the parent councils.
Parents have been very effectively represented by
the Scottish Parent Teacher Council and by
SSBA, but we see provisions in the bill that could
undo much of that work, which would be very
destructive.

Caroline Vass: That depends on how things
pan out. That is what the debate is about; the
provisions in the bill are open to interpretation. We
want clarity and we want everyone to sing from the
same hymn sheet. The bill leaves interpretation of
powers open-ended, so we will know what will
actually happen only when the legislation is up
and running.

Like Councillor Aitken, we are concerned about
HMIE suddenly creeping in. That suggestion only
appeared at the last review of the legislation.
Parents want to be involved in the appointment of
head teachers, but they certainly do not want to
control appointments, which is the job of
professional educationists. We would like to be
involved and to have a say in the process, but not
the final say.

Mr Macintosh: Ultimately, it will be up to
parents. I am sorry to push the issue, but is there
a specific example of powers that school boards
have that could not, if parents decided, be
replicated under the new system?
Caroline Vass: Could you repeat that?

We are also concerned about suggestions that a
third body—the Scottish Consumer Council—
might be introduced to represent parents. That
worries parents, who want to know why, given that
the SPTC and the SSBA represent them
effectively, the process should be diluted by a third
body. At the moment, there are parent bodies that
look after the interests of parents, children and
their school and that system seems to work
effectively.

Mr Macintosh: Is there any role that a school
board currently fulfils that it could not perform
under the new legislation?
Caroline Vass: As I say, it is a matter of
interpretation. We will not know that until the bill
becomes law. If an authority chooses to interpret
the provisions in the legislation differently from the
parent council, we could see a diminution of
parent representation.
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Overall, we want the new legislation to come to
fruition, but we want to make sure that we keep
the best of the old system.

than one. It is clear that a number of extremely
small schools do not even work with a committee
structure. For them, the parent forum will become
the parent council because they are small enough
for that to be a good way of working. That will save
them from having to satisfy a requirement to
operate with two bodies, which is difficult.

Judith Gillespie: Can I give you a specific
answer to your specific question again? I am
sorry; it is age creeping in.
The school board legislation gives school boards
specific powers to organise school lets. That has
largely
been
overtaken
in
public-private
partnership schools, so it is not really relevant. In
any case, most school boards never bothered to
pick up on it. It also gives them the right to set
occasional holidays, which is not something that
parents ever picked up on. It gives them a right to
exercise what is called a veto of head teachers’
spending powers, but they are not allowed to
exercise that veto to the point at which they would
stop schools functioning. Therefore, they could not
stop the head teacher spending money if that
meant that, for example, the head teacher could
not buy an essential set of books.

Bigger schools will probably continue with their
current system involving two committees, simply
because that is what they already have, but over
the next five years, people will gradually see the
opportunities for merging the committees and
perhaps operating one as a sub-committee of the
other. There are advantages in terms of
communication in doing that. That will also enable
people to get more actively involved in both types
of activity.
Parents are involved in education issues, the
discussion of development plans and so on and in
social issues and fundraising, so there is a lot of
overlap between those areas. For example, the
key importance of a lot of social and fundraising
work is that it brings people into the school, which
is when informal discussions between parents
start; that is a good way of building the community.
As a result of such social interactions, people start
asking questions about the education provision.
Because of the opportunities that are presented by
the provisions in the bill, people will—not
immediately, but over time—start to bring the two
activities together.

The head teacher’s role has been well
discussed and carries through quite clearly. I
cannot remember the precise wording in the
Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc Act 2000, but
it is similar to the first function that is set out in the
bill. Fiona Hyslop said that many school boards in
West Lothian are alarmed by that part of the bill,
but that is because many school boards do not
know that they currently have that function. I share
their alarm because it is not the role of parents to
pick that one up.

We have advocated that schools, particularly
larger ones, should start to work in year groups so
that they can draw representation for the new
councils from specific year groups. The year group
provides a natural community in a school because
parents know the parents of their children’s friends
best. It is interesting to note that, if I meet a parent
of someone who was in one of the years that one
of my three children was in, I know who they are,
but if a person’s kids were in other year groups, I
will often not know them. The parents of the
children who were in my children’s year groups
and I went through parents evenings, subject
choice and so on together, which helps to create
that natural community.

I have described the precise functions that
school boards have. Those that will be lost relate
to school lets and occasional holidays, but they
are redundant, so I do not think that any tears will
be shed over them.
The Convener: Perhaps we should be
encouraging the schools to set St Andrew’s day as
a holiday.
Mr Macintosh: I hope that Judith Gillespie is not
going to start quoting the Education Act 1870.
Judith Gillespie: I thought that I might, actually.
I could if you really wanted me to—I remember it.

There are so many inventive ways in which the
provisions in the bill can be used. At first, we might
not see a huge change, except perhaps in smaller
schools, but in time imaginative use will be made
of the opportunities that it will provide. Five years
from now, we will have much more vibrant
parental involvement in our schools because that
involvement will be offered in terms that parents
can understand and in which they will have more
control. It will be about parents becoming involved
rather than about somebody requiring their
involvement.

Mr Macintosh: I want to get to the heart of the
anxieties that exist about the bill. Both
organisations have made strong points about the
importance of a national parent body which, I
think, were good points to make. How do you think
that PTCs or PTAs and school boards will
continue after the act is in place?
Judith Gillespie: To begin with, people will not
move much unless they already have a good
reason to move. For example, some small schools
are desperate for the legislation to come in
because they see it as an opportunity to remove
the requirement on them to have two bodies rather
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Mr Macintosh: Are you optimistic that all the
parents who are involved in school boards will still
be involved in five years?

2890

issue was raised in the consultation, we were told
that the matter was well down the road. I am not
sure what has happened with the legal position,
but school boards are agents of their local
authorities, so I do not see why parent forums
cannot also be agents. That not been explained to
us.

Caroline Vass: I would like to be optimistic, but
there has been quite a lot of consternation among
parents who are involved but who feel that they
have not been consulted properly and that the
views of school boards have not been heard. I am
afraid that we might lose some of those parents.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton:
evidence, you mention—

I share Judith Gillespie’s view that not a lot will
happen in the short term. An awful lot of parents
still know nothing—or very little—about the bill. It
will take a long time and a lot of work for
information about the bill to filter through, despite
the consultations and the meetings that we have
set up. Unfortunately, there is apathy among some
parents. The consultation responses indicate that
many PTAs and school boards are looking for the
status quo to be maintained; only a few think that
merger will be good.

In

your

Judith Gillespie: May I comment on insurance?
It is an area in which, unfortunately, I have far
more expertise than I ever wanted. As I explained
earlier, the problem is that, if a body is an agent, it
can carry out only the functions that the parent
body has authorised.
The issue that I highlighted was that if the parent
council wanted to run a walking bus to and from
the school, there would be huge legal implications
in respect of whether that would make the local
authority responsible for home to school travel, or
whether the parent council could be covered by
the local authority. It is clear that the personal
liability for the people who participate is covered
within the legislation. What is important is that the
public liability for both the parent forums and
parent councils be picked up. That can be done
and I am sure that it will be done, because we
could not ask parents to participate in such things
voluntarily, while leaving them liable for legal bills
for damages as a consequence of their actions.
The agency has been left out of the bill because
that issue was not addressed, but it can still be
addressed. For example, local authorities can pick
up a public liability insurance policy for all their
new councils: that is not a problem and we
operate that system for PTAs.

There are some positive aspects. In considering
what will happen, PTAs and boards have been
talking to each other a lot more and quite a few
have decided to go to each other’s meetings.
Many of us have been doing that for years, but
that is a good thing that has come out of the
proposals. I do not envisage that there will be a lot
of merging. I am sure that many parents regard
the two groups as having separate functions, even
though there is some overlap. Interestingly, parent
councils will be able to raise funds under the bill.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Might not use
of e-mail addresses be of great assistance to
parent councils and parent forums?
Caroline Vass: Yes. We have mooted that for
some time. It works very well in Edinburgh, where
there are rapid communications. The SSBA is a
national body but, at the moment, we do not have
e-mail addresses for our school boards and we
have to use snail mail. That costs our members a
lot of money and it takes a lot of time. For some
time, we have been asking for dedicated e-mail
addresses for parent councils; we would like them
for school boards, as well.

11:45
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I do not want
us to get bogged down in the details, but perhaps
Judith Gillespie could send in a short paper about
what she thinks would be best practice. I envisage
that there could be many complexities.
Judith Gillespie: Yes, I will do that with
pleasure. As I said, we operate a scheme for
PTAs that picks up everything that they require to
be picked up—it covers them to the tune of £10
million. Such a scheme for the new bodies could
be put in place without any difficulty.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: That would
represent for value for money.
Caroline Vass: Absolutely—we are looking for
the best value for our members.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Is insurance a
big issue for parent councils? Apparently, school
boards are covered by insurance, but parent
councils might not be. Is that the case?

The Convener: Some local authorities cover
public liability for community councils in their area.

Caroline Vass: Insurance is a big issue. PTA
members often say to me that they are annoyed
that school boards are covered by local
authorities’ insurance but PTAs are not and so
they have to take out private insurance. When the

Caroline Vass: It is possible to do that. We
would like that to have been included in the bill.

Judith Gillespie: It is the same kind of process.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Caroline Vass
made comments in her submission about parent
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representation on local authority education
committees. The suggestion is that in some areas
such a scheme is already set up and works well. Is
that widespread in Scotland?

one hand, we are being told that we will be more
involved and that we will be asked what we want
of a head teacher and about job descriptions—
which is already best practice in some
authorities—but on the other hand, we have been
told that the percentage of parents on the final
interview may be smaller, subject to consultation. I
cannot reconcile those two messages; either we
will be more involved or we will not.

Caroline Vass: No, it is not widespread. George
Hammersley has experience of such parent
representation because he sits on the education
committee in East Ayrshire. It seems to have been
handled in various ways: some education
authorities invite parents on to the education
committee but do not give them voting rights; in
other education authorities, parents have voting
rights. I believe that George Hammersley has
voting rights on the authority.

I have listened to the director of education in my
area and Ewan Aitken talk about their rights as
employers. We recognise that they are the
employers. The idea that was expressed by ADES
of moving head teachers or senior staff from
school to school does not preclude parents from
being on the panel. Parents see the big picture
and, although some parents would say to us “It’s
my school and it is not a business,” we are all
aware that the authorities have to get the best deal
for the whole authority. We are all about
excellence in education, but there seems to be an
idea that the recruitment process can be
modernised only if parents are removed. However,
parents have been asking for the recruitment
process to be modernised for as long as I have
been on school boards. We should keep the
parents involved and keep working in partnership.

George Hammersley indicated agreement.
Caroline Vass: We feel that such parent
representation could be more widespread. If we
really want parental representation to be helpful,
such representation would mean that parents
would have a voice at authority level. Therefore,
they would not feel that things were being done to
them, but that they were taking part at that level in
the authority.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Would you
have favoured the Executive piloting its parental
involvement bill plans in some local authorities
first, as it did with the Joint Inspection of Children's
Services and Inspection of Social Work Services
(Scotland) Bill, so that the effectiveness of the
draft bill could be observed in practice?

Judith Gillespie: I welcome the proposed
changes. The HMIE reports suggest that
something like 20 per cent of head teachers—one
in five, which is quite a lot—are either fair or
unsatisfactory. We need to professionalise the
system and ensure that the right things are being
looked for. The point about local authorities being
the employers is important. I listened carefully to
what was said about the opportunity not to force
people to move around but to invite a change of
head teachers in certain circumstances. That
approach would provide an opportunity to improve
all schools in an authority. The proposed changes
present us with a timely opportunity to consider
exactly what the process is for appointing head
teachers.

Caroline Vass: That would have been worth
while. Many school boards said in their
consultation responses that that would be a way
forward. We certainly take such an approach for
most other developments in education. Such a
pilot would have given us some answers and,
perhaps, an idea of what problems we may face
before we face them.
Judith Gillespie: I do not think that pilots would
be a good idea. The bill sets in train an organic
change and such organic change cannot be
piloted. Several members asked the previous
panel about where they saw the bill taking us in
five years. For the reasons that I mentioned
earlier, the impact of the change will not be
obvious for five years. A short pilot would not work
when we want people to think of imaginative ways
to get representation.

Caroline Vass: We seek a more professional
system, but I cannot see why excluding parents
from the final interview stage will mean that we will
have a more professional system. Parents have
always worked alongside professionals in the
interview process. Are we being told now that
parents’
involvement
detracts
from
the
professionalism of the system? We all work
together to get the best outcome for the school
and the local authority.

Lord
James
Douglas-Hamilton:
Would
Caroline Vass prefer the provisions on the
appointment of head teachers to be contained in
regulations or in the primary legislation?

Lord
James
Douglas-Hamilton:
Judith
Gillespie thinks that there is a need for a national
parent body. What role do you envisage it having?

Caroline Vass: It has been undertaken that that
will be in the secondary legislation. We quickly
picked up on the fact that the issue was not
addressed in the previous consultation. Our
members have some worries about that. On the


118

2892

Judith Gillespie: If many PTAs are retained,
there will be an opportunity in the early days for
existing parent bodies to negotiate through the
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boards do not ask teachers about personal issues.
The language in the bill basically says that parents
are allowed to ask what they like or make
representations on what they like. That could
cause challenges, because it will mean that some
people—probably not many—will feel that they
have the right to ask teachers about personal
issues. That will make teachers wary. We need to
have boundaries that the teaching profession
accepts. Parents should make that clear before
people fall out or there are complaints. We must
also look at the composition of the councils. We
need to develop the ethos of partnership. We have
built that up over the years, so let us not throw it
out. Let us not have just parents and head
teachers sitting on a council; let us get others
involved, with all the help that they can bring.
Those are the main points.

It is important that the new bodies feel that they
have ownership of the national body and that it is
representative. If you set up a kind of consumer
council model, the new parent councils will simply
set up their own bodies because they will want to
be represented. Parents who are involved in the
school bodies at the moment feel strongly that
they have to have ownership of the national body
and that they must be able to hold it to account. I
am sure that the SSBA shares our view and is as
answerable to its members as we are to ours. If
we do something wrong or something that our
members disagree with, we have to answer to
them. If they want us to change, we have to
change. That sense of responsibility between the
local school bodies and the national bodies is
important and must be retained.

A small point that arises is that although we now
have the head teacher coming back into the
equation, the word “adviser” is not in the bill,
although it was used previously. We need to look
at that role and define it more specifically and ask
whether the head teacher will offer advice. Advice
is mentioned later in the bill, in the sections about
the duty of the education authority, but not in the
section about the role of the head teacher.
Teachers and head teachers have queried that as
well.

I also point out that many parents focus much
more on the local authority level than on anything
else. For them, the first stop is the school and the
next stop is the local authority. Many people are
surprised that other authorities do not operate as
theirs does. An example of that is Edinburgh’s
asymmetric week, whereby the school hours are
fitted into four and a half days. People in
Edinburgh think that that is universal, that it was
given in the declaration of Arbroath and that if it is
taken away from them their human rights will have
been infringed. People who do not live in
Edinburgh cannot believe that anybody there
works only four and a half days and that everyone
goes home on a Friday afternoon. Everybody
thinks that what is true for them is universal. For
many people, the absolute focus—after the
school—is the local authority. I would like to see
more and stronger local authority bodies. Work at
that level is meaningful, but there is also space for
a national body.

Fiona Hyslop: That point was raised last night.
People were very pleased that there has been
movement to get teachers involved. However, the
bill talks about head teachers attending meetings,
rather than necessarily attending and advising.
The giving of advice continues between meetings;
it does not just happen at meetings, so there is
clarity there.
If you both agree that there should be a national
body, will it represent and draw members from
parent councils and forums, or will it be involved in
national policy making by the Scottish Executive?
If you both agree that there should be a national
body, there is a hole in the bill, because it contains
no reference to the roles, responsibilities, duties or
relationships of a national body.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Thank you.
Caroline, what are the main amendments that you
would like to see implemented?
Caroline Vass: As I mentioned before, the main
thing to be amended is the clarity of the language.
We all need to be singing from the same hymn
book so that we are all clear about our rights and
responsibilities. Specifically, section 2(3) uses the
words “have regard to”, section 11(5) states that a
council “may make representations” and section
5(2) states that the parent body “may” have a
parent council. That should be “must”; it should be
a duty. If we are to have more involvement, there
has to be a duty on the parents as well as on the
authority.

Caroline Vass: As I said in our written
evidence, we missed an opportunity there. We still
have that opportunity—
Fiona Hyslop: At stage 2.
Caroline Vass: We can still consult parents.
After all, a national body is about representing
parents. Much has been made about how we
represent school boards or how we represent
PTAs. I have always been quite clear on this: my
involvement in education has always been about
representing parents. I have not represented
boards—yes, we represent through boards, but we
represent parents. We have an opportunity to get

We have not touched on the structure of parent
councils. I was asked about the powers that will be
lost. It is not really about the powers that we will
lose but about how we will act. At the moment,
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a really good national body in statute that is
independent, accountable, better resourced and
set up by parents so that it is exactly what they
want, and which can make progress on parental
involvement. I agree with Judith Gillespie that we
need to look at the local issue as well because
some very good local forums are operating, and
we should consider those as best practice. We
must consider education authorities, the local
issues and the national situation, but we have time
to do that. We have a transition period; let us ask
parents what they want and let us consider current
best practice.

qualify for charitable status because it would be a
statutory body, not a voluntary body. That is
significant. PTAs often get matched funding from
workplaces, but companies such as BP and some
of the banks will pay that money only if they can
pay it to a charity. On the whole, PTAs are not
charities, as that would put a heavy burden on
them, so they use our charitable status to procure
the money and we then pass it on to them. It is
perhaps a minor point, but it is significant that we
have charitable status—as does the SSBA—
because we have not been set up in statute.
The body’s charitable status would also give
parents a much stronger ownership of it and would
make the accountability of the national body to the
individual councils much clearer. If the national
body was set up by statute, it would somehow
become a creature of the legislation and there
would not be the same dynamic interchange
between the two levels. Therefore, I do not think
that setting up the national body in the bill is the
right way to go.

12:00
We have a wealth of experience, and the
Scottish School Board Association’s training is
second to none. The feedback that we get on our
training is amazing and 19 local authorities
regularly buy in our training. Although that training
has been formulated for school boards, it could be
amended slightly and would work very well.
Effective communication and knowing how to run
meetings effectively are important for both parent
councils and school boards. We have that
expertise, which has been built up over years in
partnership with local authorities and the
Executive. Let us not throw out that expertise.

The need for a national body is recognised, and
careful thought, as well as support, must be given
to its formation. There is a danger that if the
Government changed and the new Government
had a different mindset, a body that was
dependent on the Government would be
vulnerable. If it was dependent on the grass roots,
it would be much more secure. Therefore, I would
not like the national body to be set up in the bill.

We also have a good advice service and we
regularly receive phone calls from people asking
for advice on all matters from legislation to
bullying—everything to do with schools. Often,
they come to the SSBA because they have gone
to other places and have not got the answers that
they were looking for or have not been given good
advice. There is a lot of expertise in the national
bodies and we have a great opportunity to go
forward with a much better resource—one that we
all want and one on which we consulted the
parents. We hear all about consultation from the
Executive; let us ask the parents what they want.

Fiona Hyslop: As we progress, it would be
helpful to hear how both your organisations see
the national body developing.
Parent councils will be able to fundraise and, in
some parts of the country, parents expect their
PTA and the school board to merge and become
the parent council. Are you implying that there
might be issues for parent councils to do with
charitable status and fundraising?
Judith Gillespie: I might be wrong, but my
understanding is that statutory bodies cannot be
charities. Also, under the changes to the
legislation on charities, people who do things only
for themselves do not satisfy the public good
requirement. The new charity law is still being
worked through and a colleague has been to
several meetings to find out about the issue of the
public good. My understanding is that a body
cannot be a charity if it just does things to help
itself. There has to be an outer dimension to its
work. When schools apply for funding from the
New Opportunities Fund, their application is
invariably turned down unless the activity that they
have planned will serve more than just their pupils.
For example, if a school wants to introduce a
sports programme and it applies to the New
Opportunities Fund, it will have to make the

Fiona Hyslop: We are about to move to stage 2
of the bill, so if we were to establish anything in
law, that would need to be done soon. Also, it
might cut across the fact that it is education
authorities that run the system. Much of what you
have described could happen without statute.
Judith Gillespie: Section 1(1) places a powerful
duty on ministers to draw parents into education.
At present, parents are heavily involved in a range
of activities and section 1(1) is a powerful
protection for the involvement of parents. It
guarantees that they are involved all the way
through. I take comfort in that provision, rather
than worrying about the hole in the bill that you
identified.
There would be major problems in setting up a
national body in the bill. The body would not
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programme available to other children in the
community and not just to its own pupils.

2898

Fiona Hyslop: So the SSBA, ADES and
COSLA think that it would be a good idea for local
authorities to have a duty to establish parent
councils. Does the SPTC agree?

The problem for bodies such as schools is that
the legislation is starting to get complicated. We
allude to that in our submission. We have talked
about insurance, but there is also the need for
Disclosure Scotland checks and people have even
raised issues of employment legislation. If one of
the new bodies employs a clerk, will it be liable for
national insurance? There are so many
technicalities. As the bill progresses, the
implications of the legislation for the new bodies
need to be made clear.

Judith Gillespie: No. I do not see how one can
force people who are simply parents at a school to
participate in a parent council if they choose not
to. If there is a duty to establish a parent council,
then it has to be done—that is what a duty
requires. If the parents at a school say that they do
not want a parent council, what penalty does one
impose in that situation? That has to be worked
through. If a duty requires a local authority to set
up a parent council, but the parents at the school
say that they are not going to take part in it, how
can the authority force the parents to volunteer to
serve on the parent council such that their duty to
set it up will have been fulfilled?

A further point is that we thought that we might
be subject to freedom of information requests.
Because we are not a public body, we are fairly
certain that we are not required to respond to such
requests, but that is another issue that might arise
for parent councils. It is a legal nightmare. We are
saying to parents, “Will you please get involved in
your spare time to help your school?” They agree
because they want to help, but they will suddenly
find themselves having to deal with a mass of
legislation that they do not understand. That is a
serious problem, which needs to be considered
alongside the legislation so that the answers are
there and, when parents turn round and say, “Do I
have to do this?” we can say to them, “It’s all
right—it’s sorted.” We will get parents to volunteer
only if we take the hassle away.

Fiona Hyslop: I have a question for the SSBA.
You say that 89 per cent of schools have school
boards, which means that 11 per cent of them do
not. What penalties are there for local authorities
that do not establish school boards?
Caroline Vass: There do not seem to be any.
Judith Gillespie: Can I explain the legislation
again? The School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988
says that a school board will come into existence if
a sufficient number of parents request that and
come forward to fill the parent places on the
board. If just co-optees and teachers come
forward and there are not enough parents, the
school board does not get established. Under the
1988 act, a board is not required to find either
teachers or co-optees but can function with just
the parents. At present, what is crucial to the
formation of a school board is that parents at the
school come forward in sufficient numbers to fill
the parent places on the board. There is no
penalty on anyone if an insufficient number of
parents come forward.

Fiona Hyslop: It would be helpful if the clerks
could examine the issues of charitable status for
parent councils, fundraising and freedom of
information, because we will need information on
those for stage 2.
We heard from ADES and COSLA that they
would be relaxed if there was a duty on local
authorities to establish parent councils. What do
your respective organisations think about the idea
that, rather than just promoting parent councils,
local authorities should have a duty to establish
them?

The fact that 89 per cent of schools have boards
is an indication that, on the whole, parents
volunteer to serve on boards in sufficient numbers.
However, it is true that in some schools that have
a very lively PTA, people simply say, “No, we do
not need a second body.” That often happens in
small schools; I suspect that there is not a
secondary school in Scotland that does not have a
school board. Most of the schools that do not have
a school board will be in the primary sector
because in that sector people have other ways of
working. In response to the bill, a primary school
that already has a PTA might feel that it would like
to carry on as it is, rather than changing the PTA
into a parent council. If there was a duty to
establish a parent council, there would have to be
a penalty that could be imposed on those people
who failed to ensure that that duty was fulfilled.

Caroline Vass: May I go back to the previous
point? Most parents who want to volunteer will do
so. They will not get bogged down in all the little
bits of stuff. If they want to volunteer and we want
parental involvement, we should let that happen.
The little things are only challenges and we can
deal with them.
Fiona Hyslop: Would you prefer local
authorities to have a duty to establish parent
forums and parent councils?
Caroline Vass: Yes. I do not see a problem with
that. As I said, we have “may” where we should
have “must”. If we want parental involvement,
what is the problem with a “must”?
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Fiona Hyslop: It would make sense to have the
same wording in the bill as is in the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988, to ensure that the position is
the same.

constitutions can present us with opportunities.
For instance, using year-group representation is a
fantastic opportunity in secondary schools, and
that could be included in a constitution. As we
move forward, I would like people to start thinking
about the opportunities for different formulations in
different types of school so that we end up with
systems that work and that can be fitted into a
constitution. However, we should bear in mind that
a constitution has to be written in plain English and
in terms that people understand. It should not be a
complicated, legalistic document.

Judith Gillespie: Yes.
Caroline Vass: I thank Judith Gillespie for
reminding me of the school boards legislation. I
have some figures. She seemed to think that all
secondary schools had boards but, in fact, only
96.9 per cent of them have boards. We would like
100 per cent of secondary schools to have boards.
The duty would be for the authority to encourage
the involvement of parents. It is possible to impose
a duty on someone to encourage and cajole
people, although parent councils will obviously
have to be set up before parents will want to serve
on them. If there was a duty on authorities to
encourage parents, there would be a greater
likelihood that 100 per cent of schools would have
parent councils.

12:15
Caroline Vass: There will be no lack of
constitutions. The Executive will write one and so
will local authorities. The SSBA has already
written one, as has the SPTC. I do not think that
parents need to worry about writing a constitution;
their only worry will be choosing a constitution—or
not choosing one, as the case may be.

Fiona Hyslop: I have a question about the kickoff date. If everything goes to plan, the bill should
be enacted before the summer. I assume that any
sensible roll-out proposal will be based on the
academic year. When do you anticipate that it
would be reasonable for the measures in the bill to
come into force and what preparations should be
done in advance of that? In which school year do
you think that the bill will come into force?

Ms Rosemary Byrne (South of Scotland)
(SSP): I am interested in how we get more parents
involved in school life and in knowing about
education. Often, the number of parents involved
in school boards was small, whereas parentteacher associations always managed to achieve
much greater involvement of parents. Perhaps the
bill will meet the two goals that we are discussing,
which would be a positive development.

Caroline Vass: We are being told that it will
take a year for the bill to come into force. A great
deal of preparation and training needs to be done.
If we are to go forward with a system that we all
hope will improve the situation by increasing
parental involvement and helping us all to work
well together, we need to have proper training for
the new members and a great deal of discussion
with parents about the national body. There needs
to be significant dissemination of clear information.
I believe that the parental involvement team will
have meetings in the new year and that its new
presentation will be good at clarifying matters.
Training and clarification are necessary so that
people know exactly what will happen. At the
moment, we are not sure what will happen. We
have been told that it will be a year before
implementation.

I am also aware that a great deal of parental
involvement and good practice goes on in our
schools. However, when young people move to
secondary school, only a small number of parents
will be involved in the school board, as the
involvement of parents in secondary school
boards has never been as great as in primary
schools. Will the bill solve some of those
problems? Will it enable parents to go into what
they might feel is very different territory from a
primary school? Will it help them to become more
involved in the life of secondary schools?
Getting parents more involved in secondary
schools would be a very positive development
from the point of view of education, discipline and
supporting vulnerable young people. Can we do
that?

Fiona Hyslop: In other words, the bill’s
measures will come into force in the 2007-08
academic year.

Judith Gillespie: That is one of the reasons
why I suggested that secondary schools focus on
the year group. That is the community to which
people look and over which they tend to meet up
with one another. Sometimes, it is a matter of
parents offering one another mutual support and
of asking one another practical questions: “Do you
really give your child £5 a week pocket money?”
only to be told, “No. Who told you that?” At
meetings about the year group, parents can sort
out some of the myths that children peddle to one

Judith Gillespie: The crucial aspect is setting
up constitutions and getting advice on that to
hand. We passionately hope that parents are not
made to feel that they must rewrite the American
constitution; parents should end up with something
that they understand. If a constitution is not easy
for people to hold in their head, they will not
remember what it says. However, writing
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another. It is a good community and secondary
school offers a good opportunity to build on it.

2902

Scotland—and the schools in Scotland are
incredibly diverse. Let that diversity go through the
bill and down to the parent bodies.

There is a natural shift of focus in secondary
school. It is where young people have to make
decisions for themselves and parents realise that
they cannot live their lives through their children.
For example, parents can be powerful in offering
guidance on subject choice, but the youngsters
often have very strong ideas about what they want
to do and they have to have the opportunity to do
that.

Caroline Vass: We agree with the idea of
working with year groups. School boards look for
that opportunity at the moment, given the numbers
with which they have to work.
Let us not kid ourselves that the bill will break
down the barriers to parental involvement.
However, it is a starting point. I have confidence in
the will of the bill—or in the will of the minister—
and the opportunities that it affords us. Those local
authorities that, unfortunately, only paid lip service
to their parental strategies have to look at them
again. There is no hiding place.

Parental involvement has a role if it is expressed
in terms that parents find helpful. One of the
difficulties in the past was that when people talked
about involving parents in schools, it was to
somebody else’s agenda, not to that of the
parents. One of the important factors in getting
parents across the threshold of a school is getting
them involved in dialogue either with one another
or with teachers so that they get to know one
another. That way, it is much easier to deal with a
subsequent problem, as there is no longer that
awkward initial, “Who is this person who has
asked me to come to see them?” No parent on
earth will react, “Yippee, I must go and hear about
it,” when told that their child is being difficult at
school. The last thing that parents want is to hear
that their child who is difficult at home is causing
problems at school. Therefore, we must build a
school community and a sense of human
dynamics. The bill offers us opportunities—if they
are pitched at the parents’ agenda.

The bill provides an impetus for some local
authorities to rethink their attitude. However, it will
not break down barriers. It is parents, schools and
local authorities working together in partnership
that will do that. As Judith Gillespie says, it is the
human element that will break down barriers.
Rosemary Byrne mentioned good practice, of
which there is plenty, but who is telling those who
do not use it about good practice? The Minister for
Education and Young People told us at an SPTC
conference that he had gone into a school in
which the first thing that he saw was the sign,
“Parents: do not cross this threshold.” Who will tell
that school about good practice? Let us get good
practice rolled out to schools that raise barriers. Of
course, parents raise barriers as well as schools.
Therefore, all of us need to look at the human
element. Let us work together for the good of our
children—that is what it is all about, after all.

In other words, the starting point has to be what
parents want, where they are at, and the issues
that involve and concern them. It does not matter
how trivial those issues may seem; if parents
consider them important, they are the issues that
should be taken seriously. At a meeting of a
committee of which I was a member, parents got
very animated during a discussion on head lice.
The officials closed the discussion. However, that
is a big issue for parents. What is the alternative?
Should parents put organophosphates—sheep
dip—on their children’s heads? Those issues
matter and they must have space on the agenda.
If we give parents space on the agenda for the
things that matter to them, they will be interested
in picking up the issues that matter to the school.
That will have started the dialogue. However, the
starting point must be parents’ perspective.

The Convener: As there are no further
questions, I thank the panel from the SPTC and
the SSBA. I should say to Judith Gillespie that she
is not alone in remembering the earlier legislation.
I was chairman of an old-fashioned school council
before the SSBA came into effect.
Judith Gillespie: So was I.
The Convener: None of us is as young as we
look. That concludes this morning’s business.
Next week, we will have a further oral evidence
session about the bill. We will hear from
organisations that represent head teachers. I
remind the committee that, subject to events in the
chamber this afternoon, we are likely to take stage
2 of the Joint Inspection of Children’s Services and
Inspection of Social Work Services (Scotland) Bill
on 21 December. That means that the deadline for
amendments is a week on Friday.

Ms Byrne: How do we make sure that that
happens?
Judith Gillespie: The bill is a very good step, as
it offers excellent opportunities. I urge the
committee to resist the temptation to tighten it and
make it too prescriptive. We have to retain a level
of flexibility so that people can set up the systems
in their schools that suit their circumstances. The
legislation will apply to all the schools in

Meeting closed at 12:24.
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Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Stage 1
10:09
The Convener: Item 2 is the continuation of our
evidence taking on the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill. Our panel today represents
head teachers’ interests. Gordon Smith is the
president of the Association of Head Teachers in
Scotland. Lindsay Roy is the immediate past
president of the Headteachers Association of
Scotland and Bill McGregor is its general
secretary. Jack Barnett is the president of the
Educational Institute of Scotland and Ken Wimbor
is its assistant secretary. I welcome you to the
committee and ask each group to give us brief
opening remarks in support of its written evidence
before we move to questions.
Lindsay Roy (Headteachers Association of
Scotland): I understand that the committee has
our position statement. We welcome any moves to
enhance genuine parental participation and
representation. However, there are some practical
implementation issues. We have a strong desire to
ensure that there is effective delivery and it is in
the light of that objective that we have made some
constructive proposals. We have raised eight
points, on which we are more than happy to
elaborate in due course.
Gordon Smith (Association of Head Teachers
in Scotland): The committee has our response to
the bill. I echo what Lindsay Roy said: a bill that
encourages more parents in Scotland to take a
greater interest in their child’s education is good
news for us. The previous legislation required
changing because it may have been put in place
for the wrong reasons. We note that it will be the
duty of the education authority to promote parental
involvement. A high level of communication from
education authorities and schools to parent forums
will be needed.
Jack Barnett (Educational Institute of
Scotland): I thank the Education Committee for
inviting us to give oral evidence on this important
bill. As the committee will see in our written
evidence, the Educational Institute of Scotland is
very much in favour of the main provisions of the
bill. We make it clear that we support the bill
essentially because it moves us away from the
very bureaucratic, inflexible and pseudogovernance model of parental representation and
involvement that is enshrined in the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988. The bill moves us towards a
more flexible and inclusive model of parental
representation, which we believe will encourage a
greater number of parents to become involved in
the life of the schools and the education of their
children.
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Although the EIS broadly supports the bill, there
are several points of detail that we want to draw to
the committee’s attention and which are reflected
in the six amendments that are included in section
3 of our written evidence. We will be glad to
respond to any questions on those issues.

attend the parent council will be the parent
representatives and the head teacher. Some
evidence suggested that that should be extended,
perhaps to a local councillor or other
representative of the local authority, or to pupil and
teacher representatives. What are your views on
that? Should that right be extended to more
people? What are your views on the suggestions
that councillors should be on the parent council
only by invitation and that pupils and teachers
should be there by co-option?

The Convener: I thank you for those opening
remarks. I open the meeting up to questions from
colleagues.
Dr Murray: I take it that you all support the
general principles of the bill but might want to
propose amendments at stage 2. You are all
nodding, so I take it that that is a fair summary of
your views.

Lindsay Roy: We have quite strong views on
that. We feel that the bill’s proposals represent a
considerable cultural change. We have been used
to having a strong partnership between parents,
school staff and the community. There seems to
be some kind of disfranchisement of teachers
under the bill. The approach in Scottish education
has been based on partnership and trust. We feel
that teacher representatives can bring valuable
insights to the practicalities of implementation of
any proposals that are made.

Concerns were expressed to us last week about
the involvement of Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of
Education when the parent council is not satisfied
with the actions of either the school or the local
authority. There was a feeling that there had been
a lack of consultation on that point. Does the panel
have a view on the right of the parent council to go
to HMIE if it is not satisfied?

The documentation that we received strongly
indicated that the bill intends to build on the
strengths of the school boards legislation. One of
the strengths in schools has been the partnership
at local level, where there has been some teacher
involvement. We certainly would not want to have
anything other than a parental majority.

Bill McGregor (Headteachers Association of
Scotland): I have no great concerns about that.
On the face of it, it might look as if that right
creates an opportunity for anyone to stir up a bit of
hassle if something happens in a school with
which they are not pleased. However, there are
several steps to be gone through before it comes
to that. I am reasonably satisfied that intervention
by HMIE on issues that parents raise would not be
groundless or needless but would be well
researched. I am satisfied that HMIE would step in
only if there was an absolute need for it to do so.

Gordon Smith: We like the flexibility of the bill.
We like the proposal that it should be the duty of
the head teacher or his or her representative to
attend. There can be many inputs to the parent
council. It appears from the bill that if it is felt that
somebody should be on the council to advise or
help through co-option or invitation, there are no
barriers to that. There are no barriers to us, in any
case—it seems that there are no barriers to
teachers or any other interested party attending
the parent council if they are invited.

Lindsay Roy: I am reassured that we are being
encouraged to follow due process and that issues
will be raised at the appropriate levels before
HMIE becomes involved. That is an entirely
appropriate way to proceed.

Jack Barnett: According to the bill, the head
teacher would have the right to attend and to
represent the interests of school staff. We believe
that there is sufficient flexibility in the bill to allow
for invitations to other teaching staff, as may be
considered appropriate. As one of the main
functions of the parent council will be to promote
good, close relations between the school and the
parent body, it would be extremely surprising if
ordinary teaching members of staff were not
invited to attend meetings of the council.

Gordon Smith: I would be concerned if parents
thought that they could not trust their local
education authority and that they had to go directly
to HMIE. I can see how that would raise problems
for both parties.
10:15
Jack Barnett: The EIS is of the view that HMIE
is not equipped to become the educational
equivalent of the Advisory, Conciliation and
Arbitration Service. As we stated in our
submission, we believe that all outside
representations that parent councils make, not just
to HMIE, should be preceded by formal
representations to both the head teacher and the
education authority.

Ms Byrne: How do you see the role of the head
teacher in all this? Do you feel that the bill’s
provisions are appropriate in that regard?
Bill McGregor: I see the role of the head
teacher as critical to all this. The evidence is that,
under the existing system, the head teacher has
often been the driver in getting parental

Dr Murray: Concerns were expressed to us
about the fact that the only people with a right to
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will do little or nothing to bring about the desired
participation of that section of the parent body who have
been disengaged, disaffected or who have felt
disenfranchised under the current scheme.”

involvement in the school up and running,
whatever form that has taken. I am concerned that
although the bill indicates that there should be
head teacher involvement, it goes no stronger
than that. I am concerned that the flexibility that is
implicit in the bill might almost become a form of
slackness.

That is quite a strong statement, given that the
purpose of the bill is to encourage parental
involvement. Like other submissions, the
association’s evidence also highlights a distinction
between parental representation and parental
participation. Will you elaborate on how the bill
runs counter to the ethos and culture of Scottish
education? Perhaps other witnesses might want to
comment on that as well.

I would like there to be a much clearer indication
of the role of the head teacher in working with the
parent council, for example on matters such as the
school budget and devolved school management.
The minister has clearly indicated that there will be
an expansion in the amount of funding and
responsibility that will come into schools. There
must be a very clear indication of how the head
teacher and the parent council will be involved in
that. Similarly, the parent council’s role in the
appointment of staff needs to be clearer.

Bill McGregor: To an extent, that depends on
what one believes is likely to result from the bill.
We cannot know what that result will be, but the
evidence so far is that parents—especially in the
secondary sector, which we represent—have not
shown a marked enthusiasm to become involved
and to participate in the events and life of the
school. Of course, we have had parents who have
been keen to seek powers of representation, but
they have tended to be almost unrepresentative of
the wider parent body.

I would like to see a firmer indication of how the
relationship between the head teacher and parent
council should develop. I am concerned that no
such indication is given in the bill as it stands.
Gordon Smith: I see the role of the head
teacher in two ways. First, the head teacher has
the responsibility—it is shared with the local
authority, but it rests very much with the head
teacher—of ensuring that the school has the right
levels of communication with parents in general
and with the parent council. The Association of
Head Teachers in Scotland believes that ensuring
that the school has the right levels of
communication about its pupils, how the school is
run and the issues that affect the school is the
best baseline or foundation for any partnership
between parents and school staff.

I can understand why the bill might be seen as a
driver to widen participation and to get more
parents involved while retaining some level of
representation, but my concern is that the bill will
not reach that part of the parent forum. There is
not enough in the bill to do that, but my concern is
that it might even be impossible to get more
parents to participate actively in the school, as that
market might simply not exist. However, the bill
will also mean that we will lose a group of parents
who, through their representation, have been
supportive of the school. I will be happy to be the
first to say that I got it wrong if the bill results in
parents flooding forward to support parent
councils, but I have a concern that we will lose
something and gain little in return. That is the point
that we are trying to make.

Secondly, it should also be the responsibility of
the head teacher to discuss with the parent council
issues on which he or she wants the parent
council to make representations. It will be another
way for the head teacher to approach the
education authority. The head teacher could use
the parent council as a group that, with the head
teacher in attendance, can raise issues with the
education authority.

Ken Wimbor (Educational Institute of
Scotland): It is important to bear in mind that the
bill as formulated deals specifically with parental
representation and parental involvement and
moves away from the issues of governance. It is
important that in moving away from those issues
of governance the bill is not too restrictive and
allows individual schools flexibility so that they can
come to their own solutions on structures and so
on.

Jack Barnett: The EIS proposes that the bill
should be amended so that the head teacher’s
attendance at meetings of the parent council is
framed as a contractual and professional right
rather than as a statutory duty. We believe that
that would better reflect the existing arrangements
for school boards and would be more in keeping
with the spirit and terms of the 2001 teachers
agreement.

Gordon Smith: I would tend to lean that way as
well. Recent research and my recent experience
have shown that parents do not want to run
schools but they want to know what is happening
and to be part of the school. Therefore, we support
the bill in moving away from the statutory school
board.

Fiona Hyslop: The Headteachers Association
of Scotland’s submission states:
“there are fundamental flaws in the proposed legislation
which run counter to the ethos and culture within Scottish
Education - and that the proposed changes, in themselves,
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The majority of schools in Scotland have
difficulty in electing a school board under the
current legislation. It might be an ironic point that I
am the head teacher of the only school in Scotland
that is run by a school board—Jordanhill School—
and I do not think that there has been an election
for the school board positions in the past few
years. My previous life was in Easterhouse and it
was also difficult to get a school board elected
there.

The Convener: We seem to be moving beyond
the scope of the bill but, if the members of the
panel want to, I am happy for them to respond to
the point briefly.
Bill McGregor: Rosemary Byrne has touched
on a vital issue. I do not think that the bill will make
a blind bit of difference, because it does not focus
on those areas.
A strong parent council might be able to bring
pressure to bear on a local authority, provided that
it could find the right doors to open. However,
generally, Rosemary Byrne has highlighted one of
the difficulties with the bill: it does not answer
specific questions. To take a slightly negative
view—for which I apologise—the bill will provide
the opportunity for factions to grow up within the
parent council that could mount takeover bids and
decide on the direction of the parent council. Ms
Byrne might well have highlighted one of the
particular areas in which such an issue could
come to the surface.

There is a colossal amount of good will and
support among our parent group. If we can
activate that through the bill and through parent
councils, that will be a better way forward.
Fiona Hyslop: I have a question about the
relationship between the head teacher and the
parent council. Parent councils are clearly focused
on and driven by parents, whereas a school
council or a school board will take a bit more of a
partnership approach. The EIS indicated that it
wants to move back to the school board having a
contractual right.

Gordon Smith: Ms Byrne is talking about
individual children and I would be disappointed if
parents used the bill to talk about individual
children. That is not what it is about. If a parent
wants greater access to assessment facilities in a
school and advice on the educational needs of an
individual child, that is not to do with the parent
council; that is more to do with that parent’s
relationship on behalf of their child with the school,
the head teacher and the education authority.

The proposed legislation does not talk about the
advisory role of head teachers in the way that the
school board legislation did. Should the legislation
provide for an advisory role as well as a
contractual right to attend? Would that run counter
to the idea of the relationship being between
equals?
Gordon Smith: I do not see how an advisory
role could not be part of it. That is implicit in the
proposed legislation whether it is in writing or not.

10:30
Ms Byrne: I am talking about access to
information that helps pupils along the road. As a
parent, I would wish a parental involvement bill to
enable me to seek access to whatever information
I needed. That is where I am coming from.

Fiona Hyslop: So the fact that it is not explicit in
the bill is not a major point.
Gordon Smith: No. I do not see that as a
problem.
Ms Byrne: I would like to take the point about
the advisory role beyond the head teacher and the
school to the local authority. One of the issues for
parents is the lack of access to appropriate advice
when they have a difficulty with their child’s
learning. If there is a need for additional support
because the child is struggling, parents often find it
difficult to get access to assessments and
identification that will help the child to move
forward. Sometimes, that can go on for a very long
time. Will the bill make any significant difference to
that or should we be putting something more into
the bill to achieve that? The Education (Additional
Support for Learning) (Scotland) Act 2004 invites
parents to seek assessment by submitting a
written request to a local authority. However, if
they do not know what kind of assessment they
need and what the issues are, it is difficult to do
that. What kind of extra help will be available to
parents as a result of the bill, or have we missed
something?
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Gordon Smith: Again, that is about the level of
communication between parents and the school.
Jack Barnett: I would share the view that my
colleague has just expressed about the parental
involvement aspects of the Education (Additional
Support for Learning) (Scotland) Act 2004. We
broadly supported that legislation, which will be
reviewed in 2007. Any difficulties that emerge in
relation to the matters that Rosemary Byrne has
just referred to will be picked up at that point.
Lindsay Roy: I will take up the wider point. My
belief is that local authorities should encourage
schools to engage in genuine participation in the
progress of individual youngsters. Many things are
happening to promote a more individualised
approach
to
education—personal
learning
planning,
for
example—and
there
are
opportunities for short-life groups to address
issues such as health education and sex
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education in schools. That is the kind of approach
that we would like there to be in schools, with
opportunities for parents to participate in genuine
discussions about the progress and performance
of their youngsters and about some of the wider
issues in Scottish education. That need not be the
sole province of a representative group—a parent
council; it could go much broader than that.

always be what happens when parents do not
meet the guidelines. Perhaps that issue does not
really form part of our current consideration,
because what we are talking about here is setting
up a system.
Jack Barnett: I stress that the EIS was referring
to specific pupils or members of staff. We feel that
it is pertinent for parents to discuss the broader
issues that have been mentioned, but it is
inappropriate to go into specific details of
individual pupil or staff involvement. That issue
should be addressed in the guidance to the bill.

Fiona Hyslop: The EIS’s proposals are specific
on excluding references to discussion of any
individual child’s education. It has been suggested
that section 8 should be amended. Section 8(1)(e)
outlines the responsibility of the parent council

Gordon Smith: Parent forums will have a role in
discussing the positive and negative aspects of
how a school is handling broad, important issues
such as bullying, sex education and health
education. However, that should take place on a
general rather than an individual basis.

“to ascertain the views of the members of the Parent
Forum”

on quite a broad variety of areas. That could
involve what the school does to provide support
for those with additional support needs. It might
also involve sex education. I assume that bullying
policy might be included, too.

Lindsay Roy: I realise that this might not be the
place to raise this matter, but the bill could make
reference to various responsibilities such as
encouraging good attendance at school and
supporting an agreed approach to behaviour
management in schools. Moreover, on devolved
school management, we should also address the
question of the parent council’s rights and
responsibilities in relation to certain financial
powers.

In its submission, the Headteachers Association
of Scotland stated:
“A clear statement is required on
responsibilities, as well as parental rights.”

2914

parental

If we bear in mind the fact that section 8 could
cover sex education, bullying and additional
support for learning, what responsibilities of
parents—in addition to rights—should be set out in
the bill?

Fiona Hyslop: From my reading of the bill, I
imagine that it will not have many.
Lindsay Roy: Yes. It would be helpful to have
further information on that matter.

Bill McGregor: It is important that any parent
council has the right to discuss the issues that you
have just mentioned, but it would be totally wrong
for parent councils to discuss those issues as they
relate to any particular child or parent. I think that
we share a great deal of common ground on that.

Mr Frank McAveety (Glasgow Shettleston)
(Lab): The bill seeks to update the selection
process for senior staff. I have read your written
submissions on that point, but what are your views
on the overall process? In particular, I wonder
whether the AHTS will expand on its comment that

Fiona Hyslop: What type of responsibilities
should be specified in the bill?

“At key decision points in the process (long leet, short leet,
selection) the education professional should have a casting
vote.”

Bill McGregor: It would be difficult to build in
specific responsibilities. We are trying to build a
concept of parental responsibility into the bill. I am
not sure how that can be done in primary
legislation—that is more the province of MSPs.

Gordon Smith: We express that concern in our
submission, although I do not know whether it has
anything to do with this particular bill. We firmly
believe that parents should be involved in the
selection of senior staff. Indeed, we have made
representations on the structure of the selection
process, which we feel should be the same, no
matter whether someone is applying for a job in
Stornoway or Selkirk.

Fiona Hyslop: But you want us to do it.
Bill McGregor: Too often, we hear talk only of
parental rights. If we want to talk about true
partnership and a system that works, there must
be recognition of parental responsibility, and
indeed responsibility on the part of all the partners.

The leeting and interview processes should
involve representatives from the education
authority; two peer members; a member of the
parent forum; and a local councillor or their
representative. Unfortunately, there are not many
leets for head teacher posts, particularly in primary
and nursery education. Indeed, we are lucky to get
five applicants for such posts, never mind a leet.

Fiona Hyslop: Bullying could provide an
explicit, tangible example of how that could work.
The parent council might agree about parental
responsibility and parents’ side of the bargain.
Bill McGregor: I agree. There could be a set of
guidelines, for example. The question would
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I emphasise that we feel that parents should
have an important role. However, we have not yet
discussed, within our internal structures, whether a
specific make-up for appointments panels should
be applied across all local authorities.

Gordon Smith: Education professionals have
the necessary background. By that, I mean that
they have enough information and experience to
know about an applicant’s life and their previous
work in schools and so on. That is an important
part of the process.

Lindsay Roy: As has been suggested, the
approach of the Headteachers Association of
Scotland would be to make best practice standard
practice across all local authorities. That was the
view during our initial discussions, but we will
provide fuller details as part of the consultation
exercise.

Lindsay Roy: We support the proposals to
enhance the rigour of the selection and
recruitment processes. However, we have
expressed reservations on prior proposals to allow
a local authority to move a head teacher from one
school to another on a mandatory basis. If the
position is negotiated, we are more than happy to
support the proposal, but any imposition of such a
measure would not be the way forward.

Gordon Smith: One reason for the Association
of Head Teachers in Scotland wanting a regulatory
approach is that we have experience of 32
different appointments procedures and some of
them are less rigorous than others—perhaps I will
just leave it at that.

Jack Barnett: The EIS intends to respond to the
separate consultation on new appointment
procedures for head teachers and deputy head
teachers. Because of our structures, we have not
yet been able to discuss the nature of that
response. However, in our response to the bill, we
point out that the existing provisions of section 74
of the Self-Governing Schools etc (Scotland) Act
1989 might interfere with some of the aspirations
that are identified in section 14 of the bill and
some of the ideas that people might have for new
appointments procedures.

The Convener: I repeat Fiona Hyslop’s point: it
would be useful to receive copies of your
submissions on the process for appointing head
teachers. The deadline for those submissions is
28 February, but our deadline for the stage 1
report on the bill is 22 February, so it would be
helpful if you could let us have your submissions a
little earlier.
Mr McAveety: On a separate issue, I detect
from the written submissions and from some of the
comments this morning that you may have
different views on how effective the legislation will
be for primary schools as opposed to secondary
schools. Am I right to say that the approaches in
primary and secondary schools will be different? I
was trying to work out why there were two different
associations for head teachers—not that, as a
former class teacher, I would like to have a go at
head teachers when I get the chance. Obviously,
we hope that the bill will be refined as it goes
through its stages, but could there be any major
differences in the experience in primary and
secondary schools?

Fiona Hyslop: It would be helpful if you would
send us a copy of your response to that
consultation, which will be running alongside our
stage 1 consideration of this bill.
Bill McGregor: I have a fundamental difficulty
with the part of the bill that we have been
discussing. The bill sets out to improve parental
involvement and to encourage parents to join in
the life of the school, so I would have thought that
partnership would be implicit when it came to
employing and appointing senior staff. My
experience in 15 years as a head teacher was that
parents thought it absolutely vital to be involved in
that. One of the ironies of the bill is that it actually
presents an opportunity to reduce the role of
parents. I would find that very difficult to live with.

Gordon Smith: I am sorry, but I will speak
anecdotally. The school where I work is primary
and secondary together in one building; one
usually finds that the vast majority of the members
of the boards of such schools are the parents of
the primary school children. I think it is correct to
say that most primary schools in Scotland enjoy
strong parental involvement. I am not necessarily
talking about the school board or the parent
council, but the philosophy and ethos is to have
strong parental involvement in primary schools. It
therefore becomes natural for parents to walk in
without feeling insecure and wondering, “Who do I
have to see?”

The Convener: Gordon Smith hinted that the
procedure for the appointment of head teachers
and senior staff should be standardised across
Scotland. That suggests that you would rather
have a regulatory approach than a guidance
approach and that local authorities should not take
different approaches. Do all the witnesses share
that view, or should local authorities be allowed to
develop their own practice, albeit with guidance?
Jack Barnett: The EIS has not yet held detailed
discussions on that, but we intend to while we
prepare our submission to the separate
consultation that I mentioned. We would obviously
be pleased to share our views with you.
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In primary schools there is ease of engagement,
but secondary schools—this is not a criticism, but
a view from my own area—are different and do not
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have the same directness of approach. I will now
pass over to my secondary colleagues.

2918

Gordon Smith: The committee will see from our
response that we are pleased that it is firmly a
local authority’s duty to promote parental
involvement. It will have a responsibility to provide
a model—we do not want 140 different models in
one education authority.

10:45
Bill McGregor: In a similar debate, my English
counterpart, Dr John Dunford, made the point
explicitly. He said that two factors militate in favour
of less parental involvement in the secondary
sector, but those factors need not affect efficiency
or the relationship between parents and schools.
He said that the relationship is more like a
relationship with Tesco than with a corner shop.
The scale of secondary schools is different; they
tend to be much bigger organisations, so parents
perhaps find involvement more difficult.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Do Mr Jack
Barnett and Ken Wimbor think that the bill will
substantially increase participation by the parents
of children who might have become somewhat
inattentive or be insufficiently motivated?
Jack Barnett: I wish that I had a crystal ball that
would enable me to answer. As I said in my
opening statement, we certainly hope that the bill
will lead to increased parental involvement in
schools and their communities, in the interests of
their children’s education. We will have to judge
what the future holds by the outcome.

The other factor is human. Primary school
children still quite like their parents to be involved
in their school, whereas secondary school children
would rather die than have their parents go to their
school, even for the best of reasons.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: What are the
main amendments that Mr Bill McGregor would
like to be made to increase parental participation
and involvement with teaching staff to support
children’s learning?

Fiona Hyslop: I heard last week about yeargroup representation. Would that help to keep the
energy from involvement in primary schools in the
transition between primary and secondary
schools?

Bill McGregor: What I am about to say may be
fairly fundamental. I would like a parent council
really to be a school council. I would like to be
represented on it parents, who should always be
in the majority; the head teacher; teachers; coopted members, when relevant; and students from
the school. If we could get that grouping together,
the parent council would be fundamentally more
able to approach the rest of the parent body—the
parent forum—and would, I hope, be able to move
matters forward. I am not sure whether the
approach would be successful; I share the view of
Jack Barnett. However, it would be a more positive
way forward than the current proposals in the bill.

Bill McGregor: Yes.
Jack Barnett: Any information that we could
provide on that would be purely anecdotal.
However, I will mention the common concern
across education sectors about hard-to-reach
parents. We would like that issue to be pursued by
building on and disseminating good practice. In
relation to attainment in the bottom 20 per cent,
reaching and involving those pupils’ parents is
crucial across sectors.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I have six brief
questions. My first question is to Mr Jack Barnett
and Mr Ken Wimbor. Your submission says that a
local authority should prepare the constitution for a
parent council, but you also recommend flexibility.
How strongly do you feel about local authorities
preparing constitutions?

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Last week we
heard that local authorities may wish to deploy
head teachers among a group of schools in their
area. What might your members’ views be on that
suggestion?
Bill McGregor: We do not believe that that is a
forward step. If what you mean is the appointment
of a head teacher to an authority followed by
placement in one of the authority’s schools, we do
not believe that that is good either in respect of the
best use of management or, which is much more
important in this forum, in respect of parental
involvement in selection and representation.
Parents want to know who will be the head
teacher of their school rather than of a school. The
Headteachers Association of Scotland opposes
that concept.

Ken Wimbor: Given the local authority’s duties
under the bill, it is a little incongruous that the role
of producing an initial scheme and constitution for
approval by a parent council could be taken away
from a local authority. That is why we suggest the
amendment.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Does the
Headteachers Association of Scotland share that
view?
Lindsay Roy: It is important for a model
constitution to be presented to parents. Otherwise,
they might spend a hugely disproportionate
amount of time discussing that at the expense of
more important matters.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I will ask a
technical question, which may be for the
committee rather than for witnesses, although you
have already answered a question from the
convener on the subject. Should there be further
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provision in the bill for appointments procedures
for senior staff, or should that be left to
regulations, which are currently being considered
in a consultation?

but I suspect that it is fairly impractical. Therefore,
a representative from somewhere down the line
would be attached to the parent council. That
could be a good thing, but it could equally be
construed as not being a good thing because
parents would be talking, if you like, to the monkey
rather than to the organ grinder. It would have to
be approached carefully.

Bill McGregor: If you had asked me that
question three weeks ago I would have said that
there is definitely a need for further provision in the
bill, but I am now aware of the quality of the
consultative document on the issue, which may
well address the problem.

Mr Macintosh: So we should take out the duty.
What about the right for the director of education
to attend?

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: We received
evidence last week about insurance. School
boards are insured, but the same provisions are
not likely to be forthcoming in exactly the same
way for parent councils. I ask all the panel
members: Do you have strong views on
insurance? How should insurance considerations
be taken forward? Have you given much thought
to the matter?

Bill McGregor: There should always be a right
to attend.
Fiona Hyslop: I have a question on
deployment. The directors of education felt
strongly that they should be able to deploy senior
staff across authority areas. The current
consultation is on selection and appointment to
new positions. We have heard that there are
pressures on recruitment generally—there is a
difficulty with small leets in head teacher
appointments. How do you feel about movement
of staff and a potential role for the parent council
when senior staff move? There are as many
issues about the movement of staff as there are
about initial appointment and selection. Should
staff movement be given as much status in the
discussions as initial appointment and selection?

Gordon Smith: To be honest, no.
Jack Barnett: We have not expressed a view
on the matter, so I am not in a position to
comment.
Mr Macintosh: Almost all my questions have
been asked, although I will make one small point. I
would like clarification of a comment in the AHTS
submission on representation of local authorities
on parent councils. Last week, we heard from the
Association of Directors of Education that they
should have the right to attend meetings. Should
that right and duty be placed on local authorities
rather than on head teachers? Should they attend
as well as or instead of head teachers?

Frequently, secondments become permanent,
but the decisions on them barely touch school
boards, although they can bring significant
changes to schools. Should that issue be
included?

Gordon Smith: What we mean is that the head
teacher should have the right and duty to attend
and that he or she will also represent the local
authority;
however,
by
local
authority
representation we are thinking of the local
councillor.

Lindsay Roy: Secondments could be discussed
at parent councils. A number of things should be
considered; for example, how long the proposed
secondment is, the potential impact on the school,
and whether appropriate replacement staff can
provide the same quality of teaching and support.

Mr Macintosh: So you think that that should not
be a matter for guidance, but that elected officials
should have a right and duty to attend meetings.

Fiona Hyslop: The current consultation does
not appear to go anywhere on that. I would be
interested if you could submit your views.

Gordon Smith: I do not think that there should
be a duty to attend, but I think that they should
have the right to attend. The influence and
responsibility of local councillors is very important.

Gordon Smith: No—such representation would
be achieved through the head teacher.

Gordon Smith: You could not include the
matter in the bill, but obviously if a parent forum
was unhappy for a senior member of staff to be
seconded for 18 months but not replaced—as is
often the case—it would have a legitimate case to
take to the education authority. Alternatively, if the
forum was unhappy that there was no specialist
physical education teacher and never had been, it
could take that concern forward. However, I
cannot see how that could be included in the
legislation.

Mr Macintosh: Do other witnesses have a view
on that suggestion?

Fiona Hyslop: It could be done under section
14 and the supporting guidance.

Mr Macintosh: Community representation is
definitely important.
What about the attendance of the director of
education? That is probably worth considering.

Gordon Smith: I see your point.

Bill McGregor: It would be very good for
directors of education to attend parent councils,
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Ken Wimbor: It is important to point out in
respect of school closures that the existing
legislation requires that all posts be nationally
advertised, which restricts the ability of a council to
redeploy staff from a closure. In such
circumstances
we
would
welcome
the
deregulatory approach that is taken in section 14.

2922

The Convener: Thank you for your helpful
evidence this morning. I look forward to seeing
your comments on the head teacher appointment
process in due course.
That completes today’s business. I remind
members that the next evidence session on the bill
will be on 11 January, when the Minister for
Education and Young People will be before us.
Next week’s business is stage 2 of the Joint
Inspection of Children’s Services and Inspection of
Social Work Services (Scotland) Bill, amendments
to which must be lodged by noon on Friday.

Bill McGregor: There is also an issue with
employment law, because at the end of the day
the local authority is the employer. The parent
council can make forceful representations on
movement of staff, but at present the decision
belongs to the local authority.

Meeting closed at 10:58.
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We want to extend the opportunity for parental
involvement not just to those who are comfortable
with sitting on committees and representative
structures, but to parents who have found
involvement in their schools not easy in the past. I
recognise that some parents face significant
challenges in getting involved in their children’s
education, which is why the flexibility that we seek
in the bill is essential. The emphasis in the bill is
on empowering parents, giving local choice and
flexibility in the arrangements that are put in place
and allowing parents to make decisions without
having unnecessary detail in legislation.

Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Stage 1
11:35
The Convener: This is our final day of evidence
on the general principles of the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill. Our panel today
consists of the Minister for Education and Young
People, Peter Peacock MSP; Colin Reeves, the
head of the schools division of the Education
Department; Deirdre Watt, from the bill team in the
Education Department; and Stephanie Walsh, a
team leader in the teachers division of the
Education Department. I ask the minister to make
a few opening remarks, after which I will ask
whether members have any questions.

Having said all that, the bill is not about ignoring
all the good work that school boards have done
over the past 16 years or the good work that was
done, prior to school boards, by the former school
councils. It is about building on the best
experiences of both those systems while allowing
local choice and local flexibility to tailor
arrangements to suit the different local
circumstances that exist throughout Scotland. That
approach of providing flexibility and more choice
locally is consistent with our wider approach of
offering more flexibility and choice within the
system as a whole.

The Minister for Education and Young People
(Peter Peacock): I add my good wishes for the
new year to members of the committee, and I look
forward to our continuing robust discussion over
the coming months. You have had the opportunity
to hear a lot of evidence on the bill, so I will keep
my opening remarks comparatively brief—for
me—to allow time for proper questioning and
discussion of the issues.

We consulted on the draft bill last spring. One of
the strong features of the Parliament’s work is the
helpful responses that we invariably receive to
consultations, which help us to refine and improve
legislation as part of the process members of the
committee are now also joining.

All the evidence points to the fact that, when
parents are successfully involved in their children’s
education, schools are stronger institutions and
children’s learning is stronger as a consequence.
That is why the Government committed itself, in
the partnership agreement, to improving, widening
and strengthening parental involvement in our
schools. It is an integral part of the wider agenda
of improvements that we are seeking to make to
our education system. The existing system is a
strong one, but we know that we can make further
improvements to it.

We listened carefully to the representations that
were made to us about the draft bill and, as a
consequence, we have made some significant
changes to the original draft. For example, there is
a new duty on Scottish ministers as well as on
local authorities to promote parental involvement.
The head teacher of a school will now have the
right and the duty to attend meetings of the parent
council. There is provision for ministers to issue
guidance on any aspect of the bill. There is a new
requirement on head teachers to provide an
annual report to the parent council not only
evaluating the past performance of the school—
which is something that has been done before—
but setting out the ambitions for the school. That is
designed to allow parents to enter into a dialogue
about the direction in which the school is travelling
and influence that vision of the school’s future. We
have introduced a change to allow the
appointment of a clerk to the parent council and
for them to be paid for carrying out that duty.
Following firm representations, denominational
schools will have a church representative on their
parent council. Parent councils will also be able to
raise
unresolved—I
stress
the
word
“unresolved”—issues about the performance of
their school with Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of
Education, if they believe that they need to do that.

In the past, central Government and local
government had a very one-dimensional view of
parental involvement, which was driven by the
particular parameters of previous legislation. That
view was limited to representation of parents in the
school system in a highly regulated form because
of the legislation. My intention has always been
that the bill will have a broader focus than the
School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 allows in order
to set the national context for both parental
involvement in the wider sense and parental
representation in the school system. The bill
places a duty on education authorities to
recognise the importance of parental involvement
in the widest sense and to prepare strategies for
that involvement. That is a new requirement that
we are bringing to bear.
Our wider parental involvement agenda is about
enabling parents to do what they can in their
specific circumstances to support their children.
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The bill will provide a strong national framework
for the development of new and wider forms of
parental involvement than we have seen in the
past. I also believe that it will reduce bureaucracy,
create some choice in the system and empower
parents to address the issues that concern them
locally. As I said, with stronger parental
involvement, we can strengthen further the
learning of our pupils, which is what this is all
about.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Under the
provisions of the bill, it appears that parent
councils would have the right to call themselves
school boards. Section 6(8) suggests that a parent
council can give itself any name it chooses. Am I
correct in this assumption?
Peter Peacock: You are essentially correct.
However, before we embarked on our early
consultation on the bill, I underestimated the
extent to which the current school boards find
value in feeling part of a national movement—
there are school boards in most schools. We
would like parent councils to call themselves
parent councils with the name of the school at the
front of that title. That is a change to my original
position. The reason for that change is to enable
people to have a sense of belonging to the parent
council movement.

I am happy to take any questions that committee
members might have.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I thank the
minister for his statement.
Will the minister consider amending the bill to
ensure that there is adequate opportunity for
parliamentary scrutiny of any guidance to parents?

However, in the spirit in which all the proposals
are intended, if a certain school wants to call its
parent council something else I do not have a
problem with that. That is a matter to be decided
locally, but I think that there is some merit in
adopting the name “parent council” for ease of
communication and understanding of the system
as a whole.

Peter Peacock: We have discussed this issue
with the committee and others in relation to other
pieces of legislation and wider policy matters. We
have tried to find the right balance between proper
parliamentary scrutiny and oversight of what we
are proposing while trying to keep the flexibility
that will enable us to respond to changing
circumstances quickly without getting tied up in
long parliamentary procedures. I think that we
have struck that balance in relation to this bill.

11:45
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: With regard to
the right of parents to ask for an HMIE inspection,
is there a risk that that could disrupt the
inspectorate’s forward planning? How does the
minister intend that the inspectorate should cope
with that?

I am more than happy to say that we will give
the committee drafts of any of the guidance that
we are thinking of issuing and seek your feedback
in a spirit of co-operation, which is the spirit that
has enabled us to improve previous pieces of
work. I am less inclined to subject all guidance to
affirmative or negative procedures. However, I
give you an undertaking that I will ensure that we
will come to the committee with any significant
changes to the guidance or new pieces of
guidance.

Peter Peacock: I want to make it clear that we
do not see that provision as one that would be
triggered on an everyday basis—far from it. It is a
measure that exists to be used in extremis, when
a group of parents who have concerns about the
performance of their school that would be of
interest to HMIE have come to the end of the
normal procedures available to them through the
parent council, and when the school itself has
failed to address the issue adequately through its
normal procedures and the local authority has
subsequently failed to address the issue
adequately. I believe that, in the overwhelming
majority of circumstances, parents’ concerns will
be readily and adequately addressed at that level.
That said, we do not want to prevent parents from
referring a matter to HMIE if their concerns have
not been adequately addressed.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Will the
minister consider piloting the bill in some local
authority areas, as has been done with the Joint
Inspection of Children’s Services and Inspection of
Social Work Services (Scotland) Bill, so that the
effectiveness of the bill can be observed in
practice?
Peter Peacock: We are not thinking of doing
that because we are pretty confident that the
arrangements will work. At one level, the bill
implements a big change to the system but, at
another level, the system is accustomed to
administering the existing school boards system.
As there is already a level of parental involvement
through
school
boards,
parent-teacher
associations and so on, we do not think that we
need to pilot the changes. We think that we have
thought the provisions through quite well and can
make them work from the word go.
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We have discussed the matter with HMIE, which
is perfectly comfortable with the provisions in the
bill. HMIE would have to respond to any such
request in the normal way. I have to say, however,
that if parents were sufficiently concerned that
they wanted to trigger the mechanism to refer a
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matter to HMIE, things would probably be pretty
difficult in the school, so there would be just cause
for HMIE to give it quite a lot of attention. I do not
think that the provision is unnecessarily disruptive,
but it is obviously something that we shall keep
under close review with HMIE.

2964

practice or to promote a change in current
practice.
The bill does not seek to set out some new way
of licensing the automatic transfer or movement of
head teachers between schools. However, I have
heard of—and can certainly think of—
circumstances in which it would be entirely proper
and legitimate for a local authority to seek to move
a head teacher from one school to another. Such
a situation could arise for a variety of
circumstances, and the bill will not fetter an
authority’s discretion in that respect. To adapt a
classic remark, I am neither ruling this in as a new
practice that the bill sets out nor ruling out the
need for teachers to be moved occasionally.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Can the
minister clarify whether parents who participate in
parent forum or parent council activities will be
adequately covered by public liability insurance?
Peter Peacock: I must look to one of my
colleagues to help me with that question. I am
aware that, under existing statutory provisions,
when a school board is acting under the aegis of
the local authority there are certain privileges and
protections that go with that. We have sought to
provide the same kind of protection within the
framework of the bill, so that parents who act
reasonably do not find subsequently that their
actions are challenged in some way. However,
there are other insurance arrangements that are
currently facilitated through the Scottish Parent
Teacher Council, for example, and there are some
issues that we still have to work through with that
organisation. I have had assurances from my
officials that we can resolve those matters one
way or another, but we have yet to decide how we
shall resolve them. I ask Colin Reeves to
comment, in case I have not fully covered the
point or have accidentally misled you in any way.

That said, any transfer should be carried out
with the usual sensitivity after discussion with the
head teacher and the school’s parent council.
Moreover, in certain circumstances, it should
trigger procedures that apply to newly recruited
head teachers, which give the parent council in the
receiving school some locus in the matter. As I
have said, the bill is not designed to increase the
incidence of such a practice, although I
acknowledge that, in some cases, the practice is
conducted for proper reasons.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: What progress
has been made on the Scottish Consumer
Council’s proposals for a national parents body?
What support would be required from the
Executive to implement such proposals?

Colin Reeves (Scottish Executive Education
Department): That is the correct explanation. The
bill is drafted as it is so that it does not oblige the
insurance arrangements to be made through the
local authorities, as is the situation under the
School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988. The bill allows
for other options.

Peter Peacock: We have received proposals
from the Scottish Consumer Council, which has
taken a particular interest in this matter. However,
before we reach any conclusion, I want to hear the
views of the existing national bodies and other
organisations on the proposals.

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: What is the
minister’s opinion of the view of the Association of
Directors of Education Scotland and of the
Convention of Scottish Local Authorities that
consideration should be given to allowing
education authorities flexibility in how they deploy
their senior staff across their authorities?

There is everything to be said for having a
strong national parent body that can comment on
and influence national policy and thinking on
education and can support parent councils
throughout Scotland by, for example, providing
training and support services, facilitating
conferences and discussions and exchanging
good practice. Establishing such a strong national
organisation would have a range of benefits, and I
am more than happy to play a part in its creation.
Indeed, I am prepared, if necessary, to provide
some cash to set it up.

Peter Peacock: Let me be clear—are you
talking about head teachers when you refer to
senior staff? Is your point about moving head
teachers?
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Yes.

I believe that, over time, any such body would
want
a
degree
of
independence
from
Government—and
indeed
from
local
government—and thought would have to be given
to its long-term funding. However, there is
something to be said for having that kind of strong
body and ensuring that it has adequate resources
to work consistently and effectively.

Peter Peacock: I am conscious of the
arguments that have been made about that, and I
want to make clear to the committee the reason
why we are doing what we are doing. In one
sense, there is no statutory change to the position
that we are promoting in the bill in relation to the
deployment of head teachers, and the intention of
the bill is not in any way to seek to change current
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Dr Murray: I think that Lord James DouglasHamilton has touched on most of the issues that
have arisen in our evidence taking.

bill is not precise enough and that it might be
difficult for a body to prove that it had had regard
to representations that had been made when it did
not agree with them.

Peter Peacock: I am surprised that there are
any questions left to ask.

Peter Peacock: I take your point. The best that I
can say is that, in the light of Elaine Murray’s
question, I will reflect on the issue in an effort to
identify whether it might be appropriate to tighten
up the wording of the bill.

Dr Murray: As Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
pointed out, concerns have been expressed about
the level of consultation on the proposals that
involve HMIE. You have answered some of the
points about what might be called vexatious
complaints. However, I wonder whether the
guidance on the bill will make clear the
circumstances under which HMIE can refuse to
return to a school. After all, HMIE must have the
option of saying, “No, we don’t think that it’s
appropriate to get involved in this case,” but local
authorities and parent councils will need to know
their rights in that respect.

Dr Murray: In the past, I have raised the
possibility of a local authority being referred to
HMIE because, if the issue involved the provision
of support to children with additional support
needs, the local authority rather than the head
teacher might have responsibility for the level of
support available. If a parent council wished to
take up such an issue, it might be more
appropriate for HMIE to examine the local
authority’s provision rather than the head teacher’s
actions. Will the bill make that possible?

Peter Peacock: The provision that you refer to
was inserted late into the revised bill by the
Executive. I have found that examining policy
issues,
proposed
legislation,
consultation
responses and so on triggers other thoughts about
how a particular policy might develop and
strengthen. The change in question arose not as a
response to any specific representations but as a
result of our thinking on the policy and the
responses to the consultation. If we are serious
about empowering parents in a much stronger and
more effective way—and we are—why would we
not seek to make it clear that they should be able
to refer their concerns to HMIE? That is the origin
of the proposal. You are right that it was not
consulted on specifically, but stage 1 of the
parliamentary process affords plenty of opportunity
to give it adequate scrutiny.

Peter Peacock: Your explanation of your
motivation will come as a considerable relief to
local authorities, which might have been worried
about a proposal to allow much wider concern to
be expressed about an authority’s performance in
the round.
I will deal with both points. The advice that I
have is that the bill’s provisions will allow a parent
council to make representations to HMIE on
precisely the kind of issue that you have
suggested. In relation to the second point—which
you did not make, but which I imputed to you—a
parent council would also be able to make
representations on a more general concern about
an authority’s performance. My advice is that the
bill will permit such referrals. If further scrutiny
leads us to believe that we can tighten up the
language of the bill on that to make matters clear, I
would be happy to consider doing so.

I had not thought about the Executive issuing
guidance on the matter because I think that HMIE
would make clear in its procedures and protocols
how it would tackle things. I will reflect on that in
the light of your question. My instinct is still that it
would be better for HMIE to be in control of the
process. If we had got to a point at which a parent
council wanted to refer a concern about a school
to HMIE, I would expect HMIE to take that
extremely seriously. If, once it had taken an initial
look at the concern, HMIE found that, in its
professional judgment, there was no substance to
it, it would say so. Similarly, if it found that there
was substance to the concern, it would investigate
further. The way in which HMIE operates is
sufficiently professional and can be made
sufficiently clear by HMIE that I do not think that it
is necessary for us to issue guidance.

Fiona Hyslop: The bill has obviously changed
considerably since the draft bill was published.
There has been movement—the draft bill sought
to sweep away school boards, but we now
understand that boards could reinvent themselves
and call themselves parent councils.
Given that the bill is described as a bill for
parental involvement, I want to ask about its
general principles. There is a big difference
between parental involvement in the education of
individual children and parental representation in
the management of schools—we have received a
great deal of evidence on that point. What are the
minister’s perceptions on the main drivers for the
bill’s general principles? Is the bill about the
replacement of school boards with parent councils
or is it about achieving greater parental
involvement in the education of individual

Dr Murray: One reason why there might be
some difficulty is that a parent council might feel
that the local authority or the school had not paid
sufficient regard to its representations. Concerns
have been raised with us that the phrasing of the
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children? That is the key prize, but the bill is really
about the management of schools.

2968

something is in statute, it is not done or is not
given priority? Is that why the bill contains a
statement that is fairly obvious to most parents?

Peter Peacock: My motivation is clear. As I set
out at the beginning of my remarks, we know that
when there is successful parental involvement in a
child’s school education, their learning improves.
The school as an institution is made stronger and
feels better supported, and it acts and is motivated
in different ways. A variety of descriptions can be
applied to the effects of parental involvement; it
can be said to make a school more colourful and
vibrant, for example. That strengthens learning,
which is ultimately what the bill is about. My prime
motivation is to get more parents actively involved
in the school in ways that suit them. I want them to
become involved in supporting their child’s
learning more effectively as a key way of
improving that child’s performance and, as a
result, their life chances. Equally, we recognise
that parents can act corporately and collectively
and think of the school as a collective institution
rather than simply considering their child. That is
why the bill deals with representation and wider
involvement.

Peter Peacock: I understand the point that you
are making. If best practice were everywhere, we
would not need to make any changes. However,
best practice is not everywhere, as we know.
I was a councillor during the time of the changes
from the old school council system to the school
board system and I used to sit on a school council
and to attend school board meetings in my ward. I
saw that, in a sense, there was a narrowing of the
focus because statute said that the local
authority’s duty in relation to parents was just
about representation—and only the form of
representation that was school boards, with all the
constraints that were built round that. I would have
to check that, but I think that that was what was
driving the policy in relation to parents.
Legislation drives behaviour in that sense, which
is why we want to say to local authorities and
ministers that a clear part of their duty is to think
actively about and plan strategies to ensure the
involvement of parents in the life of the school and
the learning of their children because we know
that that has beneficial impacts. We are using the
legislation to give focus, purpose and drive to the
approach and to widen the focus. The narrowness
of the focus in relation to parental involvement is
why we thought that it was necessary to sweep
that away and create a new structure. We think
that we need to legislate to do that.

12:00
I have always been clear that we need to
modernise
the
position
in
relation
to
representation. We have a highly regulated
representational structure that is hide-bound in
statute. That was done for specific policy reasons
at the time that were to do with creating a structure
for the policy option of having schools become
self-governing. We think that it is time to move on
from that position, to give more flexibility to the
representational structures, to modernise the
situation, and to give much more local choice
about the structures, the nature of elections, how
business is conducted and so on.

Fiona Hyslop: Do you appreciate the anxiety
that is felt by parents who think that they might
spend the next few years tied up in administrative
bureaucracy relating to the creation of new bodies
that might not be too different from the ones that
currently exist? They are worried that they will
waste several years of valuable time and effort.
Most parents have great difficulty juggling work
and life already and would prefer to spend their
time more constructively. How can you convince
them that this will be worth the candle?

We also want to say to local authorities and
ministers in statute that they have a duty in law to
think about wider forms of involvement of parents
in their child’s education and in supporting the
school in a variety of informal ways.

Peter Peacock: I understand that any legislative
change of this sort creates some short-term
disruption. To be honest, however—looking at this
issue in a pragmatic way and thinking about how
parents behave in relation to such things—I am
confident that parents will deal with the changes in
a sensible and logical way. The proposals do not
need to interrupt their lives for too long.

Both those pillars—trying to ensure that
representation is stronger and that people are also
focused on thinking about the strategies that need
to be deployed to support wider parental
involvement—are important. We think that we
have got that balance right in the bill.
Fiona Hyslop: Parental involvement in a child’s
education can be assisted by policy. However, do
we need to have that in law in order for it to
happen? Surely the best practice for ministers and
local authorities would be to promote parental
involvement in any case. Are we now moving to
the position where, because of financial
constraints on local authorities in particular, unless

A team of people in the office has been
established and is beginning to work out the
practical details of moving from one situation to
another. I do not want huge disruption or people to
spend many hours, days and weeks on
constitutional matters and so on. There is a
practical way of dealing with matters. My officials
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are beginning to work with local authorities, parent
groups and others to plan thoroughly. Things can
be done comparatively painlessly and quickly.

Peter Peacock: Fiona Hyslop has made several
points, which I will try to tease out. First, I want to
pick up on an assumption she made that I do not
think will happen. She talked about schools
regularly losing or gaining head teachers. I do not
envisage that happening at all. My motivation for
agreeing to the bill and the procedures for more
parental involvement in the selection of key staff in
schools is not to lose or gain more head teachers
although, as I said earlier, I accept that losing or
gaining head teachers will occasionally be
necessary. I start from that premise.

Parents will have huge opportunities as a result
of the proposals. They will have a chance to pause
and think about how their relationship with the
school has worked and how they can use the
flexibility that we will create to make improvements
and bring new dynamism into the process. There
are opportunities to have much closer links and
more effective communication between the central
parent council and the wider body of parents in the
school; to create more opportunities for
involvement; and to enter into dialogue with the
local authority on making its strategy for broader
parental involvement in supporting kids’ learning
and in supporting the school as an institution to
work more effectively. Great opportunities to
freshen up what we are doing and to give new
purpose, focus and impetus will arise. Such
opportunities rather than the bureaucracy that will
be involved will dominate the discussions,
although it is inevitable that a bit of bureaucracy
must be gone through.

I cannot guarantee that the outcome of our
consultation will be available before the
committee’s stage 1 report because the
consultation concludes on 28 February. Things will
depend on the time that is available to the
committee. Although we consider responses as
we receive them, we will take a short time after
that date to reflect on the full details of the
responses that have been received. However, it is
my firm intention to make clear our position on the
use of regulations prior to the completion of stage
2 so that the committee will have a chance to be
clear about what we want to do. In fact, the
consultation has been held in parallel with stage 1
and stage 2 consideration of the bill precisely
because we knew that there would be controversy,
and we wanted to be absolutely up front and open
about what we are thinking. As we are subject to
the timing of the committee’s stage 1 report, I am
not clear that we can give you that guarantee, but I
certainly intend to have indicated to the committee
what our response to the consultation is in the
week in which stage 2 is due to begin. I will ask
my officials to confirm that with the committee
clerks.

Fiona Hyslop: I want to move on to senior staff
appointments, which are not a major part of the bill
but which clearly represent one of the most
controversial parts of the bill’s overall perspective.
Obviously, the Executive is consulting on
regulations. Will you confirm that we will have the
response to that consultation in time for the final
drafting of our stage 1 report?
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton and Elaine
Murray mentioned a number of issues. There is
concern that if leadership is so important in
ensuring that we improve standards in schools—
the minister has repeatedly said that it is
important—the deployment as well as the
appointment of senior staff is critical. I am talking
not only about head teachers but about other
senior staff too. We have heard evidence that
there must be bonds of trust and the involvement
of the person who is appointed so that
relationships are built between parents and
schools. How can we be convinced that parent
councils will have teeth and that they will be
genuinely involved? Will the minister reassure us
that the initial appointment of senior members of
staff is not the only issue and that redeployment
can be just as important to schools that regularly
lose or gain staff? The Subordinate Legislation
Committee recognised that as a key issue. Will the
minister think about allowing the regulations on
that matter to be subject to the affirmative
procedure so that they come back to the
committee? From the evidence that we have
received, it is clear that that is a crucial issue
relating to parents’ powers and perceived powers
in their relationship with schools.
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Fiona Hyslop is absolutely right to say that a
head teacher appointment is crucial. It is the most
fundamentally important factor in how a school
operates. We know very clearly that, where the
right head teacher is in place, driving the school,
being responsible for standards and setting high
standards and high expectations, we will have a
very good school. Equally, we know that if we do
not have that in place, we will not have a very
good school. It is a crucial appointment for the life
of any school and one whose effect could endure
for 20 or 25 years. Many head teachers are now
appointed in their mid to late 30s and so could be
in place for a long part of their life and for a long
part of the school’s life, covering several
generations of young people. The appointment of
a head teacher is also critical because, over time,
substantial sums of money will be invested in that
individual. Making the right decision about that
individual is vital to how the school works and,
more generally, to how our school system works.
That is why, in consulting on the proposals, we
are trying to find the right balance. We want to
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allow a wider involvement of parents than there
has been in the past. We want to involve parents
in the advertising strategy for head teacher posts
and in discussions about the job spec and person
spec for the post, so that parents can say what
kind of person they are looking for. We want them
to be involved in the leeting process and in the
final interview. Because of the critical nature of the
job, and because of the modern legal
requirements to do with appointments, the
appointment of a head teacher must also be a
highly professional exercise and must be
conducted in a professional manner. That is why
we are more than happy to commit ourselves to
ensuring, with local authorities, that parents are
properly trained for that task. We take the matter
seriously and we want to gear up the system to
allow appointments to be made in a thorough and
proper way.

but I am conscious that other members want to
come in.

However, the appointment of a head teacher is
something that happens in a school only once
every 20 or 25 years—sometimes less, sometimes
a bit longer—so there might be only three parents
who are involved in that process in a 20-year
span. A lot has to be invested in those parents to
ensure that they are up to speed and are able to
participate effectively in the process, so that is why
we are spending so much time getting the
proposals right. In the consultation exercise, we
have asked for people’s thoughts on whether, in
addition to ensuring that there is a professional
process that involves parents from the local school
in the final interview, there is a case for having a
panel of parents drawn from parent councils in a
local authority area who will sit on appointment
panels not just for their own school but for a
number of schools, so that they can build their
expertise, experience and capacity to help to
make the best possible decisions. I am genuinely
interested in people’s views on that, because it is
a way of extending parental involvement in the
most professional way while ensuring that parents
are also involved in appointments to their local
school in an appropriate way.

Peter Peacock: I understand your point. There
have been some tensions and difficulties and we
have adapted the position that we took originally in
the draft bill. All that we specified then was that
parents would make up the parent council and that
they would then decide whether the head teacher,
a church representative, a pupil, a teacher, or a
representative of the local business community or
voluntary sector would be added. As a result of the
convincing representations that we received, we
have changed the bill to ensure that the head
teacher will always be with the parents on the
council because of the particular relationship
between the head teacher and the wider parent
body. Equally, we received strong representations,
which could not have been clearer, about church
representatives for denominational schools. Again,
we thought that it was right to respect that view.

12:15
Mr McAveety: One purpose of the bill is to
develop effective parent councils. The bill
proposes that parents should decide the
composition of those councils and whether there
should be co-opted members. Some of the
evidence that we have received has shown
concerns about ensuring that those who would be
seen as good partners in that process are
represented reasonably. Will you expand on how
you see that developing? As there is probably
good practice in the system already, what will the
strategy be? Should a parent council take a
sectional or narrow perspective about who could
be involved in a school board?

We have changed the bill to ensure that councils
comprise parents plus head teacher, and, in the
case of denominational schools, a denominational
representative. However, beyond that, views have
differed. We know that pupils in one form or
another and teachers are members of many
parent organisations, and businesspeople have
been brought into parental bodies. However,
decisions on whether to include representatives of
those groups should be made locally, as parents
are perfectly able to make those decisions. My
view is that although parents will want to discuss
certain matters on their own from time to time,
there is everything to be said for involving pupils in
discussions about their schools and potentially
involving businesspeople and teachers. Those are
local decisions for particular schools at particular
points and should not necessarily be prescribed in
legislation.

There are other issues on which I know
members are receiving representations and I am
sure that the Executive will also receive
representations on such matters as the right
balance on the panel and who has the final
decision. We will consider the consultation
responses seriously, because we must ensure that
we have the strongest and most professional
system and that we have maximum participation
by parents in that process. We are aware that
there are some tensions that we still have to
resolve.

The danger is that once we get beyond a certain
point and try to list everybody who could possibly
be mentioned in the bill, we are bound to miss
somebody, which might wrongly imply that we do

Fiona Hyslop: The convener will reflect on the
timescale, but I have concerns about whether it
will meet our requirements. I have other questions,
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not want them to be involved. I would rather leave
that decision to local discretion. We should
capture the best practice from across the country
and share it with others, so that they can learn
what happens elsewhere and change their
practice if they see fit.

she found it physically and emotionally impossible
to go through a school gate. For a variety of
reasons, she managed to do it and it began to
transform her life and that of her child. That
happened because there was an organised
programme in the school that went out to capture
such parents. We know that it can be done. A lot
of good work is being done with home-school link
workers that did not use to happen, and we know
about the difference that they can make. Part of
my motivation is to focus better on that group of
hard-to-reach parents. Rosemary Byrne has
identified some of the strands where we need to
do more to help.

Ms Rosemary Byrne (South of Scotland)
(SSP): As you said, we have all seen that there is
a lot of good practice and involvement in primary
schools. However, secondary schools are a
different matter altogether. We know that at least
20 per cent of parents are very hard to reach. Will
the bill make a difference? What kind of support
and advice will be provided to local authorities
alongside the legislation to reach that group of
parents, who do not get involved in school life at
all. That becomes a bigger problem when the
children move into secondary school.

Colin Reeves: We have already had preliminary
discussions with HMIE on this very point. We
discussed the preparation by HMIE of another
section of the self-evaluation tool “How good is our
school?” that would cover parental involvement.
We also want to start preliminary discussions with
HMIE about how, under the new arrangements,
inspections of schools and of education authorities
will focus on how the school and the education
authority are fulfilling the new responsibilities to
involve all parents, particularly those who are hard
to reach. HMIE inspections will therefore have a
new emphasis on looking at the very point that
Rosemary Byrne raised.

Peter Peacock: I understand and sympathise
with that point. You are right that the transition
between primary and secondary school can be
difficult enough, especially for particular groups of
young people. I was recently in a primary school
where there is a fantastically supportive
relationship between the school and parents and
kids who face challenges in their lives. When
those children move to secondary schools, their
parents find that the situation is different. For a
start, the institution is much bigger and there are
other factors such as the different structure of the
curriculum. It is an important issue. Rosemary
Byrne is also right in identifying the group of
parents who will almost always find it difficult to
become involved in school life. Of itself, the
legislation will not change that overnight. We are
now saying to local authorities, “You have got to
think hard about and develop strategies to
facilitate parental involvement in the school.” They
have never had to do that before; we are now
requiring them to do it, although many have
sought to do it in a variety of ways. The legislation
will therefore make a difference on that level.

Ms Byrne: That is very helpful. I agree with the
minister that some very good things are going on
and home-school links are certainly one of the
best things that could have happened to many
schools. However, the resourcing of such projects
is probably one of the bigger problems. Not all
schools can afford to have home-school links
teachers and not all local authorities see them as
a priority. Projects cost money, as does bringing in
people to work with parents. If we are going to
meet the target of involving the 20 per cent of
parents who are hard to reach, we are going to
have to spend money. When the legislation goes
through, will resources be available to schools to
enable them to meet that need when it arises?

We have to do a lot in the coming period of time
to draw out the best practice that exists to help the
hard-to-reach parents and to share it much more
widely. One of the reasons why I would like there
to be a strong national organisation for parents is
that it could do that better than central or local
government could, although we all have a role.

Peter Peacock: Specific funds are allocated
and they have been picked up in the financial
memorandum to the bill. However, those funds are
more for making sure that the administrative
changes happen. Apart from that, we are putting
substantial extra cash into the system specifically
for work with that hard-to-reach group. For
example, about this time last year, I authorised
£35 million for extra support staff in our schools.
Much of that was specifically to fund things such
as home-school link workers, work on better
behaviour and better learning through our
inclusion programmes, and the work on restorative
practices. The things that are happening in the
schools are very much targeted at hard-to-reach
parents. Part of my motivation is that we know that
when we can successfully involve parents in

I visit a lot of schools during the course of a year
and have visited many in the past two or three
years. I have seen some amazingly good practice
in primary and secondary schools that have gone
out of their way to make it possible for hard-toreach parents to come into the school. I met a
parent in Dundee who told me vividly how she had
approached a school with trepidation. Her
experience of school had been pretty awful; she
did not relate to education in any positive way; and
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school life, behaviour can improve remarkably.
That is something that we are striving for. It is not
the only motivation, but it is one of my motivations.

2976

Local authorities now have much more
sophisticated complaints procedures than they
had in the past—the procedures are explicit.
Under existing statute, complaints mechanisms
are also provided that allow complaints on matters
of performance in education to go direct to
ministers. We are not seeking to widen the
provisions. We expect the local authorities to
make explicit within their existing procedures the
way in which people can make complaints on
these matters.

Mr Kenneth Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): I
have a specific question, although it touches on
the broader issue of how the bill will affect the
relationship between parents and pupils and the
teaching staff, who have professional expertise.
The concern, which has been raised in the
committee and by one of my constituents, is to do
with what would happen if a parent council wished
to discuss an inappropriate, sensitive or
confidential matter. Is that a matter for the parent
council itself, is it a matter for guidance or should
the bill describe the circumstances in which it
would be wrong to break professional and
personal privacy?

Mr McAveety: I hope that I have not given the
minister the idea of setting up a new body called
the Scottish complaints commission—we have the
Scottish press for that.
Peter Peacock: I will not be drawn on that. It is
not within my responsibility.

Peter Peacock: We are not thinking of putting
that in the bill, as it would be difficult to capture.
We plan to include it in the guidance. We want to
make clear the times at which and the way in
which it may or may not be appropriate to discuss
these issues. Our experience of the system in the
past tells us that, on occasion, parents want to talk
about the performance of a teacher. Given the
implications of such a discussion, the matter has
to be handled very carefully. That does not mean
that there should be no discussion of the issues,
but the way in which they are undertaken requires
to be regulated properly to protect the interests of
all the parties involved.

Fiona Hyslop: I have a question on lettings.
There is concern that we are removing from the
parent councils the role in lettings that the school
boards had. We heard evidence that lettings were
not used much in the past. However, if schools are
to be at the heart of the community, surely parents
and the community should be involved in them, as
that helps with antisocial behaviour, learning and
so on. Should we reconsider the provision?
Yesterday, we heard the news that the three
public-private partnership bidders in Aberdeen are
not prepared to have pupils in schools after 4
o’clock, for reasons to do with insurance and so
on. Although the issue may not be contentious at
the moment, I wonder whether the rationale for
removing the provision is that the management of
schools will become less and less reflective of the
role of schools in the wider community, including
out of school hours.

Equally, we know that, on occasion, there can
be a desire to discuss the behaviour of an
individual pupil and the effect that that is having on
the rest of the school. Again, there is a particular
way in which such issues have to be handled and
it is appropriate to use guidance to help with any
question that may arise.

Peter Peacock: Absolutely not. I thought that
the question was about to reveal that Fiona Hyslop
subscribed to the conspiracy theory that this is all
to do with public-private partnerships. That is
probably the issue that lies behind the question.

Mr McAveety: I have a question on one of the
issues that the Scottish Consumer Council raised.
The SCC believes that the provision in the bill for
the education complaints system is too complex.
The SCC suggests that there should be “one entry
point” for parents from which they

In practice, school boards almost never use the
provisions, which were put in place because the
policy of the time was for schools to be freestanding, independent institutions. It was thought
that boards would have to make those decisions
as no one else could. However, that was not the
situation that emerged and the powers have
almost never been used.

“can be guided through the complex system”.

What are your comments on that concern?
Peter Peacock: I have looked at what the SCC
said in its submission. I sense that it has taken the
opportunity that the bill presents to make a much
broader point about complaints procedures in
education more generally. We are not inclined to
use the bill to do that. That said, the reason why
we have included provisions in the bill on
complaints is to help to make it explicit that
parents can make complaints about the
performance of the local authority.

As a Government, we are very clear that we
want to see our schools being used by the
community much more widely than they are at
present. That is particularly the case for our
secondary schools, which often contain sizeable
art, sport, music and other facilities. Secondary
schools represent major public investments and
they should be made as available to the public as
we can make them. Parents have a role to play in

87


143

2977

11 JANUARY 2006

that by talking to head teachers, through the
parent councils, about their views. Ultimately, the
day-to-day decisions about particular letting
arrangements are professional, administrative
decisions. We do not need to change the
provisions of the bill.

someone had not had regard to what was said,
that could be challenged in the courts. In any
statute we have to find the right form of words to
say that people have to have regard to something.
In this case, educational authorities and head
teachers cannot ignore what parents are saying;
they must consider it. What they decide is a matter
for their professional judgment about the issue
raised. The fact that they have to have regard to
what parents say is not in question, because that
is what the bill says.

12:30
The bill will provide the flexibility that we could
not provide through the school boards legislation.
The secondary school that was in my ward when I
was a councillor was built as a community school
25 years ago. It has been open 15 hours a day,
seven days a week for the past 25 years or
thereabouts. The school board did not deal with
the running of the school as a community
institution; a separate group of parents was
constituted for that, partly because of the strictures
in the school boards legislation and partly because
other forms of expertise were needed that would
not necessarily be needed in a normal school
board meeting.

Fiona Hyslop: We have heard from your
colleague Mr McCabe that we might want to
consider the structure of local authorities; ideas
were floated about having combined senior staff
for several local authorities, whether finance
directors or education directors. Would anything in
the bill counter or support that?
Peter Peacock: I heard the thunder rumbling; I
suspect your conspiracy was rumbled. Either that
or you are very hungry. Nothing in the bill would
either encourage or inhibit that move.

Under the bill, we will be able to create much
more dynamic bodies that can consider a range of
things. There will be discussions about how they fit
into the wider picture of the school operating as a
community
institution.
The
day-by-day
administrative and practical decisions about lets
are professional matters.

The Convener: We have exhausted our
questions, minister. I thank you and your team for
your attendance. You have given us a number of
points on which to reflect. I am sure that the
committee will wish particularly to reflect on the
issue of timing of senior staff appointments.
Before we move into private session, I want to
make a couple of quick announcements. First, I
remind members that next week we will be
resuming the early years inquiry. The committee
meeting will be at 10.30 next Wednesday, but at
9.45 there will be a presentation from DTZ Pieda
on parental attitudes to early years provision.
Stage 3 of the Joint Inspection of Children’s
Services and Inspection of Social Work Services
(Scotland) Bill is next week. The deadline for
amendments is 16:30 on Friday.

Fiona Hyslop: That is helpful. I want to ask
about the functions of parent councils. The bill
provides that educational authorities and head
teachers should
“have regard to the representations (in so far as it is
reasonable and practicable to do so)”

of parent councils. Concern was expressed by the
Scottish School Board Association that that
provision lacks clarity and the Scottish Consumer
Council raised concerns about what it would mean
in practice. Are you sure that the provision is
sufficiently strong to ensure that we do not just
have lip service being paid to parent councils?

12:35
Meeting continued in private until 13:04.

Peter Peacock: We are all now experienced
legislators, so you know that common to many
pieces of legislation are particular forms of words
that seek to capture the obligations on people. It is
not an uncommon expression in statute that
people must “have regard to” certain matters if
representations are made to them. Equally, if
people thought that head teachers, for example,
had not had regard to matters that they raised,
had not taken their points seriously or were being
flippant, they could use the local authority
complaints mechanisms to have the matter
investigated. Ultimately, there is the mechanism of
referring the matter to HMIE and statutory failures
can be referred to ministers, so there are
safeguards. I suspect that if it was felt that
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Education Committee, 2nd Report 2006 (Session 2) – ANNEXE C
EDUCATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM MINUTES
3rd Meeting, 2006 (Session 2)
Wednesday 25 January 2006
Present:
Ms Rosemary Byrne
Fiona Hyslop
Mr Kenneth Macintosh
Dr Elaine Murray

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Deputy Convener)
Adam Ingram
Mr Frank McAveety
Iain Smith (Convener)

Apologies: Ms Wendy Alexander
The meeting opened at 10.03 am.
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill (in private): The Committee
considered a draft report. The Committee agreed by division (For 4, Against 1,
Abstentions 2) to recommend to the Parliament that the general principles of the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill be approved
The meeting closed at 12.25 pm.
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Education Committee, 2nd Report 2006 (Session 2) – ANNEXE C
EDUCATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM MINUTES
4th Meeting, 2006 (Session 2)
Wednesday 1 February 2006
Present:
Ms Rosemary Byrne
Fiona Hyslop
Mr Kenneth Macintosh
Dr Elaine Murray

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Deputy Convener)
Adam Ingram
Mr Frank McAveety
Iain Smith (Convener)

Apologies: Ms Wendy Alexander
The meeting opened at 10.36 am.
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill (in private): The Committee
agreed the contents of its stage 1 report.
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WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS TO THE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
Achahoish Primary School Board
Alford Academy School Board
Angus Council
Argyll and Bute Council
Arrochar Primary School Board
Association of Directors of Education in Scotland (ADES)
Bearsden Academy School Board 1
Bearsden Academy School Board 2
Bishop Eden Primary School Board
Brydekirk Primary School
CARE
Carolside Primary School Board
Castlehill Primary School Board
Children In Scotland
Church of Scotland
Coatbridge High School
COSLA
Crookfur Primary School Board
Dingwall Primary School Board
Dundee City Council
Eaglesham Primary School Board
East Dunbartonshire Council
East Renfrewshire Council Education Department
Eastwood High School Board
EIS
Falkirk Council
Gilliat, Joanna
Glasgow City Council
Grantown-on-Spey School Board
Greenfaulds High School
Gundry, Sarah
Hall, Chris
Headteachers’ Association of Scotland
Highland Council
Highlands Academy School Board
HMIE
Kilchrenan School Board
Largs Academy School Board
Lornshill Academy School Board
McBride,John
McMahon, Frank
Mosshead Primary School Board 1
Mosshead Primary School Board 1
NASUWT
North Lanarkshire Council
O'Brien, Anne
Parent
Pathhead Primary School Board
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Perth and Kinross Council
Philp, Bruce
Port Erroll School Board
Preston Street School Board
Renfrewshire Council
Roads, Elizabeth A
Rothesay Academy School Board
Scottish Catholic Education Commission
Scottish Consumer Council
Scottish Parent Teacher Council (SPTC)
SPTC supplementary submission
Shetland Islands Council
South Lanarkshire Council 1
South Lanarkshire Council 2
SSBA
SSTA
St Margaret's RC Primary School Board
St Mun's Primary School Board
St Ninian's High School Board
Wester Cleddens Primary School 1
Wester Cleddens Primary School 2
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ACHAHOISH PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
1. The Board of Achahoish Primary School approve the general principles of
the Bill on trying to encourage as many parents as possible to be interested in
their child’s progress at school.
2. The Board do not see any advantages in setting up this new system as
against the now tried, tested and in general successful system of School
Boards. The proposed system intends that all parents become part of a
school forum with their management and consultative functions devolved to a
school council. This is in effect what is already in existence with the creation
of School Boards. However, without a clear constitution and proper system of
elections and limits of terms of office, the new school councils will be very
vulnerable to hijacking by special interest groups and parents with their own
personal agenda. Furthermore although the Bill makes it a duty of the Council
to foster relations with the wider community, there is no duty to include any
person on the Council who is not a parent. Nor is there a duty to include the
local Councillor. Such people are very often an invaluable link to the
community as a whole. There is no indication in the Bill of how the first parent
council will evolve out of a parent forum. If the aim is to include those parents
who normally do not put themselves forward it is unlikely that they would do
so under the very vague suggestions for the formation of school councils
suggested in the Bill.
3. The Scottish Executive certainly consulted widely on the proposed Bill but it
is clear that in spite of almost universal condemnation of the Proposals at any
meeting that members of Achahoish School Board attended, and which were
apparently repeated around the country, little seems to have been changed.
4. Achahoish School Board’s main concerns are that particularly in large
schools, unless there is a proper, compulsory system of election of school
council members, there could be created a self-perpetuating cabal of parents
with their own interests and agenda. Just because there is a formal system
does not mean that it need be off putting for parents, provided it is properly
explained. The Boards other concern is that nowhere in the proposed Bill is
there any mention that specific children may not be discussed as laid down in
regulations governing School Boards. This is a valuable restriction preventing
discussion on children and maybe their parents when they are unable to put
their side of the argument.
5. Although School Councils are to be involved in the appointment of Head
Teachers and should be consulted, the Bill is extremely vague. It does not
define what the new, improved methods of appointment are, compared with
previous methods. The Board would prefer much more concrete proposals to
be included in the final Bill.
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ALFORD ACADEMY SCHOOL BOARD
Further to the letter of Peter Peacock 29th September 2005, our board has
carefully studied the amended Bill. The Bill as constituted shows due
consideration to the earlier consultation, for this we give credit.
We still however have reservations with regard to the following points:
5 (2) Substitute maybe with must.
6 (1) Too loosely defined – needs a more defined central framework for an
integrated approach – individual characteristics should be encouraged.
6
General weakness in section as to a minimum number of parents
responding (suggest minimum representation of 25% of parent forum –
not just of respondents).
8
Councillor involvement – the omission of a defined role for this
grouping of advisors is remise – their inclusion is vital.
11 (1) The term “reasonably requests” require a more objective definition.
11 (4) Accommodation must be provided.
15 (3) Inappropriate wording – requires effective consultation to make any
changes.
16
Parents could have undue effect on schools other than their own as
written – the role for combined councils should be closely defined and,
in certain areas, necessarily limited.
18 (2) Then passes to the school.
18 (3) Should allow for smooth transfer of clerking services.
21 (1) Delete or re-write.
We would welcome consideration of the above specific points at the next
stage of the Bill as well as consideration of the following generalisation by our
board.
The Board of Alford Academy wish to highlight that one of the biggest barriers
to successfully setting up a School Board / Parent Council is to motivate
parents to become involved. This is an area where the Scottish Executive
could and should look at best practice around Scotland and build some
motivators into the Bill.
Whatever the change, in name, indeed the genuine good intent of the
Executive and the Education Authorities, unless parents are minded and
motivated to become involved little will change from this Bill. This has been
stated over.
There must be more parent research (the sample size of 180 from Scotland is
totally inadequate) on the question “what would genuinely encourage you to
become involved in your Parent Council?”
That would make the big difference from today’s position and is an opportunity
we must not miss in our pursuit of excellence for education in Scotland.
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ANGUS COUNCIL
INTRODUCTION
We are pleased to offer support to the main objectives of the draft Bill, as set
out in the consultation paper prepared by the Scottish Executive.
Considerable work has been undertaken within Angus in recent months to
prepare a Parental Involvement policy statement and guidelines. The thrust
of this Angus policy is entirely consistent with the thrust of the draft Bill.
Whilst recognising the excellent work which has been undertaken by School
Boards, the opportunity for individual Councils and individual schools to tailor
the precise nature of parental involvement to their own local needs within an
agreed Council-wide framework is endorsed wholeheartedly.
It is widely acknowledged that the present legislation would benefit from a
degree of revision. In particular, the election procedures are considered to be
overly formal, unnecessarily bureaucratic, costly in operation and limiting in
the way in which they operate. The prospect of broadening the range and
number of parents involved is particularly welcomed. Some School Board
members have asked that the size of Board is increased in order to more
accurately reflect the parental community and have also indicated a strong
wish that staff representatives should continue to be full members of the
Board (or Forum).
Whilst there is a high level of agreement amongst parents in certain areas
there are also clear divisions of opinion which might be difficult to reconcile
within the terms of an overly-prescriptive legislative document.
RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS
Question 1: Do you agree with the placing of a new duty on education
authorities to promote parental involvement?
Work already undertaken in Angus means that the proposed “Strategy for
Parental Involvement” is now available. There are, however, some concerns
about the increasing burden of primary legislation, secondary legislation and
guidance emanating from the Scottish Executive – the cumulative effect of
which is to disempower education authorities generally. With that in mind, it is
suggested that the final version of the Bill should be as non-prescriptive as
possible; it is therefore suggested that Clause 2 of the draft Bill should be
considerably thinned down – possibly by excising all of sub-clauses 2(2) to
(5). This comment is not intended to be a criticism in any way of the contents
of the sub-clauses which are proposed for excision but rather a general plea
for legislation on matters such as this to be as broad-brush as possible. The
School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 provides a good example of legislation
which is excessively detailed, overly prescriptive, and which, it is understood,
this present Bill is intended to replace.
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Question 2: Do you agree that education authorities should be required to
prepare new Strategies for Parental Involvement?
Yes, provided the statutory requirement is stated in sufficiently broad terms.
Question 3: Do you agree that incorporating these Strategies in existing
annual Statements of Education Improvement Objectives and School
Development Plans (as set out in the 2000 Act) is the right way for education
authorities to set out their intentions? Or should this be done in some other
way?
As already noted under the response to Question 1, the Bill should be as nonprescriptive as possible.
At a time when Head Teachers are being
empowered to take more decisions for themselves, the requirement as
currently stated in Clause 2(5) for inclusion of reference to parental
involvement in School Development Plans would appear to be excessively
bureaucratic and will almost certainly lead eventually to what will become
meaningless repetitions on an annual basis. Similar reservations apply to the
excessively prescriptive requirement relating to annual Statements of
Education Improvement Objectives. It follows, therefore, that the alternative
to the current proposals should simply be to place a requirement on education
authorities and on schools to promote parental involvement, without any
further prescription.
Question 4: Do you agree that the current system of parental representation,
i.e. School Boards, should be replaced by a more flexible system of parent
forums, as decided locally by the parents, in a way which suits them and their
school best?
Yes, up to a point. Here in Angus for example, we have a number of very
small one-teacher schools as well as relatively large pupil secondary schools.
It is absolutely right that the method of parental representation in these two
extreme examples should be different. It is also correct that parents (and
staff) in each individual school should be empowered, within a broad-brush
whole-Council framework, to decide how best the parental body should be
represented.
Question 5: The Bill does not prescribe the means of appointment to the new
forums (elections to Boards are mandatory) but provides for parents to decide
this locally. Do you agree?
Yes, again only partially. It is generally felt that the present election system
for School Boards is too formal, but a framework of some sort is seen as
desirable, possibly by way of a national template adapted to suit the
circumstances of each local Council and each school.
Question 6: Do you agree that education authorities should have a new duty
to promote the establishment of a parent forum in each school, and to support
their operation?
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Yes. The education authority has a key role to play in developing, with
parents and staff (and possibly with pupils), an appropriate framework within
which each school can establish its own parent forum. If a group of schools
were to wish to establish some sort of combined parent forum, once again the
education authority is well placed to advise on how best such a forum could
be established and to offer support to it.
In acknowledging that education authorities have a key role in promoting the
establishment of parent forums it is generally recognised that Head Teachers
also have a significant role, and that some attention should be given to this
aspect of developing parent forums.
Question 7: Should the Bill provide for “composite” parent forums where this
is the preferred option of parents in each school in a combined school or
cluster of schools?
No. Such an arrangement can be effected informally without the requirement
of legislation.
Question 8: Do you agree with the proposal for the involvement of education
authorities to get the initial parent forum off the ground?
Yes. There is a view that “experts” in facilitation may be useful in this context,
but there would be resource implications for an education authority if this
approach were adopted universally.
Question 9: The draft Bill leaves the forum’s “constitution” to be determined
locally, either by the parents or initially under the education authority scheme.
Do you agree with this approach? If not, what alternative would you suggest
and why?
This approach is in keeping with the desire to empower individual groups of
parents and also to take account of local circumstances. However, there is a
general feeling that an exemplar template constitution would be enormously
helpful. There are also some parental and staff concerns that the potential for
widespread variation across 32 individual Council areas, and across schools
within each Council area, may be confusing.
Question 10: Do you agree that membership of a parent forum should be
confined to parents (the broad definition) of children attending the school or
individuals co-opted by the parent forum? Should parents always be in the
majority?
In keeping with the spirit of the draft Bill, each school should have maximum
flexibility in defining who should or who should not be a member of the parent
forum. The only essential condition would be that any parent (in the broad
sense) of a pupil enrolled in the school should be eligible to be a member of
the parent forum in that school.
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In acknowledging the central importance of parents in their children’s learning
a number of parents have suggested that the title Parent Forum might be
changed to School Forum to strengthen the concept of partnership working
and to promote a more inclusive approach by placing school staff in a close
working relationship with parents.
Many parents (and staff) have expressed the view that any new
representative body must be firmly based within the context of partnership
working. It is considered to be a significant omission that the Head Teacher
and staff are given very little mention in the draft Bill. The clear consensus
amongst parents is that, without such involvement, the work of the forum
would be limited to the point of being meaningless.
There is also a strong argument for seeking ways in which the pupils of a
school (especially a secondary school) can be involved in a meaningful
“School Forum”.
Question 11: Do you have a view as to how the needs of looked-after
children should be addressed and catered for in the Bill?
It would be appropriate for each education authority to work up guidelines in
this area. The guidelines ought to ensure that the constitution of the parent
forum in any given school recognises that looked-after children and their
parents/carers are likely to merit special consideration. To go any further than
this by, for example, setting out excessively prescriptive rules to be followed
by each parent forum would be counter-productive.
Question 12: Do you agree that the Bill should not result in parent forum
members being subject to automatic Disclosure checks but that members, like
any other parent, should only be checked when engaging in activities defined
under the Protection of Children (Scotland) Act 2003?
This is an area in which specialist legal advice will almost certainly be
necessary. It would be helpful if that advice could be obtained in advance of
the legislation being enacted, and if the advice itself could be reflected in the
details of the eventual Act.
Question 13: On balance, do you agree that “rights of attendance” for certain
non-members of a parent forum should not be a part of the new
arrangements? In other words do you agree that non-members of the parent
forum should attend only by invitation or do you believe the head teacher
should have the right to attend, with the councillor or other individual by
invitation?
There are arguments on both sides of this question. On the one hand, as has
been argued elsewhere in this response, each parent forum should be
empowered, as far as possible, to reach its own decisions about all aspects of
its work. On the other hand, if a parent forum in any given school does not
function in partnership with the head teacher and other staff of that school, its
ability to function effectively will be non-existent. On balance, an inclusive
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approach should be adopted with each parent forum expected to undertake all
its meetings (with a small number of exceptions for possible confidential
matters) in public so that all parents of pupils at the school, and all staff (and
indeed all interested members of the local community) at the school, are
aware whenever a meeting of the forum is taking place and are made
welcome at any such meeting.
This open approach is wholly consistent with the general trend to make the
decision-making process as open, transparent and inclusive as possible.
Question 14: Do you consider these functions appropriate to parent forums?
Would you suggest removing or adding any, or making some obligatory and
others optional?
In general, every effort should be made not to prescribe or proscribe any
particular functions for the Parent Forum. The list of functions set out in the
draft Bill is sufficiently broad to be acceptable. Some minor amendments,
however, are proposed:
•

Clause 7(1)(d) – Instead of using the words “to make representations”,
that phraseology should be replaced with “to work in partnership with”.

•

Clause 7(1)(d) – The word “headteacher” should be replaced by
“headteacher and other staff”.

•

Clause 7(1)(f) – This paragraph should finish after the word
“appropriate”. Annual reporting may well be seen as an unnecessary
chore, replaceable by a more flexible timetable of reporting to the suit
the local circumstances of the school and the education authority.

•

Clause 7(1)(g) and (h) – These two sections should be combined into
one, along the lines of:
o

“to work in partnership with the head teacher and staff of the
school and the education authority in order to ascertain the views
of parents of pupils in attendance at the school regarding …”

The current wording has the capacity to be divisive.
•

Clause 7(1)(i) and (j) – These two sections should be re-drafted to
ensure that any review or amendment to the constitution should be
undertaken in consultation with the head teacher and the education
authority.

Question 15: The Bill has been drafted to allow the parent forum to find out
and report the views of parents in the school on any matters which are of
interest or concern to them. Do you agree with this open-ended provision or
would you suggest defining the areas of interest more restrictively?
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On balance, an open-ended approach is preferred but appropriate safeguards
will be required to ensure that there is no breach of confidentiality.
Question 16: Do you agree that the Bill should designate parent forums as
“agents” of the education authority for the purpose of their dealings with third
parties, and that the issue of insurance should be looked into further? Or do
you take an alternative view?
For a number of reasons, this issue needs to be clarified before the legislation
is eventually enacted. Whilst no difficulties have arisen as a result of School
Boards being seen as “agents” of the education authority, the more flexible
arrangements now being proposed for parent forums may present unforeseen
difficulties.
Question 17: Are these the appropriate obligations to place on education
authorities in relation to their working with parent forums?
As previously indicated in this response, there is a real danger that the burden
of legislation on education authorities will become so great that they will find it
very difficult to deliver their core functions, let alone have the capacity to
provide the kind of leadership rightly expected of them. Nonetheless, it is also
acknowledged that the consultation paper carries with it a promise to repeal
existing legislation (namely the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988) and this
would reduce some of the existing statutory burdens which an education
authority has to bear. All things considered, the duties set out in the draft Bill
do appear to be reasonable and sufficiently general to avoid generating
excessive red tape.
Question 18: Do you agree with the provisions requiring education authorities
to provide financial support, or support in-kind, to parent forums or would you
suggest alternative arrangements?
The proposals in the draft Bill are acceptable.
Question 19: Do you agree with the proposed duty on education authorities to
provide advice and information to individual parents on request, on matters
relating to the education of their children?
Yes, although the need to state something so blindingly obvious in a piece of
legislation should be questioned.
Question 20: Do you agree that education authorities should be enabled to
replace the current system of appointing head teachers and depute head
teachers with more modern, flexible processes and procedures?
See response to Question 21 below.
Question 21: If you do not agree that the principle of parental involvement
should be retained by the involvement of parent forums in the new senior
appointments processes, please give your reasons.
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The comment in the consultation paper that “the appointments’ system for
head teachers and depute head teachers set out in Schedule 2 to the 1988
Act is outdated and needs to be changed” is wholly endorsed. It is not clear,
however, how Clauses 11(1) and 11(3) can be reconciled. Either the
education authority is being empowered to set up its own procedures (albeit
after appropriate consultation with all key stakeholders) or it is not. It would
be exceptionally unfortunate if education authorities were to bring forward new
schemes only to find that subsequent Regulations made these schemes
obsolete almost immediately. Clause 11(3) opens the way for yet another set
of prescriptive procedures which will disempower education authorities. It
should be deleted from any subsequent draft Bill.
Question 22: Do you agree with the proposal to require education authorities
to establish complaints procedures in the way they exercise their functions
under the Bill?
Yes – although once again it is not clear quite why something so blindingly
obvious should have to be stated in an Act of Parliament. Angus Council has
a well-established complaints procedure in place and there should, therefore,
be no reason to establish a separate complaints procedure under this
particular piece of legislation. To do so would be simply to introduce another
element of unnecessary bureaucracy.
CONCLUSIONS
The stated intentions behind the draft Bill are welcome, and it is
acknowledged that these intentions have been generally well captured by the
draft Bill as it currently stands.
It would appear as if the Executive has learned some lessons from previous
legislation, but it is important to stress the disempowering effect which
excessively prescriptive legislation can have on education authorities, on
head teachers and staff, and on parent bodies. Any opportunity to amend the
current draft Bill so that it is less prescriptive rather than more prescriptive
would therefore be welcome.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ARGYLL AND BUTE COUNCIL
Introduction
All schools in Argyll and Bute currently have a School Board. These Boards
are supported by annual training events and parental information days. In
most of our schools there are also parent/ teacher groups whose work in
supporting schools complements the formal involvement of the School
Boards. These groups focus mainly on the organisation of fund raising events
and supporting the school in the provision of evening events, trips etc for the
pupils.
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QUESTION ONE:
Do you agree with the placing of a new duty on education authorities to
promote parental involvement?
Yes. The existing requirement under section 5(2) of the Standards in
Scotland’s Schools (Scotland) Act 2000, that authorities account, in the
Annual Improvement Objectives for the ways “in which they involve
parents«”, appeared to address the issue adequately. This Council is
committed to supporting improved and enhanced parental involvement in
schools and welcomes the continued involvement of the education service in
this process.
QUESTION TWO:
Do you agree that education authorities should be required to prepare
new Strategies for Parental Involvement (SPIs)?
In order to support parents in establishing parent forums it would be
appropriate for the education service to prepare Strategies for Parental
Involvement. These strategies will enable the education service to enhance
its strategic approach to the promotion of parental involvement and provide
parents with a framework to support the establishment and implementation of
parent forums at a local level.
QUESTION THREE:
Do you agree that incorporating these Strategies in existing Annual
Statements of Education Improvement Objectives and School
Development Plans (as set out in the 2000Act is the right way for
education authorities to set out their intentions? Or should this be done
in some other way?
The Standards in Scotland’s Schools Act 2000 requires education authorities
to include an account of the ways in which they will seek to involve parents in
promoting the education of their children within their Annual Statement of
Improvement Objectives. It would be appropriate to include the Strategies for
Parental Involvement within this Annual Statement.
QUESTION FOUR:
Do you agree that the current system of parental representation, i.e.
School Boards should be replaced by a more flexible system of parent
forum as decided locally by the parents, in a way which suits them and
their school best?
This Council welcomes the opportunity to consider extending and improving
the opportunities for parents to become involved in the life of the school and
acknowledges that certain formal aspects of current legislation is exclusive
and consequently off putting to some parents. The proposed system of
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flexible parent forums lacks structure and focus. This authority would provide
a framework within our Strategies for Parental Involvement to ensure a
common and equal model of practice across all schools within Argyll and
Bute.
QUESTION FIVE:
The Bill does not prescribe the means of appointment to the new forums
(elections to Boards are mandatory) but provides for parents to decide
this locally. Do you agree?
This Council would propose a system of appointment to a forum within their
Strategies for Parental Involvement that would seek to encourage as wide a
representation as was possible from the parent body. This system would
provide a clear and valid mechanism for parental appointment or nomination.
QUESTION SIX:
Do you agree that education authorities should have a new duty to
promote the establishment of a parent forum in each school and to
support their operation?
Yes. This duty placed on education authorities would ensure that there is a
centrally driven and strategic focus on the improved involvement of parents
and would enable parents and schools to be supported in taking forward this
agenda.
QUESTION SEVEN:
Should the Bill provide for ‘composite’ forums where this is the
preferred option of parents in each school, in a combined school or
cluster of schools?
No. Parents wish to be involved in the life of the school that their
child/children attend. A larger constituency would not best serve local
interests, particularly where the size of the respective parts of collaboration
are unequal in size, voice, experience etc. Each school should have an
independent forum.
QUESTION EIGHT:
Do you agree with the proposal for the involvement of education
authorities to get the initial forum off the ground? If not what alternative
would you suggest?
Yes. It is imperative that the education service takes a lead role to ensure
that parents in all of our schools would have equality of access to advice,
guidance and support in the setting up of their forums. It would also ensure
cohesion and harmony in terms of practice across Argyll and Bute.
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QUESTION NINE:
The draft Bill leaves the forum’s ‘constitution’ to be determined locally,
either by the parents or in initially under the education authority
scheme. Do you agree with this approach? If not, what alternative would
you suggest and why?
No. This would lead to inappropriate diversity within a local authority and
nationally. The education service would support parents by providing a
constitution within the Strategies for Parental Involvement that could be
amended as appropriate. To protect the rights of pupils, parents and staff
parent forums should not discuss information of a personal nature relating to
named individuals.
QUESTION TEN:
Do you agree that membership of a parent forum should be confined to
parents (the broad definition) of children attending the school or
individuals co-opted by the parents forum? Should parents always be in
the majority?
Yes. Parents should be in the majority. The forum should include co-opted
individuals from the community.
Under the current legislation these
individuals have been active and supportive Board members. Section 5.4 of
the consultation document refers to an appropriate number of parents as
being one quarter of the parent body. This could raise issues in some of our
very small schools and consideration would need to be given to this during the
preparation of the Strategies for Parental Involvement. Membership of the
forum should include staff representation.
Steps would have to be taken to ensure that the rights of the Catholic Church
in terms of denominational schools were addressed.
QUESTION ELEVEN:
Do you have a view as to how the needs of looked-after children should
be addressed and catered for in the Bill?
If a forum wished to become involved in activities that involved training, caring
for, supervising or being in sole charge of children as defined in the Protection
of Children (Scotland) Act 2003 then those members would be subject to the
appropriate disclosure checks.
QUESTION TWELVE:
Do you agree that the Bill should not result in parent forum members
being subject to automatic disclosure checks but that members, like any
other parent, should only be checked when engaging in activities
defined under the Protection of Children ( Scotland) Act 2003?
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Yes. When preparing the Strategies for Parental Involvement the education
service would give guidance to the forums regarding the implementation of
the Protection of Children ( Scotland ) Act 2003 and the implications of this
Act with regard to the activities that they undertake.
QUESTION THIRTEEN:
On balance, do you agree that ‘rights of attendance’ for certain non
members of a parent forum should not be part of the new arrangements/
In other words do you agree that non members of a parent forum should
attend only by invitation or do you believe the head teacher should have
the right to attend, with the councillor or other individual by invitation?
Rights of attendance should be part of the new arrangements. Any parent
who is not an appointed member of a forum should have the right to attend
any meeting of the parent forum of their child/children’s school and to speak
by invitation. The local councillor, head teacher and/or representative of the
education service should also have the right to attend. This Council
recognises that the current legislation with head teacher attendance and staff
representation at Board meetings has consolidated and enhanced
partnerships between the parent body and the wider community and would
wish to promote and support this continuing relationship.
QUESTION FOURTEEN:
Do you consider these functions appropriate to parent forums? Would
you suggest removing or adding any, or making some obligatory and
others optional?
The functions described would appear to promote parental involvement in the
life of the school and in contributing to and enhancing the wider educational
experience of pupils. Forums should be required to advertise their meetings
and to issue minutes of all meetings to all parents, the head teacher and the
education authority.
To protect the rights of pupils, parents and staff parent forums should not
discuss information of a personal nature relating to named individuals.
QUESTION FIFTEEN:
The Bill has been drafted to allow the parent forum to find out and report
the views of parents in the school on any matters which are of interest
or concern to them? Do you agree with this open- ended provision or
would you suggest defining the areas of interest more restrictively?
A parent forum should be representative of the wider parent body and should
consult with parents as appropriate. Restrictions, as previously discussed,
relating to named individuals should apply.
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QUESTION SIXTEEN:
Do you agree the Bill should designate parent forums as ‘agents’ of the
education authority for the purpose of their dealings with third parties,
and that the issue of insurance should be looked into further? Or do you
take an alternative view?
A definition of agent and activities, should be restricted to the existing
arrangements for School Boards.
QUESTION SEVENTEEN:
Are these appropriate obligations to place on education authorities in
relation to their working with parent forums?
The obligations, as detailed would appear to be appropriate but consideration
should be given to the definition of reasonableness in terms of time to reply
and pernicious and expensive enquiries.
QUESTION EIGHTEEN:
Do you agree with the provisions requiring education authorities to
provide financial support or support in kind to parent forums or would
you suggest alternative arrangements?
Financial support should be provided in terms of existing funding and
arrangements from SEED. Support in kind, in terms of the attendance of a
senior officer or elected member and all additional sources of income should
be published.
QUESTION NINETEEN:
Do you agree with the proposed duty on education authorities to
provide advice and information to individual parents on request, on
matters relating to the education of their children?
It would be unreasonable to place a duty on education services/ local
authorities to make available all information (eg. in relation to school
rationalisation programmes/deliberations of appointment panels etc) and in
this instance some exclusions should be included. Current legislation eg.
Freedom of Information Act enshrines parental rights to access to information.
QUESTION TWENTY:
Do you agree that the education authority should be enabled to replace
the current system of appointing head teachers and deputy head
teachers with more modern, flexible processes and procedures?
Yes. National guidance should be available.
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QUESTION TWENTY ONE:
If you do not agree that the principle of parental involvement should be
retained by the involvement of parent forums in the new senior
appointments processes, please give your reasons.
Parental involvement in the new senior appointments process should be
reviewed and refreshed. Consideration could be given to a change of format
eg.
•
•

•

More rigorous training should be available to parents to ensure that
they are comfortable and confident with their own participation.
A “pod” of parent representatives from across the authority could be
trained to sit on appointment panels. This would mean that parent
representatives would not ‘sit’ on their own school panel but would
enhance parental involvement in the wider system.
A parent member from another Board could sit on the appointment
panel as an observer.

QUESTION TWENTY TWO:
Do you agree with the proposal to require education authorities to
establish complaints procedures in relation to the way they exercise
their functions under the Bill?
No. The existing council complaints procedures are clear and adequate.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ARROCHAR PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
FAO Scottish Parliament Education Committee
Following a letter dated 2nd November 05 from Carol Walker Head of Primary
Education Argyll & Bute Council, Arrochar Primary School Board would like to
record their response to the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. Our
response is in bold.
We were invited to set out:
•

whether we approve or disapprove of the general principles of the Bill

We approve
•

the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system

We like that the whole parent body is now called the Parent Forum this is
very inclusive of everyone rather than a few parents being on the School
Board. The name School Board keeps a distance from the parents,
seeming to be more of an administrative layer for the authority than a
representative group for parents. Also the functions regarding supporting
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the school seem to us to be more inclusive of the work of PTAs that has
gone unrecognized in this more formal way.
•

whether we consider that the Scottish Executive consulted effectively
on the Bill before it was introduced to the Parliament

The Scottish Executive consulted fully and cannot be faulted for, in our
opinion, the poor response.
•

any concerns we may have about particular elements of the Bill and
suggestions as to how the Bill might be improved

The Bill has been amended from the draft through appropriate consultation
and should now go ahead on its path through Parliament.
•

whether there are any specific issues not adequately addressed in the
Bill

None
I hope this is useful
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ASSOCIATION OF DIRECTORS OF
EDUCATION IN SCOTLAND (ADES)
1

GENERAL
1.1 ADES welcomes the enthusiasm being shown by the Scottish
Executive to the encouragement of parental involvement in the
education of children. The commitment to repeal existing School
Boards legislation is also welcome and the need to replace this with
alternative legislation is acknowledged.
1.2 ADES has a general concern that Local Authorities currently have to
manage within an ever more complex framework of legislation; we
would therefore urge the Parliament to ensure that any legislation is
absolutely necessary and that it should avoid excessive levels of
prescription. At a time when much is said about empowering Head
Teachers and local schools, it is equally important to ensure that
Councils and senior officers of these Councils are not unduly
disempowered by the weight of legislation.
1.3 The general thrust of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
is, however, welcome.

2

INVOLVEMENT, AMBITIONS, OBJECTIVES AND PERFORMANCE
2.1 Clauses 1 to 4 are generally acceptable, although the level of detail
in Clause 2 is somewhat excessive.


164

3

PARENT FORUMS AND PARENT COUNCILS
3.1 ADES recognises the concerns raised, principally by existing School
Boards, during the recent consultation exercise. In order to respond
to these concerns, it is acknowledged that there would appear to be
a need to set out in some detail requirements relating to the
envisaged Parent Councils. However, some of the specific revisions
contained within the Bill seem both perverse and unduly concerned
with operational detail – e.g. Clause 6, Subclauses(1) to (6). It is not
at all clear why there needs to be provision for the scheme for
establishing a Parent Council to be prepared by a person other than
the Education Authority: if the Education Authority has the duties set
out in Clauses 1 and 2, then what is the rationale for disempowering
that Education Authority in terms of preparing a scheme for
establishing a Parent Council?
3.2 Much of the existing School Boards legislation was erroneously
predicated on an assumption of conflict between parents and Head
Teachers or between parents and an Education Authority. This new
Bill offers an opportunity to build on the consensus which clearly
exists and to avoid building in confrontations where none are
present. In particular, references to “making representations” (e.g. in
subsection (2) of Clause 8) seem to ADES to continue to make the
same erroneous assumptions as were made in the 1988 legislation.
On this same theme of avoiding language which assumes
confrontation, Clause 9 – while welcome in terms of clarifying the
rights and duties of a Head Teacher – does not, in the view of ADES,
go far enough in underlining the need for the Head Teacher (and
staff) to work in partnership with the Parent Council. In order to
overcome these difficulties, it is suggested that the Bill should be
amended to encourage the inclusion of the Head Teacher (and
appropriate members of school staff) to serve on the Parent Council.
Whilst recognising that this would require a number of changes to
the Bill as it currently stands, it is important that this opportunity to
further cement effective partnership working at school level is not
lost.

4

DUTIES, REPORTS AND COMPLAINTS
4.1 Clause 11 is perfectly acceptable, although there is an argument for
providing the same “rights” to a Director of Education as are granted
to a Head Teacher – specifically the Director of Education (or senior
nominated officer of the Education Authority) should have the right to
attend any meeting of the Parent Council. As previously indicated, it
would be preferable if this right could be enshrined within a more
positive description of partnership working.
4.2 Clause 13 is acceptable, although the bureaucratic approach which
can be inferred from its contents is at odds with the desire to
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empower Head Teachers and to support them in working in
partnership with parents.
5

PROCEDURES FOR APPOINTMENT OF HEAD TEACHER
5.1 ADES believes that this is a vitally important issue.
5.2 Our current understanding, as a result of discussions with senior civil
servants, is that guidance on this matter is likely to be prepared, and
that would be welcome. The Bill as it stands has the capacity to be
counter-productive if the current Clause 14 is taken literally: i.e. it
would be possible for an Education Authority to devise new
procedures only to find that Scottish Ministers then made regulations
which made these new procedures illegal. The minor, but important,
point is that regulations, other requirements, or guidance should be
the first step in the process prior to any Local Authority procedures
being devised.
5.3 Of even more importance is the need to ensure that Education
Authorities are effectively empowered to appoint and deploy Head
Teachers in ways designed to secure improvement in the
performance of schools across the whole of an Education Authority.
5.4 The current School Boards legislation is excessively prescriptive in
this area and its repeal is therefore most welcome. However, ADES
acknowledges that the pivotal role of the Head Teacher in appointing
staff (including the appointment of Depute Head Teachers) has been
reinforced by current legislation, and this position should not be
undermined. Whilst offering wholehearted support to the concept of
the Head Teacher being the key person in making staff appointments
to her/his school (albeit in partnership with others, including parents),
ADES believes that it is at least as important that the Director of
Education within any given Education Authority is given the key role
in selecting Head Teachers (albeit in partnership with others,
including parents).
5.5 Education Authorities now have, rightly, a very clear duty to secure
improvement in the quality of school education, enshrined in the
Standards in Scotland’s Schools, etc. Act 2000. In order to be able
to discharge this duty effectively, Education Authorities must be
empowered to appoint and deploy school leaders (particularly Head
Teachers) without having their hands unduly tied. At present, the
legislation and current contractual provision which has resulted from
that legislation, means that no Education Authority is in a position to
transfer a Head Teacher or a Depute Head Teacher compulsorily
from one school to another, no matter how pressing the need for
such a transfer may be. The opportunity presented by the current
Bill should enable a more flexible approach to be taken by Education
Authorities in the deployment of Head Teachers within the Authority.
It is important for the Scottish Parliament to be aware of the potential
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for this new legislation to reinforce the current unsatisfactory
situation if no care is taken to avoid that position. ADES would
welcome support from the Parliament in being able to move to a
position whereby Head Teachers (and, if possible, Deputes) were
clearly and unequivocally appointed to a post within an Education
Authority which could be located at any one of a number of specified
schools.
5.6 Although several of the above points are not strictly relevant to the
contents of the Bill as it currently stands, ADES would urge the
Education Committee to take account of its comments should there
be any proposals to amend Clause 14 as it currently stands.
6

SUMMARY
6.1 ADES is generally supportive of the objectives and thrust of this Bill.
6.2 We are anxious about the possibility of legislation becoming
excessively burdensome and overly prescriptive but we acknowledge
that this particular Bill is necessary in all the current circumstances.
6.3 In general terms, we would urge the Parliament to ensure that the
terms of this Bill are as general as possible and that the legislation
does not fall into the trap of attempting to set out operational details
which are best left to Education Authorities and schools.
6.4 ADES believes that parents have a key role to play in driving up
standards in our schools and we want to build on the good work
which already exists across the country. We do not believe that
effective school-parent partnerships are strengthened by
bureaucratic procedures and we therefore have some anxieties
about the way in which the language of the Bill seems to suggest
that parents and Head Teachers (and Education Authorities) will be
forced to work together in an unduly formal manner.
6.5 We believe that the appointment and deployment of Head Teachers
is an issue of great importance and that it is one which would benefit
from maximum empowerment being given to Education Authorities.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM BEARSDEN ACADEMY SCHOOL BOARD 1

As members of the School Board of Bearsden Academy, we would like to take
this opportunity to respond to the draft bill:
“Making the difference – improving parents’ involvement in schools”.
We fully support:
-

greater parental involvement and representation not just in schools,
but in the whole of the education process
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-

making it more straightforward for parents to express their views
and to receive adequate responses
education authorities being required to support greater parental
involvement and representation in the whole of the education
process
education authorities being required to provide financial support or
support in kind to enable greater parental involvement and
representation.

We do have grave concerns about implementation of the proposals contained
within the bill:
-

-

-

-

-

-
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there will be a significant loss of the statutory rights which the
parent body currently holds
we fear there will be a significant reduction in the involvement of
parents in the education process as a whole as there is no
requirement on education authorities to canvass the view of parents
on wider education issues – e.g. implementation procedures for the
Additional Support for Learning Act
we feel that the broad guidelines for the establishment of parents’
forums and their associated constitutions is likely to lead to
confusion, chaos and disillusionment. If parents are not motivated
to become involved where there is an existing structure in place, we
feel they are unlikely to be motivated to involvement where they
have to start from scratch and actually agree on the form and
structure from the beginning
there is very real potential for ineffectiveness due to lack of
regulation for conduct, agenda and minutes for parent forum
meetings
valuable training for school board members is currently available; it
will be virtually impossible to provide training and advice for parent
forum members given the diversity of groups which are likely to
exist
there is a very real risk of the formation of very vocal, minority
‘single-interest’ groups which could not only cause division within
the parent body, the school community and the wider community,
but lead to the ‘silencing’ of the majority
we believe that there is a very real risk of ‘short termism’
characterizing the new parent forums, both in terms of issues
considered and in the very format of individual forums. There
appears to be no safeguards to ensure that forums consider a
range of concerns or that the constitution, once established, cannot
be re-written at a whim
we believe that there could be a significant loss of the strategic
overview of the education process as a whole which parents can
currently have through the function of school boards
we fear the isolation of the parent body from the school and wider
community due to the lack of required representation from staff and
community
we believe that the very valuable partnership which exists through

-

current arrangements which entitle council officers and elected
representatives to attend and address Board meetings and pupil
representatives to become co-opted Board members could be lost
under the new proposals
there are likely to be significant difficulties for Head teachers and
education authorities as they deal with the plethora of issues which
are addressed to them without substantially increased resources.

Considering the proposals as stated in the draft bill, we see little that could not
simply be achieved by updating the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 and
by seeking to develop and encourage the current roles undertaken by School
Boards and Parent Associations. Undoubtedly for this to work effectively in
each education authority area would require commitment, time and
resourcing. Would it be cynical to suggest that this may be why this is not an
attractive option?
We have seen no substantive evidence to suggest that there has been a
significant and representative call to repeal the School Boards (Scotland) Act
1988 nor have we seen evidence to suggest that the proposals within the draft
bill will be any more effective in promoting parental involvement than the
existing system. We would suggest that the proposed system of parent
forums be piloted in areas of low parental involvement so that real evidence
on the effectiveness, or otherwise, of the system in increasing parental
involvement and representation can be gathered.
In canvassing our own parent body in its entirety, we have received
unanimous support for maintaining the current system.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM BEARSDEN ACADEMY SCHOOL BOARD 2
We write in response to the call for evidence from all interested parties on the
general principles of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill which
was introduced on 28th September, 2005.
We would ask that you take into consideration our enclosed response to the
Draft Bill as published in February, 2005. We feel that few of the issues raised
have been adequately addressed in the Bill introduced on 28th September,
2005. In addition, we have serious concerns regarding the way in which the
findings of the consultation have been correlated and implemented. For
example, in section 5.2, it is stated that, ‘The approach taken was to count all
those who indicated support for making changes to the existing system in the
first instance. Thus, for example, if a respondent stated that they were against
the proposals, and that they favoured making changes to the existing
arrangements, they would be coded as in favour of making changes.’ This
approach cannot give a fair or accurate reflection of responses received or
concerns expressed.
We also have concerns that no opportunity has been given to respond to the
latest Bill before it was introduced to the Scottish Parliament. The impression
given is that these processes have been driven by politics rather than a
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genuine desire to improve and consolidate educational provision and
experience for young people, parents and professionals.
Finally, we have serious concerns that the literature currently being circulated
to parents regarding the Bill suggests that the adoption of this Bill as it stands
is a fait accompli. Is there to be no forum within the Scottish Parliament for
open and honest debate on this matter?
In conclusion, and to repeat what was stated in our response to the original
consultation: ‘We have seen no substantive evidence to suggest that there
has been a significant and representative call to repeal the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988 nor have we seen evidence to suggest that the proposals
within the draft bill will be any more effective in promoting parental
involvement than the existing system.’
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM BISHOP EDEN PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
Response on behalf of Bishop Eden Primary School Board:
Respondents are invited to set out:
• whether they approve or disapprove of the general principles of the Bill;
The second draft bill is much improved on the first but it has failed to take
heed of a number of the concerns expressed by the respondents to the
consultation. Therefore, we still disapprove of the general principles of the Bill
as we feel that it will not improve parental involvement.
• the advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system;
Advantages:
The election process will be much less formal and parents will be able to vary
the size of the Council to suit the school.
Disadvantages:
The lack of structure could result in a non-representative group of parents
setting a structure and format to suit them rather than the best interests of the
majority of the pupils. Also there is still no setup for national representation
which will be difficult if schools potentially have different formats and remits.
The current format of Boards encourages partnership with the staff,
community, Church (where appropriate) and Councils. This can be of great
benefit to schools and therefore pupils and parents. Parent Councils could
potentially comprise of parents and a head teacher only.
Parent Forums 'may' be represented by a Council. There are currently Boards
in 89% of schools (which would be regarded as a high success rate in any
other forum) so if the Executive wish to tackle the other 11%, surely this
should be mandatory.


170

The intention of this Bill to improve parental involvement is welcomed but
there still seems to be confusion between parental (group) representation and
parental (individual) involvement.
• whether they consider that the Scottish Executive consulted effectively on
the Bill before it was introduced to the Parliament;
We consider the consultation on the Bill to have been extremely ineffective.
Publications were meaningless to parents who hadn't attended briefings recent leaflets are more meaningful but only a few are received by each
school.
There are still parents who have no idea this is happening - some Boards still
are unaware.
Consultation meetings were advertised poorly and at very late notice.
We found out about this opportunity to provide evidence three days ago and
know of other Boards who were not informed.
All the paperwork was based round the premise that this Bill would happen making it meaningless to answer large portions of the questionnaire. If you
answered on the internet, there was no opportunity to add general comments.
• any concerns they may have about particular elements of the Bill and
suggestions as to how the Bill might be improved;
3 discontinued elements are based on results of MORI focus groups which
are prone to manipulation
Raising funds was previously at a Board's discretion for the benefit of the
school taking account of the headteachers views - to change this to 'sums
may be expended entirely at Parent Council's discretion' is very concerning
linked to previous comments on the dangers of unrepresentative Councils
being formed. Funds should still be for the benefit of the school taking into
account the head teachers views.
It is unclear whether the headteachers attendance is advisory or with a vote
• whether there are any specific issues that are not adequately addressed in
the Bill.
There is no mention of insurance cover - School Boards are covered under
Local Authority insurance but PTA's are not.
There are a number of other issues which concern our Board but we were
limited by the time available to us to respond (three days).
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM BRYDEKIRK PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
Following your request for written evidence, I must firstly start by apologising
for not submitting my comments in typed format, unfortunately my computer
has died!
In an ideal world the general principal of increased parental involvement is
laudable, however there are numerous reasons why parents will not and do
not get involved, this Bill has not convinced me that we will get better or more
effective involvement.
The structure, or complete lack of guidelines on structure of the new
councils/forums, allows for abuse of the new systems. Whoever sets up these
new councils/forums are virtually being given carte blanche on what they do.
Who are policing these forums?
The Scottish Executive has not consulted sufficiently, Dumfries and Galloway
did not have any meetings (civic forums). A whole corner of Scotland ignored.
I have several concerns about the Bill, mainly it is still too “wooly”. There are
so many “mays” and not “musts” used throughout. Parent councils can make
representation on any matter of concern to parents. What about protecting
childrens confidentiality? How will this stop witch hunts? How will this stop
“moaning shops”?
How will the councils be involved in true partnerships when their input into
head teacher recruitment is being reduced? So not an equal partnership as it
is now?!
What has happened to the obligation to have co-opted members. This is a
huge source of expertise which “may”/ not “must” be used. Where are all the
teachers? From my perspective the Bill seems ill thought out and wooly
I appreciate this submission is not typed and therefore will most probably be
ignored but I feel that as an average parent I am being excluded. As I stated
at first there are many reasons for parents not becoming involved.
If any comments on this letter are to be published, I am happy for my name
and school to be used but not my private home address.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CARE
1

Principles of the Bill

CARE believes that parents have the primary responsibility for the education
of children and that parental involvement in schools is one of their
fundamental responsibilities. We therefore approve of the general principles
of the Bill.
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2

Advantages and disadvantages

CARE takes the view that there are advantages in the proposed system of
parental representation. In particular, the new system should allow for the
involvement of a greater number of parents in the organisation of schools. In
those schools where no school board has existed in the past, the existence of
a Parent Forum should provide a less daunting framework for the formation of
a Parent Council.
However, we believe there are some disadvantages. The increased flexibility
in the arrangements has produced a degree of ambiguity in the proposed
structures. In particular it is unclear what role parents will have in the
appointment of senior staff and in setting school policy in sensitive areas such
as religious observance and sex and relationship education.
While we welcome the proposed duty on schools to consult with parents, it is
unclear what form this consultation will take and how effective it will be in
identifying parents’ views and influencing policy. For example, CARE had
serious reservations about the extent of the involvement of parents in the
recent consultation on the Executive’s National Sexual Health Strategy. In
our view there was very limited consultation with parents when local
authorities made their returns to the Executive. It is also noteworthy that,
although an opinion poll conducted by the Catholic Media Office found that
67% of Scottish Parents (of all faiths and none) are in favour of piloting
abstinence-based approaches to sex education, the Scottish Executive chose
not to take this route.
3

Effective Consultation

We believe the consultation on this Bill has been reasonably effective, but still
have a reservation about the extent to which the views of individual parents
have been obtained.
4

Concerns and suggestions

Some of our concerns are outlined in 2 above. We believe that the roles and
responsibilities of the Parent Forum and Parent Council should be more
clearly defined to achieve greater consistency across the country. We believe
that the inclusion of parents in appointment panels for senior staff positions
should be specified.
Under the provisions in the Bill which place a duty on Scottish Ministers to
promote the involvement of parents in school education, a requirement could
be included that the Executive publish guidance to Local Authorities as to how
this could best be done. We also suggest that the Executive ensures that
examples of best practice in parental involvement in schools are published
and updated. For example, the use of electronic communication with parents
could facilitate the exchange of information about sensitive areas of the
curriculum as well as about the use of homework to involve parents in their
children’s education.
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5

Specific issues

We believe consideration should be given to including representatives of faith
communities in the Parent Councils of non-denominational schools which
should not be regarded as non-religious schools. It is appropriate that
religious representatives on the Parent Council should reflect the majority and
numerically-significant minority faith backgrounds of the pupils of the school.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CAROLSIDE PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
I refer to the above and in my capacity as Chairman of the School Board at
Carolside Primary School in East Renfrewshire I would offer the following
responses to the key points raise:
Do respondents approve or disapprove of the general principles of the
Bill
There is no doubt that the original legislation which had been around for quite
some time and was therefore due for review. The general principles of the Bill
are sound and that increasing the involvement of parents in schools and the
education of their children is welcomed.
The advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system
The advantages are as noted above - greater parental involvement and with
the freedom to allow stakeholders to shape that involvement to suit their
specific needs as opposed to the rigid framework laid down by the current
system.
The disadvantages, however, are considerable. It is very difficult to encourage
parental involvement in school activities. At Carolside, with a roll of almost
800, we had only one candidate offering themselves for the recent election to
the School Board. Parents who do become involved appreciate the framework
set down in the current system as it provides a sound starting point for the
School Board, and as a consequence parental involvement, to operate. The
Bill proposes to remove that structure and although it advocates freedom to
establish a suitable framework for involvement, such additional burden of
thinking will deter parents from becoming involved at all.
There is a further disadvantage that the Bill could create a situation where a
group of parents who may have strong views and commitment to seeking
involvement actually create a framework for involvement that promotes what
they may have as minority views in support of their own rather than the
school's agenda.
Further concern is the optional nature of the Headteacher's involvement. At
present, the Headteacher's involvement in an advisory capacity to the School
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Board is extremely useful in forging a useful partnership between parents and
the school. This matter should be reconsidered in the Bill.
Whether respondents consider that the Scottish Executive consulted
effectively on the Bill before it was introduced to the Parliament
It is not considered that the Scottish Executive consulted effectively on the Bill
before it was introduced to the Parliament. There has been little
demonstration as to specific problems with the current legislation. It is not
enough to simply change because of the fact that legislation is over 17 years
old.
Any concerns they may have about particular elements of the Bill and
suggestions as to how the Bill might be improved
Please see earlier comments above.
Whether there are any specific issues that are not adequately addressed
in the Bill
There has been little recognition of the fact that it is very difficult to encourage
to become involved in school matters. Moreover, for reasons given above, the
Bill in its current form will actually make this situation worse.
I trust that this is of assistance. Please do not hesitate to let me know if
further information is required.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CASTLEHILL PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
I write to you on behalf of Castlehill Primary School Board in Campbeltown,
Argyll.
We discussed the above bill at our recent board meeting, and as requested
are responding to the current proposals.
Having replied previously with a unanimous NO to major changes to the
current arrangement, and aware of the consensus amongst other boards, and
indeed the SSBA official view, we were frankly surprised that this proposal is
being pursued.
Our board would urge you to listen to the views of our, and the vast majority of
school boards throughout Scotland, together with the SSBA.
We do not wish the present School Board Act to be repealed.
There are minor modernisations which could be made, and that is all that is
required.
We see no benefit in the proposals.
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This is a waste of tax payers money which would be better spent on the fabric
of our schools, materials for pupils and on staffing in education.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CHILDREN IN SCOTLAND
Children in Scotland welcomes the opportunity to present evidence to the
Scottish Parliament’s Education Committee in relation to the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill. We support the Scottish Executive’s attempts to
improve and increase parental involvement in Scottish schools and recognise
the need for both legislative and non-legislative measures in this respect.
Parental involvement too often does not occur until there is a significant issue
(such as a proposed school closure) and it is essential that new provisions are
effective in changing this so that there is early, regular and meaningful
involvement. This is vital, not just for the ongoing benefit of pupils, but also to
help reduce or prevent conflict between parents and authorities when
significant issues arise.
Children in Scotland is however disappointed that the Bill is limited to schools
and does not take the opportunity to also deal with early years settings. We
would also emphasise that, while parents are clearly key stakeholders in
schools, there are other groups who must also be visible in planning and
decision-making. This is especially so in the context of every school
becoming an integrated community school by 2007 (we expand on this point
in paragraph 4 below).
1. General principles of the Bill
Children in Scotland supports the Bill’s objective to “modernise and
strengthen the system for supporting parental involvement in school
education” (Policy Memorandum). Many of the concerns that Children in
Scotland expressed in response to the draft Bill relate to the need for
minimum standards for parental involvement across different authorities in
Scotland. The guidance issued in relation to the Bill will be vital in addressing
this point. In particular guidance must be strong enough to ensure that parent
councils are inclusive and effectively consult with and represent the views of
the wider Parent Forum. Consideration should be given to the benefits of
introducing a Code of Practice in place of guidance.
In this context it is vital that the guidance accompanying the Bill provides a
more detailed definition of ‘involvement’. The term clearly underpins the
legislation but is not currently defined. While it would not be helpful to provide
a definition so concrete as to be restrictive, some guidance is needed to
ensure minimum standards of good practice across authorities. Children in
Scotland would encourage a definition that recognises the wide range of roles
that parents can play. For example involvement can range from parents
helping with daily activities, assisting on school trips, organising extracurricular activities, to being involved in planning, developing and maintaining
services. Indeed there is a long history in Scotland of parents initiating,
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developing and managing child care and out of school care services1. The
Bill will only succeed in bringing about improvement from the current system if
authorities are encouraged to go beyond the minimum of what can be
considered ‘parental involvement’.
2. Advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system
Introduction of Parent Forums
Although Children in Scotland welcomes the attempt to improve parental
involvement in Scottish Schools we are concerned that the Bill does not go far
enough to make a significant difference compared with the current system.
The introduction of Parent Forums is intended to “promote a culture of
inclusion where every parent belongs, matters and is valued in the school
community” (Policy Memorandum) but it is not clear what membership of a
Parent Forum will mean in reality. There are currently no provisions in the Bill
to ensure that it will be any more meaningful than membership of the ‘parent
body’ at present.
Statutory powers of Parent Councils
One of the criticisms of the draft Bill was the lack of specific powers for Parent
Councils. Children in Scotland welcomes the addition of a provision to enable
a Parent Council to make representations to Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of
education. However it is not clear how much influence Parent Councils will
have in practice in school and authority level decision making and planning.
Children in Scotland would recommend that the Bill include provision for the
Scottish Ministers to extend by regulations the statutory powers of Parent
Councils so that this can be reviewed after the new system is in place.
Duties on Scottish Ministers to promote parental involvement
The inclusion of duties on Scottish Ministers to promote the involvement of
parents in their child’s education and in school education is welcome.
Children in Scotland hopes that in fulfilling this duty the Scottish Executive will
seek to encourage innovative approaches to improving parental involvement
(such as those detailed in the Scottish Office report Parental Participation in
Schools, 1998) and to provide opportunities for good practice to be shared
across authorities.
Proposal for new body to represent parents
In relation to Ministers’ consideration of a new national body to represent
parents Children in Scotland would suggest that this will not provide added
value unless the focus of the body extends beyond education and schools,
including encompassing early years issues. A body focussed solely on
1

A sense of time, a sense of place: meeting the needs of the whole child in small
communities, Children in Scotland 2005
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schools would be at odds with the Scottish Executive’s drive to ensure that
services are integrated and that policies are joined-up.
3. Consultation by the Scottish Executive before the introduction of the
Bill to Parliament
Children in Scotland welcomed the production of a draft bill to allow for
comment at an early stage. It is concerning that children and young people
were not consulted given that one of the main drivers behind the Bill is the
attainment of pupils and that pupils are the main users of schools. Children in
Scotland would also question whether adequate consultation took place with
community groups and services which use school premises and have a stake
in decisions taken by schools and authorities.
4. Concerns and suggestions for improvement
Introduction of new complaints procedures in relation to the Bill
Children in Scotland would question the benefit of introducing a new system
for complaints in relation to this legislation. Complaints procedures in the
education system are already complex and anecdotal evidence suggests they
are not currently well used. Children in Scotland would strongly recommend
that the Scottish Executive await the findings of work currently being
undertaken by the Scottish Consumer Council2 in relation to complaints
systems in education before introducing another mechanism. It seems likely
that there is a need for the system to be kept simple and streamlined and
awareness of it raised amongst parents and pupils.
Involvement of other stakeholders
Children in Scotland is concerned that the provisions do not take account of
how the involvement of parents interacts with involvement of other groups.
For example in Section 8 the Bill details Parent Councils’ obligations to
promote contact between various stakeholders and to report back to these
stakeholders but this does not include the pupils at the school. Children in
Scotland does welcome the specific mention of ‘the community’ in this section
but would suggest that guidance must provide more details of what this
means.
Sustaining involvement from early years onwards
It is widely acknowledged that involvement is often easier for parents at earlier
educational stages and indeed Scottish Executive research commissioned to
help inform these proposals confirm this3. The Bill does not currently address
this issue despite the high level commitment in the Scottish Executive’s
Partnership Agreement of improving the transitions between nursery and
primary, and primary and secondary.
2

www.scotconsumer.org.uk/education/currentw.htm
Parents’ views on improving parental involvement in children’s education, Scottish Executive
& George Street Research 2005

3
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5. Specific issues not adequately addressed
Equal opportunities
One of the main policy objectives (paragraph 3 of Policy Memorandum) is: “to
achieve a more flexible and inclusive statutory system for parental
representation in schools to replace the ‘one size fits all’ approach of the
School Boards system”. However Children in Scotland is concerned that the
Bill will not have an impact on promoting the engagement of groups currently
less likely to be involved. This could be addressed by introducing duties on
local authorities to identify: barriers to parental involvement; groups
significantly excluded from being involved; and plans to reduce barriers. The
details of how authorities will do this should be contained within the Strategies
for Parental Involvement. These provisions would assist schools and
authorities in meeting their duties to promote race equality as well as future
duties in relation to disability and gender equality. They would help to ensure
that the needs of those in rural communities, who may face geographical
barriers, are met. Many parents find it difficult to become involved with their
child’s school for a variety of reasons and authorities must be particularly
proactive in engaging with these groups.
Non-resident parents and others involved in the care of a child
One group of particular concern is non-resident parents with parental rights
and responsibilities (PRRs). During the passage of the Family Law (Scotland)
Bill the Justice 1 Committee heard evidence that many non-resident parents
find it difficult to apply their PRRs in practice and to become as involved as
they would like in their child’s life. The introduction of Section 12 in the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill should help to address this but
Children in Scotland would urge that the opportunity is taken to give clear
guidance to authorities by including mention of non-resident parents with
PRRs in this section of the legislation.
In addition to non-resident parents many children are cared for or raised by
someone other than a parent in the narrow sense of the word. Guidance
should make explicit how the term ‘parent’ will be defined and how others with
guardianship or day to day control of a child will be included in the provisions
of the Bill.
Links with other policy and legislation
Children in Scotland would hope that the guidance that will accompany this
legislation will make reference to the other relevant policy and legislation. In
particular the Education (Additional Support for Learning) (Scotland) Act 2004
includes several provisions that should support the involvement of parents of
children with additional support needs in their child’s education. This includes
the right to use an advocate and to independent mediation where relations
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between a parent and their child’s school or nursery may have become
difficult4.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CHURCH OF SCOTLAND
The Church of Scotland Standing Committee on Education is part of the
Church’s Church and Society Council. This Council carries forward the
longstanding work of the Church’s involvement in and care for the education
system in Scotland and we welcome the opportunity to comment on this
document.
The Church has been consistently in favour of effective parental participation
in support of the education of their children, believing that the better parents
are informed and involved the better will be the educational and social
outcomes. We have, for example, been pressing just recently for the full
implementation of the McCabe recommendations.
The Church has been in favour of encouraging parents to take an active role
in all aspects of their children’s education and welcomes the Scottish
Parliament Education Committee’s action to encourage education authorities
to support this parental involvement and to strengthen parents’ rights to
information.
We agree that a new duty should be placed with education authorities to
promote parental involvement.
We agree that education authorities should be required to prepare new
Strategies for Parental Involvement (SPIs)?
We agree that these Strategies should be incorporated in existing Annual
Statements of Education Improvement Objectives and School Development
Plans (as set out in the 2000 Act) and is the right way for education authorities
to set out their intentions. SPIs should be made available to parents/carers
and should be easily accessible to interested members of the wider
community eg through public libraries.
We agree that the current system of parental representation, i.e. School
Boards should be replaced by a more flexible system of parent forum, as
decided locally by the parents and in a way which suits them and their school
best. However the features of School Boards that have worked well in some
schools should be allowed to continue. The current arrangements should be
made more flexible to encourage a wider involvement of parents.
We note that the Bill does not prescribe the means of appointment to the new
forums and provides for parents to decide this locally, whereas election to
4

Children in Scotland runs the Resolve: ASL mediation service, is being funded by the
Scottish Executive to undertake pilot advocacy projects in Stirling, Aberdeenshire and Moray,
and hosts Enquire which runs a confidential helpline for parents and has just published The
parents’ guide to additional support for learning (free comprehensive guide to the new
system).
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Boards was mandatory. We believe that the present system attracted those
who were willing to be involved and we are not convinced that a different
means of appointment will bring about a greater parental involvement.
The Standing Committee on Education believes that there should be a duty
on education authorities to promote greater involvement by parents/carers in
their children’s school, and we believe that the model of parental involvement
should be determined by parents/carers of children attending each school.
We believe there should be a duty on education authorities to support the
chosen arrangement.
We do not believe that the Bill should provide for ‘composite’ parent forums.
We believe that the primary responsibility of the parent ‘body’ should be
focused on one school and its pupils. This would not and should not preclude
parent bodies from liaising with other bodies from other schools or forming
cluster groups to cooperate on issues of mutual interest.
We agree with the proposal that education authorities should be involved
initially to help to get the parent forum off the ground.
We agree that the forum’s ‘constitution’ should be determined locally, either
by the parents or initially under the education authority scheme. We believe it
is important that the constitution should be able to take account of local/school
variations. Central guidance and/or templates should be provided initially to
assist parental groups lacking confidence or experience in this area.
We believe that parents (the broad definition) of children attending the school
should always be the majority members of a parent forum but we also believe
that co-optees from the local community with a strong interest in the school
can be a valuable asset.
We believe that looked-after children, where they are able, should be assisted
to select someone who would represent their interests on the parent board or
forum and this should be catered for in the Bill.
We agree that parent forum members should not be subject to automatic
disclosure checks but that members, like any other parent, should only be
checked when engaging in activities defined under the Protection of Children
(Scotland) Act 2003?
We believe non members of a parent forum, councillors or other individuals,
should only be allowed to attend by invitation but we do believe that the
Headteacher should have a right to attend.
We believe that obligatory functions should be few and that parent bodies
should be free to exercise those functions that are relevant to their school and
pupils. Some parents may find some of the functions particularly those in 7(g)
and (h) of the draft bill quite daunting.
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The parent forum should be able to determine the views of parents on any
issues that impact on the education or wellbeing of the pupils. However, as
indicated previously, we believe some parents may find this quite a
demanding exercise and safeguards would be required to prevent any
unrepresentative minority group using such an exercise for its own ends. It
would also be important that such a function did not impede the educational
progress of the pupils.
The Standing Committee on Education believes that if parent bodies are to be
designated as ‘agents’ of the education authority, then the authority would
require to have some control over the constitution. Areas in which the parent
forum was acting as an agent would require to be clearly defined, as would
the types of action or agreements into which the parent body could enter.
This is an area in which parent forums might require considerable guidance
and support.
We believe that the duties listed in Section 9 of the draft bill are appropriate
obligations to place on education authorities in relation to their working with
parent forums?
We agree with the provisions requiring education authorities to provide
financial support or support in kind to parent forums or would you suggest
alternative arrangements. For such bodies to function properly, they would
require financial and other support from the education authority. The school
should not be required to provide this support as it could detract from the
support for its pupils.
We agree with the proposed duty on education authorities to provide advice
and information to individual parents on request, on matters relating to the
education of their children
We agree that education authorities should be enabled to replace the current
system of appointing headteachers and deputy headteachers with more
modern, flexible processes and procedures. A more modern system of
appointing is required but this must have continued parental involvement.
This then lays an obligation on education authorities to provide parents and
others involved in such appointments with the appropriate training.
We agree with the proposal to require education authorities to establish
complaints procedures in relation to the way they exercise their functions
under the Bill.
We supported the draft Bill’s eight main objectives and believe that parental
involvement in a school can only be good for children since parental interest
and support can make a substantial difference to children’s performance and
progress.
However, the parents of children who need the most help are those with no
interest in parental involvement at present and we were not convinced that
there was sufficient detail provided to indicate how this issue would be
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addressed. There was a vagueness throughout the draft Bill as to how the
system is to move on from “school boards’. We believe it is essential that the
best features of the school board system are retained.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM COATBRIDGE HIGH SCHOOL
I would like to record that after discussion at our school board meeting,
although pleased to see that some of our concerns expressed with regard to
the Scottish schools (Parental lnvolvement) Bill had been addressed, there
were still some points of concern.
According to the figures quoted after the initial response to the draft bill, there
were more 'fors' than 'againsts' for the new legislation. This was puzzling as
the response to the Scottish School Board Association's consultation showed
many more against the repeal of the 1988 Act than were in favour of the
same.
There does not seem to be clear lines for recording details of meetings and as
the Parent council is to represent all parents then there should be written
records of meetings for all parents to see should they wish to exercise their
right to so do. The yearly report (8i, ii) does not cover this. (It serves the
purpose of an annual report, not a recording of meetings as held).
Without a structure for admission to the Parent council, (although this is
hoped to encourage more parents), the Parent council could exclude or
include on its own personal preference, and 'cliques' could be formed - not a
good thing for any organisation especially one which should be for the good of
the school and its pupils, and inclusive of all parents.
There is no mention still of staff involvement apart from the Head Teacher and
this does not seem a way forward to encourage relationships between parents
and staff.
Another important point for our school board, is that the co-opted members
have always consisted of one senior pupil (and a local business person), but
for several years now, both co-opted places have been given to senior pupils,
as the board feels that the pupils are what the school is all about, therefore
their views on matters is extremely important and they deserve to have
representation and involvement in matters pertaining to the school. The new
Parent council would appear to have no way of implementing this.
The 'continued parent involvement' with senior staff appointments (14. 2), is
very vague and does not seem to ensure a parent representative on the
interview panel. Again a backward step. as a parents view on the appointment
of a person with great responsibility towards the children is important, and
helps create a balanced view when taken in conjunction with the local
education authority and head teachers.
So despite the changes to the original draft bill, Parent Councils still appear to
be more like upgraded PTA's without the 'teacher' participation. It would
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appear that where a school board is working well it can be 're-created' but
would still have to disband first. Why insist on change where something in
place is working satisfactorily? I appreciate in many schools this is not the
case, but could the new system not have initially been put in place in these
schools on a trial basis, before disrupting the whole system. Perhaps it is not
too late to implement this idea and put a hold on a complete new legislation,
which if unsuccessful on implementation would then mean more time spend
on further new legislation.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CONVENTION OF SCOTTISH LOCAL
AUTHORITIES
1.

Introduction

The Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) welcomes the
opportunity to contribute to the Education Committee’s Stage 1 evidence
gathering.
This briefing paper has been prepared by COSLA in advance of the meeting
of the Scottish Parliament Education Committee on 7th December, where this
written response will be complemented by evidence that will be presented to
the Committee by COSLA’ Education Spokesperson, Councillor Rev Ewan
Aitken (City of Edinburgh) supported by Ms Anna Fowlie, Team Leader –
Children & Young People at COSLA.
This paper sets out some of the key issues, which COSLA believes require
further scrutiny in the examination of this Bill by the Scottish Parliament.
Overall, COSLA welcomes the bulk of changes introduced by the legislation.
We have concerns about some provisions that we believe to be unnecessary,
and have detailed these below. However, it is fair to say that most of the
proposals are sensible, practical, and will effectively contribute to meeting the
Bill’s overarching objectives. Particular concerns we have are: Section 8 (3) &
(4) – the provision for Parent Councils to make representations to Her
Majesty’s inspectors; and, Section 14 – the procedures for appointment of
head teacher or deputy and participation of a Parent Council.
We would like to take this formal opportunity to applaud the Scottish
Executive’s Education Department on the manner in which this Bill has been
developed. We feel that the consultation process has been excellent, and has
afforded COSLA and our members a full opportunity to express our views.
2.

Summary of key issues

Resource issues
The resource issues appear to have been adequately met, as addressed in
our response to the Finance Committee on the Financial Memorandum,
although we have reservations about the possible implications of Section 8 (3)
and (4).
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Policy issues
As already stated, COSLA is happy with the majority of the Bill’s provisions.
For the purposes of brevity, we have ignored those aspects we agree with
and focussed our response entirely on those parts we believe could benefit
from further examination.
Section 6 – COSLA has some reservations at the level of detailed
prescription on the scheme for establishment of a Parent
Council, but appreciates that there needs to be a minimum
standard for the way schemes are established across the
country. Indeed, we would like to highlight the potential dangers
of widely varying models of constitution across the country, and
ask that a basic guidance model be issued to all local
authorities, but that it be clear that local authorities have the final
say on how this is interpreted locally.
Subsection 2(b) appears to be superfluous, and we can think of
no occasion where any other party than the local authority would
prepare the scheme.
Section 7–

We would seek to delete the reference to co-opted members. A
key function of the Parent Council is to represent the views of
parents who are currently members of the Parent Forum of that
school. As we can see from the current situation with some
school boards, the provision to allow co-opted members can
work against inclusion and gives considerable power to people
who no longer have a live interest in the school.
If the above suggestion is not taken on board, we would expect
at least to have a requirement in the legislation that the chair of
the Parent Council be a current member of the Parent Forum –
i.e. must have at least one child currently being educated within
the school.

Section 8 – It was always our understanding that the improvement of
parental involvement would extend beyond solely ‘educational’
matters as currently suggested in the Bill. We would like to see
recognition of the wider contribution parental involvement can
make to local communities. Therefore, under subsection 1(b),
we would like to add:
(iii) to relevant local strategic partnerships, e.g. Community
Planning, Community Learning and Development, Community
Safety, Sports Groups, etc. to ensure that parental involvement
extends to those aspects of local strategic planning that are codependant with schools in that area.
We would like to see 2 further examples under subsection 1(c):
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•

•

elected members of the local authority. – It remains
unclear in the Bill what role elected members will have in
parental involvement. This link will be crucial, and is
covered further in section 11.
local strategic partnerships. – For the reason explained
above.

For subsection 2, we would suggest the wording “engage with -”,
which would more accurately reflect the true parental
involvement in key school issues. The use of “make
representations” suggests a distance between the two parties,
and is not in the spirit of this legislation.
We have significant concerns about the inclusion of Her
Majesty’s inspectors in subsections 3 and 4. The very essence
of parental involvement and partnership working would be
undermined by this facility. Furthermore, we believe that this
could encourage inappropriate use of inspectors, where Parent
Councils are dissatisfied with the outcome of any decisions
taken by the school or local authority. We feel this would drag
inspectors into situations which are best resolved locally, putting
them into the role of arbitrator which is not appropriate. It could
also place a significant resource burden on them, interfering with
their ability to plan programmes of inspection, but could impact
even more on schools/local authorities who already devote a
considerable amount of time to dealing with inspections. Every
council will have complaints procedures in place and if those
procedures are not being followed properly that will be picked up
through the normal inspection process with no need for an
additional ad hoc provision such as is proposed here.
Section 11 – We suggest that provision be made for a Director of Education,
or suitable local authority nominee, to have the right to attend
Parent Council meetings. Furthermore, we would like to see
provision for elected members to have a similar right, perhaps as
a representative of the local authority or Education Committee.
Although this may become more difficult with the advent of multimember wards following the introduction of PR in 2007, there
needs to be a recognition of elected members’ key decisionmaking role in local Education matters.
Section 13 – This seems reasonable, although we have slight reservations at
the level of prescription. There should be a degree of flexibility
which allows the Parent Council to agree with the Headteacher
what is required to be reported, and for that to change as
circumstances change.
Section 14 – This is a key aspect of this legislation. Whilst we welcome the
repeal of the current school boards legislation, we believe there
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is an opportunity to formally adopt a more flexible and
responsive approach, which allows local authorities to
appoint/deploy heads and deputy heads without undue delay.
We will of course be commenting on the more detailed
consultation on headteacher appointments which has recently
been published. Local authorities will of course be happy to
involve parents in the recruitment of headteachers and will draw
up their own recruitment and selection procedures accordingly.
It must be remembered however that headteachers are
employed by the local authority and it is the authority – not the
parent council or the Minister – who is accountable under
employment law and who will take the final decision on both the
individual appointment and the procedure by which that will be
arrived at.
COSLA would like to see the removal of the Ministerial power to
impose requirements or changes to the appointment process.
We can see no justification for this, and no examples where
such changes could be justified. We are satisfied that any future
changes to employment law would be enacted as a matter of
course, and therefore fail to see why the Minister would retain
the right to change procedures to appoint local authority
employees.
3.

Conclusion

We are satisfied at the way this legislation has been developed, and our
satisfaction with most of the provisions in the Bill is a reflection of this. We do
have some reservations, which we believe require further examination. Most
notably, we would like to see the removal of references to Her Majesty’s
inspectors, and have concerns about the proposed procedures for the
appointment of a head teacher.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CROOKFUR PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
On behalf of the chair and members of the Board at Crookfur Primary
School, which falls within East Renfrewshire Council’s area, I am writing
to provide feedback in response to the general principles of the Scottish
Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill that was introduced on 28
September 2005.
With the deadline of 18 November 2005 that applies for submissions, it
has not been possible for Board members to scrutinise each element of
the bill in detail to provide a comprehensive analysis. Such an exercise
would require full access to all the relevant documents and dedicated
time set aside by Board members, parents, teaching staff, local elected
members and other interested parties to gather their collective views.
Given the voluntary nature of School Board participation, their existing
commitments to Board business, and the inevitable time delays between
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Board meetings, it is regrettable that more notice has not been given.
Therefore members of the Board would be grateful if the Education
Committee takes account of the general nature of the comments
hereafter as set against that context.
Members understand that respondents have been invited to set out:
1. Whether they approve or disapprove of the general principles of the Bill;
The School Board welcomes the general principle of developing strategies
and exploring innovative new ways of improving parents’ involvement in
schools. Members are supportive of action that reinvigorates School Boards
and PSA’s but are not sympathetic to repealing the existing Schools Board
legislation to achieve that goal, whilst alternative models remain so vague.
2. The advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system;
Advantages of the exercise to date have been:
• Identification of a baseline achieved through re-examining existing
structures;
• Scoping the new horizons that may arise from broadening the range
of parental involvement activities;
• Giving easier access to school performance information.
Disadvantages are:
• The lack of detail accompanying some of the suggestions/proposals (e.g.
procedures for appointments), which has not made it easy for those currently
involved to effectively weigh up the pros and cons of alternative models;
• Concerns that successfully run School Boards within East Renfrewshire
may be adversely affected by the influence of Parent Councils.
3. Whether they consider that the Scottish Executive consulted effectively on
the Bill before it was introduced to the Parliament;
In keeping with their commitment to parental involvement, School Boards
generally appear to have been more motivated than most to participate in the
exercise and proffer their views. Notwithstanding, the overall numbers in the
consultation are small and the views not necessarily representative of the
wider parent pool.
Whilst members of the School Board recognise that the Scottish
Executive consultation exercise has been useful, they are not convinced
that the findings are conclusive or that they provide the bedrock upon
which some of the far-reaching amendments might confidently be
implemented in future.
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Taking account of the nature and composition of School Boards and other
stakeholder groups, members were also of the opinion that in order to consult
effectively, the Scottish Executive should build in more time to canvas more
comprehensively the views of interested parties.
4. Any concerns they may have about particular elements of the Bill and
suggestions as to how the Bill might be improved;
Particular concerns around the Bill include:
• Although a case for reforms has been attempted, the nature of those
reforms and the ‘real life’ impact assessment is not clear;
• Nor is it obvious how the benefits will be measured and applied to
outcomes that add value to the school curriculum and the overall well
being of the children;
• The potential loss of experience/skills (e.g. in the recruitment and
selection of senior staff) of those currently involved in School Boards
would be extremely difficult to replace;
• It is not clear how recruitment, training etc will be managed in future.
5. Whether there are any specific issues that are not adequately addressed in
the Bill.
There are several issues that have not been adequately addressed to
date, for example:
• The lack of a coherent model or structure at national, local authority
and individual school level;
• Therefore it is difficult to determine at this stage how best value, good
practice, funding/resource allocation, benchmarking, succession
planning, roles/responsibilities, coherent training, governance,
disclosure checks and ‘rights’ are to be applied consistently.
The chair and members of the Board at Crookfur Primary School
acknowledge the importance of this proposed legislation and that the
intentions and purpose of the Bill are to benefit schools.
They hope that further opportunities will be made available to put forward
additional points once there is more detail about how the new arrangements
will work in practice, and the impact that will have on the current School
Boards structure.
I trust you appreciate the Board’s position in this matter.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM DINGWALL PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the first draft of the above Bill
and for the updated communication regarding the second draft.
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Generally we are opposed to the Bill as the current system works for us,
though we are aware that other schools may have a problem.
The advantages of the current system is it's clarity, the rules are set out in law
and as long as you follow them everything works out well. If you come across
a problem with procedure there is legislation to guide you. We are particularly
concerned that there is no guidance/protection regarding terms of office within
the new Parent Councils. As the Bill stands the original Parent Council
members could set the constitution in such a way that they can stay in office
ad infinitum. This has to be addressed.
The intention of wanting to increase parental involvement is good but does not
sit with the work load that would inevitably be involved in setting up the
new Parent Council. This would act as a deterrent rather than as an attraction
and may in fact lead to parents who are currently involved giving up their
commitment.
If one of the aims of the new Bill is to improve communication then surely it is
a missed opportunity, in this day of paperless communication, that there is no
provision within the Bill for an e-mail address to be made available for all
Parent Councils e.g dingwallprimary.parentcouncil@highland.gov.uk. This
would allow any parent to contact the Parent Council easily and allow mail
shots from external bodies e.g Scottish Executive to be circulated in a more
environmentally safe manner.
Hope to hear of any more developments.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM DUNDEE CITY COUNCIL
The general principle of encouraging parental involvement and the removal of
the restrictive elements of the current legislation that discourages some
parents are welcomed. The proposals will support the involvement of that
group of parents who until now have been reluctant to put themselves forward
for School Board elections.
It would be helpful with regard to the functions and powers of the Parent
Councils if certain areas were explicitly excluded. These might include:
individual pupil discipline, all personnel matters affecting staff (including
powers of employing and/or dismissing, the regulation of the school
curriculum and the setting of educational policies (eg on assessment).
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM EAGLESHAM PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
This, our written evidence, is largely drawn from our own consultation in
response to the Scottish Executive Education Department’s (SEED) Draft Bill
consultation, together with the consequent SEED consultation report, the
George Street research, and detail of the Bill (as introduced).
In a limited consultation timeframe, we distributed our initial draft response to
a diverse sample of our school’s parents (approaching 10%, regarded as
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statistically significant), including PTA members. We invited responses, which
were incorporated.
Informal discussion with members of other School Boards, and reference to
the Scottish School Board Association’s collation of their own returned
surveys, reflected a remarkable unity in concerns over major deficiencies in
the Draft Bill.
1.

Our views on the general principles of the Bill

Approve
Disapprove
Laudable motivation, shared by
parents, to improve participation in
children’s education
Some acceptance, by the Scottish Majority consultation view ignored;
Executive, of its responsibilities amendment of the School Boards
omitted in the Draft Bill.
(Scotland) Act 1988 was preferred to
the Bill
Serious attempt to broaden semi- Serious risk of losing existing active
formal parental engagement beyond parents, for little gain; by revolution,
existing School Boards to the whole rather than evolution, of existing
“parent forum”.
School Boards.
Apparently high quality research Seeming low correlation between
commissioned at start of review research recommendations and Bill
process.
content.
Significant improvement between Key benefits of current legislation
draft and Bill, based on consultation remain lost in the Bill, much
feedback.
consultation input is ignored.
Quite good use of technology Quite poor modern and traditional
(particularly Internet) to present the profile-raising of the whole legislative
Bill and supporting documentation.
process to parents and the general
public.
2.

Our opinion of the Bills advantages and disadvantages

Perceived Advantages
Parental
Councils
introduced between draft
and the Bill, enhancing its
workability.
Section
8(2)
details
abilities and expectation of
Parent Councils parental
representation.
Succinct definitions of
parent forum (total parent
body of the school) and
Parent Council (analogous
to School Board).

Perceived Disadvantages
Lack of electoral requirement for Parent
Councils, when sufficient candidates are
forthcoming, will inevitably erode their legitimacy.
Increased flexibility, over some rigidities of
current legislation, is welcome. A need remains
for balance between flexibility and infeasibility;
we do not feel that the Bill meets this need.
We perceive Parent Councils as weakened,
compared to School Boards. Sensibly increased
constitutional flexibilities are welcome; however
Section 6(2) risks inundating education
authorities with multiple incompatible Parent
Council schemes, and also legitimising parent
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Perceived Advantages

Perceived Disadvantages
forum apathy.
Formally engaging parents is notoriously difficult.
School Boards have a 90% implementation rate
and some have HMIe commendation. Unless
managed more carefully than was the
consultation, the Bill risks disillusioning active
parents and regressing existing achievements.
School Board formality has been seen as offputting. However, rather than balancing reduced
formality with representative group good practice,
the Bill simply ignores the latter (terms of office,
minute-taking, speaking rights in meetings, etc.)
Co-opting is not taken seriously in the Bill. Much
of the success of School Boards derives from
their direct involvement of teaching staff, nonschool parent community members, and
councillors. In loosening over-rigidities in current
legislation, the Bill has lost all co-opting
requirement and teaching staff rights, greatly
diminishing Parent Councils.

3.
Our opinion of the effectiveness of the Scottish Executive’s
consultation
Effective Practice
A thoughtful and considered
consultation, with elements of
quality,
deserving
congratulation.
Good usage of multiple media
formats (e.g. Internet and
direct mail shots).
Exemplary
research
attempting to give voice to
“silent majorities” (especially
the disadvantaged) amongst
parents.
Issues
needing
serious consideration were
revealed.
Apparently genuine SEED
motivation consensually to
improve parental involvement
Impressive collation in the final
report, the full text plausibly
represents the full breadth of
responses
and
permits
detailed analysis.
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Opportunities for Improvement
Much
longer
consultation
periods
required. Even committed Board members
are part-time amateurs unable to meet
education professional’s timeframes.
Consultation could have been much higherprofile, also with better targeting of literature.
General leaflets to parents were so simplified
as to lose meaning.
Unbalanced
emphasis,
unrelated
to
research, on “failings of School Boards”.
Many seemingly arose from over-emphasis
of “silent minorities” views of School Board
misconceptions. Research, sadly ignored,
suggested resolving by effective SEED
communications.
Arrogant de facto presentation, motivation
unclear, of repeal of existing legislation; a
regrettable
U-turn
from
previous
consultations, inevitably arousing suspicions.
Patronising summarising, misrepresenting
tone of responses. SSBA found ca 90% of
respondents favoured existing legislation
reform, not abolition; this was represented as
broad support for the Bill! Respondents

We note and welcome,
significant amendments to the
Bill, but still regard it as
inadequate to meet known
parental concerns.

rejecting the draft Bill and explicitly calling for
amendment of existing legislation were
represented as an eccentric minority«
We see SSBA input as representative of
parent opinion, by transparent consultation.
We urge your committee to take cognisance
of this, to scrutinise Scottish Executive
motivations in appearing to impose the
current Bill, and to strengthen it to meet
remaining parental concerns.

4.
Our concerns about particular elements of the Bill and
suggestions for improvement
Concern
Lack of electoral legitimacy for
Parent
Councils.
We
do
recognise rigid electoral details in
the existing primary legislation to
be unhelpful.

Suggestion
We believe inclusion in the Bill of a
requirement for an electoral process is
essential to the legitimacy of Parent
Councils. We suggest this be open and
detail (hands at public meeting, secret
ballot, etc.) be left open to individual
Parent Council constitutions.
Section 7(2) of the Bill mandates We would like to see a teaching staff
denominational co-option, but representative given equivalent status, in
fails to do so for regular teaching Section 7(2), to denominational members.
staff.
Education
authorities
(EAs) Include EAs in that list, notwithstanding
omitted from the list of bodies Section 8(2)(b). Also, include a duty on
with which a Parent Council is to EAs to promote interaction with their
promote contact in Section Parent Councils (perhaps by forum), as
8(1)(c).
well as having “regard to the views” of
these, in Section 2(3)(c).
Inadequate general provision for Effective operation of Parent Councils
Parent Council funding and requires that general and specific funding
payment of clerks – 8(9). Existing be both required of EAs, on a centrallyfreezing of clerks’ fees at 1988 funded scale – and that this be indexlevels can make recruitment linked, thus explicitly detailed elsewhere
problematic.
than the Bill. Ongoing improved
administrative support (e.g. organisational
assistance for public meetings) is also
required for Parent Council effectiveness.
Headteacher
involvement
in The Bill must not weaken the right and
Parent Councils is essential. duty of the headteacher (or depute, as
Section 9 risks tempting busy required) to attend Parent Council. We
headteachers and (over-awed?) suggest omission, from Section 9 of the
Parent Councils to agree to Bill, of the phrase: Except in so far as the
negligent
arrangements,
by headteacher of, and the Parent Council
omission, inimical to efficient established for, a school otherwise
parental involvement.
agree«
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Section 10(2) does not include an
explicit
right
to
delegate
necessary keeping of proper
accounts.
Omission of the right of elected
local council representatives to
attend and speak at Parent
Council meetings.
Omitted guidelines for co-opted
member numbers, attendance
and speaking rights, etc., at
Parent Council meetings.
Lack of a requirement for Parent
Council members to declare a
conflict of interest.
Lack of authority for a Parent
Council to sanction or remove
disruptive members.
Vagueness of Parent Council
members’ involvement in senior
appointments.
Lack of requirement for provision,
and attendance at, essential
training (defined between EAs
and Parent Councils).
Removal of School Boards
requirement to scrutinise and
ratify school budgets.

Currently, School Boards can delegate, to
the school, management of their funds.
We suggest this capability be explicitly
retained in the Bill.
Reinstate such rights, but not as a duty.

We suggest the Bill require (unspecified)
details, and other fundamental details of
known best practice, be included in a
Parent Council scheme or constitution.
Reinstate such a duty on Parent Council
members.
We recognise this is a difficult balance We
recommend consideration and debate, in
committee.
We feel this needs to be full and
participative, with mandatory education
authority provision of training.
We find relevant training key to School
Board function. We suggest a provision
duty on EAs, as a requirement of Parent
Council membership.
Reinstate this feature in the Bill. Although
our experience shows changes are
unusual, the practice does support
beneficial, open communication.

5.
Specific issues concerning us which we feel inadequately
addressed in the Bill
•

•
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SEEDs’ George Street Research found many serious obstacles to parental
involvement. By far the major was busy, stressful lives limiting time
commitments. No Bill would resolve that, but, sadly, this Bill scarcely
addresses it – other than by removal of rigid School Board formality.
Recognising that deterrence, we do not see its removal as a panacea for
diverse, representative parental involvement. We feel excessive flexibility
risks a converse outcome.
We understand School Boards operate in ca 90% of schools, working well
in many, albeit with inevitable room for improvement. Experience shows
new members are often daunted by the educational system. We need
supportive training and existing frameworks from educational authorities;
realities Parent Councils won’t change. For members focussing limited
time on their own children’s benefits, an initial task of providing their own
framework is likely to disillusion many into opting out. The introduced Bill
risks driving out existing School Board members, without improving
recruitment.

•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

Therefore, we feel primary legislation must contain a skeletal best-practice
framework. Education authorities would flesh-out constitutional detail and
options, which Parent Councils members would freely amend, where
necessary. Omitting this skeleton, as the Bill does, risks weak,
incompatible, unworkable schemes across Scotland’s education
authorities.
From our front-line perspective, the Bill’s laudable intention not to restrict
clamouring parents from entering the Parent Council appears somewhat
naive. Realistically, intense time pressures on parents will make locating
sufficient willing volunteers the true limit. Early structural deficiencies in
basic procedures seem more likely to mire Parent Councils in debilitating
uncertainty. Conversely, the statutory power of exemplary Parent Council
constitutions is left unclear.
We feel most School Board failings are of communication and perceived
accessibility. These often stem from members lacking time and expertise.
Ongoing extended administrative support for Parent Councils from
education authorities could be transformational; a modest, effective,
necessary investment.
Some education authorities already run regular forums for all their School
Boards. A general duty (with adequate funding) on educational authorities
to do that same thing for Parent Councils would add value to the Bill.
Parent Councils will need an expert, independent advisory body,
analogous to the SSBA, elected and regulated by statute.
Lay membership of authority education committees could improve parental
involvement.
Some of our parents wished for disclosure checking of Parent Council
members, because of their School policy influence.
Scottish Ministers will take powers “by statutory instrument” in the
Memorandum on Delegated Powers. Avoiding legislation for minor
amendment is sensible. We would like clarification of the scope of such
powers to amend without further public consultation, which has already
played such a crucial role in improving the workability of the Bill!
This Bill, which certainly introduces some important new ideas, can still be
a vehicle for building on sadly undervalued strengths of the existing School
Board system – provided it addresses the serious omissions highlighted by
so many others besides ourselves. The Bill, already a significant
improvement on its frankly disastrous draft, is based on credible research
and contains much to be welcomed. Your committee has a real
opportunity to amend it into an exemplary Act of which Scotland can be
proud.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM EAST DUNBARTONSHIRE COUNCIL

PREFACE
Background to East Dunbartonshire School Board Forum
East Dunbartonshire Council has 36 primary, 9 secondary and 2 special
schools. All the schools within East Dunbartonshire Council have had a
School Board since the inception of School Boards back in 1989.
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The function of the School Board Forum in East Dunbartonshire is to promote
a strong partnership between the authority and School Boards throughout the
Council area. It also works in conjunction with the authority to continually
raise the standard and quality of Education within East Dunbartonshire and to
act as a formal consultative body to the authority and other agencies on
issues relating to the provision of education. It is formally linked to the
committee structure of the Council and is jointly chaired by the Convener of
the Education and Cultural Services Committee.
The written response has the support of the Council’s Education and Cultural
Services Committee. The document was amended as a result of consultation
with all School Board Chairpersons, Head Teachers, Elected Members,
appointed members of the Education and Cultural Services Committee and
officers within the Council’s Education Service.
Introduction
This evidence is from the School Board Forum of East Dunbartonshire
Council5 with regard to the forthcoming Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill 2005 due before the Scottish Parliament in late 2005 and in
2006. We took considerable efforts to participate in the consultation (‘Making
the Difference – Improving Parents’ Involvement in Schools: a consultation on
a draft bill’) and now wish to submit this evidence to the Education Committee
of the Scottish Parliament. The evidence is presented in positive language
and the intention is to offer our support and constructive criticism where
appropriate to assist members on specific and general issues associated with
the Bill. In East Dunbartonshire the focus continues to be on what will be the
most likely to deliver real improvements in parental involvement in education.
The evidence firstly concerns the general principles of the Bill then discusses
the proposed system of parental involvement. The third section deals with the
consultation process following publication of the draft bill. The focus of this
evidence is on any specific concerns we have about this Bill, any suggestions
as to how the Bill could be improved and any omissions from the Bill. Lastly
the main issues are summarised.
General Principles
Our experience of School Boards is that they have, in East Dunbartonshire
been very successful and we want to maintain and further develop the current
level of parental involvement. Unfortunately, not all schools in the Authority
have a PA/PTA which concerns us as the model for parent fora is based on
the same principle as membership of PA/PTAs where all parents are
automatically members. It was with some trepidation that we faced the
consultation on a scheme that was in places vague and perhaps could see us
lose what we had worked so hard for. We had developed a system of trust
and partnership with the local authority that was indeed very good and
recognised elsewhere as best practice. All 47 School Boards in the area also
5

The School Board Forum is the formal consultative body comprising all 47 school board
chairs and the relevant officers and councillors of East Dunbartonshire Council.
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function well. Furthermore, we had fully participated in the consultation
process at every opportunity, (from the stage of the National Debate right
through to the meetings organised by Scottish Civic Forum) but felt
disappointed in the Draft Bill when published earlier this year. Initially we were
against some of the proposals in the consultation.
However, we now believe that in general terms the content of the Scottish
Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill 2005 is substantially improved and that
we generally approve of this Bill. We certainly approve of the intent to promote
parental involvement in education. We have however some suggestions and
concerns which we detail below.
Parental Involvement
There have been substantial efforts by the Scottish Executive to promote
parental involvement in education (e.g. National Debate on Education,
‘Educating for Excellence’. Ambitious, Excellent Schools and Making the
Difference – Improving Parents’ Involvement in Schools: a consultation on a
draft bill). There has also been considerable research into parental
involvement by the academic and education communities. Supporting
research (by Russell and Granville) was published alongside the consultation.
This clearly states as its central recommendation that what is most important
is an information and education campaign to alert to parents what parental
involvement is and what they can do to support this. Our most pressing
concern here is that the strategy appears to be to change the structure first
rather than educate and inform then once this is complete to develop the
appropriate structures. It is apparent there are no guarantees that this
particular structure will enhance parental involvement and indeed it is highly
unlikely that it will deliver a sea change in the level of parental involvement.
Clearly, we would be happy to be proven wrong on this point. We have to
state again we do not believe that this will result in a substantial increase in
parental involvement in terms of higher numbers of parents volunteering for
Parent Councils or PTA/PAs (if this is permitted in a school’s constitution) nor
will it probably deliver much higher numbers to public meetings for parents
e.g. the Parent Forum. What it probably will do is give different areas local
flexibility for how they choose to organise themselves; at the margin increase
parent numbers that might become involved and reduce barriers to parental
involvement. These three improvements should be welcomed.
What will be more useful and helpful in the context of parental involvement will
be the strategies for parental involvement that are offered by local authorities,
the degree of co-operation proffered by head teachers to the Parent Forum
and Parent Councils and the way in which parents themselves rise to this
challenge of becoming more involved. Clearly, more detail is required here
before judging how successful these structures and strategies will be. What is
clear however is that the Bill in its current form dilutes the current strength of
representation and focuses exclusively on parents. In East Dunbartonshire we
have a holistic view of schools as they embrace the pupils, staff, parents and
the community. It is difficult to believe that this is not also the view of the
Scottish Executive and the absence of rights of the child for instance is
surprising. Leaving the door open for staff or community participation may
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come through in the individual constitutions but we shall return to this matter
later.
We would also want to highlight the fact that education authorities ‘have
regard to the representations’ made to it by the Parent Council. This could
mean that local authorities do not actually need to do anything other than
listen to the views of Parent Councils. There are real concerns over the
potential effectiveness of Parent Councils compared to the effectiveness of
School Boards.
Consultation
All of the education community in Scotland were aware that the proposed
changes were coming as the ‘National Debate on Education’ signalled this.
There were several documents published since then culminating in ‘Making
the Difference – Improving Parents’ Involvement in Schools: a consultation on
a draft bill’. The initial timescales for the consultation proved slightly
problematic: the publication was delayed; SSBA had to ask for an extension
to the consultation period and the first of the public meetings in Inverness was
held in a school holiday period. There were also at the time significant
concerns that some of the consultees were not being listened to. This was
particularly a worry in areas with successful School Boards and with
‘mainstream’ parents (including the silent majority which might have been
counted as being against the current system of parental involvement). During
the consultation period there, at times, seemed to be an information hiatus.
There were also concerns about the selective use of research during the
consultation process, something that has spilled into the SCC MORI report. In
particular there are some concerns over how Question 4 was interpreted
(using single summary codes) and how free flowing commentaries were
coded within ACCESS6 and SNAP to produce coded responses.
Having examined the proposals in the consultation and compared them to that
in the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill 2005 it is clear that the
Minister and the Executive have clearly listened to what the many different
respondents have said. The proposals now offer a much better framework for
parental involvement while at the same time offering flexibility. Much of the
previous vagueness has now been eliminated. Without doubt Ministers and
civil servants are to be congratulated on the amendments made to the initial
Draft Bill.
Omissions, Concerns and Suggestions
This section deals with some of the perceived omissions and highlights our
concerns. In the spirit of trust and partnership there are some suggestions as
to how these might be overcome or improved. In detailing these concerns we
prioritise them in the following manner:

6

See George Street Research (2005) ‘Making the Difference – Improving Parents’
involvement in Schools: draft consultation report,’ Chapter 3, pp21-24, Scottish Executive,
Edinburgh.
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•
•
•
•

Critical and Essential – a major flaw in the proposed legislation that
will probably result in serious disruption or unforeseen impacts when
this is operational at the local level;
Critical – a major issue that should be resolved in order to ensure the
smooth running of Parent Forums and Parent Councils;
Desirable – issues that would be useful to include in the legislation or
in the operations of Parental Forums/Parental Councils and
Minor – some issues that require further thought or information before
becoming operational.

1)
Rights of Attendance
Critical and Essential
The previous legislation allowed the attendance of staff, elected members,
local authority officials and co-opted members. There is no scope for this in
the Bill except under section 7 (1), p4, lines 23-26. This is only if ‘the
constitution of the council so admits’. This is a perilous situation that would
remove the involvement of local councillors. Many elected members (while
they cannot be members of a School Board and cannot vote) attend meetings
to listen to what is happening in their local school(s) and take a genuine
interest in local decision making. They are then in a better informed position to
carry out their duties as a councillor with regard to education. To remove this
element of co-operation would be a retrograde step.
Similarly, many teachers volunteer for School Boards and put a great deal of
time and effort into this effective partnership. Again, while local constitutions
could grant access to staff to Parent Councils, they could also be denied
access. This situation is simply not good enough. Teachers themselves
benefit from the experience and can put forward views that help parents on
many issues. It is voluntary on their behalf. It would be an act of vandalism to
dismantle this particular strand of input as a key area of co-operation is staff
and parents. From homework to uniform, to what is practical and what is not
or fund-raising or school trips – trust and partnership here are essential. It is
crystal clear here that a legislative statement is required for staff to interact
with the parent body. Even if staff were to participate voluntary –compulsion is
not the avenue to meet this demand. Failure to meet this requirement will
simply close a door in the face of parents, one that has been open for a very
long time. To ignore staff would indeed be a very serious error that would
substantially erode the partnership in schools today.
Co-option is only allowed in section 7 (1) if ‘the constitution of this council so
admits’. Many School Boards have co-opted members, from the community,
from business from the church etc. Again this is a sign of partnership and
trust. It would be simpler to delete the words ‘(but only if and in so far as the
constitution of the council so admits)’ from section 7 (1) {p4, lines 24 and 25}.
This would allow all Parent Councils to co-opt if they wished. There would be
no compulsion on them to co-opt.
A situation may arise where a specific Parent Council is dominated by a
particular group. They may then (under the present proposals) decide to
exclude all other groups (staff, elected members, co-opted members etc.) by
virtue of changing their constitution and then pursuing a particular agenda
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(perhaps an extreme viewpoint or a campaign against a particular
group/individual). This would leave the Head Teacher dangerously exposed
as the only other individual in attendance. Other members (who may be nonvoting) provide a healthy balance and often bring a fresh approach to a
particular issue. The danger that arises in the proposed Bill is that the
legislation allows Parent Councils to exclude groups. Our view is this is
potentially very destabilising and is not in the spirit of trust and partnership.
Another option would be to insert a new section 7 (2) {renumber the existing 7
(2) and 7 (3) as 7 (3) and 7 (4)} that simply stated that rights of attendance
existed for specifically elected members, local authority officials, staff, pupils,
community representatives and any other persons who may wish to attend.
It would be remiss of us not to warn the Minister, the Scottish Executive and
the Education Committee of the Scottish Parliament that there are very real
concerns here about the issues of attendance.
Recommendation:
To add a new clause in section 7 allowing attendance (and participation)
of other groups and to delete the words in section 7 (1) ‘(but only if and
in so far as the constitution of the council so admits)’.
2)
Head Teacher as Adviser
Critical and Essential
The 1988 Act appoints the Head Teacher as the Adviser to the School Board.
This was a particularly useful function as it allowed the Head Teacher to
advise the Board on educational matters. It should be borne in mind that one
of the perceived barriers to parental involvement may be the attitude that it
should be left to others who understand education, the ‘I don’t know anything
about that’ syndrome. The Bill thankfully adopts a widening of parental
involvement approach. That is the spirit of this legislation. It also provides in
section 8 (1) (e) (iv) ‘to ascertain the views of the Parental Forum as regards –
such other matters as appear to the council to be of interest or concern to the
Parent Forum’. While welcoming the widening of parental involvement we
would want to remove the barrier of the perception that the Head Teacher
may not be able to advise the Parent Council or the Parent Forum. The Head
Teacher under the proposed Bill only has the duty and right to attend any
meeting of the council. The advice provided by a Head Teacher is often
paramount to the understanding of the Council members and should be
considered vitally important.
A situation may arise where confidential information is requested, e.g. in
attainment, medical conditions, bullying incidents or where parents may put to
the council a particular agenda against specific staff members. It would be
appropriate here for the Head Teacher (or their representative) to be able to
state with legislative authority that this information was not for the council or
was a matter for the education authority e.g. a complaint.
The solution to this problem is to appoint the Head Teacher as Adviser to the
Parent Council and Parent Forum. This will mean that parents can seek
guidance where appropriate. It will not stop them from advancing their views
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or seeking information. It will enhance the work of the council and provide a
check and balance for what is appropriate to be discussed at any of the
meetings.
Recommendation:
To add a new clause (c) in section 9 appointing the Head Teacher as the
Adviser to the Parent Forum and Parent Council’.
3)
Disclosure Checking
Critical
A significant source of concern is that of disclosure checks as per the
legislation7. While welcoming the move to widen parental involvement there
would be a significant increase in disclosure checking if this expansion was
experienced across the local authority. This concern applies to all councils in
Scotland and the Scottish Executive should either provide local authorities
with an increase in financial resources to carry this out, or should commit to
paying for this directly. It is simply unacceptable that should parent
involvement be increased either no checking should be carried out, or there is
a barrier to involvement because checks are subsequently delayed due to
financial constraints.
Recommendation:
The Scottish Executive should provide additional financial resources to
fund increased disclosure checking (either directly or indirectly).
4)
Conflict of Interest
Critical
The 1988 School Board Act stated that a conflict of interest must be declared.
Clearly someone who ran a business and was a member or co-opted member
of a Parent Council could simply undercut competitive tenders for work. This
is a relatively straightforward issue, and one that the Scottish Parliament itself
has safeguards against. It is clear that this should be inserted in this Bill. This
is not a barrier to parental involvement but simply a matter of openness and
transparency.
Recommendation:
Insert a clause stating a conflict of interest must be declared.
5)
Head Teacher Appointments
Desirable
Again the proposal of expanded involvement in this is a positive step and is
welcome. What would be useful however is some guidance on what exactly
this will involve. The publication of this information has been delayed from
November until the end of December, not a particularly good time to
disseminate information. It is desirable however to provide local authorities,
schools, School Boards, parents and the public with details of this before
expecting these constituents to approve of the proposals. Perhaps this
information could be forwarded sooner rather than later.

7

This is provided by Protection of Children (Scotland) Act 2003; Regulation of Care
(Scotland) Act 2001; Part V of the Police Act 1997 and the Exception Orders of the
Rehabilitation of Offenders Act 1974, (Exclusions and Exceptions) (Scotland) Order, 2003.
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A slightly worrying aspect of this is what happens if parental involvement is
one parent per interview panel. Consider the case of a denominational school
where the church may reasonably expect to be on this panel. If they take the
parent place on the panel then there will be no parental involvement at that
particular level in the appointment process. It would be useful to be slightly
more specific in section 14 (2) {p9 lines 27-28} and to state ‘in the case of a
denominational school a parent will be involved and that in addition to this the
church representative will also be involved’.
Recommendation:
To provide in section 14 (2) for both parental and church involvement in
the appointments procedure.
6)
Pilot Scheme
Desirable
Parent Forums and Councils could have been piloted to see if they worked
and if there were any particular problems. There is still time to do this and it
would be helpful for others to observe this in action. It would be reassuring but
very insightful for the Scottish Executive. Ideally one could be run in an area
where School Boards function well and run in an area where there is difficulty
in getting School Boards.
Recommendation:
To run Parent Forums and Councils as a pilot to establish effectiveness
and any problem areas.
7)
Constitutions
Desirable
Information on constitutions would be useful. This would give clear guidance
to local authorities, School Boards and parents as to what they can expect to
have in place of School Boards. The Scottish Executive could invite interested
parties to submit model constitutions if they wished. The School Board Forum
of East Dunbartonshire Council would certainly be well placed to participate in
such an exercise. It would also be very useful to give guidance and
information on structures, minutes, agendas etc. so that Parent Councils and
Forums can operate effectively. In this way we will not lose the effectiveness
of School Boards.
Recommendation:
To provide information on constitutions or to invite model constitutions
from interested parties.
8)
PTAs and PAs
Desirable
Many Parent Forums will want to retain their PTA or PA in order to carry out
fund-raising for the school. The information on constitutions might have been
helpful in demonstrating how this function will fit in with the proposals in the
Bill.
Recommendation:
To provide information
constitutions.
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9)
Fallback Position
Minor
What if there are serious and significant problems with the new system of
parental involvement? The repeal of the 1988 Act will abolish School Boards.
What will the Scottish Executive or local authorities do to help parents where
there are serious problems? There does not seem to be information available
in this regard. Furthermore, it would be useful if the Scottish Executive were to
conduct a review of progress at some point in time and report on this.
Recommendation:
To provide information on how to cope with problems particularly
parental involvement strategies and introduce a review strategy
The Bill contains many worthwhile proposals which are welcome. These
include:
• Desire to increase Parental involvement;
• Size of Parent Councils will fit local conditions;
• Elections can still be held but in a more flexible manner;
• There will be an annual report to the Parent Forum;
• Parental involvement in appointments will be increased;
• Parents can contact HMIE if their grievance is not resolved
satisfactorily by the Head Teacher or local authority;
• Most of the functions of School Boards will continue under Parent
Councils; and
• Parents will receive a summary of the annual report.
Concerns remain over:
• A lack of consistency over Scotland may make the sharing of best
practice more difficult;
• Differing constitutions could be disadvantageous as well as
advantageous and
• It is not clear yet who the national body will be that will act as an
umbrella organisation. This should be identified.
In conclusion, our main concerns are over the rights of attendance and the
formal appointment of the Head Teacher as an adviser. These for us are two
crucial areas that if they are not amended then are likely to seriously disrupt
the effective functioning of Parent Councils. To ignore these issues would
detract from a Bill that has been relatively well planned and drafted. However
eloquent the legislation will be, it is the operation of that legislation at the local
level that will be the test of good or poor legislation. We would urge the
Minister, the Scottish Executive and the Education Committee to accept
amendments that would allow for smoother operation of Parent Councils.
Disclosure checking and conflict of interest are also non-trivial issues. The
legislation will be richer if it includes this. Funding for disclosure checking is
very important.
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM EAST RENFREWSHIRE EDUCATION
DEPARTMENT
This paper sets out the response by East Renfrewshire Council’s Education
Department to the call for evidence following the publication of the above Bill.
GENERAL PRINCIPLES
The Department welcomes the general principles of the Bill. The main policy
objectives are commendable and in practice should encourage and support
parental involvement in schools in its widest forms.
The Department agrees that Education Departments should have a duty to:
•
•
•
•
•

promote parental involvement;
prepare a strategy for parental involvement to be included in the Local
Improvement Plan Objectives;
advise and give information to parents in relation to the education
provided to their children in our schools, and;
publicise complaints procedures; and
allows for the continuance of parental representation in the
appointment of senior promoted staff in schools.

The above duties will have little effect on the current workings of this Council’s
Education Department, since we and our schools already undertake all of
these. Indeed we are pleased to note that the Scottish Executive recognises
this as good practice to be shared across the nation.
ADVANTAGES / DISADVANTAGES OF THE PROPOSED SYSTEM
As detailed in our response to the Draft – “Making the Difference – Improving
Parents’ Involvement” (May 2005), we would have preferred to retain the
existing School Boards structure and, therefore, the Department is
disappointed that the Bill repeals this system. However, we welcome the
flexibility to design local solutions to best meet the needs of our parental
communities, and will also welcome the guidance to be provided by Scottish
Ministers on exemplars of alternative constitutions.
The formation of Parent Councils within Parent Forums should promote and
support the involvement of all parents and will allow schools to work with their
parent bodies to decide the format of their Council and the method of
appointing (and co-opting) members. We are heartened to note the proposals
include the necessity for a church nominee on Councils of denominational
schools. We welcome the expansion of the proposed functions of the Parent
Councils, especially the function to aim to develop children’s fullest potential
and to ascertain the views of parents on any matter of interest or concern.
We do have concern over the proposal for Parent Councils to have the power
to refer matters to HMIe for matters unresolved by the headteacher or
authority. We consider that this may be open to abuse by some overzealous
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parents and fear that HMIe could be regularly called upon to resolve matters,
which could, should and had been dealt with satisfactorily at a local level.
Although we recognize that the involvement of HMIe in some matters may be
necessary, perhaps more detailed guidance on this would help to allay
concerns and fix the power with certain parameters.
The proposed financial powers meet with our approval, although we consider
that the views of all in the school community should be considered before
expending sums.
The proposed responsibilities of Education Authorities and/or the headteacher
are also accepted and we welcome the directive that all parents should
receive a summary of headteacher reports and consider that this could be
combined with the annual publication of each school’s Standards and Quality
Report to parents. We commend the proposal to expand the responsibility of
the headteacher to consult with the Parent Council on all school policy
matters.
CONSULTATION PROCESS
The Education Department considers that the Scottish Executive has
consulted effectively on the draft consultation paper and the views of
respondents have been considered. These are clearly detailed in the draft bill
consultation report. However, we have received a few comments from parent
bodies indicating that they feel there is no point in responding, since they
consider that the proposals in the draft have almost without exception made it
into the Bill.
CONCERNS / SUGGESTIONS / SPECIFIC ISSUES
The Bill makes little reference to learning in the home or community and
focuses on parental involvement with schools. As stated in our submission on
the draft paper, parental involvement in their children’s learning is wider than
that centered around schooling. We would wish to see some guidance to
Education Authorities and schools on involving parents in learning as well as
involvement with their children’s school.
We submit the above response for your consideration.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM EASTWOOD HIGH SCHOOL BOARD
1. Whether they approve or disapprove of the general principles of the
Bill.
•

We agree with the principle of increasing parental involvement but feel
the proposed Bill is too vague and flexible.

2. The advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of
parental involvement as opposed to the current system.
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Advantages:
•

Parents would have easier access to information on school matters or
concerns.

Disadvantages:
•
•

Concerns that the Parent Council could be manipulated. It may not be
as democratic as the existing system which currently exists within East
Renfrewshire School Boards.
The new procedure for appointments is unknown, and we have
concerns that it may not be as successful as the current procedure.

3. Whether they consider that the Scottish Executive consulted
effectively on the Bill before it was introduced to the Parliament.
•
•
•

It is evident that there was no effective consultation. There were only
422 respondents from the whole of Scotland – a very small sample in
which to gauge feedback.
We have been informed that many schools did not receive leaflets prior
to the draft Bill, including our own school.
Tight deadlines made it difficult to respond.

4. Any concerns they may have about particular elements of the Bill and
suggestions as to how the Bill might be improved.
•
•

We are unsure how the recruitment process would operate in the new
system.
At present school board members are trained in the recruitment and
selection process of senior staff. With large numbers of parents on the
Parents Council the recruitment procedure could become
unworkable/unmanageable.

5. Whether there are any specific issues that are not adequately
addressed in the Bill.
•

The whole Bill appears vague.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM EIS

1.

General Principles of the Bill

1.1
The Educational Institute of Scotland strongly welcomes the broad
thrust of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill as we welcomed the
terms of the initial consultation exercise. The move away from the sterile
quasi-managerial role given to School Boards in the 1988 Act and its
replacement with a genuine attempt to improve parental involvement in all
aspects of school life is entirely welcome. Although a very small minority of
parents became involved in the work of their School Boards (less than 1%),
the devolution of certain management functions from the local authority to
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boards appears to have discouraged many parents from becoming involved in
the work of the School Boards.
1.2
The School Boards Act 1988 was introduced for overtly political (rather
than educational) reasons and was, indeed, a stepping stone to the “opting
out” legislation which hit the statute book a year later. It is probably the case
that the vast majority of parents would rather have the opportunity of
becoming more engaged in the general life of the school rather than ceding
powers to a small minority of parents to take a limited number of quasiexecutive decisions on their behalf.
1.3
In many cases the relationship between the School Board and the
parent body more generally was not as effective as it could have been with
the Board, in some cases, almost acting as a self-perpetuating elite which
would only consult with the parent body as election time grew closer. In this
respect it is important that the new Parent Councils should not become some
sort of executive for the Parent Forum but must act as a truly representative
voice for the parent body more generally.
1.4
It is also important that the nature of the structure to be developed at
school level properly reflects the views and wishes of the parent body at that
particular school. The Bill, as formulated, does attempt to ensure that parents
are as fully involved and consulted as possible on the structure and
constitution of the Parent Council and the move away from the top down
“centralist” direction is also very welcome. In short, it is no longer acceptable
to attempt to dictate from the centre the precise powers and functions of a tiny
minority of parents acting as agents of the local authority while ignoring the
views, wishes and aspirations of the majority.
1.5
In short, therefore, the EIS welcomes the terms of the Bill for the
following reasons.
(a) It represents a significant move away from sterile bureaucratic
powers granted to a minority and replaces this with proper partnership,
engagement and participation for the many.
(b) The Bill does not attempt to dictate, from on high, what is to be the
most appropriate structure but allows a considerable amount of local
discretion. Of course the Scottish Executive and each local authority will
play a key role in providing the Parent Forums and the Parent Councils
with essential advice and guidance, particularly in the early stages of
their creation.
(c) The Bill is a genuine attempt to improve the partnership (particularly
between teachers and parents) and this partnership, if properly
established, can only enhance efforts to improve attainment, standards
and pupil behaviour. However, further work should be undertaken with a
view to enhancing the level of parental involvement in communities
which, thus far, have been reluctant to become so involved.
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2.

Scottish Executive Consultation

The Institute accepts that the Scottish Executive has consulted effectively and
appropriately on the Bill before its introduction to the Parliament and
welcomes the fact that some of the suggestions proposed by the EIS during
the initial consultation period have been incorporated into the Bill.
3.

Suggested Improvements to the Bill

Despite the Institute’s strong support for the proposals contained within the
Bill, the EIS would wish to suggest the following amendments to the Bill as
currently formulated. These amendments deal with the following issues and
are explained in detail below: the Preparation of the Strategy for Parental
Involvement, the Functions of a Parent Council, Making Representations, the
Attendance of Headteachers at Meeting of Parent Council, Guidance and
Repeals.
3.1 Scheme for Establishment of a Parent Council
Section 6(2) – amend to read:
“But notification under sub-section (1) is to include an invitation to indicate,
instead of any such preference as is mentioned in that sub-section, that no
such scheme should be prepared.”
Section 6(4)(b) – to be deleted.
Section 6(5) – to be deleted.
Commentary.- It is the education authority which has the duty, inter alia, to
promote: the involvement of parents (section 1(2)), to develop a “strategy for
parental involvement” (section 2(1)), to provide advice and information to a
Parent Council (section 11(1)), to provide an allocation of money to the Parent
Council (section 11(2)), to inform a Parent Council about a school’s
arrangements for consultation between parents and teachers (section 11(5)),
to establish a complaints procedure (section 15(1)) and to establish a
combined Parent Council with requisite consent (section 16(1)). It appears,
therefore, a little incongruous that a person other than the education authority
be charged with preparing a scheme for the establishment of a Parent Council
(and its constitution) bearing in mind the range of duties placed on the
education authority by the Bill. In short it should be the education authority
which consults with parents in the first instance and which prepares the
scheme (and constitution) for approval under section 6(3).
3.2 Functions of a Parent Council
Section 8(1)(e)(iv) – amend to read:
“Such other matters which are of interest or concern to the Parent Forum.”
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Commentary.- The deletion of the words “as appear to the Council to be of”
reinforces the close relationship which must exist between the Parent Forum
and the Parent Council and ensures that the Council reflects the views of the
Parent Forum and does not act in some “executive” or “arms length” capacity.
3.3 Functions of a Parent Council
Section 8(3) – amend to read:
“But before making formal representations under paragraph (c) of sub-section
(2) the Parent Council must have made those representations under
paragraph (a) or (b) of the sub-section and received a reply under section
11(6). This, however, should not be construed as depriving a Parent Council
from having the right to take independent advice at any time.”
Commentary.- As currently constructed the Parent Council need only make
representations to the headteacher and the education authority prior to
making representations to HMIE and not to “any other such person as it
appears to the council appropriate”. In order to foster good relationships
between the council, the headteacher and the education authority and to
maintain “good faith” the Parent Council should be required to make formal
representations both to the headteacher and to the education authority before
making representations to anyone else.
3.4 Attendance of Headteacher at Meeting of Parent Council
Section 9 – amend to read:
Except in so far as the Headteacher of, and the Parent Council established
for, a school otherwise agree, the Headteacher has the right either (a)

to attend, or

(b)

if the Headteacher so elects, to be represented at, any meeting of
that Council.

Commentary
This amendment mirrors more accurately the current role of the Headteacher
with regard to existing School Boards with the obligation to attend and give
advice etc being a professional obligation rather than a statutory duty. The
amendment is also more in line with the contractual provisions relating to the
post of Headteacher as outlined in national SNCT agreements and in the
2001 Teachers’ (McCrone) agreement.
3.5 Guidance
Section 19 – add new sub-section 3:
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(3)

Guidance shall be issued with regard to Section 8(e)(iv) and shall
include reference to those matters which it would not be
appropriate for a Parent Council to discuss.

Commentary
There are sensitive and confidential matters which often arise in a school
context which should not be the subject of discussion within the Parent
Council. Among these issues include:
y individual matters regarding specific pupils
y human relations matters affecting individual members of staff.
It would, for example, be inappropriate and, potentially, the subject of
litigation, if a Parent Council were to consider the position of individual or
named pupils or members of staff. Guidance should, therefore, be provided to
Parent Councils to outline the range of matters which the Parent Council
should avoid including on formal agendas, minutes etc.
3.6 Repeals
It is proposed that, in line with the complete repeal of the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988 (particularly Schedule 2) that sections 87A and 87B of the
Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (which was introduced by section 74 of the
Self Governing Schools etc (Scotland) Act 1989) should also be repealed.
Commentary.- New procedures for the appointment of headteachers and
deputy headteachers are envisaged in section 14 of the Bill. The existing
statutory framework (which also includes the appointment of principal
teachers) is to be found in Schedule 2 of the School Boards (Scotland) Act
1988 and section 74 of the Self Governing Schools (Scotland) Act 1989 which
amended section 87 of the 1980 Act. It is suggested that in order to start with
a clean legislative slate, both of the above sections should also be repealed.
4.

General Observations

As indicated earlier, the Institute fully supports the main aims and objectives
of the Bill and welcomes the repeal of the 1988 School Boards legislation.
However, for the new parental involvement regime to work, the following
issues must also be fully addressed:
y
y
y
y
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The relationship between the Parent Council and the Forum.
The level and quality of consultation with parents by the local authority.
The standard of advice and guidance provided by the local authority.
The involvement of parents in communities which, in the past, have not
been so engaged.

WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM FALKIRK COUNCIL
Whether Falkirk Council approves or disapproves of the general
principles of the Bill
1. Falkirk Council agrees that some elements of the current School Board
legislation were in need of change to make Boards more open and flexible
and to encourage greater involvement by all parents. However, many
parents currently serving on School Boards perceive such radical changes
as a threat to the good working relationships they have established in the
past within schools and with the education authority.
2. Local School Board members have commented that the uncertainty
brought about by the impending changes may have prevented parents
standing as prospective Board members during the current round of School
Board elections.
3. The draft Bill states that guidance on possible forms of ‘Parent Council’ and
example constitutions will be issued in due course. The issue of this
detailed guidance, which will show transition arrangements and ways in
which the current School Board can easily transform into the new ‘Parent
Council’, may help to allay fears and should be issued as soon as possible.
The advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system
1. Falkirk Council agrees that some of the new duties placed on Scottish
Ministers, local authorities, headteachers and the new Parent Councils
should ensure that the importance of parental involvement is foremost
when considering any new legislation, policies or plans affecting the
education of children. The proposed simplified method of electing parents
to serve as School Board members is also welcome as the current process
is administratively cumbersome and off putting to many parents.
2. The new legislation will result in many different forms of ‘Parent Council’
depending on the local wishes of parents and the type of constitution they
wish to adopt. This will make it difficult for the local authority to provide
general support and advice as so many different systems will be in place,
perhaps with very little consistency even within an integrated learning
community cluster. However, this localised approach should result in a
Parent Council best suited to the school it represents and it is also to be
welcomed if it results in more parental participation. It is not yet certain
whether this new approach will encourage more parental involvement.
3. Nationally, groups like the Scottish School Boards Association may find it
difficult to represent such a resultant variety of Parent Councils.
Furthermore, many School Boards have viewed the new legislation as an
attempt to dilute the power of the Board and clarification and guidance on
the new powers under this Bill is essential.
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Whether Falkirk Council considers that the Scottish Executive consulted
effectively on the Bill before it was introduced to Parliament
Falkirk Council agrees that the Scottish Executive consulted effectively on the
Bill. However, although 56% of respondents favoured simply making changes
to the existing system, this appears to have been disregarded in favour of an
entirely new Bill. Nonetheless, many suggestions made by Falkirk Council
during the consultation process – such as retaining the right and duty of the
headteacher to attend meetings and the retention of the services of the clerk –
have been taken on board.
Whether Falkirk Council has any concerns about particular elements of
the Bill and suggestions as to how the Bill may be improved
The council feels that it is difficult at this stage to say whether the new Bill will
create difficulties when some of the new duties are put into practice without
any of the supporting guidance and practical examples. Existing Boards
urgently need practical advice on meaningful ways they can discharge their
duties under the new legislation.
Whether there are any specific issues that are not adequately addressed
in the Bill
The council is of the opinion that the Bill should have included specific advice
to Parent Councils on areas that fall outwith its remit, eg discussing any
individual staff member, pupil or parent in an open forum that may contravene
the individual’s human rights.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM JOANNA GILLIATT
I wish to respond to the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. I am
currently Chair of Kingussie High School Board, but the views expressed in
this response are my own personal views.
I understand from the Policy Memorandum which accompanies the bill that
Scottish Ministers considered amendment of the School Board legislation as
an unsuitable approach because they did not consider it could deliver their
vision of an education system “committed to involving all parents in their
children’s education”. One factor was felt to be the School Board’s apparent
lack of appeal to a large proportion of parents - “Given the link between
parental involvement and children’s attainment the need to « look for better
ways of encouraging the involvement of parents became pressing. « Making
limited changes to a system, which appeared by its nature to be loaded
against the parents of children who would benefit most from more parental
involvement, increasingly appeared to be an inadequate response”.
(Paragraph 47)
This raises a number of questions:
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1. Is there any evidence that involvement of parents in organisations such as
the School Boards or new Parent Councils affects children’s attainment?
My reading of the research is that there is not, rather, that what affects
children’s attainment is parents’ involvement at home. The literature review
undertaken
in
2003
and
available
at
http://www.dfes.gov.uk/research/data/uploadfiles/RR433.doc. is particularly
informative in this regard. At paragraph 4.11 this states:
To summarise this section on research on the processes of parental
involvement it can be said that the impact of parental involvement arises
from parental values and educational aspirations and that these are
exhibited continuously through parental enthusiasm and positive
parenting style. These in turn are perceived by the student and, at best,
internalised by them. This has its impact on the student’s self perception
as a learner and on their motivation, self esteem and educational
aspirations. By this route parental involvement frames how students
perceive education and school work and bolsters their motivation to
succeed.
At paragraph 6.17.5 it states:
Parental involvement in classrooms, trips, school governance and the
like seem to confer little advantage (public or private) in terms of pupil
achievement and/or adjustment. «. This is not to dismiss this sort of
activity. Parental involvement in governance is crucial to the democratic
process whilst parental involvement in trips, functions and the like surely
help enhance pupils’ safety. There is simply no evidence that it
influences pupils in the terms of this review.
2. How many parents can realistically be expected to be involved in the
proposed Parent Councils, especially if they are going to meet as a group
on a regular basis? The implication is that the Scottish Ministers want a
high level of involvement, but even if the Parent Council included 20
parents (as compared with the 4 parent members of the School Board in a
school of our size) this would still only be a small proportion of all parents in
most schools. Therefore, even supposing involvement in the Parent
Council could be related to pupil attainment, the benefits could only ever be
felt by a small proportion of pupils.
3. The Policy Memorandum notes that parents with degrees have been found
to be 5 times more likely to be School Board members than those with no
formal qualifications. But is there any reason to believe that parents
without formal qualifications will be more likely to be involved in Parent
Councils? Perhaps parents with higher education are more likely to be
involved in School Boards because, generally speaking, these are the
parents who have most interest in their children’s education and value
education most highly!
4. Without the formal structures and duties laid down for School Boards, it is
hoped that Parent Councils will be more representative, dynamic, etc, than
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School Boards. However, it seems equally possible that without the formal
structures, duties and obligations, and with a lack of clarity about their
purpose, Parent Councils will be even more dependent than School Boards
on the enthusiasm and commitment of a few dedicated parents. Without
such parents they may be in danger of petering out.
5. Although the Bill introduces the idea of all parents being members of the
Parents Forum, it does little to promote the active involvement of all Parent
Forum members. If benefits for the majority of pupils, and therefore the
involvement of a high proportion of parents, are sought, this might be a
more effective approach. However, I suspect that to be successful this
would require much greater input by Education Authorities, including
intensive “community development” work.
In summary, I do not feel the Parental Involvement Bill, as currently set out, is
likely to result in the outcomes desired by Scottish Ministers.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM GLASGOW CITY COUNCIL
Issue 1: Approval or disapproval of the general principles of the Bill
Glasgow City Council approves of the general principles of the Bill and is in
agreement with the aim of modernising and strengthening the system for
supporting parental involvement in school education.
Issue 2: Advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of
parental involvement as opposed to the current system
Given the diverse needs of individual parents, the concept of flexibility is very
welcome. However, the complete lack of structure for Parent Councils is a
concern. There is no guidance in the Bill about terms of office for Parent
Council members, which could lead to a small group of parents dominating
the Parent Council for a lengthy period. Clear guidance nationally on how
Parent Councils are constituted may help to ensure that they develop rather
than erode the parents’ voice in education policy. Central to this is the need
to encourage discussion and dialogue between parents and teachers in
school as to what steps could be taken together to make the Parent Council
effective and credible. The one advantage of the School Board legislation was
that it required the different groups of parents and teachers to be represented.
There is a lack of acknowledgement that the effectiveness of any parent body
is that teachers and parents must work together at school level.
A decision on whether to have an agenda and minutes of the meeting also
appears to be left for the Parent Council to decide. Since the minutes of
School Board meetings usually form the basis of communication with the
parent body, not having these in place is unlikely to result in an effective,
representative, transparent and in-touch Parent Council. It is questionable
whether an annual report to parents from the Parent Council is adequate.
Communication with the parent body has been an area of difficulty for School
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Boards and needs to be a major focus for Parent Councils. Skills-based
training for Parent Councils in respect of this task may be required.
While it is acknowledged that the current system of elections is too
bureaucratic and off-putting for some parents, the democratic accountability of
the Parent Council is crucial and the system must be seen to be fair and
easily defendable.
We do not anticipate that this proposed legislation will lead to an immediate
surge in parental involvement and interest in schools.
Question 3: Whether we consider that the Scottish Executive consulted
effectively on the Bill before it was introduced to the Parliament
It is the view of Glasgow City Council that the Scottish Executive did consult
effectively on the Bill before it was introduced to Parliament.
Question 4: Any concerns that we have about particular elements of the
Bill and suggestions as to how the Bill may be improved
The Bill makes the traditional error of confusing the issues of parental
involvement and parental representation. Further, the principal terms lack
definition. Words like ‘involvement’ and ‘promote’ are open to interpretation.
Unless something is prescribed, there is no means of resolving dispute.
Most research evidence indicates that parents wish to be involved with the
school in relation to their own child. The focus of the School Board however
was on ‘school issues’. The Bill at section 8, does not fully clarify this in
relation to Parent Councils. Although it appears to cover broad areas, it would
be difficult to undertake the duties as outlined in relation to improvement etc.,
without reference, for example, to individual teachers employed in the school.
This is unhelpful and has the potential of raising expectations that simply
cannot be fulfilled and of creating a schism between parents and teachers.
There is much reference in the Bill to amendments to the 2000 Act. However,
the amendments do not assist as they do not place on the Education Authority
a need to discharge these duties through communication with the Parent
Council.
Complaints should not be part of the Parent Council’s remit and there should
be no discussion relating to named individuals. This needs to be clearly
stated.
While the Head Teacher will have a right and a duty to attend meetings of the
Parent Council, it is not clear what their role in meetings will actually be.
Clarity is required as to whether the current advisory role is altered.
Furthermore, it is unclear how conflict will be resolved if the Parent Council
does not support the endeavours of those managing the school.
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A consequence of the complete lack of structure is that it could impose
greater demands on Head Teachers to ‘manage’ matters in relation to Parent
Councils. There is simply no acknowledgement of this.
At present, many School Boards do not spend their budget allocation and it is
‘donated’ to the school. Clear guidance on appropriate use of budgets is
desirable. Apart from clerk’s fees and members expenses, there should be a
strong emphasis on using the budget to communicate with the parent body.
The level of financial support should be reviewed at regular intervals and on a
national basis.
Issue 5: Whether there are any specific issues that are not adequately
addressed in the Bill
Many School Boards have struggled to define their purpose and have a very
vague idea of what they should become involved in. Being more specific in
relation to functions would be beneficial. The quality indicators in ‘How Good
is Our School’ that pertain to parental involvement may provide a good
starting point.
The issue of insurance has been omitted from the 2nd version of the Bill.
Since the Parent Council is there to represent parent interests rather than to
act on behalf of the authority, a separate, national system of public liability
cover is desirable.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM GRANTOWN-ON-SPEY SCHOOL BOARD
At our recent School Board meeting on Tuesday 15th November, the
outcomes of the consultation on the draft Parental Involvement Bill were
discussed. As a School Board that is keen to engage with all parents on a
regular basis, we undertook a full and extensive consultation (which we
detailed in our submission to the Scottish Executive).
We were therefore extremely disappointed to learn that despite our strong
feeling that the 1988 Act should not be repealed (along with many others who
also have this belief), this appears to have been ignored. We are aware
that 95% of respondents to the SSBA did not favour repeal of the Act, and
therefore find it difficult to understand how such strong feeling can be
disregarded, and also how we might explain this decision by the Executive to
all those who participated in our consultation.
Despite reassurances that School Councils will have the same legal status as
School Boards, we find it difficult to see how that can be when the legislation
does not contain anything about the structure, length of term of office of
Parent Council members or agendas and minutes. Openness and
accountability is crucial to the success of a Parent Council and there appears
to be little in the legislation to safeguard this aspect.
We feel strongly that this Bill will not address the desired objectives of
involving parents who are disengaged with the current system, and in fact
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may persuade current, valuable, hardworking Board Members to withdraw
their current involvement in School Boards and will not encourage them to
become involved in future Parent Councils. As a result we are extremely
concerned about the interim phase between the two structures at our school
and hope that additional funding and resources will be placed with local
authorities to keep the disruption to a minimum.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM GREENFAULDS HIGH SCHOOL
Questions requiring response – first seen at Parents Consultative Group
Meeting Kildonan St 10th November 2005, with regard to:
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
1. Do you approve or disapprove of the general principles of the Bill?
Answer:
From information given it would appear that the general principles do
not call for much change to the situation as exists at present – we would
approve of this
2. What are the advantages/disadvantages of the proposed system of
parental involvement as opposed to the current system?
Answer:
From the information given it was difficult, without further guidance (yet
to come) to see any real difference. Those items “discontinued” will be
not be missed, however most of the items “expanded” and, in the main,
those shown as “new” were already available to boards who could by
their very nature influence results.
3. Do you think the Executive consulted effectively on the bill before it was
introduced to Parliament?
Answer:
Most of the contentious issues from the original consultation seem to
have been responded to positively – so much so it is difficult to see the
original reasons for change. Is this effective consultation?
4. Are there any specific issues that are not adequately addressed in the bill?
Answer:
Until further promised guidance is given it is impossible to judge what
final touches will be required.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SARAH GUNDRY
A chàirdean chòir
Bile Sgoiltean na h-Alba (Com-pàirteachadh nam Pàrant)
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Tha mi a' sgrìobhadh thugaibh mar phàrant agus mar neach a tha an sàs ann
am foghlam an Alba.
Tha mi ag aontachadh gum bu chòir bile a bhith ann agus tha mi ag
aontachadh gu ìre mhath le bun-phrionnsabalan a' bhile (mar a th'againn andràsta).
Mar phàrant, tha mi gu math comhfhurtail leis an t-siostam a th'againn an
Alba. Tha mi a' smaoineachadh gu bheil e riatanach gu bheil bùird sgoile ann
far am tèid beachdan phàrantan a riochdachadh an dà chuid dhan cheannard
sgoile agus dhan a' chomhairle ionadail a tha a' toirt seachad foghlam dhan a'
chloinn. Ach tha mi cinnteach gu bheil an t-suidheachadh ag atharrachadh
bho sgoil gu sgoil agus gu bheil e a' crochadh air cò an ceannard-sgoile agus
cò tha air a' bhòrd-sgoile aig an àm agus air ùidh nam pàrant ann am
foghlam an cuid chloinne.
Mas e ceannard is bòrd lèirsinneach a bhios aig sgoile, agus ma bhios iad
math air conaltradh ris agus brosnachadh an luchd-teagaisg agus pàrantan,
tha na pàrantan gu math fortanach.
Ach ma tha aig pàrantan ri gèill a thoirt do sgeulachdan agus
tuigse-suidheachaidh nam pàiste (an àite conaltradh on sgoile fhèin), cha
bhiodh ach pàirt bheag den dealbh aca.
Ach feumaidh sinn beachd a h-uile pàrant fhaighinn (ma tha iad airson am
beachd a chur seachad) ach feumaidh sinn cuideachd a bhith faiceallach
nach bheir sinn cus neart dha na pàrantan as tagraiche no leis a' ghuth as
àirde.
Chan eil dad as sgìtheil na pàrant aig coinneimh a tha air a "bhogsa-siabain" ged a dh'fhaodadh e/i a bhith ceart.
Feumaidh ceartas a bhith ann, dòigh far am b'urrainn do phàrantan am
beachdan no an gearain a chur a-steach dhan sgoil, far nach bidh an t-eagal
orra gun cuir an tidsear, an ceannard-sgoile, pàrantan is clann eile an cùl
riuthasan no ris an cuid chloinne - gu h-àraidh ann an coimhearsnachd bheag.
Feumaidh dìon laghail agus fisiceach a bhith ann do thidsearan,
ceannardan-sgoile agus buill a' bhùird-sgoile bho phàrantan mì-reusanta no
mì-mhodhail.
Far a bheil clann mì-mhodhail no do-chasgaidh sa chlas agus esan/ise a' cur
bacadh air ionnsachadh chloinne eile, tha mi a' smaoineachadh gum bu chòir
a' chòir a bhith aig pàrantan a dhol dhan cheannard-sgoile gus iarraidh orra
plana a chur air dòigh gus dèiligeadh ris an t-suidheachadh gu dòigheil.
Tha mi a' creidsinn gu làidir gu bheil a' chòir aig cloinn agus aig pàrantan
a bhith a' faighinn foghlam iomchaidh. Aig an àm seo, tha mi eòlach air gille
beag a tha còig bliadhna a dh'aois air a bheil ciorram cruaidh ach air
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nach eil duilgheadasan tuigse, ach chan robh àite dha ann an sgoil ann an
Dùn Èideann am bliadhna agus chan eil e a' faighinn ach madainn gach
seachdain le tidsear agus sin dìreach as dèidh a phàrantan a ghearain mu
dheidhinn. Tha mi eòlach air gille òg eile (a rugadh aig 25 seachdainean)
agus air a bheil trioblaidean cànain agus ADHD. Cha bhi e a' dèiligeadh gu
furasta le atharrachaidhean. Tha e ann am P3 ann an ionad cànain le
còignear eile am bliadhna agus a tha e a' dèanamh fìor mhath, ach an athbhliadhn' ann am P4, cha bhi ach àite airson aon phàiste sa sgoil agus bidh
aig a h-uile pàrant a chur a-steach airson sin, agus thachair an aon rud
an-uiridh.
Tha mi ag aithneachadh gu bheil pàrantan a' chlas-mheadhain a chur asteach cus beachdan agus gu bheil iad ag iarraidh a bhith ann an sàs anns a
h-uile co-dhùnadh na sgoile. Ach tha mi cuideachd ag aithneachadh nach bi
pàrantan nas bochda no nas mì-fhortanach a ghabhail pàirt ro thric ann am
beatha na sgoile anns an dòigh no mar a bhiodh an sgoil, luchd-poileataigs
agus luchd-sòisealachd an dòchas. Tha seo furasta a thuigsinn nuair a
thathas ag aithneachadh dh'fhaodadh nach robh beatha-sgoile toilichte aca,
nach tug am pàrantan mòran feart ann am foghlaim aca san fharsaingeachd,
nach robh iad an làthair san sgoil gu tric agus no nach deach rannsachadh a
dhèanamh air duilgheadasan ionnsachaidh leithid dislegsia, no ADHD, no
ciorram a bh'orra; no duilgheadasan pearsantan bh'orra leithid pàrant a bha
tinn no ciorramach, a bha na thràill-dhrogaichean no a dh'fhalbh. Na m' eòlas,
tha trioblaidean fèin-mheas agus duilgheadasan conaltraidh air cuid de
dhaoine nach d' fhuair mòran foghlaim nuair a bha iad òg. Tha an t-eagal orra
ro ùghdarras (m.e. ceannardan-sgoile, luchd-sòisealachd, m.s.a.a.) agus mar
sin tha iad iomagaineach nuair a th'aca ri dèiligeadh ris. Tha mì-thuigse a'
nochdadh an uair sin.
Nuair a tha fòram èisteachd airson beachdan nam pàrant (ceannard-sgoile,
bòrd-sgoile, tidsearan) ann a tha ag obair gu math, tha mi a' smaoineachadh
gum bu chòir don riaghaltas ga aithneachadh. Far a bheil trioblaidean ann, 's
e trioblaidean toinnte ceangailte a bhios ann. Mar sin feumaidh sgoiltean
dèiligeadh ri gach pàrant ann an dòigh gu tùr eadar-dhealaichte. Ach
feumaidh sin aithneachadh nach eil ceannardan-sgoile no tidsearan nan
luchd-sòisealachd.
Translation
Scottish Schools Bill (Parental Involvement)
I am writing to you as a parent and as an individual involved in education in
Scotland.
I agree there should be a bill and I agree, to a good extent, with the basic
principles of the bill (in its present form).
As a parent I am very comfortable with the system we have in Scotland. I
think that it is necessary that there are school boards where parents' views
can be represented to the head teacher of the school and to the local school
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that are providing education to the children. But I am sure that the situation is
different in each school and that it depends on who the head teacher is and
who is on the school board at the time and on the interest the parents take in
their children’s education.
If the school has a head and board that are discerning and if they are good at
communicating with and encouraging the teachers and parents, the parents
are very lucky.
If parents have to rely on children's stories and understanding of the situation
(in place of communication from the school itself) they would only have a part
of the picture.
We must obtain every parent's opinion (if they wish to express their opinion)
but we must also be careful that we don’t give too much power to the most
assertive parents or to the loudest voice.
There is nothing more tiresome at a meeting than a parent that is on their
soapbox – although he or she may be right.
There has to be justice, a medium through which parents can lodge their
opinions or complaints to the school, where they will not be afraid that the
teacher, the head teacher, other parents and children will desert their children
– especially in a small community.
There must be legal and physical protection for teachers, head teachers and
members of the school board from unreasonable or impolite parents.
Where children are unruly or difficult to restrain in the class and thwarting the
learning of the other children, I think parents should have the right to go to the
head teacher in order to put a plan together to deal with the situation
reasonably.
I believe strongly that children and parents have the right to receive suitable
education.
Right now, I know of a small boy that is five years of age that has a severe
disability but that has no difficulty understanding, but there was no place for
him in a school in Edinburgh this year and he only receives one morning with
a teacher every week and he only received that after his parents had
complained. I know of another young boy (who was born at 25 weeks) who
suffers from language difficulties and ADHD. He does not deal easily with
changes. He is in P3 in a language unit with 5 others this year and the is
doing very well, but next year in P4 there will be only one place for a one child
in the school which all the parents will apply for and the same thing happened
last year.
I recognise that middle-class parents do send in too many views and that they
wish to be party to every decision the school makes. But I also recognise that
the poorer, less fortunate parents too often do not take part in the life of the
school in the way that the school, politicians and social workers hope. This is


220

easy to understand when it is recognised that they did not have a pleasant
school life, that their parents did not pay attention in their education in
general, that they were not often in the school or that they had learning
difficulties like dyslexia, ADHD, or a disability; or personal difficulties like a
parent that was sick disabled, a drug addict or that had left. I know that a
proportion of people that did not receive much education when they were
young have self-esteem concerns and communication difficulties. They are
extremely wary of authority figures (e.g. head teachers, social workers, etc.)
and therefore they are worried when they have dealings with them. Then
misunderstandings arise.
When there is a forum for parents' opinion (head teacher, school board,
teachers) that is working well I think the executive should recognise it. Where
there are troubles they are complicated and interlinked. Therefore schools
must deal with each parent in a completely different way. But we must
recognise that head teachers or teachers are not social workers.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM CHRIS HALL
It shall be the duty of the parent...
In further response to the current proposals for the Parental Involvement Bill I
would like to record the following:
•
•

•

•

•

I very much welcome the opportunity for debate about parental
involvement in Scottish education.
I do not believe the issue of involvement will be resolved until it is
clearly affirmed that the primary responsibility for education lies with
the parent, and that the role of government, education authorities and
schools is to assist, enable and work in partnership with parents to fulfil
that responsibility.
Specifically, the wording of the proposed bill (ref 8.1.a), that the
function of the Parent Council is 'to support the endeavours of those
managing the school', seems to encapsulate the underlying
assumption and perpetuates the, now well established, message to
parents: 'This is not your job'.
Until a bill is published that describes the function of the school, the
education authority and the government as 'to support the endeavours
of parents in educating their children' there should be little expectation
of parental ownership or commitment. As it stands, education is
something done to us, not something we do. We are invited to skirt
around the edges, but not to get involved in the actual business of
providing a 'suitable and efficient' education for our children (ref 1980
Act, Section 28.1).
Under the existing legislation (1988 Act) parents have a minimal, but
defined, influence in the areas of school budget, appointment of senior
staff and use of school premises, and may expect a full account of
spending and of school policy regarding curriculum, assessment and
discipline.
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•

Under the proposed legislation there appear to be no delegated areas
of parental responsibility - not in budget, or staff appointment, or
curriculum, or resources, or ethos, nor in any sphere that would
actually shape the kind of education being offered 'in accordance with
the wishes of the parents' (ref 1980 Act, Section 30.1). Neither is there
any mention of powers delegated to parents by the education authority.
We are empowered to ask for information, but we are not entrusted to
do anything with it.

A big thank you to those who are giving serious consideration to the future of
parental involvement in Scottish education. Please may I appeal to you to
consider how to give real powers back in to the hands of parents, from where
it was removed a generation ago, and where, according to our primary
legislation and our common sense, it rightly belongs.
Appendix 1 : References to Primary Legislation
______________________________________________________________
The Education (Scotland) Act 1980
Section 28(1)
In the exercise and performance of their powers and duties under this Act the
Secretary of State and education authorities shall have general regard to the
principle that, so far as is compatible with the provision of suitable instruction
and training and the avoidance of unreasonable public expenditure, pupils are
to be educated in accordance with the wishes of their parents.
Section 30 (1)
It shall be the duty of the parent of every child of school age to provide
efficient education for him suitable to his age, ability and aptitude either by
causing him to attend a public school regularly or by other means.
Appendix 2 : Copy of Previous Correspondence
______________________________________________________________
E-mail to Colin Reeves (Head of Schools Division, Scottish Executive)
copied to Peter Peacock (Minister for Education and Young People)
and sent on 6 June 05
Dear Colin
I was glad to meet you at the recent roadshow in Musselburgh for the
Parental Involvement Bill Consultation, and as a result some of my initial
misgivings about the draft bill were allayed. Since then we have given the
matter real consideration, and have submitted a response to the consultation
via the Parentzone website.
As well as responding to the content of the proposed bill I also wanted to
make a suggestion relating to the broader issue of parental involvement. The
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problem we are facing is not School Boards or the lack of Parent Forums; the
problem is a lack of parental involvement in the education process.
I believe a primary cause of that care-less-ness is the message that has long
been broadcast by the institutions, both explicitly and by implication, that
education is the task of the professionals; Parents, KEEP OUT!
That message has been received loud and clear by the large majority of
parents in Scotland today. And by and large we have done as we have been
told.
Tesco may provide excellent food, and understand far more about nutrition
than the average parent. But we do not blame Tesco if our children are not
fed; we know as parents it is our responsibility to feed our children. And Tesco
serve as an excellent resource in performing that task. Likewise we do not
blame BHS if our children are not properly clothed. If they have no clothes, we
know it is our own negligence as parents that is to blame.
But when it comes to education, well... 'that's someone else's job. It's up to
the school to teach my children. That's why I pay my taxes. What do I know
about teaching? I leave that to the professionals'. And it's so convenient for
the professionals not to have parents interfering in their job. Only... it's not
their job.
It is true that the teaching professions and the public education systems offer
tremendous resources to the parent. But the primary responsibility for the
child's education belongs to the parent, not the school and not the state. Does
not all the relevant legislation, both national and international, uphold that
which from common sense we know to be true? So why have we parents
fallen for the " 'sno ma job " line?
As parents, education is our job. Just like feeding and clothing. That is why we
have the choice (something many parents are practically unaware of) whether
or not to use the public education system. If we understood that as a choice,
we might not feel so helpless and uninvolved. We might find we have
something to say about the amount of PE or the content of sex education or
the dress code or who will be the next head teacher.
Whilst I welcome and am grateful for the great efforts being made to improve
the framework of parental involvement, I do not believe it will change the
underlying problem. Somehow the message must be clearly sounded, through
teachers, schools, education authorities, scottish executive, websites, media
and all possible means: 'PARENTS, IT'S YOUR JOB. We are here to help,
encourage and resource, but the education of your child is your responsibility.
You have permission to get involved again.'
And when that message has been received loud and clear, then we may
reasonably expect to see an army of parents filling the Parent Forums,
Partnership Forum, PTA's and whatever other framework may result from this
proposed legislation.
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM HEADTEACHERS’ ASSOCIATION OF
SCOTLAND
I attach for your consideration a position statement prepared by the
Headteachers’ Association of Scotland in relation to the above bill.
As you will observe, HAS supports the underpinning principles outlined in the
bill as we firmly believe in enhancing the participation of parents in matters
relating to their children’s education and in school education in general.
The Headteachers’ Association of Scotland wishes any new legislation to
deliver real improvements in parental participation and representation.
However, as it stands, we do not believe that the bill will achieve the desired
outcomes, in part because it may bring about an unhelpful cultural change,
breaking the successful partnerships that have existed between parents, staff
and community representatives.
As a result, we have put forward in the attached paper a number of
constructive proposals which we believe will ensure that the aims of the bill
will be met more effectively.
I would ask that you consider each of the points carefully when the bill is
being considered in the Scottish Parliament.
HAS welcomes the intention, as implied in the preamble of the Bill, to
enhance the participation of parents in matters relating to their children's
education and in school education in general. HAS also recognises fully that,
after 17 years of operation, it is time to review the original legislation - and
indeed HAS is not opposed to the repeal of the current legislation provided
that it will facilitate the achievement of key objectives.
Within the new legislative framework, it is appreciated that the model currently
in place can still be retained and that the constitutional arrangements currently
in place within School Boards can continue - if the Parent Forum so wishes.
HAS also recognises and appreciates that, in comparison to the draft bill, one
key proposal made by HAS during the consultation has been taken on board
in that the headteacher will now have a right and a duty to attend meetings of
the Parent Council
However, HAS believes that there are fundamental flaws in the proposed
legislation which run counter to the ethos and culture within Scottish
Education - and that the proposed changes, in themselves, will do little or
nothing to bring about the desired participation of that section of the parent
body who have been disengaged, disaffected or who have felt
disenfranchised under the current scheme.
In particular, we consider that the following key points must be addressed
during the committee stage of the bill within the Scottish Parliament -
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•

In the spirit of partnership working there should be an entitlement to
teacher representation on the Parent Council, so long as the number
of parent representatives outnumbers the collective number of staff and
co-opted members

•

There must be clarity regarding the statutory powers of the Parent
Council and the role of the headteacher within the Council. Is the
headteacher role advisory as was the case with School Boards?

•

There needs to be a clear distinction between parental representation
and parental participation. Experience would indicate that only a
small minority is interested in the former, but the overwhelming majority
is interested in the latter - and we would welcome genuine moves to
increase parental participation with teaching staff in respect of the
educational experience and progress of their sons/daughters.

•

The headteacher and staff of a school have a responsibility to
ascertain parental views and perceptions on a range of matters as
part of their professional obligation to engage in rigorous selfevaluation and in the preparation of improvement plans. The proposed
legislation would appear to duplicate key aspects of that process - or is
it the intention to substitute staff consultation on such matters by
Parent Council consultation?

•

The level of bureaucracy associated with implementation of the bill,
especially the scheme for establishing a Parent Council.

•

A clear statement is required on parental responsibilities, as well as
parental rights.

•

A recognition that there may be matters which are of interest to the
Parent Council or Parent Forum, but which are inappropriate agenda
items on a Parent council agenda. For example the specific
circumstances of a teacher, pupil or family.

•

Further detail is required on the role of Parent Council members in the
appointment of senior staff and the employment rights of staff
appointed to senior management posts in schools.

In summary, HAS believes that the aims of the bill are laudable and we would
welcome moves to enhance meaningful parental participation regarding the
education of young people. However HAS does not consider that the aims of
the bill will be met without the clarification and level of detail sought, as stated
above.
A representative(s) of HAS would welcome the opportunity to give evidence to
the Education Committee when this bill is being considered in the Scottish
Parliament.
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM HIGHLAND COUNCIL
1. General principles of the Bill.
In general, the Bill is welcomed. It retains much of what was appreciated in
the School Boards Act as well as good PTA practice, but also incorporates an
encouraging degree of flexibility, particularly in relation to constitutions, the
removal of the requirement for elections, the option of Combined Parent
Councils, and changed appointments procedures for senior school staff.
2. Advantages / disadvantages of proposed system as opposed to
current system.
Advantages:
a) Removal of complex and bureaucratic requirements for election to
parent body makes the process much more attractive and accessible to
all parents.
b) Inclusive approach of Parent Forums is to be welcomed.
c) Provision of possible Combined Parent Councils is a very attractive
option for rural areas and for cluster school arrangements.
d) Flexible approach to the setting up and organisation of Parent Councils
is an attractive option for many schools.
e) Provision of new appointment procedures for Head Teachers and
Depute Head Teachers is welcomed.
Disadvantages:
a) Flexible and therefore varied approach makes monitoring and
managing process more difficult for the local authority.
b) Providing a range of possible options to parents for setting up a Parent
Council may prove to be confusing.
c) Could be more possible for minority views to prevail if some guidance
is not provided as to consistency of approach in how parents are to be
appointed to a Parent Council.
3. Whether the Scottish Executive consulted effectively on the Bill
before its introduction to Parliament.
Consultation was both adequate and effective – 60,000 copies of the
consultation document distributed to schools as well as to many other
stakeholders, summary leaflets provided for every parent, 12 formal
consultation events across Scotland, over 50 local authority consultation
events, 1025 written responses received, telephone survey of 1000 randomly
selected parents.
4. Any concerns about particular elements of the Bill / suggestions for
improvement.
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a) There is still some vagueness with regard to the specifics of possible
constitutions for Parent Councils. Clear advice on this issue would be
welcome, as well as issues expressed above in relation to the process
for parents being appointed to Parent Councils.
b) There needs to be clear commitment from the Scottish Executive that
the new Parent Councils will be adequately funded, particularly in
relation to the expected increase in costs over School Boards.
5. Specific issues not adequately addressed in the Bill.
a)

The whole issue of costs, both in terms of initial set-up and ongoing
maintenance of Parent Councils, needs to be more adequately
addressed in the Bill.
b) It would be helpful to provide guidance on issues such as the
possibility of an unrepresentative group / view being projected by a
Parent Council.
c) A concern has been raised by Elected Members that there appears to
be little guidance in the Bill with regard to the involvement of Elected
Members in a Parent Council and in appointments of senior staff in
schools.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM HIGHLANDS ACADEMY SCHOOL BOARD
COMMENTS BY BOARD MEMBERS
Size, composition and appointment –
All Board Members agreed in general of changes having to be made from the
Bill as it stands for School Boards.
Advantages being - no more elections, or parents having to make a formal
application about themselves.
Disadvantages - when too many parents become involved and differences of
opinions cannot be resolved.
Consultation time is never enough.
Functions –
Every parent becoming a member of the School Forum when their child starts
school may encourage more parents to become involved not only in their
child’s own education but the education of the whole school.
To liaise with the Head Teacher and the Education Authority who will be there
to support the running of the School Forum and keep all parents involved.
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Powers –
Having a core element within the School Forum, ie the Parent Council is still
very important in order to implement the constitution and to be the voice of the
parents so that they can liaise with the appropriate bodies as and when a
problem should arise.
Education Authority and/or Head Teacher responsibilities –
The Education Authority are there to answer questions or deal with any
problems that may arise with the School Forum and to help with the setting up
of a constitution. Also continuity with the Head Teacher is important too.
They are both required to be involved in keeping the parents informed of all
that goes on within the school and the Education Authority that involves their
child’s education.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM HMIE
•

The general principles of the Bill

Evidence from inspection and research highlights the importance of positive
home school partnerships and the impact of effective parental involvement in
learning in promoting attainment and achievement. Schools benefit in many
ways from the involvement of parents in the life of pre-school centres and
schools.
HMIE’s role will be to evaluate and report on the impact of the changes to
arrangements on the quality of education as they are put into practice.
•

Inspection evidence

As part of the inspection process, HMIE uses questionnaires, meetings with
chairs of School Boards and Parent-Teacher Associations (PTAs) or Parent
Associations (PAs), and with small groups of parents to find their views of
educational provision and home-school links. All inspections of schools and
pre-school centres evaluate and report on the quality of partnerships with
parents. Although schools usually have positive relationships with parents and
partnerships are strong in relation to the pastoral care of pupils, partnerships
with parents about pupils’ learning have potential to be extended.
Although parents are interested in their children’s education and progress at
all stages of schooling, the level of direct involvement in education is highest
at pre-school and the early stages of primary school and drops off as pupils
get older at the later primary stages and in secondary schools.
Data on the quality of partnerships with parents in different sectors is set out
below.
•
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In pre-school education, partnerships with parents is a key strength of
provision with many examples of very good practice.

•

In primary schools, partnerships with parents was evaluated as fair in
3% of schools, good in 26% of schools and very good in 71%.

•

Almost all secondary schools had good or very good partnerships
(26% good; 69% very good) but a slightly larger percentage had
important weaknesses in partnerships with parents (1% unsatisfactory
and 4% fair).

Most schools have School Boards. School Boards generally have positive and
supportive relationships with their headteachers and schools. Where schools
have School Boards and PTAs/ PAs, the PTA/PA usually focuses on social
and fundraising activities. Features of the work of School Boards which
receive positive comment in inspection reports include school
accommodation, safety and security arrangements and home-school
communication.
As part of their inspection of education authorities, HMIE commissions
research into the views of School Board chairs or parents’ representatives.
Eighty percent stated that they had opportunities to meet with other parent
groups to hear from authority officers about developments and were aware of
the main aims and values set by the council for education. Almost 70%
thought that councils were good at informing them about their policies and
plans for education. Only 45% felt that they could influence the aims and
plans for education through consultation. While 87% knew how to channel
views and complaints, only 53% thought that they got speedy and helpful
responses to complaints.
•

Advantages and disadvantages of the proposed changes

As stated above HMIE’s role is to evaluate and report on the impact of the
changes on the quality of education as they are put into practice. The
proposed arrangements provide a new framework for improved parental
involvement. The duty placed on Ministers and education authorities to
promote improvement in parental involvement is part of that framework. It will
be the ways that these ideas are implemented in practice that will determine
whether or not potential improvement is realised in practice.
•

Consultation on the Bill before it was introduced to the Scottish
Parliament

No comment/evidence on this aspect.
•

Concerns about particular elements of the Bill

The Bill contains a specific reference to HMIE in relation to complaints from
parent councils.
The Bill gives a right to parent councils to make
representation to HMIE once they have made representations to the
headteacher or local authority and had a response. The Inspectorate will be
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expected to respond and have regard to the concerns expressed within its
normal areas of work.
HMIE is content with the way that this aspect has been addressed. The
potential impact on our work is difficult to predict. At present, there are few
instances of serious breakdown in relationships between bodies representing
parents and their schools. Our working assumption is that the proposal in the
Bill will not increase references to us significantly.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM KILCHRENAN SCHOOL BOARD
Re Observations on Parental Involvement Bill
I act as Chairman of the Kilchrenan School Board and have been requested
on behalf of members to file our principal observations with you.
After due consideration and discussion, we believe that this Bill is
fundamentally flawed and should not be enacted into legislation.
For ease and convenience our rationale can be summarised as follows:
Present Arrangements
• The present system appears from our own school practical perspective
to be working well. I cite therefore the age-old but nevertheless accurate
and appropriate adage "if it aint broke...” which seems to apply
admirably to the Bill's bemusing proposals.
Segregation and Separation of Powers
• As with the judiciary and the legislature it is imperative to keep the
school board and PTA separated. They have differing roles and
functions and to produce a hybrid body dilutes their functions and
minimises their respective benefits
Parental Power
• It is appears iII-conceived to yield absolute power to parents rather than
leaving matters in the hands of the professionals i.e. the Head Teachers
and their well-qualified staff. The crucial danger this affords is the
creation of a potentially powerful and manipulative cabal of vocal but
unqualified parents.
We therefore believe this Bill should not proceed further and should not be
passed by the Scottish Parliament.
Scottish Education is greatly admired by all yet this Bill strikes at its
fundamental roots and governance for no good reason thereby potentially
tarnishing its evolved reputation and achievements.
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM LARGS ACADEMY SCHOOL BOARD
Whilst it is noted that the Bill properly continues to give the Headteacher the
right to attend parent council meetings it is disappointing to note that staff
members do not continue to have a prescribed right to membership in the new
arrangement. The presence of at least one staff representative would surely
present a more balanced view.
Involvement in appointment processes for headteachers and deputies. The
Bill states the principle of Parent Council involvement in new appointment
processes. There will be separate consultations by November on the detail the intention being that there should be involvement at more than just 2
stages. It is important that involvement at final interview stage is retained.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM LORNSHILL ACADEMY SCHOOL BOARD
The following comments are from Lornshill Academy School Board.
1. The School Board consider that the legislation for School Boards should
be retained but would support a change to the formal election process.
2. The School Board expresses grave concern about the potential for parent
forums to adopt any constitution that they feel appropriate. An Authority,
potentially, could be faced with as many parental forum constitutions as there
are schools in their area.
3. The way School Boards spent their money was specified and controlled
where now the Parent Council has no such restraints. We consider that this is
a weakness in the proposals when no consultation is required.
4. The School Board is concerned about the future role of Parent-Staff
Associations. There is the potential for the parents who currently carry out
very good work on behalf of the PSA/PTA to become disaffected when the
Parent Council is formed.
5. Is there a possibility that more than one Parent Council could be formed
in a school or does the legislation prevent that from happening?
I hope that these comments are useful to the consultation process. If
clarification of some of the points or further information is required please do
not hesitate to contact me.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM JOHN MCBRIDE
How can parents work along with teachers when certain teachers miscall your
child and make them look a fool in front of their class mates? is this what
education really is all about?
With the title "TEACHER" after their name, I think some teachers forget
children have parents and they feel they can do as they like with them. maybe
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retraining certain teachers would help the education system, and would also
ensure teachers can be approached and parents could assist in bettering their
childs education. DEAL WITH TEACHERS FIRST, THEN THE PARENTS!.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM FRANK MCMAHON
It is ironic that for a Bill purporting to encourage and extend Parent
participation in education, the period of consultation is painfully restricted. In
this School 1700+ pupils from approx 1,000 families only one meeting of the
Board was practicable between receipt of the Bill and submission date. To
disseminate information and collect voices, never mind converse with 6 other
Boards, in so truncated a period dilutes confidence in the process.
At best, the Bill is a statement of principles repetitive and imprecise. As ever,
the devil is in the detail. The Bill is monumentally short on detail.
Herein delegating such nuts and bolts to local Education Authorities may be
represented as democratic but presently (mid Nov 2005) makes it not possible
properly to examine machinery and potential practice.
The Bill's proclaimed objective to involve a maximum proportion of Parents is
no different from the 1988 Act. Nothing in the Bill fosters expectation that it will
be operatively any better.
Mr Frank Pignattelli, Director of Education, Strathclyde Region in 1988,
advocated that Parent Associations/PTAs should be the driving force of
School Boards and rightly so. But altho' these Parent organisations are often
successful in ancillary activities, there is not a lot of evidence of interaction in
specifically educational matters. It seems a fair assumption that where
Education Authorities and School Boards have been unsuccessful in
generating enthusiasm since 1990, the Scottish Executive will be more so
now.
Currently, School Boards have formal statutory rights and duties: it is heavy
exaggeration to call them "powers":i) to request information from Education Authorities about provision for
its own school and other in its Authority area and to receive replies.
ii) likewise to do so for its own School from its Headteacher.
iii) to receive and comment on its own Headteacher's 3 Year Plan.
iv) to receive and comment on
School policies and procedures
Headteacher's reports and any other reports affecting the
School
v) to issue a report to Parents at least once in any 12 months.
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vi) to control use of School premises out of hours and fix local holidays
in consultation with Authority.
vii) to approve Headteacher's annual
books/materials prior to implementation.

spending

plans

for

viii) to encourage formation of PTAs and contact between Parents and
School.
ix) to participate in equal numbers on appointment of Head/Deputy
Head Teachers.
x) to hold public meetings on specified matters, if so petitioned by 30
parents.
None of these of these functions ignite any heather.
The Bill is quite non-specific on these matters and on vii) and ix) may reduce
effects and influence.
Nor has it anything to say about direct relations with HMIE on formal
occasions initiated by HMIE.
It is not known presently if any changes in the Bill will appear as further
schedules or by Regulatory Powers of the Executive, apparently not subject to
public consultation.
How Education Authorities will seek to meet the considerable methodologies
put on them is presently unknown and hugely hinders in depth examination of
proposals.
The Bill might be subtitled, in words of old mapmakers, "...here be dragons..."
There are too many open ends and unanswered questions.
Scottish Executive should take this Bill back and rework it.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM MOSSHEAD PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD 1
We write in response to the call for evidence from all interested parties on the
general principles of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill which
was introduced on 28th September, 2005.
Firstly, we have serious concerns about the methodology used in the analysis
of the responses to the consultation exercise. For example, in section 5.2, it is
stated that, ‘The approach taken was to count all those who indicated support
for making changes to the existing system in the first instance. Thus, for
example, if a respondent stated that they were against the proposals, and that
they favoured making changes to the existing arrangements, they would be
coded as in favour of making changes.’ This approach cannot possibly give a
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fair or accurate reflection of responses received or concerns expressed.
Indeed, the system of categorizing responses under one of only three
summary codes seems unnecessarily restrictive and is almost bound to lead
to biased conclusions being drawn.
Secondly, we feel that few of the issues raised during the consultation
process have been adequately addressed in the Bill introduced on 28th
September, 2005 and that, whilst the aims of the Bill are most certainly
laudable, the Bill as introduced still has very serious shortcomings. For
example, there would seem to be no compulsion for a Parent Forum to form a
Parent Council to represent it (5 (2)), there is no guidance concerning the
constitution for, the composition of and administrative arrangements (e.g.
agendas and minutes) for Parent Councils, different Parent Councils are
seemingly free to operate in ways very different from each other (thus making
consistency and any effective collaboration virtually impossible) and, perhaps
most concerningly, the duties of an education authority to a Parent Council
are no more than to “have regard to the representations” made to it by the
Parent Council (11(6)). Thus, whilst the Bill may give indeed provide
mechanisms whereby a greater number of parents can become involved in
the school(s) their children attend, the effectiveness of their involvement is
going to be much reduced in comparison to the current situation with School
Boards.
We also have concerns that no opportunity has been given to respond to the
latest Bill before it was introduced to the Scottish Parliament. The impression
given is that these processes have been driven by politics rather than a
genuine desire to improve and consolidate educational provision and
experience for young people, parents and professionals.
Finally, we enclose again our response to the original consultation exercise
and would ask that you take this into consideration again at this stage in the
Bill’s progress.
I would conclude by stating that we, as a School Board remain very firmly of
the opinion that the Bill as introduced is a very definite backward step in terms
of effective parental involvement in schools and hope that, even at this late
stage, measures can be put in place to ensure the continuation of and
improvement in such involvement in schools.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM MOSSHEAD PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD 2
As a School Board, we would firstly state that we are wholeheartedly in favour
of promoting greater, effective parental involvement and representation in all
schools, and also in the whole process of education.
However, we do have grave concerns that the bill as drafted for consultation
will not achieve this end. We would make the following specific points:
o
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there will be a significant loss of the statutory rights which the parent
body currently holds (through the School Board);

o

o

o

o

o

there will be a significant reduction in the effective involvement of
parents in the education process as a whole – while there may be a
larger number of parents involved as members of the proposed
Parent Forums, the reduced statutory powers of these Forums may
mean that their views have little or no impact in the educational
process;
the extremely vague guidelines for the establishment of parents’
forums and their associated constitutions is likely to lead to great
variation and inconsistency between the Forums of different schools.
This can only, in turn, lead to chaotic, inconsistent and potentially
ineffective representation.
moreover, there is also a very real risk of the formation of minority
‘single-interest’ groups which could both cause division within the
parent body, the school community and the wider community and
dominate the business of the Forum to the exclusion of other,
important, matters;
as a result of the lack of required representation from staff and
community, there is a real danger of isolation of the parent body from
the school and wider community. This may well lead to a significant
deterioration in relationships between parents and schools, with
obvious serious adverse consequences.
consultation with the entire parent body of Mosshead Primary School
shows more than 91% support for maintaining the current system.

The information before us does not suggest that there has been a significant
and wholly representative demand to repeal the School Boards (Scotland) Act
1988 nor does it suggest that the proposals within the draft bill will be any
more effective in promoting parental involvement than the existing system –
quite the opposite, in fact.
Overall and in conclusion, we feel that that the new system of Parent Forums
as proposed is likely to lead to a reduction in the effective involvement of
parents in the education of their children and we are thus opposed to it.
We would much prefer to see the appropriate updating of the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988 and further efforts to develop and encourage the current
roles undertaken by School Boards and Parent Teacher Associations.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM NASUWT
1. NASUWT welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill.
2. NASUWT is the largest union representing teachers and headteachers
throughout the UK.
GENERAL COMMENTS
3. In principle, NASUWT welcomes the overall content and intent of the Bill. It
has always been the view of the Union that any initiative which
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encourages parents to take an active and constructive role in the
education of their children can only be of benefit to all constituents of the
education process.
4. Nevertheless, the Union is concerned that the establishment and operation
of the School Councils must not be allowed to undermine local democratic
accountability, the pay and conditions of teachers, or substitute for the
consultation and negotiating structures which presently include teacher
unions.
NASUWT recommends that:
•

the proposal to establish School Councils as envisaged in this Bill
must include appropriate safeguards that protect the existing
consultative and negotiating machinery that include the teacher
unions; local democratic accountability; and the pay and conditions
of teachers.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
5. Section 4 – Review of school performance
NASUWT is pleased to note that the quality of education provided by a
school is held to include the extent of parental involvement inter alia, but
would welcome clarification as to how exactly such involvement is to be
measured and reported on. If this is to be done (as we feel inevitable) by
HMIe, then care should be taken that the lack of proper establishment of a
School Council in any given case is not automatically taken as a legitimate
ground for questioning the commitment of teachers.
6. Section 5 – Parent Forum and Parent Council
NASUWT find the terms ‘Forum’ and ‘Council’ helpful in delineating the
difference in functions between the overall parent body and those elected
to represent them. It is to be hoped that the proper use of these terms will
encourage parent participation.
7. Section 8 1 (e) – the duty of the Council to ascertain the views of the
Forum on the standards of education in the schools, the quality of
education which the school provides, the exercise by the Council of
its functions and any other matters as appear to the Council to be of
interest or concern to the parent forum
NASUWT believes that such a duty could be onerous and could easily
lead to a false view of the efficiency of the school in discharging its
statutory functions. Full and appropriate training for Council Members on
effective means of information gathering will be required and guidance on
the exercise of this should be developed with NASUWT.
8. Section 8 2 – the right of the Council to approach the headteacher,
the education authority or any other person or body it deems fit
without previously consulting with the Forum
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NASUWT believes that this would give too much freedom to pressure
groups within a Council to establish personal agendas not consonant with
the overall good of the Council and its aims. The Union strongly asserts
that representation should not be made to these individuals or bodies
without prior consultation with the Forum.
9. Section 11 2 – the duty of the headteacher and staff to provide
certain types of information to the Council
NASUWT is obliged to point out that it is not currently part of the contract
of any teacher, other than the headteacher, to provide information to
School Boards. This clause would in effect alter the contracts of teachers
in a manner wholly unacceptable to NASUWT. Any proposals for change
to the teacher’s contract must be the subject of proper and separate
negotiation within the SNCT.
10. Training of Council Members Section 11 3
NASUWT believes that it is not sufficient simply to lay down that training
may occur but that a statutory duty should be laid on the local authority to
properly train elected Council Members, and to reimburse Council
Members for any loss of earnings incurred as a result of attending training
courses.
11. Section 11 4 – an education authority may provide a Parent
Council with services or accommodation
NASUWT has no idea why such a requirement should be left
discretionary.
12. Section 14 – the procedures for appointment of headteacher or
deputy and participation of Parent Council
NASUWT has no doubt that proper training is necessary to allow Council
Members to discharge this function properly, and that this should be built
into the legislation. NASUWT expects to be consulted on the development
of any related guidance and training for Council Members.
13. Section 16 – the establishment of a Combined Parent Council
NASUWT thoroughly welcomes this part of the Bill since it would allow two
or more small primary schools to form working links with their respective
schools, a facility not available under the current arrangements for School
Boards. This could encourage better liaison between a secondary school
and its associated primaries.
14. Section 18 2 – the transfer of the property of abolished School
Boards
NASUWT asserts that it would be altogether more equitable if such
property were transferred to either the school(s) concerned or to the
replacing School Council, remembering that a great deal of this property
was originally acquired by School Boards with funds raised by their own
efforts. However, property and other assets must not be transferred from
the public sector to other sectors or interests as a result.
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15. Other matters
As regards matters not specifically included in the Bill, NASUWT would
suggest that some mechanism be established for monitoring the gender
composition of School Councils, remembering the current position
whereby School Boards are overwhelmingly male in composition and
Parent Teacher Associations overwhelmingly female; and that
consideration be given to providing childcare vouchers for those elected to
School Councils to allow them to discharge their function properly without
detriment.
NASUWT recommends that:
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

clarification be provided as to how the review of school performance
outlined in Section 4 is to be carried out;
that proper investigation be given to the cause for the lack of the
establishment of a School Council in any given case;
the range of views on which the Council may consult the Forum be
very carefully defined, and that proper training be provided for
Council Members in gathering and assessing information;
Councils should not be permitted to approach the headteacher,
education authority or other bodies as regards matters outlined in
Section 8 1 (e) without some requirement to have first consulted with
the Forum.
proper training and guidance developed in consultation with
NASUWT be provided for Council Members to allow them to
participate properly and effectively in promotion procedures;
the property of abolished School Boards be transferred either to the
school or to the incoming Council, provided this does not lead to the
transfer of property out of the public estate;
arrangements be made to monitor the gender balance of the
composition of School Councils;
childcare vouchers or some similar provision be made available to
elected Council Members to allow them to participate fully in the
work of Councils.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM NORTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL

North Lanarkshire Council fully endorses the general principles of the Scottish
Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. The Executive’s decision to bring all
aspects of parental involvement – the responsibilities of the Executive, local
authorities and the new Parent Councils - under the terms of a single Act is to
be welcomed. Additionally, it is commendable that the Bill will not only create
opportunities for parents to develop the type of representative group which
best reflects their wishes and but will also ensure that local authorities provide
advice and support for individual parents.
The Parent Councils will clearly be more flexible and responsive to local
needs than the existing system of School Boards. Therefore, it is very likely
that we will see a significant increase in the number of parents taking an
active role in the life of the school through Parent Councils.
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The modifications to the Bill are entirely appropriate, particularly the
acknowledgement of the headteacher’s right and duty to attend meetings of
the Parent Council and the significant addition of a denominational
representative to Parent Councils in denominational schools.
The original consultation on the Bill was reasonably effective although it was
clear from discussions with School Board members and parents that the
explanatory notes accompanying the draft Bill confused as many people as
they reassured. However, the series of leaflets now being issued to schools,
parents and School Boards have rectified this matter.
Although Parent Councils will now have the right to appoint a clerk, the Bill
does not specify that minutes of meetings must be maintained. Nevertheless,
it would seem reasonable to assume that a group representing a larger Parent
Forum should maintain and make available a written record of its meetings.
Some clarification on this point would be welcome.
The Bill suggests but does not state that the Executive sees the new councils
as replacing not only School Boards but also PTAs and parent associations.
However, as the latter groups are non-statutory bodies it is potentially
possible for them to coexist alongside Parent Councils, particularly those
modelled on School Boards. Accordingly, it would be helpful to provide advice
on the status of such groups following the establishment of Parent Councils.
Finally, it may be useful to accelerate the timescale for producing model
constitutions and guidance for Parent Councils. This information would clarify
many issues relating to the Councils and reassure those parents who may still
have reservations about the changes.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ANNE O’BRIEN
Note: numbers below refer to the corresponding paragraphs in the Policy
Memorandum.
I am in agreement with the general trend of the proposals. Having been
abroad for a good part of this year, I have not been able to participate in the
earlier stages of consultation and trust that it is not too late to intervene now.
19. and 27. Reference is made in para. 19 to a two-tier structure and it is
clear from the document generally that it is proposed that there should be
flexibility as regards the actual composition of Parent Councils. It is not clear
how they would be elected – I find it difficult to imagine a plenary meeting of
the entire Parent Forum (or even of those actively interested in school affairs
and present) at which elections would take place. This is open to the danger –
which you say you wish to avoid - of the meeting, and consequently the
Council, being taken over by parents with specific agendas or of dominant
personalities prevailing in a wide forum in which they are not in fact well
known.
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I would advocate the introduction of a form of electoral college or indirect
election system, of which I have some considerable experience, and which
involves a three-tier arrangement. In this case, the parents of each class meet
once at the beginning of the school year and elect their class
representatives (two or four, preferably a combination of mothers and
fathers). These representatives then meet and from amongst them the Parent
Council is elected. This might be for two years rather than one, in the interests
of continuity, but to remain on the Council, a parent must be a class
representative. The class representatives provide an organic link between the
Council and the parents of each class and also, on matters of general interest,
between the parents collectively and the class teacher or school head; they
are also the main conduit of information from the school to the generality of
parents. This is a more democratic system in that the people from whom the
Parent Council is chosen are parents who have a mandate from other parents
to whom they are well known.
The Parent Council must statutorily have an AGM early in the school year (but
after the election of the new class representatives) at which it reports on its
activities and at which, in my experience, the school head addresses parents
on matters of interest. (Under this arrangement, there is no need for the head
or even teachers to be present at meetings of the Parent Council other than
by invitation, to discuss specific matters.) There should be a limit to the
number of times individuals can be re-elected (e.g. with a compulsory break
after two consecutive mandates). This is in fact a parents association, as
opposed to a PTA, the latter tending to obscure the fact that the interests and
motivation of parents and teachers are not identical.
27.
Some reference should be made to the functions appropriate to Parent
Councils and these should go beyond the organisation of parties for the pupils
and fund raising. If parents are no longer to participate in School Boards,
there must be scope for them to have some say in aspects of the running of
the school. They should be given a specific consultative role, which they
would exercise in consultation with class representatives and thus the
generality of the parents so that views expressed were genuinely
representative and not sectoral or agenda-led. They might also be given
executive functions, for instance in the provision/organisation of extracurricular activities which could cover a wider range of cultural activities as
well as sports.
The introduction of class representatives answers the question ‘how the
parent committee is to communicate with the wider Parent Forum’ and also
means that the differing interests of lower and upper classes are represented
in the Parent Council.
General
I have had to respond to these proposals in some hast and therefore hope
that I am not wrong in saying that I have found no reference to the national
level. This is a major lacuna as it is important that the Parent Councils should
be able to meet together in a National Parent Council/Conference. This would
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be part of an organic structure linking individual parents to their
representatives and spokespersons. They would discuss and formulate policy
on matters pedagogical in general, possibly undertake research and surveys
among parents and be the logical and democratically legitimate sounding
board for Education Ministers when parent opinion was sought.
In saying this, I am drawing on experience as a Lay Member of HMIe. In all
the inspections in which I have participated, I have met, as available, parent
members of the School Board or the PTA, failing which, selected parents. In
no single case have I met any who had any connection or dealings with or
knowledge of the Scottish Parent Teacher Council (? title) which is apparently
the body recognised by Ministers when they have to consult with parents. I
was so surprised that I have made a point of inquiring casually among people
I meet with children in local schools and find that none of them have any
knowledge of the origin, role or status of this body, although it is also
consulted by the media. It would not appear to be organically or
democratically linked to the parent body as a whole. A national level bringing
together delegates of the Parent Councils would provide a logical and truly
representative body worthy of recognition at national level.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM PARENT
In response to the request for views on the above Bill:
1) General Principles of the Bill - Does not meet the initial objective
of encouraging parents to be more involved. You can lead a horse to
water...... but you can't make a parent be involved in any committee / forum
/ council - some don't even show enough involvement in their own child /
children and that is where the emphasis should lie.
For those few parents who do show willing (and it is usually only the same few
who come forward for everything), the current arrangements i.e. School Board
/ PTA are adequate.
2) Advantages / disadvantages
Advantages - Removal of elections which can be off-putting for parents.
However they also provide the guidelines for parents to follow, and allow other
parents to decide by voting in the event of a ballot.
Disadvantages - No set rules, as per current arrangements, which could lead
to confusion.
Because no set term of office, there may be no way to 'remove' those with
strong views not shared by others.
3) Whether Scot Exec consulted effectively. - Publication of public meetings
(in Highlands) was not adequate. Not enough warning or promotion given to
events. They also clashed with school holiday periods in Highlands.
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4) Concerns about particular elements - What happens to existing School
Board members, do they automatically have a right to be on the new Council.
What is the recommended ratio of members to parents? Also what teacher
representatives should there be?
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM PATHHEAD PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
I am writing to you on behalf of Pathhead Primary School Board, with
reference to the Parental Involvement Bill.
The general feeling is still that we still don’t see why School Boards and
Parent Teacher Associations have to be replaced under a new heading. Why
not build on what we already have, rather than introduce an entirely new
system and risk further complicating the system in the eyes of many parents?
How will the introduction of this bill change parent’s perception and, in turn,
encourage support? Many parents do indeed wish to be involved in activities
at their school, and wish to support it. However, regardless of the type of
forum in place, persuading these parents to actually commit to being involved
on any official level is difficult.
We believe that the consultation process has been thorough, but feel that the
above issues have not been fully addressed.
Thank you for your attention.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM PERTH AND KINROSS COUNCIL
Introduction
We are pleased to be given the opportunity to provide a response on the
general principles of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. Within
Perth and Kinross we acknowledge the commitment and hard work currently
undertaken by our existing School Boards. We have also welcomed the
partnership working which has evolved over the years between the Local
Authority and our School Boards which has provided many valuable
opportunities to work in partnership with key stakeholders.
It is however, widely agreed that the present legislation requires to be updated
and revised to eliminate formal and overly bureaucratic processes which
parents/carers find off-putting, particularly the election procedures. The
opportunity to involve and engage a wider number of parents is a positive step
forward, however, there are concerns regarding some of the proposals
contained within the Bill which are felt to be unclear and potentially difficult to
manage.
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Observations
Overall we agree with the general principles of the Bill. It is widely
acknowledged that there is a need to modernise and strengthen the system
for supporting the involvement of parents in school education and provide a
framework for flexibility to allow a wider number of parents to be involved in
schools and their own children’s education. It is also recognised that the Bill
does offer opportunities to review and update current mechanisms for
involving parents which may widen parental involvement. However, there is a
need to appreciate that there are many examples of good practice within the
existing mechanisms and this should be further enhanced and not necessarily
replaced. There are many positive elements which could be retained as part
of any new legislation.
The advantages of the proposed system of parental involvement relate mainly
to the current election procedures for School Boards. These currently are
cumbersome, too formal and expensive. This format deters parents from
becoming involved in their child’s school and education in many cases and
the abolition of the election process is welcomed. However, a framework for
the establishment of Parent Councils would be desirable as this would
address the potential for widespread variations in constitutions. There is also
a need for clear guidance and exemplar models to be provided for Local
Authorities to assist them in establishing and supporting Parent Councils
where required.
However, it is felt that the new proposed system also has disadvantages by
allowing each Parent Council to decide its own operational arrangements.
This will result in a disparate range of structures and practices. This may
make joint working problematic between clusters, local authority areas and
nationally.
Within Perth and Kinross, one of the key strengths of School Boards is their
ability to work together effectively and provide consistent feedback to the
Local Authority on key strategic, policy and financial issues.
It is considered that the Scottish Executive did consult effectively on the Bill
prior to it being introduced to the Parliament. However, one criticism would be
that individual School Boards were not issued with the consultation document
which was sent to schools and Local Authorities. Within Perth and Kinross,
this was raised as a concern at a meeting with all School Board Chairpersons
and subsequently consultation meetings were arranged to provide an
opportunity for School Boards to respond either collectively or individually.
Concerns were also highlighted regarding the closed nature of some of the
questions contained within the consultation document.
The following particular elements of the Bill have been raised as concerns:•

The role of school staff, community members and pupils has been a vital
and successful role in school boards which is not addressed within the Bill.
This is in addition to Local Authority Staff, Health, Social Work, community
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groups and elected members who work with schools on a wider basis who
would not necessarily be involved. Potentially this could narrow the key
stakeholders directly involved within the school communities.
•

Where Local Authorities have existing complaints procedures there should
be no requirement or reason to establish a separate complaints procedure
under this proposed legislation.

•

The remit and responsibilities of Parent Councils need to be clearly
defined. Currently within the Bill the proposed functions are not specific.
There is a need to ensure that confidential matters regarding individual
pupils, families and staff are excluded. Previous legislation ensured
matters
such
as
admission
policies,
timetabling,
school
closure/amalgamations and pupil assessment were not included in the
remit of School Boards and this should be the same for Parent Councils
where the role would be restricted to that of consultation.

•

The Bill is not prescriptive about the arrangements for the establishment or
operation of Parent Councils and there would be no restrictions on the
membership or office bearers. This raises concerns in relation to the duty
placed on education authorities to provide reasonable levels of funding to
allow Parent Councils to carry out their functions.
In terms of
accountability and adherence to Local Authority financial procedures and
audit controls which are currently in place for School Boards, it is unclear
how this would be managed.

The following specific issues are not felt to be adequately addressed in the
Bill:-
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•

It does not appear that the Bill adequately addresses the situation where
different subsets of parents in a school both want to establish their own
Parent Councils.

•

The establishment and support of Parent Councils will result in an
increased workload for Local Authorities and also schools. It is unclear if
the Scottish Executive is to financially support Local Authorities for costs
involved in preparing for and implementing Parental Involvement
strategies. It is a concern that the burden of new legislation will create real
resource implications which will impact on the Local Authorities’ ability to
manage capacity, provide effective leadership and support to the
proposals.

•

The Bill does not clearly explain the appointments process for
headteachers and deputy headteachers. It is unclear whether Local
Authorities are empowered to establish individual procedures locally or
whether prescriptive procedures will be introduced or further amended by
Scottish Ministers at a later date.

Conclusions
Whilst the general principles of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement)
Bill are welcomed should the above areas be considered and expanded,
Parental Involvement could be further enhanced.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM BRUCE PHILP
Although chair of my local School Board this is a personal response. The
invitation to respond arrived too late for me to get a comprehensive view from
my fellow Board members.
It is unfortunate that the redrafted Bill has not taken greater account of the
responses submitted to the initial consultation. The principle of greater
parental involvement is one which everybody would wish to sign up to but it is
not clear how the Bill would achieve this.
The guidance on the setting up of Parent Councils by the Parent Forums is
vague in the extreme. Local authorities will seek views - will this be a majority
of respondents, a majority of parents or will they consult with a structure
'evolving' from the responses?
Will all schools in an authority area have the same structure? Without this it
will be more difficult for the authority to support the Councils effectively.
As has been pointed out by the SSBA there is nothing in the Bill about the
duration of the term of office of a member of the Council. If greater
involvement does not occur there is a risk that the Council could become even
more of a closed shop than it sometimes is at present.
I had hoped that there would be some mention of PTAs within the Bill. There
is an opportunity here to bring together the roles of the PTA and the Board
thereby bringing together a greater number of parents and making it easier to
set up a system of specialist groups or sub-committees of the Council. This
would be likely attract people with different interests for a range of purposes
but all under the umbrella of the School Council.
Altogether this has been a disappointing exercise which is likely to result in
confusion amongst parents and a greater workload for the authorities. In the
end it is difficult at this stage to see how it will involve more parents.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM PORT ERROLL SCHOOL BOARD
The Scottish School Board Association submits this response on behalf of
School Boards and parents in Scotland.
1.0 ABOUT SSBA
1.1 The SSBA was set up by parents in Scotland in l991. It was founded in
response to implementation of the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 which
provided a legislative framework for the creation of School Boards throughout
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Scotland. SSBA provides representation at national level for all parents in the
Scottish education system and aims to promote and encourage partnerships
in education by working closely with educational stakeholders.
1.2 SSBA brings together educationalists, parents, pupils, governments at
both local and national level as well as members of local communities to
discuss and develop best practice which in turn leads to improved standards
in schools. The organisation also provides a national policy forum for parents
and other educational stakeholders throughout Scotland. Importantly, SSBA
also provides School Board training for parents and teachers throughout the
country.
2.0 ABOUT THIS RESPONSE
2.1 The evidence to inform this response has been gathered by our elected
local Executive Board members from the following sources:
Attendance at and feedback from:
• meetings arranged by the Civic Forum
• local meetings organised by Education Authorities
• local meetings organised by Executive Board members
• meetings of parents organised by School Boards
Other informal discussion with parents.
Written responses and comments received from parents throughout Scotland.
3.0 THE RESPONSE RESULTS
3.1 As a result of the information gathered throughout this process it is clear
that there exists among parents a common consensus. Over 95% of those
whose feedback informed this response did not agree with the Scottish
Executive intention to repeal the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988.
3.2 Our respondents were, generally, in favour of some modernisation of
School Boards and saw areas where improvement could be made.
Overwhelmingly, however, it was felt that these aims could be achieved within
the framework of the existing Act. In fact there was widespread support for the
original plan outlined by the Scottish Executive whereby the 1988 Act could
be ‘tweaked’ to take account of the fact that the legislation is now 17 years
old. Parents felt that ‘best practice’ in School Boards identified as exemplars
in the field should be rolled out across Scotland.
3.3 It was felt that the proposal to repeal the Act did not give due
consideration to all the good work which had been carried out by School
Boards since 1988. There was a general feeling that those who had drafted
the Bill did not understand how School Boards had evolved since their
inception and how they operate today. This was a matter for much regret as it
indicated that those responsible for drafting and approving the Bill – officials
and politicians – had failed in their duty to understand how, in practice, School
Boards now fulfilled their legal obligations.
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3.4 It was felt that the draft Bill, in its present form, would not achieve the
Minister’s aim of improving parental involvement. Many parents feel that it
may actually have the opposite effect. It is also felt that the tone of the draft
bill may alienate the many parents on Boards who are already involved in
school life and who help manage schools in partnership with school staff.
3.5 Parents were also at a loss to understand where the mandate claimed by
the Scottish Executive to repeal the 1988 Act had come from. The ‘evidence’
cited in the consultation document seems to have come from a very small
minority of parents and others who seem to have little knowledge of the
current operations of School Boards.
3.6 The so-called George Street research quoted in the Scottish Executive
consultation paper engaged only about 200 ‘silent majority’ parents from
disadvantaged groups. Little cognisance seems to have been taken of the
‘silent majority’ mainstream parents. The George Street research did not
recommend the abolition of School Boards; it merely recommended an
overhaul of their structures. Its main recommendation to improve parental
involvement was an education and information campaign.
3.7 The assertion that School Boards had not worked because 11% of
schools did not have one was a puzzle to parents who stated that a take-up
rate of 89% would be seen as a huge success in most other areas. Moreover,
the fact that only a small percentage of parents actually sit on School Boards
does not imply that only these parents are represented. Most School Boards
work very hard to consult with and inform the parent body, and to ensure that
they provide a true reflection of opinion of the parents in their school.
4.0 THE CONSULTATION PROCESS
4.1 Many parents feel that the consultation process has been badly handled.
The SSBA received many complaints from School Boards that they had been
unable to obtain a copy of the consultation document from their school. Some
of the documents were late in arriving in schools; others seem to have lain in
schools with the head teacher and the School Board being unaware of their
presence.

4.2 The parents’ leaflet which accompanied the consultation document was of
very limited use. Some schools did not receive these leaflets at all, with head
teachers and School Boards being unaware even that they should have had
them. The actual content of the leaflet seems to have been of little help to the
parents who did receive them. It gave little information. The main complaint
was that it gave no information about the dates of the Civic Forum meetings,
merely a telephone number to call for information. Advertising of these
meetings was poor, with only a few days advance notice being given.
4.3 Parents who did attend these meetings reported that the Scottish
Executive members present were paying little attention to their concerns.
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4.4 Many parents were also unhappy with the form of questions contained in
the consultation document, complaining that they contained leading
statements. Many of the questions about ‘new’ duties for Education
Authorities seemed to indicate a lack of knowledge that these ‘duties’ were
already being carried out by Education Authorities.
4.5 The vagueness of the Scottish Executive proposals was of serious
concern to many parents. With its attempt at flexibility, the draft Bill in its
present form will actually result in less parental representation. We do not
know how appointment procedures will work. We don’t know how a Forum will
regulate its business. We are unsure as to what information Forums may or
may not request from the Education Authority. In short, there is no clarification
of parents’ rights.
4.6 Overall, the inefficient character of the consultation process and the illdefined nature of the draft Bill remain matters for major concern among those
parents who wish to be involved in the education process.
5.0 SUGGESTED AMENDMENTS
It is evident that our respondents would prefer that there was no repeal of the
1988 Bill and suggest that modernisation could be achieved with the ‘tweak’
already intimated in meetings with the Executive. However, as parents are
only one of the groups being consulted on this new Bill, we feel obliged to
suggest amendments, which we feel would ensure parent’s rights of
representation, and also meet the aims stated within the consultation.
5.1 Election Process
Every parent should be an automatic member of the Forum, with the core
committee being elected at an open meeting properly called for the purpose.
This core committee can be elected as decided by those present at the
meeting; for example by a simple show of hands or by a secret ballot.
The core committee will consist of parents in the majority. Members will hold
office for two years, with half of the committee standing down each year to
allow new members to stand. Members will, of course, be able to stand for reelection after the 2-year period. The section re sub-committees (from 1988
Act) should be re-enforced.
5.2 Composition of Forums
A major strength of the current School Board system is the partnership
working scenario with a range of educational stakeholders working in tandem.
To achieve the best for the school, parents need to engage with the head
teacher, teachers and community members. All groups are more effective
when relationships have been built on trust. We do not believe that the draft
Bill offers this. It is crucially important that the head teacher is retained as an
advisor to the Forum. Parents should always be in the majority, but the
present School Board system ensures a balanced view and is beneficial to all.
Teachers, working at the front line, are an integral part of the process. So too
are local councillors, co-opted members and pupils. The proposed new
arrangements are a retrograde step, which will lead to less, not more,


248

meaningful involvement for parents in schools. As we have indicated
throughout the consultation process, it is our sincere contention that so-called
Parental Forums will, in reality, be nothing more than meaningless gatherings
if there is no engagement with all stakeholders.
5.3 Constitution of Forums
If each Forum is allowed to decide its own constitution and method of
operation, a disparate range of structures will emerge. This will prove
unworkable both for Forums and for Education Authorities. A common and coordinated structure is needed to ensure the support and co-operation of
Education Authorities. Some flexibility within the structure could be built in to
ensure that we do not have a ‘one size fits all’ approach. There is great
concern that the proposals in the draft Bill are open to the potential
development of unrepresentative groups and agendas.
5.4 Functions of Forums
Rather than an open-ended provision, which would be open to interpretation,
it would be advisable to have a legislative means which would ensure that the
remit of the Forum is clear to all parties. This legislation should state clearly
that Forums must be consulted and engaged on all of the following areas, but
not on these exclusively – school budgets, development plan, school policies,
curriculum, school discipline, school uniform, improvement objectives,
standards and performance. Also that the school and authority must take
cognisance of the opinions of the Forum and that all aspects of school life are
the business of the Forum except matters of a personal nature concerning
staff or pupils at the school.
Other functions and duties would include promoting parental and wider
involvement; and communicating with parents, pupils, staff and the wider
community.
5.5 National set-up
A system of area forums should be set up at local level. These would ensure
effective practice and strengthen parental involvement.
There should also be a National Forum, consisting of members elected by
School Forums. This election would ensure proper representation and
accountability. This body should be independent. It should represent the
interests of parents in the education system whilst working in partnership with
other educational stakeholders. It may be advantageous for this body to be
regulated by statute and we strongly urge that this idea should be pursued.
There should also be a parent representative on a local authority’s education
committee.
5.6 Training
It should be mandatory for all authorities to offer training. This training will be
particularly important during any transition period.
This training should be financed by the Scottish Executive.
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5.7 Communication
A system of e-mailing should be made available to all Forums. This would
allow two way contact between each Local Authority and the Authority’s
member Forums and would give the Minister and the Scottish Executive and
others direct contact with Forums across Scotland. This could be facilitated by
the National Forum or the proposed Scottish Schools Digital Network.
5.8 Parent Teacher Associations
Although not directly affected by the repeal of the 1988 Act, PTAs will
undoubtedly be indirectly affected. Our feedback indicated that members are
largely in favour of PTAs remaining as at present. We suggest that PTAs
could choose to come under the Forum umbrella or remain as present.
Either way, all activities should be covered under Education Authorities’
insurance.
5.9 Appointment of senior staff
Parents support a revised appointment system. They would wish parental
participation in the interview process to continue at an early stage in the
proceedings.
6.0 SUGGESTED ADDITIONAL CLAUSES
6.1 Conflict of interest
Section 5A of the School Boards (Scotland) 1988 Act which deals with
conflicts of interest among Board members has been deleted from the draft
Bill. A clause relating to disclosure of any conflict of interest should be
inserted.
6.2 Members not acting in the best interests of the Forum
A clause should be inserted to enable Boards to remove members not acting
in the best interest of the Forum.
6.3 Adequate funding
Legislation must make provision for adequate funding of the new parent
bodies. The level of funding should be determined on a national basis and not
left to the discretion of individual local authorities as is the case currently.
Parents believe that a properly funded infrastructure which would encompass
an honorarium for a clerk and the proper production of agendas and minutes
is essential to the efficient and meaningful operation of the new parent bodies.
SUMMARY
It should be made clear that SSBA and the Scottish Executive share a
common goal. The Executive consultation paper is entitled “Making the
difference – improving parents’ involvement in schools.” Improving parental
involvement in schools should, of course, be a central tenet of all of those
responsible for the maintenance of a world-class education system in
Scotland.
For the past 14 years SSBA has been committed to the concept of meaningful
participation by parents in the education process. The key word here is


250

“meaningful”. We have serious concerns that under the proposals outlined in
the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill – vague and somewhat
lacking in detail as they are – parental involvement in Scottish schools will be
seriously devalued.
The feedback, which we have received from School Boards, PTAs and
individual parents throughout the country, is unequivocal. There is widespread
concern that the Scottish Executive proposals as they are currently drafted
will do little or nothing to “make the difference” or, indeed, to “improve parents’
involvement in schools”. The aims are laudable. The intended legislative
structure through which these aims are to be achieved is not. It is vital that
there should be a clear framework within which to operate. The structure
should ensure that there is no room for doubt about the rights and
responsibilities of parents, school staff and Local Authorities.
However, it has become clear, too, that parents would welcome
modernisation of the existing framework. The legislation under which School
Boards were originally set up is now nearly two decades old. Since
implementation of the 1988 Act, the School Board system has evolved
beneficially within the confines of the original legislation. Perhaps, though, the
time is, indeed, right to look afresh at the present system and to fine-tune
where appropriate.
Fine-tuning, however, is not what the Scottish Executive have in mind.
Parents are ready and willing to embrace change so long as that change is for
the better. Parents appreciate attention being paid to their views and would
welcome changes which mirror their views and which lead to continued
“meaningful” representation. Strengthening the proposals and clarifying
parents’ rights and responsibilities will meet with favour.
Parents are anxious to ensure that the very real strengths of School Boards
are retained. The fear is that the new Bill will “throw the baby out with the bath
water.” This fear has to be addressed. Parents need to be assured that
parental representation is moving forwards and not back. By retaining the
good parts of the 1988 Act, adding greater flexibility and recognising current
best practice within School Boards we can progress and achieve our joint aim
of achieving better parental involvement.
The concept of partnership working which has evolved since the inception of
School Boards must be retained within the new Bill. Parents have no desire to
meet in isolation from other educational stakeholders. Progression means the
continuing engagement with school staff and education authorities in
meaningful discussion.
The Minister’s vision of greater and wider parental involvement can be met
with the co-operative working of parents, schools and education authorities.
Parents will embrace this vision – for it is a vision they share – if they see
genuine consultation and a desire and commitment to treat them as true
partners in the education process.
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WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM PRESTON STREET SCHOOL BOARD
Although we welcome the intention of the Bill to promote greater inclusion and
involvement by parents, we believe that the current proposal will not achieve
this.
We are glad that a less formal election procedure is proposed, although we
have concerns over the composition of the proposed Parent Councils. Our
Board has benefited from staff representation and the ability to co-opt
members, which has encouraged partnership working. We would welcome
support for a broader Council structure.
We are glad that the Head teacher now has a right to attend meetings but
their role is not clearly defined.
We welcome the fact that Councils will have the same legal status as Boards,
but would like re-assurance that they will still get the resources to pay for
training and clerical support. This enables meetings to be properly structured
and minuted which is essential for communication with parents, related
schools and the Education authority.
We would welcome assurance as to the type and extent of parent involvement
in Senior staff appointments. It is essential that current responsibilities are not
eroded.
Although it is proposed that Parent Councils can discuss and make
representation on any matter, will the Bill ensure Education Departments and
the Executive communicate about issues affecting schools timeously and
appropriately for discussion and representation to take place?
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM RENFREWSHIRE COUNCIL
Renfrewshire Council welcomes the opportunity to make comments to the
Scottish Parliament Education Committee on the general principles of the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill which was introduced on 28
September 2005.
General principles of the Bill
Since its inception in April 1996, Renfrewshire Council has worked hard to
promote the involvement of parents in schools. All schools have school
boards which are regularly consulted and requested to consult with the
broader parent body on the full range of issues related to the development of
education services.
In addition, the majority of schools have parent
associations or parent teacher associations which make a positive
contribution to involving parents in the life of the school.
The Council’s response to the consultation on the draft bill took into account
the views of parents, teachers, heads of pre 5 establishments, teaching
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unions, members of school boards, parent associations, parent teacher
associations and the public.
Renfrewshire Council supports the view of Scottish Ministers that the School
Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 should be repealed. The Council is in broad
agreement with proposals regarding the rights of parents and the duties of
councils.
Several concerns which the council expressed in response to the consultation
on the draft bill have been addressed.
Concerns which have not been addressed include:
y
y
y
y
y
y

lack of Council power to ensure some consistency across its schools in the
ways in which parent councils operate;
lack of power for the council to ensure the rights and interests of all
parents are supported;
opportunities for sectional interests to pursue single issue agendas which
may not be to the advantage of the school as a whole;
lack of recognition of the role of Councillors as democratically elected
representatives of the community, including parents;
specification of duties and responsibilities of parents, councillors and
teachers; and
representative parent councils not having a mandate through creation by a
democratic process.

It is hoped that these concerns will be addressed through Guidance to be
provided under powers given to Scottish Ministers by the Bill. For example, on
limits to the functions of parent councils which should not infringe on the
council’s responsibility as employer and provider of resources.
Advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system
It is recognised that the new system provides opportunity for more parents to
be involved. However, there is still a concern over how many parents will take
advantage of the opportunity in practice.
School boards see an advantage in an annual report separate from the
development plan. Headteachers are concerned about duplication if the
report is separate.
The major disadvantage in local flexibility is lack of consistency across
schools and regions which will make it more difficult for authorities to support
parent councils.
The Financial Memorandum which accompanies the Bill makes clear that
authorities should expect to spend more in supporting Parent Councils and
their consultations and on new duties than has been spent on School Boards.
The authority will be left to bear the extra costs from existing resources.
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Effective consultation on draft Bill
The Scottish Executive and local authority efforts to consult on the Bill were
appreciated. Effectiveness could have been improved by greater clarity in
proposals, a more realistic timescale and fuller explanation of proposals.
Particular elements of the Bill and specific issues to be addressed
Rights of attendance should be granted to the director of education and
elected members as well as to headteachers. The involvement of teachers,
senior pupils in secondary schools and co-opted members should be
recommended as beneficial to the school.
Designating parent councils as agents of the education authority and giving
them power to enter into contracts and agreements causes concern in relation
to the Local Government (Scotland) Act 1973 and in the possibility of the
council being held accountable for the consequences of actions taken by
Parent Councils over which they have no control.
Allowing parent councils to discuss and make representations on any matter
of concern to parents could potentially infringe the rights of pupils, parents
and staff. Areas on which it would not be appropriate for parents to express
collective views include:
y
y
y

conditions of service of teachers and other staff
national and local agreements between employers and employees
individual children or groups of children.

Further consideration requires to be given to representation on behalf of those
children who are looked after and accommodated by the council. This issue
is complex given that those responsible for accommodated children may also
be council employees.
The Bill does not specify that any issue has to be taken up with the education
authority before HMIe are contacted if the parent council is not satisfied with
the school response. This denies the authority, which is responsible for the
management of its schools, the opportunity to deal with parental concerns.
Flexibility is to be valued where it encourages greater participation. However,
there is a concern that it could lead to so much variation that it creates
barriers to sharing of good practice and joint training.
Headteachers expressed concern about the running of the Parent Councils;
the impact on HMIe’s workload of Parent Councils raising concerns with them;
impact on workload for headteachers and the bureaucracy and expense for
schools and authorities in monitoring the functioning of the proposals.
Concerns expressed by schools boards included:
y
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practicalities of the 2 tier system,

y
y
y

- where responsibility would lie
- who would absorb costs
if the concerns of the parent body are not being addressed by the school
what are the routes of access to the education authority?
loss of accountability through abolition of elections
benefits of parent and grand parent involvement in the classroom not
mentioned in the Bill.

Response approved at Lifelong Learning and Work Policy Board, 10
November 2005
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ELIZABETH A ROADS
I must write as an individual parent although I am Chair of our School Board
and the letter from Deirdre Watt enclosing leaflets setting out the comparison
between School Boards and the proposed Parent Councils is dated 8th
November and, therefore, did not reach me until after our last Board meeting
and I understand that responses must be received by tomorrow - 18th
November. This does not allow sufficient time for proper consultation and I
must record that I do not believe that the Scottish Executive has consulted
effectively on this subject.
I am firmly of the opinion that the general format of School Boards at present
is effective and efficient and there is no requirement to repeal the 1988 Act.
Indeed it would appear that the vast majority of those who responded to the
initial consultation were of the same mind. One must hope that our
representatives will take account of the majority view, even if it is not the view
the Scottish Executive wish to hear. Legislation is a serious matter, affecting
the lives of citizens and tax payers, and it is incumbent on those in authority
not to do what is neither wished for nor required if a good partnership between
citizen and Parliament is to exist. Our representatives are there to reflect the
view of the electorate not the views of themselves or the Executive. Civil
servants must not promote their own desires but ensure that their political
masters know the views of the electorate and interpret those views accurately.
I am concerned about four specific points - the role of parent representatives
in the appointment of senior staff, insurance, and community representation
on the proposed Parent For a, and the constitution of a Board. None of these
points is properly clarified in the amended proposals:A) The parents are those who know the school, pupils and staff best and must
be involved in the selection of senior staff. It is not sufficient for the local
Council to determine who should be appointed to a senior post when they
may have very limited knowledge of the particular school. While a person
may be well qualified they may not be the right person for that particular post.
The appointment of an individual without reference to the parents will alienate
those very people you are encouraging to become more involved in the life of
their school as they will, often correctly, assume that an individual is chosen
because it is "their turn" for promotion


255

B) The new Parent Fora must be insured in the same manner as the present
School Boards.
C) A school does not exist in isolation and community representatives are vital
to the health of the school and the place within the wider community.
D) It should be mandatory for the proposed Parent Fora to produce both
agendas and minutes of meetings as a true record of what has happened and
to ensure that future members are aware of items discussed in the past.
In general I reiterate the view of our School Board that the 1988 Act does not
require repeal, although certain amendments to the number of parents on a
Board and their method of selection might be made.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ROTHESAY ACADEMY SCHOOL BOARD
We understand that the Scottish Parliament is seeking the views
from interested parties on the above bill. The following is the evidence on
behalf of Rothesay Academy School Board.
1. We are, of course, in broad agreement with the general principle of the bill
that all parents should be supported to be involved in schools and their own
child's education. We believe that there must be statutory safeguards in place
to ensure that local authorities are compelled to provide the necessary
support, including clear advice and financial support, to encourage and enable
parents to become involved in their local schools, and that local authorities
must be audited to ensure compliance in this area.
2. The advantages of the new system over the existing school board system
would be primarily that it would encourage parents to become involved in a
Parent Council who might have be put off joining a school board because of
the formal election process. It also has the apparent advantage of allowing
flexibility to meet a wide range of differing local needs. However, the main
disadvantages are that the lack of a universal, straightforward, easily
understood, robust model for Parent Councils could result in a system which
is fragmented, messy, undemocratic and confusing, particularly to parents.
The inclusion of local authorities "strategies" for parental involvement in this
bill will not necessarily result in more effective parental involvement. Local
authorities now have to produce "strategies" for many things and whilst the
writing of these strategy documents has often resulted in job creation and
increased bureaucracy, it has not necessarily led to improvement in
local services. Our fear is that this bill could result in a plethora of paperwork,
with many different models, constitutions, etc being offered to parents, which
could ironically add to the confusion and become extremely off putting to
parents who simply want to help their child in their education. Simplicity is the
key to participation, and by failing to define a simple clear framework for
parental participation this bill could result in less effective parental
participation unless amendments are made at this stage.
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3. We do not consider that the Scottish Executive consulted effectively on this
bill before it was introduced to Parliament. The questions asked were
misleading and confusing, and it was extremely difficult to respond effectively
to it. Also, it appears to have been completely ineffective, since many views
appear to have been ignored.
4. We have particular concerns about certain aspects of the bill- as outlined
below:
Section 6 allows local education authorities to invite parents to indicate how
the Parent Council is to be constituted. The intention appears to be to offer a
range of options, however, we think this could simply result in a lot of
needless work for local education authorities; duplication of effort across the
country; and confusion and unnecessary debate and discussion over
constitutional and administrative matters, which is precisely what is most likely
to put parents off becoming involved in their school. There should be a clear,
simple straightforward and universal framework which should be flexible
enough to be adapted to meet local circumstances. Parents across the
country should come to have a similar understanding of what a "Parent
Council" is, regardless of where they live of what kind of school their children
attend.
Section 11 allows local education authorities to provide financial support by
way of administrative expenses, however, it only has the power, not the duty,
to provide accommodation and services- Section 11.(4). This part of the
bill needs to be strengthened to ensure that local authorities are compelled
to provide the necessary financial support to enable Parent Councils to
function effectively, particularly since parents will be giving of their time and
skills freely and voluntarily. It is of particular concern to us that parents on low
incomes should be enabled to participate in Parent Councils. For example
expenses should be available to parents in rural areas who might otherwise
be precluded from attending meetings in the evening due to the complete lack
of public transport.
We also suggest that Section 14 should be changed to clarify exactly what
"involvement" of Parent Councils in selection of head teachers and depute
head teachers actually means, as lack of clear guidance could lead to
widely differing interpretations of what is required. A key task of School Board
members was to sit on interview panels for these posts. It could easily be
interpreted as a reduction in parental involvement if this were not to be
explicitly set out either in the bill or in the accompanying regulations or
guidance.
We have concerns about the title "Parent Forum" being used to represent all
parents of pupils in a school. We think this term is completely unnecessary
and the notion of two "bodies" ie Parent Forum and Parent Council will be
confusing to many parents, who may think that these are two discrete
organisations. It would be better simply to refer to all parents in a school being
entitled to be represented by the Parent Council. In addition the fact that at
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present many local authorities have "parent forums" for a range of other
purposes, means this new concept will only add to confusion.
Finally, we would like to state that most parents want to work in partnership
with their schools, but do not want to become involved in management or
administrative functions that paid staff are trained and skilled to undertake.
Parents will become involved with schools if they feel welcomed, if they feel
they have a contribution to make that is valued, and if they think that their
involvement will benefit the school and their children. The purpose of the bill
and the subsequent role of the local education authorities should be to enable
parents to do this as easily and as effectively as possible.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SCOTTISH CATHOLIC EDUCATION
COMMISSION
The Catholic Education Commission supports the stated purpose of this Bill to
achieve more effective parental involvement in all aspects of education by
developing partnership between parents and schools and by imposing a duty
on all local authorities to prepare a strategy for parental involvement. We
regard the Bill as published to offer significant improvements on the draft
proposals published by the Scottish Executive.
It is our view that parents are the first and foremost educators of their children
and that this responsibility continues throughout the period of a child’s formal
education and schooling. Thus, we support strategies which promote the
rights and responsibilities of parents to be engaged with the processes of
schooling.
Having consulted parents throughout the Catholic community, we are aware
that many who are active members of School Boards believe that the current
system works effectively, allowing them to be informed about and to influence
school developments. We recognise the risk that the abolition of the current
system may not lead to the improvements which are being sought. Indeed,
we suggest that new structures, in themselves, are unlikely to lead to any
significant improvement in parental involvement.
However, we believe that this Bill does offer the opportunity to promote
parental involvement through the establishment of Parent Councils with
appropriate duties, expectations and rights.
In particular, we welcome the specific requirement [7 (2)] in denominational
schools for at least one co-opted member of a Parent Council to be
nominated by the church or denominational body in whose interest the school
is conducted.
We have a particularly strong concern over the proposal [16] for the
establishment of a Combined Parent Council as it seems likely to lead to
conflict with the autonomy of individual schools. Moreover, we object to the
proposed arrangements for “requisite consent” for such an arrangement.
While all parents of all the concerned schools would require to be informed of
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any proposal to establish a combined council, the decision to establish will be
taken by “the majority of such members of the parent forum as respond
timeously to that invitation”. Thus, a handful of parents could take the
decision which affects many hundreds. This proposal cannot stand. We
raised the same objection during the Scottish Executive’s consultation.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SCOTTISH CONSUMER COUNCIL
The purpose of the Scottish Consumer Council (SCC) is to make all
consumers in Scotland matter. We do this by putting forward the consumer
interest, particularly that of disadvantaged groups in society, and by working
with those people who can make a difference to achieve beneficial change.
SCC welcomes the opportunity to provide written evidence to the Education
Committee on the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill.
Scottish Executive consultation process
SCC is aware that the current proposals have been developed over a number
of years. The Banks Review (2002) stated that ‘school boards have been in
place a long time and a revision of the style and approach of school boards is
entirely appropriate for a new age and a new agenda’. The current legislative
proposals have therefore been anticipated for a number of years and there is
a considerable evidence base for the proposals, including the work carried out
by George Street Research and research carried out by SCC during the
national education debate.
Following the consultation period, it became apparent that the process had
not adequately gathered the views of the 90% of parents who are not
members of School Boards or PTAs. Due to this gap in the consultation
process, SCC conducted research into parents’ views on behalf of the
Scottish Executive. This research consisted of a MORI telephone survey of
1000 parents and 8 focus groups with parents who were not members of
School Boards. The findings of this research are presented here as part of
our evidence to the Education Committee, the full report is available from the
SCC website (www.scotconsumer.org.uk).
General Principles
The Policy Memorandum accompanying the Bill states that its overall
objective is to ‘modernise and strengthen the system for supporting parental
involvement in school education’. SCC supports this objective however we
would prefer to see the objective include an explicit reference to both parental
involvement and parental representation. In a recent discussion paper8, we
drew the distinction between parental involvement and parental
representation (see table 1).

8

Representing and Involving Parents: A discussion paper (SCC, May 2005)
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Table 1: Parental involvement and parent representation
What
Why
How
Closer links
To improve their
Home-school links
Parental
between
child’s attainment. Parents evenings
involvement
individual parents
Open days
and their child’s
school.
Parental
representation

The collective voice
of the parent
interest.

To develop a high
quality responsive
education system
for all.

School Boards

The initial Scottish Executive consultation paper confused these two elements
of parental participation in education. Arguments in support of greater
parental involvement (for example, the impact on attainment) were used to
justify changes to the system of parent representation. We would welcome a
more detailed explanation of the term ‘parental involvement’ which underpins
the Bill but is not clearly defined. We are concerned that without this definition
local authorities will view the establishment of Parent Councils and Parent
Forums as sufficient to fulfil their duties in relation to parental involvement
rather than encouraging them to develop innovative schemes to create closer
links between home and school.
SCC argues that both parental involvement and parental representation need
to be strengthened due to:
•
•

•

Low levels of parental involvement - only 31% of parents had been
involved in activities at their child’s school while 45% of parents stated that
they would like to become more involved in their child’s school.
Low level of membership of School Boards - only 2% of parents
reported being members of School Boards. The number of parents who
can be members of a School Board at any one time is currently limited by
legislation there are also a number of practical barriers to parents
involvement in School Boards such as childcare facilities and meeting
times.
Lack of confidence in representative function of School Boards –
while the majority of parents reported satisfaction with how the School
Board represented their views, 14% did not know what they said and only
18% reported any proactive contact with the School Board (aside from
receiving newsletters). This suggests that School Boards do not engage
with all parents in the school.

Given these findings, we support the aims of the Bill to improve parental
involvement in general and to strengthen parental representation.
Advantages of the Proposed System
1. Creating a more flexible and inclusive system for parental
representation
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The main advantage of the current proposals is the removal of the rigidities of
the School Boards system. Our research found considerable support for
these proposals:
• 96% of parents agreed that there should be a body to represent parents’
views in their child’s school.
• 83% agreed that parents should be allowed to decide how the Parent
Forum in their school is organised.
• 81% of parents felt that the parents who took part in the Parent Council
should be elected.
• 79% agreed that parents should decide what should be discussed at
Parent Council meetings.
Our evidence also suggests that a ‘one size fits all approach’ will not meet the
needs or preferences of all parents. For example, parents whose children are
attending primary school are significantly less likely to want elections than
those whose children attend secondary schools.
2. Creating a duty on Scottish Ministers and education authorities to
support parental involvement
We welcome the creation of a duty on both Scottish Ministers and education
authorities to support parental involvement in Scottish schools. We hope that
by signalling the importance placed on parental involvement and
representation, education authorities will work to ensure that the level and
quality of participation improves.
3. Strengthening representation by placing a clear duty to consult on
Parent Councils
As highlighted above, one of the concerns about the current system is its
ability to adequately represent the views of parents who are not members of
School Boards: only 18% of parents had any pro-active contact with School
Boards. In contrast, the proposals place a duty on Parent Councils to consult
with members of the wider Parent Forum. In total, 97% of parents agreed that
the Parent Council should consult other parents in the school about important
issues and pass their views on to education authorities, head teachers and
other relevant parties.
SCC welcomes the duty to be placed on Parent Councils to consult with the
wider Parent Forum. However, we are aware of the high cost of carrying out
robust consultations, both in terms of financial resources and the time
required from Parent Council members to carry out such tasks. We would
welcome a clear expectation on local authorities to fund this as part of their
support to Parent Councils and parental involvement more widely. We are
also aware of the complexities of carrying out consultations, particularly where
there are diverse views, as is likely to be the case amongst parents. We
would welcome Guidance and best practice for Parent Councils on consulting
with parents, including how to analyse and report diverse views.
4. The two-tier system
The SCC welcomes the approach taken by the Scottish Executive in creating
a ‘Parent Forum’. Providing a clear identity may reduce the feeling expressed
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in our focus groups that some parents are not welcome at events or meetings
and that involvement in the school, whether through School Boards or PTAs is
only an option for a certain type of parent, usually expressed in socioeconomic terms.
We are also aware that by using the wide definition of parent, many nonresident parents will be formal members of the Parent Forum and welcome
the greater inclusion of non-resident parents that may be encouraged by this
proposal.
Strengthening the proposals
While we are generally in favour of the proposals, there are a number of
places where SCC believes the Bill could be strengthened.
1. Functions of Parent Council
The Scottish Executive proposals have been criticised as reducing ‘parent
power’. This argument tends to focus on the power of School Boards to fix
occasional holidays, to approve spending on books and materials and to
control out of hours use of the school. Our focus group research suggested
that these issues were not of high importance to parents, though the MORI
poll did suggest that control over the school budget would be viewed
positively by just under half of parents.
However, we are not convinced that the balance of rights and responsibilities
in the current draft of the Bill will provide Parent Councils with a strong
enough voice to challenge service providers and professionals. At present
the draft Bill allows Parent Councils to make representations to the head
teacher and education authority on parental involvement and report the views
of parents on any matters that appear to be of interest or concern to the
Parent Forum. The rights of the Parent Council to make representations is
wide-ranging and SCC welcomes this approach. Education authorities and
head teachers are to ‘have regard to’ these representations, SCC would
welcome Guidance on what this duty would mean in practice and in what
circumstances head teachers and education authorities would have to act on
representations made by the Parent Council.
We would welcome a commitment from the Scottish Executive to review how
schools and education authorities are interpreting ‘having regard to’ parents’
views, following implementation of the Act, to ensure that Parent Councils are
seen as equal partners in school-level decision-making. We would also
welcome the inclusion of a provision for Scottish Ministers to extent the rights
of the Parent Council by regulation (for example, including rights to veto
school-level policies or the School Development Plan) should this review
suggest that education authorities or head teachers are not responding
adequately to concerns raised by Parent Councils.
2. School Governance
The debate on School Boards has focused almost exclusively on their role as
a parent representative body, however this is a misrepresentation of the
membership of School Boards. While a School Board cannot exist without
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parents, once constituted they bring parents, teachers, community groups and
in some cases pupils around one table. Replacing these with parent only
bodies, as Parent Councils will be, raises questions about school governance.
If there is no collective decision-making body that brings together the
stakeholders, we assume that decision-making will be the preserve of the
education authority and Head Teacher alone. We would welcome wider
discussion and debate over the balance of decision-making power within
Scottish schools.
3. Complaints system
We welcome the inclusion of a specific right to make representations to HMIe,
though we are disappointed that there is no duty to be placed on HMIe to act
on these representations. The Policy Memorandum suggests that in most
cases this information will be stored until the next inspection. As HMIe is
moving towards a generational cycle for school inspections, this could be as
long as a 7-year delay in the case of a primary school that has just been
inspected. Unless complaints to HMIe lead to investigation or inspection in
cases where there appears to be a legitimate complaint, the power to make
recommendations to HMIe does not represent a significant increase in
parental rights.
The draft Bill would give parents with the right to complain to education
authorities about how they carry out their duties on parental involvement.
There is no such duty placed on education authorities in the Standards in
Scotland’s Schools etc. Act. The inclusion of a statutory complaints
mechanism for parental involvement but not for other educational issues is at
odds with the general principle of improving the standards and quality of
education. We see an effective complaints mechanism as a key component
of a responsive education system and it would be entirely appropriate for this
issue to be considered in detail during the passing through the Scottish
Parliament of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill.
In our response to Making the Difference we argued strongly for a holistic
view of complaints in education. The complaints route in education is highly
complex, and about to be made more so by the introduction of several routes
of redress in the Additional Support for Learning Act. SCC has recently
begun work exploring the complaints system in education and hopes to report
on this work in Spring 2006.
4. National Parent Forum
The consultation on the parental involvement has brought the lack of national
representation for the majority of parents to the fore. The difficulty
experienced by the Scottish Executive in accessing views on the proposals
from parents who are not members of a School Board or Parent Teacher
Association committee is just one example of the lack of proper
representation for the majority of parents in the education system. SCC
continues to argue that a new National Parent Forum would be a powerful
mechanism for accessing the views of parents and supporting the
development of parental involvement and representation. We have been
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holding discussions with stakeholder organisations and will publish a further
discussion paper on this issue in December 2005.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SCOTTISH PARENT TEACHER COUNCIL
Scottish Parent Teacher Council (SPTC) welcomes the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill. We are totally supportive of the principles
incorporated in the Bill that is now being considered by the Scottish
Parliament. We welcome the proposals to facilitate parental involvement
through parent-friendly bodies and also those changes from the draft Bill that
respond to concerns raised during the consultation.
1) We welcome the identification of the whole parent body as the Parent
Forum, because this makes it clear that all parents – not just committees –
have a role to play in schools, and have a right to be consulted.
2) We also welcome the clarification that the business of the Forum will
operate through a smaller, properly constituted committee – the Parents’
Council – but that all parents will be actively involved through their
membership of the Parents’ Forum. Whilst we always understood that a
two-tier structure like this would be the operational system for the Forums,
many were worried that the original proposals seemed too vague and
unstructured. This change to a two-tier system on the face of the Bill
addresses these worries.
3) We welcome the fact that the headteacher’s involvement is now clearly
spelt out. Again, we always understood that the Forums would need to
work in partnership with headteachers, but the clarification of the
headteacher’s role on the face of the Bill answers those critics who felt that
the headteacher was being sidelined and the Forums could end up being
pointless talking shops.
4) We welcome the fact that there is now a duty on Scottish Ministers, as well
as on education authorities, to promote parental involvement.
This
clearly signals both that parents do have an important role to play in
schools, and that the importance of this role is recognised at the highest
level.
5) However, we are very pleased that the main principle of the original
proposals – that the new Forums and Councils belong to the parents at the
school, will be designed and operated by them, taking account of the
different circumstances that exist at different schools - has been retained.
6) We do have a reservation that there is no clear requirement on the Parent
Council to prioritise issues brought to it by the Parent Forum. It is very
important that the Parent Forums retain “ownership” of the Parent Councils
and that the Parent Councils, for their part hold themselves accountable to
the Parent Forum. There should therefore be scope for the Parent Forums
to require the Parent Councils to take up issues on their behalf; not as is
presently laid out in Section 8 1(e)(iv) for the Parent Councils to
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determine which of the issues that are of concern to the Parent Forum
they will consider.
7) Constitutions
One of the issues that caused concern during the consultation was the fact
that the Parent Forums would determine the constitutions of the Parent
Councils. There seemed to be a belief that this task was too difficult for
“ordinary” parents to perform.
We would like to point out that parents
have been writing constitutions for PTAs quite successfully and
competently for over fifty years. Moreover, they have been sufficiently
competent to change PTA constitutions when this proved necessary in
response to changing circumstances. This is an area where SPTC has
considerable expertise as many PTAs come to us for advice. We make it
clear that a constitution is not some lengthy legalistic document akin to the
American Constitution that they have to comply with; rather it is a written
description of the organisation that they want to have. A constitution can
be written simply by detailing the following aspects of the organisation:
a) its name;
b) aims and objectives,
c) who the members are;
d) if there is a committee, then how many people are on the committee
and
e) how they are elected;
f) how office-bearers are nominated and appointed;
g) voting procedures;
h) the need for an annual audit;
i) how often the committee should report to the members;
j) arrangements for calling general meetings;
k) how the constitution can be changed;
l) winding-up procedures.
Moreover – and very importantly - the constitution should be written in
terms that are clear, straightforward and easily understood by everyone. A
legalistic document that no one can interpret is of no use to anyone.
An education authority has a duty to prepare a scheme for the
establishment of a Parent Council in each of their schools. In fulfilling this
duty an education authority must not only have regard to the views of the
parents as detailed in Section 6 (1), they must also have regard to the
principles of simplicity, clarity and easy comprehension detailed above.
8) Headteacher Appointments
Another major area of concern that arose during the consultation was the
apparent diminution of the parental role in the appointment of
headteachers and senior staff.
We always understood that this was
because there would be a separate consultation on the new processes for
appointing headteachers and senior staff. We welcome the fact that this
consultation is now ongoing.
We also welcome the suggestion that
parents should be more meaningfully involved at the person specification
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stage but feel it is very important that the final appointment stage should
be rigorous and professional, with parent’s views contributing, but not
determining, the outcome.
9) Right to Approach HMIe
Conversely, we are puzzled at the appearance of Section 8 (3) in the Bill
that is being presented to Parliament when this matter was not raised
during the consultation phase.
We are not aware of any widespread
demand by parents to have a right to appeal to HMIe. Indeed, in the few
cases where parents have been pleased to see an HMIe visit following a
breakdown in relations with the school, the parents have often been
disappointed when HMIe gave the school a good report.
We feel it
would be more helpful if all education authorities were required to set up a
general conciliation service to resolve differences between parents and
schools.
10) Burdens that limit volunteering
Beyond the general principles and broad proposals of the legislation, there
are some detailed matters that do have to be sorted out if the aim of
involving more parents is to be realised.
Public Liability
For example we understand from our work with PTAs the complexities
arising from the need for public liability insurance.
It is very important
that anyone who volunteers to become involved at their child’s school is
not left liable for any insurance claim against either the Parent Forum or
the Parent Council.
Employment Law
Also, it has been drawn to our attention that if the new Parent Councils
employ clerks to look after their affairs, they may find themselves having to
deal with employment issues such as National Insurance and holiday
entitlement. This burden must be removed from parents.
Disclosure Checks
It is also vitally important that the meaning of “child care” as laid out in
Schedule II of the Protection of Children (Scotland) Act is clarified so that
parents know exactly where they stand and who is responsible for
undertaking disclosure checks should these be deemed to be necessary.
When parents volunteer their time to help their child’s school, they do so
from an abundance of goodwill using their own marginal and scarce free
time. They do not expect their efforts to be bogged down in endless red
tape.
11) National Parent Body
Finally, the issue of a national parents’ body has to be addressed. Such
bodies do not come into existence without effort. SPTC has grown
organically since the idea was first put into practice some 57 years ago,
whilst the Scottish School Board Association owes much to the efforts of


266

the Director of Education in Dumfries and Galloway in the early 1990s.
We recognise that a national body is both important and necessary. We
do not think that it should be prescribed by legislation, but we do think that,
even at this stage, considerable thought should be given to its format and
to how it can be set up and funded.
Report on SPTC’s Survey on Parent Forums
Process
In April 2005 we sent the attached survey to all our member schools, as well
as making it more widely available on our website.
We asked members to
discuss the proposals for parent forums either within the PTA committee or
more widely. As usual, it was encouraging that several schools did send the
survey out to all parents, although many reported that they only received a
small number back.
Several people supplemented their response with
comments and it is clear from these that the survey stimulated some very
thoughtful discussion.
Response
We asked respondents to give us the actual numbers of those voting in the
survey.
Unfortunately, some schools returned their forms with just
“unanimous” or a tick. We counted “unanimous” as 10 votes (This applied to
six schools. One of these returned a “unanimous” response from the PTA in
support of the proposals and a “unanimous” response from the school board
opposing the proposals.
Both were entered as 10 votes). Ticks on their
own were counted as 1 vote.
Using these conventions, we received 1,207
votes from 141 schools (118 primaries; 20 secondaries; 1 primary/secondary;
1 special and 1 not identified) across 30 local authorities (the exceptions were
Clackmannanshire and the Western Isles).
Respondents were asked to vote for the proposals, to reject the proposals or
to indicate that they could not decide.
Option 1 - for the proposal, attracted 42.1% of the votes.
Option 2 – rejecting the proposals, 32.8 % of the votes.
Option 3 – the undecided, accounted for 25.1% of the votes.
Comments
As always, the comments put some flesh on the numbers. These covered a
range of areas starting with the lack of information that parents had received
and the general lack of interest amongst parents as a whole. The biggest
group of comments concerned the perceived vagueness of the proposals.
Both supporters and opponents of the forums based their decisions on their
existing experience of how well boards and PTAs worked in their schools.
However, many of these comments, whether for or against the forums, were
qualified. For example, many who opposed the proposals went on to argue
that some changes to the existing school board legislation was necessary.
Some respondents proposed some quite specific amendments, for example
that headteachers should have a clear role.


267

1) There were quite a few comments about the lack of information that had
been received – this was usually accompanied by a high don’t know vote.
• Because we have had so little info to date on this subject, the
committee agreed to respond with a “don’t know” vote at present.
(The only info we have received is the info detailed in the March 2005
Backchat newsletter. No leaflets have been issued to parents)
2) Several reported on the lack of interest amongst the parents as a whole
(a number of schools reported sending the survey out to all members and only
getting a small number returned.).
• Newsletter with info and survey question was sent out to the whole
school (240 children); only 11 responses came back
3) Many expressed general concerns about the perceived vagueness of
the proposals.
• It’s a great idea in theory but how are you going to avoid the problem of
having one or two bossy parents telling everyone else what to do and
just running it themselves how they want it done?
• Who’s going to head parent forums? Is this not another strain on our
already stretched teachers?
• Too big a forum could be more difficult to manage, being less
constructive
• To ask parents to come up with a constitution seems onerous and
lacking in continuity
• One school suggested that a trial period is needed before benefits can
be known
4) For some, their decision was based on their present experience.
Glenurquhart High opposed change because their current experience was
very positive.
• Our current school board is very active and played a huge role in
securing a new school for Glenurquhart, opened almost 3 years ago.
The PTA are actively involved in fundraising and helping with many
activities for the youngsters. The new proposals seem chaotic, with
each school being able to “do its own thing” and I’m sure this would be
a major headache for Education Authorities
Several others came up with the theme If it’s not broke, why fix it?
However, in Aberdeen, we heard of a negative experience leading to a desire
for change.
• Anything rather than the lethargy that exists at present – as always left
to the few.
Sad to say nothing happens between the school and
parents unless money is required
And another parent reported on the current lack of enthusiasm for boards at
her school.
• I have had my name down for the school board for 2 years but we
haven’t been able to drum up enough parental interest to convene the
board
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One PTA phoned to report that they were not being “allowed” to discuss the
proposals as the their Headteacher said that they were just a fundraising
body.
However, one school, whilst enjoying a good experience with the current
system, also recognised that not all schools were so fortunate.
• we realise that not all schools have both a PA and school board and so
for them this could be a positive step.
A move away from the
perceived “formality” of a school board may encourage new members
to come forward
5) Many of the comments both in support and opposition to the proposals
were qualified.
On the plus side there was:
• I think it’s a good idea but if it becomes too formal like SBs then
nobody will join and you’ve lost both groups. At this moment they
have clear rules; professionals tend to join SBs and are interested in
budgets etc – it’s more formal – whereas PTAs are less formal and are
more into the social side. I’m not sure how it will come together
Whilst on the negative side there was:
• We as a board are very happy with the way things are run at present
and have major concerns that we will lose control of what we have at
present; there are, we agree, some areas that need looking at i.e. how
long members are on the committee for (a maximum of four years is
sufficient) and would suggest a member, after 2 years, may opt for
another 2 years but must vacate their position after 4 years – this will
allow fresh blood into the Board. The number of members per school
should also be allowed to be increased if desired. Comments in
support of the proposals
•

The school board and PTA met and there was unanimous agreement
that the School Boards Act needs amending but absolutely not
replacing

6) Some respondents made some quite specific suggestions.
• the headteacher should attend the meeting; it should be part of their
duties
7) Finally, one school reported that the very process of the consultation
had had a positive effect.
•

In our school the School Board and PTA committees operate
completely separately - the Chairs of each came together to discuss
this issue, but otherwise there is little input from the wider parent body
to the School Board.
As a result of the PTA discussions it was
decided that a PTA member would attend all future School Board
meetings, and this has already produced benefits, both for the School
Board, who were seeking views on the School Development Plan, and
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for the PTA, whose views are now being fed into the Development Plan
process. So this debate came at a very good time. The PTA and the
Board have now decided to have 2 joint meetings in the year, which will
hopefully continue this useful cross-fertilisation.
The PTA, as a whole, felt that School Boards and PTAs attracted
different kinds of people, with different agendas. Needless to say we
felt more attracted to the informal, pragmatic way that the PTA worked,
but were pleased that we might have greater input to strategic and
policy issues.
There was no feeling that the changes in legislation would lead to a
radically different way of working, though everyone felt that the election
process was pointless. In particular PTA members all had experience
of potential Board members avoiding elections e.g. by making sure that
the number of candidates matched the number of vacancies exactly.
This, and the various ways that Boards were known to have recruited
and co-opted in their own image, were not necessarily seen as a bad
thing by PTA members. But it did mean that the PTA didn't view the
School Board as any more democratic or representative than it was
itself. There was no desire for the PTA to take on the tasks of the
School Board, such as interviewing or monitoring the school budget,
though we were very happy to be involved in the School Development
Plan process.
Conclusion
The result of this survey shows majority support for the proposed parent
forums whilst the comments make it clear that even those who want the
current school boards to continue recognise that changes need to be made.
What these respondents are not recognising is that the proposed legislation
offers them the opportunity simply to make the changes that they see as
desirable.
The substantial “don’t know” vote and accompanying comments indicate that
there has been a shocking lack of consultation with the wider parent
community. Whilst it may give us a certain satisfaction to learn that we are
the sole source of information, in general terms this is not acceptable. This
failure to communicate beyond school boards highlights how disenfranchised
many parents and PTAs have become.
Once again, there is evidence that parents are nervous of change and
inherently conservative when it comes to educational structures. The majority
base their experience on what happens in their school and cannot imagine
either that things work differently in different schools or that they cold work
differently in the future. The calls for a “uniform system” do not allow for the
fact that there is already wide variation in school boards and more particularly
in PTA formats. In some respects, the proposals in this legislation merely
catch up with reality rather than impose something new and strange.
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Scottish Parent Teacher Council
June 2005
CONSULTATION ON PARENT FORUMS
Parent Forums to replace school boards
Until 7th June, the Scottish Executive is consulting on a draft bill to abolish
school boards and replace them with parent forums. The changes will affect
all parents, not just school boards and PTA committees, as they are
designed to help more parents get involved in the life of the school and have
more opportunities to raise issues that are of interest to them.
The forums will have all the powers of existing boards in terms of getting
information, making representations on behalf of parents and being involved
in the appointment of headteachers and deputes.
They may also, if they
wish, carry out the social and fundraising functions normally associated with
PTAs.
The big difference is that the forums will be designed by the parents in each
school, and parents in different schools will be able to make different
decisions. This is in contrast to the current school board system where
membership, terms of office and election processes are all determined by
legislation and only vary between schools according to school roll.
This
means a 600 pupil primary school has exactly the same board format as a
600 pupil secondary school.
With the new bodies, parents will be free to choose to have more parents
on the forum; to have one or two representatives from each year group; to
have one-year terms of office with the option of reappointment. They might
choose to operate with a single large committee to carry out traditional school
board and PTA activities or continue with the current two, quite separate,
committees. The big plus is that it will be for parents to decide. Moreover,
parents will be able to change the arrangements if they decide in the future
that something different would suit them better.
The local authority will contact parents about setting up a parent forum.
The authority may offer a range of different options. The parents can choose
to adopt one of these or design their own body. Because the forums will be
different in different schools, it will be necessary to write a constitution.
However, as with PTAs, this will be a written description of the actual
organisation; there will not be one constitution that all the new forums will
have to comply with.
Every parent should receive a leaflet outlining the proposals and telling them
how they can participate. All schools will have copies of the full consultation,
Making the difference – improving parents involvement in schools which is
also available from the Scottish Executive (0131 244 4485) or on the
Parentzone website www.parentzonescotland.gov.uk


271

Meanwhile, we would like to know what you think in order to shape our
response. We would be grateful if you would discuss this with parents at
your school - either your committee or a wider group - and ask each person to
vote “yes”, “no” or “don’t know” to the question. There is no need to try to
reach an agreement. Put the total for each option in the appropriate box
and return the survey to us by 31st May. Please add any comments overleaf.
Question

Yes

No

Don’t Know

Do you agree with the proposal to replace
school boards with parent forums?

Please give name of
school____________________________________________________

SUPPLEMENTARY WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SCOTTISH PARENT
TEACHER COUNCIL
In responding to the Education Committee’s request for more information
about public liability as it affects parents’ groups, I’d like to make it clear that I
am neither a lawyer nor an insurance expert. However, what I can do is
explain the situation as it applies to PTAs and suggest where I see likely
parallels with the proposed parent forums and councils. I use the term PTA
generically to cover all the legally similar bodies in schools that actually come
under a variety of names – parent association, parent staff association, parent
staff and friends association, school association etc.
What is a PTA
A PTA is a membership body consisting of all the parents (and teachers/staff)
at the school.
The organisation is run on behalf of the members by a
committee, but the committee is not the PTA. This pattern is very similar to
that proposed for the new parent forums and parent councils where the parent
council will run the business on behalf of the parent forum (all the parents)
and will be responsible for its actions to the parent forum.
The legal position
The legal position of PTAs is that they are voluntary independent bodies that
fall under neither the school nor local authority.
They are therefore
responsible for their decisions and actions and anyone who suffers an injury
or loss as a result of these has a claim against the PTA. It is the PTA
committee that picks up this liability as the decision-making part of the
organisation and the members of the committee could be liable without limit
i.e., to the loss of their houses. For this reason most PTAs take out public
liability insurance. It is not an actual requirement (although some authorities
are now making it such), but it is sensible.
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An actual case
In looking at the reality of PTAs liability I offer the following real case. It is the
worst case that has ever happened in Scotland. A child died as a result of
being thrown off a horse that was being used to provide pony rides at a PTA
fundraising fete. There was a Fatal Accident Inquiry and during the course of
this the following PTA actions and decisions were thoroughly investigated: the
choice of animal (it was a horse, not a pony); the location of the pony rides
(whether this was too close to other distracting activities); the provision of
suitable safety equipment (hard hats of the appropriate size); the level of
supervision both of the rider and the horse. In the end the FAI deemed that
the tragic event had been an accident resulting from the fact that a horse is an
animal and therefore always unpredictable; the PTA had not been negligent in
any area of responsibility. However, had they been, they would have been
liable for damages; as it was the insurance paid for them to be represented by
a QC at the FAI. It is worth emphasising that this incident was devastating
for the whole community. The parents who lost their child suffered an
unbearable tragedy, but the other parents who had been involved in running
the event were also very distraught. It would have been incredibly difficult for
them to deal with the FAI without the support of the QC.
Scope of responsibility
Most of the claims against PTAs are of a much less serious nature but, as
well as possibly being liable for injuries suffered by people who attend their
events, they can be liable for damage to equipment that they use and damage
to the venue. For example we recently processed a claim for a broken toilet
which was damaged at a PTA event.
Value of separation from the local authority
The clear separation of the PTA from the local authority is valuable because it
allows the PTA to do things for which the local authority would not be willing to
carry the risk such as quad- bike racing, bouncy castles, trips, ceilidhs, discos
for children, events for adults where alcohol is provided, and so on. For
example because of various cases of e-coli, many authorities are extremely
reluctant to allow home baking into schools. However, PTAs traditionally run
cake stalls and provide teas/coffees with homemade cakes.
Because the
PTA is separate from the authority, they carry the liability for food poisoning
and it does not go back to the authority. (Indeed, the insurance provision that
our members have specifically mentions food poisoning as a liability that is
covered – see Appendix.) Local authorities will allow PTAs with adequate
insurance to provide homemade cakes etc.
Similarly, authorities do not wish to have responsibility for children when they
are walking to and from school.
Many authorities therefore require that
where parents organise a walking bus, this is done under the auspices of the
PTA who must have adequate public liability insurance.
It is our understanding that whilst Local Authorities will have a duty to promote
parental involvement, parent councils will only be formed where parents agree
to set them up. We assume from this that the parent councils will have the
same level of independence from the authority that is currently held by PTAs.
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However, the legal relationship between the parent councils and the
Local Authority must be made absolutely explicit in the legislation.
Concept of “agency”
During the committee hearings there was discussion of the term “agent”. In
terms of a PTA’s insurance, an agent is someone who carries out an activity
on behalf of the PTA, but the activity must be originally decided and approved
by the PTA.
For example, if the PTA decides to set up a football training
scheme, they can invite outsiders to run the training for them and these
people are then covered by the PTA’s insurance because they are agents of
the PTA (they are acting on the PTA’s instructions). This is useful if the
football breaks a window somewhere or, as actually happened once, the goal
posts get knocked over and damaged. However, if a group of parents at the
school, of their own accord, decided to run football training, they would not be
covered by the PTA insurance because this would not be deemed a “PTA
activity”. We tell PTAs that they have to make the link between the official
body and any activities very clear: there has to be a record in the minutes that
details the authorisation of the activity and, if any money is involved, this has
to be itemised in the PTA accounts.
This also has the advantage of
preventing random groups setting up within a school and claiming to operate
as a PTA.
Complexity of insurance provision
As an appendix I attach a leaflet that explains the policy that PTAs enjoy as
part of their SPTC membership.
We send this leaflet each year to our
members.
Another complication that we have to deal with is that recent
changes in regulation mean that only bodies that satisfy FSA regulations can
“sell” insurance, so we have to be very careful to make it clear that insurance
is simply part of our membership and that we have professional advisers who
do satisfy FSA regulations who provide us with the policy etc.
However, on
a day to day basis we answer members’ inquiries.
These are usually in
terms of “are we covered for«.”, what happens if«.” or “can we hold an event
outwith the school?”
How insurance is provided
The policy that forms part of our membership scheme is a group policy. This
means that we buy and hold the policy and PTAs buy into it through their
SPTC membership. This keeps the cost of the scheme very low for members
as it is essentially a system of mutual insurance. (The cost varies slightly,
depending on the size of school, but the maximum that members pay is £92.)
The scheme has been specifically designed to cover the types of activities
that PTAs tend to be involved in. When PTAs have tried to seek similar
insurance on their own, they have been quoted premiums of up to £600 for a
single event.
Moreover, the one-off policies often have a series of
restrictions attached.
The only restrictions on our policy apply to
bonfire/firework events where there are a number of safety precautions that
must be adhered to for the policy to operate. (This is because November 5th
is a big event for English PTAs and the history of accidents is quite high – see
following paragraph.)
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The cost of our policy is further reduced because we work in partnership with
our English sister organisation – the National Confederation of PTAs - and
they have approaching 13,000 members. The premium we pay depends in
part on the overall claims history arising from us and NCPTA.
The role of an advisory body
Independence comes at a high price for PTAs. Not only do they have to
ensure that they are aware of their public liability, they have to work out how
they will deal with it and always act responsibly.
They also have to
understand and work within all the other laws that might be relevant to their
activities whether that is Protection of Children Scotland Act, Licensing Laws,
Copyright Laws, Health and Safety regulations etc. Not for parents groups
are there the luxuries of HR and legal departments. One of our major roles
as a national body is to find out the relevant laws and regulations and then
explain them to parents in terms that they can understand.
With the
insurance, it is very important that people understand that they are covered
and exactly what they are covered for.
This is one reason why we do an
individual member’s renewal system every year, make sure that we have upto-date contact details and send the attached Insurance Information leaflet
out.
We hold a database of all our members and so are able to say
immediately if someone has cover or not.
Appendix
Membership Information for 2006 in relation to Insurance
This leaflet explains the cover provided to PTA/ PAs through your
membership. Insurance forms part of your membership. The actual
policy is held by SPTC.
Sections 1 - 5 refer to elements, which are included in the basic cover.
Section 6 details optional all risks cover to protect equipment bought for
your school.
Please keep this leaflet in a safe place for future reference.
SECTION 1. PUBLIC LIABILITY INSURANCE
This protects your Association and its officers against their legal liability for
injury or death to any third party and/or damage to their property. The
Scottish Parent Teacher Council Membership Insurance Scheme has been
carefully tailored to meet your needs and with a few exceptions, you will be
covered for any events you organise. You are not restricted in terms of time
or place.
Your indemnity limit is £10,000,000 for any one claim.
You are also covered for:
• Member to Member risks – this is where one member negligently injures or
damages another member or their property
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•
•
•
•

•
•

Indemnity to Principles – this mainly applies to such as education
authorities and the MOD, who require indemnity for school hire, assault
courses, etc.
Negligent damage to hired, leased or rented buildings - £50 excess
applies
Negligent damage to equipment on loan or hire to a limit of £2,000 on any
one claim (please see details below). £50 excess applies
Motor contingent liability – this covers a PTA member for damage claims
which arise when he/she is using his/her car on PTA business, if normal
vehicle insurance does not apply. It does not cover damage to the driver's
own car
Food poisoning and products’ liability risks
Trips and events world-wide

You are not covered for ownership, possession or use of:a) Mechanically operated vehicles where insurance is required for Road
Traffic Legislation
b) Aircraft (other than model aircraft), hot air balloons, hovercraft or watercraft
over 8 metres in length
All the usual and expected functions and activities are covered and
many unusual ones too, but there are problem areas (detailed below)
which you should note:i) Hired-in equipment, such as bouncy castles are
covered for negligent damage up to £2,000 but you must make yourself aware
of the owner’s terms and conditions of hire. Usually the onus is on the hirer
for any damage however caused and in this case you will need extra
insurance cover which we can provide under our short term all risks cover.
Please see the section on All Risks.
ii) Guest entertainers, operators etc.
Anybody hired to provide
entertainment such as an assault course or race night must have their own
Public Liability Cover, and appropriate checks must be made to establish this.
(We have a simple form which shows the information you need to collect and
keep yourself). The only exception to this requirement is for entertainers
providing discos or other music. If they have no insurance your insurer can
provide extended liability cover. Where any guest entertainer provides their
services free or where only expenses are paid and/or a modest "thank you"
gift is given they are covered by the existing insurance and you need take no
further action.
iii) Carnival floats. Our membership scheme does not cover you for road
traffic legislation and you must check with the owner that he/she has their own
cover if the float is to go onto the public road. Our scheme does cover you if
the float does not go onto the public road, but only for negligent damage to
the vehicle or float itself up to the £2,000 limit.
iv) Swimming Clubs. Where the pool is owned by the local authority - and
that includes all local authority school pools - you must make yourself aware
of normal operation procedures and the emergency action plan. There must
be immediate access to a telephone or suitable alarm. It is also essential to
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have qualified supervision as required by the authority. (If you are using a
private pool, please contact the office about additional safety requirements.)
v) Bonfire parties and firework displays are covered under our scheme,
but in view of serious problems with this type of event in the past, the Insurers
insist that, as a condition of cover, you MUST adhere to the following code of
practice. There can be no exceptions.
• The Police and Fire authorities should be consulted at least 7 days
beforehand, and their recommendations must be complied with in full.
• All recommendations made by the manufacturer of the fireworks must be
complied with in full.
• All fireworks used must be supplied by a reputable manufacturer and not
modified by the Insured.
• The fireworks display and bonfires must be sited at least 100m from any
third party buildings or vehicles.
• Spectators must be kept at least 25m from the display and/or bonfire, and
‘shooting’ fireworks such as rockets, or Roman Candles, must be placed
inside a metal-sided box of sufficient size to contain the device should it
topple over.
• There must be at least one steward in attendance for every 250
spectators.
• Qualified First Aid personnel must be in attendance, and there must be
available a means of summoning emergency assistance.
SECTION 2.
PERSONAL ACCIDENT INSURANCE (for officials and
helpers)
The cover is for any elected officer or member of your association and for any
helper who has been appointed or co-opted to organise or assist at events run
by your association. There are benefits for people between 18 and 75 years
and those between 5 and 17 years. The cover is for accidental bodily injury
sustained whilst engaged in association duties and travelling to and from
those duties.
Benefits:
Age Groups
Adults 18-75
Death
£20,000
Loss of Limbs/Eyes
£20,000
Permanent Total Disablement
£20,000
Temporary Total Disablement
£100 p/wk
Temporary Partial Disablement £40 p/wk
Weekly benefit payable for 104 weeks
Medical Expenses to a limit of
£1000

Children 5-17
£2,500
£2,500
£2,500
£20 p/wk
£8 p/wk
£500

Personal accident cover applies only when people are actively engaged in
association duties.
There is no personal accident cover when they
participate in any event/activity.
SECTION 3. FIDELITY GUARANTEE
This provides cover for you against fraud or dishonesty by your treasurer or
any elected committee member, only if all cheques bear two signatures and
there is an annual audit of your accounts carried out by someone other than
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your treasurer. You must always ensure that a reasonable standard of care
and supervision of your monetary affairs is implemented.
Limits:

Treasurer - £3,000

Elected Committee Member - £500

SECTION 4. MONEY INSURANCE
The scheme provides cover for cash, non-crossed postal orders, stamps etc.
up to the limits stated below. Crossed cheques, credit card vouchers and
non-negotiable documents are covered up to a limit of £250,000. You are
also covered for losses up to £200 where a company goes into liquidation
from which you have bought goods or services and which have not yet been
delivered.
Limits for cash:
• In a locked safe outside an alarmed area
£1,000
• In a locked safe in an alarmed area
£5,000
• In Private Houses with adult occupation at time of loss
£500
• In Private Houses, unoccupied at time of loss
£500
• From Unattended Motor Vehicles
£300
• In School Premises when closed
£300
• Any other Loss
£5,000
Please note that where money over £2,500 is involved two adult persons must
accompany it at all times.
A £50 excess applies to each claim under this section.
SECTION 5. EMPLOYER’S LIABILITY
This cover provides Indemnity of £10,000,000 for your legal liability for injury,
illness or death to employees. We appreciate that few member Associations
have full time employees, but many members have part time or occasional
paid help, which necessitates the Cover. Examples are – swimming pool
attendants and people paid to run clubs. A Certificate to comply with the
Employer’s Liability Act will be issued free to all members on request.
SECTION 6. OPTIONAL ALL RISKS INSURANCE
The toys or equipment you buy and donate to the school may not be covered
by your school insurance. To protect your investments, you may in that case
insure them yourself.
Your insurer offers an additional insurance for all risks. This optional scheme
provides Cover for Accidental Loss, destruction or damage to PTA purchased
equipment (even when donated to the school) anywhere in the UK. The
Policy is on an annual basis, and is designed to cover the usual form of
equipment purchased by PTAs, such as computers, televisions, videos, and
the like. The Policy is on a New for Old basis, and the Sums Insured should
be based on the cost of replacing ALL the equipment as new. Quotations
available on request.
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Principal Exclusions:
1. The first £100 of each and every Claim.
2. Theft Cover unless accompanied by forceful or violent entry into or exit
from the building.
3. Loss from an unattended vehicle.
Short Period Extensions are available for property temporarily in the
custody/control of the PTA (see 1(i) on public liability).
Typical examples are Bouncy Castles, Fashion Show Goods, Model Railway
Exhibitions, etc.
Marquees can also be covered subject to a minimum premium of £35.
Quotations available on request.
DO WE HAVE TO HAVE INSURANCE?
With some exceptions, such as employers’ liability, you are not legally obliged
to insure your association against loss, damage or injury. But, if any accident
happens, individual members of your association could be sued for damages
and individual members of the committee could be held personally financially
liable for any loss, injury or damage. PTA/PA activities, including clubs, are
not covered by the school insurance.
DO WE HAVE TO BE MEMBERS OF SPTC
The Scottish Parent Teacher Council Membership Insurance Scheme is a
group scheme and is only available to members. Insurance is part of your
overall membership and is not available on its own.
POLICY DETAILS
The Insurance Company is Allianz Cornhill and the policy number is
32/SZ/13881639/08.
Our insurance advisors are; Adams Tingle Risk
Solutions Ltd, Kettering Parkway, Kettering, Northants, NN15 6XZ.
WHAT IF SOMETHING GOES WRONG?
If something goes wrong and you think there may be a claim against you,
contact the SPTC office immediately - do not wait. We will send an incident
report form for you to complete and return to us. Any claim will then be
processed by the insurers.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SHETLAND ISLANDS COUNCIL
School/team member: Management Team, including Head Teachers
1. Do you approve or disapprove of the general principles of the Bill?
Approve
Comment: Most Head Teachers approve of the general principles, but
some, who have very supportive school boards, do not see the need to
change.
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2. What are the advantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system?
The informality of the replacement system may encourage greater
involvement
Provision to reflect shared management of schools
Wider representation
It may work the same as at present
Potential to have a better appointment system for Head Teachers.
3. What are the disadvantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system?
Potential for an unknown and confused system
A form of guidance must be in place
Giving unelected parents a say may lead to volatile situations
Provision for reporting may duplicate present provisions.
Difficulty in getting volunteers
More work for schools and education authorities
4. Do you consider that the Scottish Executive consulted effectively on
the Bill before it was introduced to parliament? YES, on the whole,
though this response was mixed.
Why:
They consulted, but did not listen to the results of the consultation.
Should have written individually to all parents
Ample time given to reflect on proposals
5. What concerns do you have about particular elements of the Bill?
Too wishy-washy
Good practice in some schools may be lost
The fact that all parents may be on the council
New provision to combine across schools may result in reduced
involvement, not more.
Recruitment to parent councils may be difficult.
Do not want combined schools councils.
That we produce a hotchpotch of different parent forums.
6. Please make suggestions as to how the Bill might be improved
School Boards were not ideal, but many of the elements should be
retained.
Needs financial backing from central government to ensure that the
practicalities are well-supported.
Regular reviews are essential.
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7. Are there any specific issues that are not adequately addressed in the
Bill?
Finance sources
Clarity on when parent councils can go straight to HMIe.
The ethos of partnership between parents and parent councils is missing.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SOUTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL 1
Making the Difference – Improving Parents’ Involvement in Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill
Thank you once again for your invitation to comment on the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill. Whilst we are happy with some of the changes
made following the consultation on the draft Bill such as:
•
•
•

the need to build on existing good practice;
the right and duty on headteachers to attend Parent Council meetings;
the requirement whereby denominational schools can co-opt a member
nominated by the church or denominational body as is the current practice
with School Boards;

there are still some issues which require clarification in terms of the
framework within which Parent Councils will operate.
In order to assist the Education Committee I have prepared our responses
under the first two headings that you outlined in your press announcement of
6 October 2005.
A key omission is any reference to the right of local elected members to be
invited to Parent Councils.
I hope that the comments are helpful to the Education Committee as they
consider the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill.
If you require further information or clarification please contact Des Dickson,
Operations Manager on telephone 01698 454495.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SOUTH LANARKSHIRE COUNCIL 2
EDUCATION RESOURCES
Do you approve or disapprove of the general principles of the Bill?

The promotion of parental involvement in education is one which South
Lanarkshire Council and its schools fully support. However, whilst the Bill
seeks to promote the involvement of the parents of pupils in attendance at
public schools through the formation of Pupil Councils, a greater emphasis
should be placed on encouraging parents to take an active part in their child’s
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education.
As an education authority we believe that we should prepare new strategies
for parental involvement to help ensure that authorities and schools are
working together on supporting parents’ contributions to their child’s learning.
The opportunity to build on existing good practice in developing partnerships
with parents is welcomed and the HMIe document How Good is Our School,
should be used as a basis for looking at how best to encourage parental
involvement and for measuring success.
Further consideration needs to be given to the operational framework for
Parent Councils.
The advantages and disadvantages of the proposed system of parental
involvement as opposed to the current system?

Advantages
•
•
•

•
•
•

Better scope for flexibility and the opportunity to involve more parents.
Removes the requirement to hold elections.
Confirmation of the new right and duty on headteachers to attend Parent
Council meetings. (The headteacher is described as “a medium that
connects pupils, parents, staff – without this there will be disparate
entities”).
The new requirement that, in a denominational school the Parent Council
will have a co-opted member nominated by the church or denominational
body as is the current practice with School Boards.
A new provision for a combined Parent Council to represent parents in
more than one school where that is the preference of parents in each of
these schools.
The opportunity for local authorities to provide advice and support to both
parents and schools on improving parents’ involvement in schools and for
this to be a two-way process.

Disadvantages
•

The omission that local elected members have the right to be invited to
Parent Council meetings as is current practice with School Boards. (Many
local councillors regularly attend School Board meetings and visit schools
to offer support to headteachers, staff and parents and this is something
that we feel would be lost if it were not included within the new legislation.)
(Either para 6 or para 9).
• The lack of a framework/structure on how Parent Councils will operate.
• No reference to the numbers or duration of co-opted members invited
to join Parent Councils. (It may be helpful to make reference that the
period of co-option should be reviewed by the Parent Council every 3
or 4 years.)
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•
•

No reference to the fact that a Parent Council must be chaired by a
parent/carer of a child at the school. (This would remove the possibility
of a non-parent member being the chair or link person.)
Whilst accepting that the Parent Council can ask the school or the
education authority to respond to questions on any relevant subject, it may
be prudent to add “except on matters about individual pupils or members
of staff”. It should be stressed that parents are entitled to ask for and
receive information about their child at anytime from the Headteacher.
(Para 8(b)).

Summary
Further details, clarifying the roles and responsibilities is required so that
everyone involved knows the scope of involvement, support and influence of
the Parent Council.
Noting that model constitutions will be developed there is nothing to highlight
what the composition of Parent Councils will be other than the fact that it will
be for parents to determine. Whilst recognising that the Parent Council will be
the voice for all parents/carers of the school, in our original submission we
highlighted that up to fifteen may be an ideal number to form a Parent
Council, purely from a practical and logistical reason.
Consideration needs to be given to encouraging two-way dialogue. There
needs to be a mechanism to engage with others in the school community e.g.
teachers, support staff and pupils either through membership of the Parent
Council or through other means. Membership of Parent Councils must
always ensure that parents are always in the majority.
To promote efficient communication each Parent Council should identify a
“lead person” for the receipt of information, and general communications.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SSBA
The Scottish School Board Association, as the elected National Body,
representing parents in Education, through School Boards, offers this
evidence on behalf of its members and as a critical friend in the Scottish
Education process.
Q1 WHETHER WE APPROVE OR DISAPPROVE OF THE PRINCIPLES OF
THE BILL
1.1 The principles of the Bill as stated are laudable. We support the Minister
and the Executive’s vision to achieve stronger, more inclusive and effective
parental involvement in children’s education and so lead to improvement in our
schools. The research is clear that where parents are involved, children do
better. Unfortunately, the Bill does not address the principles. The Bill
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concerns parental representation and seems to confuse parental (group)
representation) with parental (individual) involvement.
1.2 There seems to be little in the Bill itself which will directly lead to
improvement in parental involvement. No strategies are given to help deliver
this. Members have clearly stated that they object to the principle of the
abolition of School Boards. Replacing Boards with Councils will not help
parental involvement, nor indeed, remove the barriers to involvement. We
believe that the parents who will come forward to be involved in Parent
Councils will, in most cases, be the same parents who are presently involved
in School Boards. Whilst we welcome the flexibility in the election process and
the number of parents able to be involved in Councils, this in itself, will not
lead to improved parental involvement in their children’s learning. Further
research to help in this process is required.
Q2 THE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF THE PROPOSED
SYSTEM OF PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT AS OPPOSED TO THE
CURRENT SYSTEM
2.1 The advantages of the Bill are:
a) All parents will be automatic members of the Forum. We hope that this will
ensure a greater sense of ownership of and belonging to the Parent Council
and encourage 2-way communication between the Forum and the Parent
Council.
b) A more flexible election process.
This may encourage parents who disliked producing the election statement to
come forward for election to the Parent Council.
c) A greater flexibility in number of members able to be elected to a Parent
Council.
This will eradicate the need to reject Council members due to restriction on
places available, though obviously minimum and maximum numbers will have
to be addressed in constitutions.
d) The onus on the head teacher to not only report on the previous year’s
performance but to set out the vision and ambition for the school and to send a
summary copy of this to all parents.
e) The renewed focus on Local Councils to develop a Parental Involvement
Strategy.
Although most Local Authorities have this in place already, we hope that this
may re-enforce the message and lead to renewed efforts in this area2.2
Disadvantages of the Bill
a) Composition of Parent Councils
A major strength of the current school board system is the partnership working
scenario with a range of educational stakeholders working together. To
achieve the best for the school, parents need to engage with many
stakeholders. All groups are more effective when relationships have been built
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on trust. We do not believe that the Bill offers this. Parents should always be in
the majority, but the present school board system ensures a balanced view
and is beneficial to all. Teachers, working at the front line, are an integral part
of the process. So too are local councillors as a link to Local Authorities coopted members and pupils. The proposed new arrangements are a retrograde
step which may lead to less, not more, meaningful involvement for parents in
schools. It is directly contrary to the partnership ethos of Scottish education
b) Lack of structure
Although this is being mooted as meaning more flexibility it will inevitably lead
to challenges. We need to have an agreed structure which will be acceptable
to both parents and teaching professionals. The Bill states that representation
can be made on any matter of interest or concern to parents or the Parent
Council. This may lead to totally inappropriate representations about personal
issues involving teachers and may lead to conflict with the head teacher who
has a duty of care to his/her member of staff and is an officer of the Local
Council. Total clarification of acceptable boundaries should be addressed in
the Bill.) SSBA has existing expertise in the guidance and support of parent
bodies and is able to provide and give advice on a model constitution. The
issue of accountability needs to be addressed too. (See 4.1)
c) Clarity of language
Although the desire was to move away from a prescriptive and restrictive
system of parental representation, the over-reliance on flexibility has lost us
the opportunity to have legislation which is clear as well as flexible. (See 4.2)
d) Conflict of interest
Unlike the 1988 Act, this Bill contains no mention of disclosure of any conflict
of interest.
Q3 WHETHER THE SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE CONSULTED EFFECTIVELY
ON THE BILL BEFORE IT WAS INTRODUCED TO PARLIAMENT
3.1 Many parents feel that the consultation process was badly handled. The
SSBA received many complaints from school boards that they had been
unable to obtain a copy of the consultation document from their school. Some
of the documents were late in arriving in schools; others seem to have lain in
schools with the head teacher and the School Board being unaware of their
presence.
3.2 The parents’ leaflet which accompanied the consultation document was of
very limited use. Some schools did not receive these leaflets at all, with head
teachers and School Boards being unaware even that they should have had
them. The actual content of the leaflet seems to have been of little help to the
parents who did receive them. It gave little information. The main complaint
was that it gave no information about the Civic Forum meetings venues,
merely a telephone number to call for information. Advertising of these
meetings was poor, with only a few days advance notice being given.
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3.3 Parents who did attend these meetings reported that the Scottish
Executive members. They also showed a lack of understanding of how
modern School Boards worked. This was a matter for much regret as it
indicated that those responsible for drafting and approving the Bill – officials
and politicians – had failed in their duty to understand how, in practice, school
boards now fulfilled their legal obligations. There was general unease from
parents that Alan Armstrong, who had been seconded from HMIE to work on
the draft Bill, returned to HMIE before the meetings and was replaced by a
member of the Executive who clearly was not at all familiar with the content of
the draft Bill at the time of the Civic Forum meetings.
3.4 Many parents were also unhappy with the form of questions contained in
the consultation document, complaining that they contained leading
statements. Many of the questions about ‘new’ duties for Education Authorities
seemed to indicate a lack of knowledge that these ‘duties’ were already being
carried out by Education Authorities. This level of awareness was surprising
to parents and we would hope that this will be rectified by the Ministers
responsible for Education.
3.5 The so-called ‘George Street’ research caused much consternation
amongst parents. Parents were also at a loss to understand where the
mandate claimed by the Scottish Executive to repeal the 1988 Act had come
from. The ‘evidence’ cited in the consultation document seems to have come
from a very small minority of parents and others who seem to have little
knowledge of the current operations of School Boards.
The research quoted in the Scottish Executive consultation paper engaged
only about 200 ‘silent majority’ parents from disadvantaged groups. Little
cognizance seems to have been taken of the ‘silent majority’ mainstream
parents. The George Street research did not recommend the abolition of
school boards; it merely recommended an overhaul of their structures. Its main
recommendation to improve parental involvement was an education and
information campaign. Professor Walter Humes, speaking at the 2005 SSBA
Conference and subsequently has commented on the potential weaknesses of
this type of ‘evidence informed’ research, namely
• Questions being framed in such a way as to produce biased findings.
• Low return rates leading to erroneous conclusions.
• Varied motivations which can affect the value that can be placed on
comments.
• What should count as evidence?
3.6 Parents were puzzled that it was felt necessary to have an addendum to
the consultation process in the form of the MORI poll. We were told that this
was undertaken because most of the responses were coming from people
who already had significant levels of involvement, particularly those serving on
School Boards, but did the Executive really not envisage that it would be
parents who were already involved who would have most to say about any
change to involvement? All parents had already had ample opportunity to take
part in the consultation process if they wished.
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We are told that 63% of those surveyed said they were more likely to become
involved when the new Parent Forums were put in place, yet curiously one of
the key statistics was that 79% of parents felt that the balance of opportunities
to be involved in the life of their child’s school was about right. It is probable
that people who took part in this poll were not fully versed in all aspects of the
Bill and were unable to comprehend the differences between the systems-so
we are unable to understand how this prediction was able to be made. They
did not say how the new Forums will help them become more involved when
they already feel that they have plenty of opportunities for involvement.
Q4 CONCERNS ABOUT PARTICULAR ELEMENTS OF THE BILL AND
SUGGESTIONS AS TO HOW IT MIGHT BE IMPROVED
4.1 Structure of the Bill.
The Bill has no mention of agendas or minutes. In order to ensure
communication and accountability to the parent forum, there must be greater
structure.
4.2 Language of the Bill
Section 5.2 states that a ‘parent forum may be represented by a Parent
Council. The onus is on Parent Councils to work to raise standards of
education in schools, through the National Priorities, local authority objectives,
school development plans and section 2 of ‘How Good is our School?’ To
ensure that the standard is obtained nationally Education Authorities should
have a duty to promote a Parent Council in every school. The Act should
therefore say that a ‘parent forum must be represented by a Parent Council.’
The objective is a national excellent system.
The Bill also contains terms like ‘have regard to,’ and ‘make representations
to’ and words such as involvement which are inadequately explained. These
are very much open to different interpretations by different Local Authorities.
SSBA has constantly asked that the legislation should be so transparent that
parents and Authorities alike should be quite clear on their rights and
responsibilities, with no room for different interpretations.
4.3 Financing of Parent Councils
The funding for Parent Councils has very much been left to Local Authorities.
At the moment there is a great variance in funding from Local Authorities. This
leads to varying provision in service from Boards to the parent body. If this
funding was set nationally, a national level of expectation in areas such as
communication and accountability could be applied.
5. ANY SPECIFIC ISSUES NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED IN THE BILL
5.1 SSBA suggested that a system of dedicated e-mail addresses should be
set up for Parent Councils. This would enable quicker, better and more cost
effective communication between Boards, the National Parents body, Local
Authorities and the Executive and would be an aid to greater parental
involvement.
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5.2 The issue of Forums becoming agents of the Local Authority was mooted
in the first draft of the Bill. This would then mean that all Forum members
taking part in approved school activities and not just the Parent Council would
be able to be insured by the Authority. SSBA was assured that discussions on
this were well advanced, but the whole issue has now been removed from the
Bill. It is of much consternation to PTAs that Boards are insured by the Local
Authorities but PTAs are not, and that they have to use their funds to buy
insurance through a private company. School Boards as agents of the
Authority were able to operate independently, so we see no challenges with
the whole Forum being agents of the Authority.
5.3 Appointment of senior staff
The Bill merely states that Local Authorities will inform parents and the
Executive about their arrangements for appointments and that there will be
continued parental involvement. There should be more detail about this in the
Bill. Although the SSBA is having discussions with Teachers’ Division of the
Executive about this and best practice would seem to indicate that parents
should be involved at the earliest stage in the process, so that Authorities and
parents can agree on the qualities required for their school appointment, we
have not been assured that parents will continue to enjoy equal representation
in interview panels, as at present. Despite the stated aims of opening the way
for the comprehensive modernisation of senior appointment posts, the Bill, in
itself does not do that.
5.4 SSBA has suggested that in order to encourage true parental involvement
and partnership working, there should be parent representation on Local
Authority Education Committees.
This is already set up and working well in some areas and could be easily
emulated throughout the country.
5.5 Members not acting in the best interests of the Forum
A clause should be inserted to enable boards to remove members not acting
in the best interest of the Forum.
5.6 The opportunity has been lost to address the issue of a National parents
Body and to consult on this issue within the body of the draft Bill. Research
carried out by SCC on parents’ views about the proposals found that parents
themselves identified the need for Parent Forums and Councils to have
independent support. A national Parent Forum would be able to monitor the
implementation of the Act and ensure that parents’ rights were being upheld. If
there is a gap in time between the implementation of the Parental Involvement
Bill and the setting up of a national body there will be no independent body to
support Forums and Councils through the transition and beyond. If SSBA has
been forced to disband, due to cessation of membership fees a valuable
training resource will be lost. SSBA is already well set up to offer training to
parental bodies. There will be little work involved in tailoring our training to suit
the new Councils. The expertise of this organisation which evolved because of
the will of parents to have representation and support at national level will be
lost. The Scottish Executive has stated in its financial memorandum to the Bill
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that ‘the Bill has no direct cost impact on other bodies. On the contrary, it will
have profound implications for the future of SSBA.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM SCOTTISH SECONDARY TEACHERS’
ASSOCIATION
RESPONSE TO THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT’S CALL FOR EVIDENCE
ON THE SCOTTISH SCHOOLS (PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT) BILL
Advantages
• Parent Forum can decide whether or not to have a Parent Council
• There can be a combined Parent Council for two or more schools
• Parent Council can make representations to HMIE
Disadvantages
• There will be additional costs to Local Authorities, especially in the
transition year, at a time when Local Authorities are having to curtail
costs. Even more staff will be required.
• The assumption that 11% of schools that do not have a School Board
will set up a Parent Council. Head teachers spoken to believe that the
status quo will stand or that there will in fact be fewer.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ST MARGARET’S RC PRIMARY SCHOOL
BOARD
Our opinions of the proposed legislation have not changed since we
submitted our response to the Consultation Questionnaire submitted on 6
June 2005. Our views can be summarised as follows: 1. We entirely disagree with the general principles of the Bill – i.e.
replacement of the current system of School Boards with the proposed
system of Parent Councils. We believe that the current system provides an
established successful structure for parental representation although it is
acknowledged that there are areas where improvements could be made
with minimal change.
2. Although a comparative analysis between School Boards and the proposed
Parent Councils shows some improvements, these could easily have been
implemented as enhancements of the existing School Board legislation.
Notwithstanding the improvements, the proposed system of Parent
Councils contains serious disadvantages, mostly pertaining to the lack of
legislative ‘structure’ to the proposed Councils. There will be no statutory
requirements for terms of office, elections, records (minutes + agendas) or,
indeed, the composition of a Parent Council.
3. Our major concerns are that the lack of legislative structure could lead to: -
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- the setting-up of constitutions that allow pressure groups to prevail with
no controls for change
- failure to reach agreement on key issues because of disputes
- as a result of the above, apathy by the parent community
The Bill would be improved by introducing a legislative structure to the
constitution of the proposed Parent Councils.
4. We consider that the Scottish Executive did consult effectively on the Bill,
however we also consider that the results of the Consultation (as
summarised in the consultation report) have not been fairly or accurately
interpreted in the consultation report. The overwhelming majority of
respondents (83%) confirmed support for no change or for some changes
to the existing system, yet the conclusion stated in the report is (page 2)
“these figures indicate that most respondents on the whole (69%) either
supported the draft bill or expressed support for some changes to be
made«” Whilst the quoted statement may not be strictly inaccurate, it
does not fairly summarise the body of opinion expressed and confirmed in
the responses reported. The recorded body of opinion overwhelmingly
supports retention of the existing system with modifications, yet this has
been disregarded.
We hope that the above will be of assistance in the deliberations of the
Education Committee.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ST MUN’S PRIMARY SCHOOL BOARD
I wish to inform you that St. Mun's Primary School Board in Dunoon, Argyll
have considered the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill which was
introduced on 28 September 2005 and our response is as follows :1. We welcome the changes from the original draft bill to provide for (a)
the attendance of the Head Teacher at the proposed Parent Council and
(b) the co-option to the council of a person nominated by the church or
denominational body for schools such as St. Mun's.
2.
We are disappointed that no provision is made for the cooption/attendance of a teacher to represent the teaching staff on the Parent
Council and we would urge that this be reconsidered. We would also like to
see a stipulation that any member of the Parent Forum has the right to
attend meetings of the Parent Council, similar to parents' rights to attend
school board meetings.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the new bill.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM ST NINIAN’S HIGH SCHOOL BOARD
General Principles of the Bill
The general principle of the Bill is to enhance parental involvement in school
education, and therefore one that is supported by St Ninian’s School Board.
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However, what is not clear to St Ninian’s School Board is how the changes to
the current system outlined in the Bill will achieve this. Simply calling the
parent body of a school a Parental Forum, and the School Board a Parental
Council will not address parental apathy where it exists. There is nothing in
the Bill that seeks to improve parental involvement – the Bill is simply a
cosmetic exercise of change for change sake.
Advantages and Disadvantages
The advantages of the current system are:
• clear guidance on structures – e.g.
o number of parents involved
o how SB constituted
o role, functions and remit
o role of Head Teacher
o how the School Board is involved in the appointment of Head
and Depute Head teachers
The disadvantages of the proposed system are:
• change for change sake without a clear rationale for change, nor does
the Bill contain clear proposals as to how parents’ involvement will be
enhanced
• left up to the LEA to prepare schemes for Parental Forum/Councils –
although the options needs to be agreed by parents there is no
indication whether this is at the school level or LEA level – hence a
proposal agreed by the majority of parents within the LEA area could
be foisted on a school that does not agree with the option
• lacks details on how PCs will be involved in appointment of
Head/Depute Head teachers – School Boards currently involved in
selection interview – it is not specified whether this will be continued
Consultation Process
The process was fine – but the time allowed was severely limited and totally
inadequate, given need to consult widely amongst parent body of over 1000 in
St Ninian’s High School.
Effective School Boards should have been more involved in initial research.
The focus seems to have been in areas where School Boards were not
effective – hence the focus on change where change was not required.
Concerns
Our main concern is that the Bill is not required – the School Board system
was working effectively, and the proposals seem to be cosmetic, focusing in
name changes with no concrete proposals on how parental involvement can
be increased and enhanced.
The consultation documentation suggested that the parents in each school
would be responsible for deciding on the format, remit, operation etc of the
new bodies. This is not the case within the Bill – the so called enhanced
empowerment of parents that was promised in the consultation documents
has not been followed through in the Bill. Responsibility for drafting options
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for Parents Forum/Councils is given to the LEA. It is not clear how or whether
parents will be involved in the option development process – simply affording
them an opportunity to vote of LEA proposals is not within the spirit of what
the consultation document promised parents.
Issues not Addressed
Although the issues of involvement of Parental Councils in the appointment of
Head/Depute Head Teacher is included in the Bill this needs to a prescribed
role of the Parental Council, as with School Boards.
There is a general concern that, as with the consultation documents, the Bill is
woolly and ill defined. There are too many instances where it states that
parents will be involved without specifying the scale and nature of that
involvement – the proposal need to be much firmer and prescriptive on the
rights of parents.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM WESTER CLEDDENS PRIMARY SCHOOL 1
Peter Peacock MSP
Minister for Education & Young People
Scottish Parliament
cc:
Education Committee & Substitutes
Party leaders
SCOTTISH SCHOOLS (PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT) BILL 2005
Dear Minister
Having just replied to the consultation document on the above subject on
behalf of the School Board and parent body of Wester Cleddens Primary
School, I thought it prudent to write to you personally and express our
collective opinion as we felt the Scottish Executive questionnaire was
couched in such a manner as to be misleading in the way answers to the
questions posed would be presented.
This opinion is unanimous and was arrived at after careful scrutiny of your
proposals contained in the Draft Bill against the Guide to the School Board
(Scotland) Act 1988, as re-issued by the Scottish Executive March 2004,
which incidentally in its Introduction on Page 1 endorses the aforesaid Act by
saying it “sets fairly broad parameters for most aspects of the running and
functioning of Boards. This allows for the maximum degree of operational
flexibility” It goes on to say, “The Act gives Boards a number of powers,
duties and rights. Taken together, these place Boards in a unique position
as a mechanism for the two way flow of information between parents,
schools and Education Authorities. Perhaps one of the most important
functions a Board will ever perform is the collection and dissemination
of essential information for the wider parent body. Establishing a
dialogue with the wider parent body is crucial if parents are to share in
the running of their children's schools and become involved in their
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children's education.” I find it baffling that twelve months later, the same
Scottish Executive propose to abolish this Act which they endorsed, quoting
the National Debate On Education from 2002 as the catalyst.
To arrive at our unanimous opinion, the School Board surveyed the Parent
body and documented a 100% return in favour of retaining the present system
of School Boards supported by PTA’s/PA’s in their traditional fundraising role.
We also spoke with parents directly, staff and of course the PA at our school.
All rejected the abolition of the School Board (Scotland) Act and the formation
of Parents Fora.
It has been identified that this Act was an instrument for schools to opt out of
local authority control. Whilst that is perfectly correct, history since its
enactment shows that opting out has never been an issue in Scotland and
Boards created by the Act have matured and evolved over the past 17 years
into a useful medium for interaction between parents, pupils, schools, staff,
the community and Local and indeed Central Government. In fact in East
Dunbartonshire, where our school is located, the Local Authority are backing
the position of all 47 school boards in the area for the retention of the 1988
Act which is necessary for the operation of school boards. It is also significant
to note that this Authority boasts 100% of schools with active and productive
School Boards.
On the aforementioned point of retention of the Act being necessary for the
operation of School Boards I should like to take issue with the answer you
gave me on your recent visit to East Dunbartonshire. Unfortunately the format
of the question session did not allow for a comeback from the questioners.
You said at that time that if a school decided that they wished to retain a
school board instead of a Forum then of course they would be at liberty to do
so. I also asked this question at the public meeting in Renfield St Stephen
Church in Glasgow and Colin Reeves from SEED gave precisely the same
answer. I will repeat here what I said to him at the meeting, which he
eventually and reluctantly had to concur with. If you abolish an Act of
Parliament such as this then you abolish all that the Act created therefore you
cannot continue with a school board. It is misleading and disingenuous to
state otherwise. I make this assertion as a law officer of over 30 years
experience and have consulted with an Education Law specialist and an
Advocate who concur.
Abolition of the 1988 Act will abolish school boards and will prevent
continuity and development of what they have achieved over the last 17
years.
Parent Forums will not achieve the same results as Boards however good
intentioned their formation may be and it is our belief that they will be
detrimental instead of beneficial and will herald not only the demise of Boards
but may also remove the complimentary work of PTA’s and PA’s who have
throughout Scotland signalled their opposition to what is proposed.
Our Authority have taken a bold and innovative step in recognising the value
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of School Boards by establishing a Flagship scheme whereby all 47 School
Board Chairs meet on a regular basis with Heads of Service and elected
members of the Council for a full and frank exchange of information and views
and I would recommend this as an exemplar of best practice which should be
evaluated as a way forward for meaningful parental participation throughout
Scotland within the parameters of existing legislation.
Speaking of exemplars of best practice, our Board was assessed by Karen
McArdle, Senior Lecturer, School of Education, University of Aberdeen,
commissioned by the Scottish Executive, on Parental Involvement. We have
been informed by Ms McArdle that our Board is to be included in her cd-rom
as an exemplar of best practice under the heading of “representing others”.
Again this was commissioned prior to the Draft Bill but will not be published
until after the close of the consultation. I alluded earlier to the Public
consultation meeting in Glasgow. You no doubt have been briefed on that
very acrimonious meeting. However I found it to be very familiar and typical of,
if rather more fervent, than the other meetings reported on throughout the
country. That meeting was 100% against the proposals and resolutely for the
status-quo. What impressed me most was the large turnout of one of the so
called minority groups which this Draft Bill is supposed to make more
included. I refer to the delegation from the Glasgow Asian community who
were extremely vociferous in their opposition to the abolition of the 1988 Act
and School Boards. If these public meetings had been better organised and
Minutes taken( the realisation by those present that this was not the case
almost led to chaos and disharmony) then you would be left in no doubt about
the feelings expressed. Many of the people at the meeting incidentally were
not School Board members, but parents voicing their opposition.
In complaisance to the foregoing we concede that the Act is not perfect and
we believe that you have a genuine and sincere motivation to make parental
participation better. However we would respectfully submit that it is our belief
that the Draft Parental Involvement Bill is not the vehicle which will achieve
your aspirations.
School Boards are the democratically elected representatives of their parent
bodies and school staff. They in turn elect a representative to the Scottish
School Board Association to look after their interests at a national level.
Wester Cleddens School Board have indicated to the President of SSBA the
amendments to the 1988 Act that we would like to see to come more into line
with what you are proposing without the need to dismantle the structure
already in place which has served parents well over the last 17 years.
We would respectfully request that you withdraw the Draft Parental
Involvement Bill 2005, in light of the widespread reported opposition and enter
into negotiation with SSBA, our democratically elected National body. Start
with a blank canvass, amend the 1988 Act to remove that which is no longer
required, keep what is working effectively and add from the evidence of best
practice that is manifest to enhance the already exemplary service that school
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boards contribute bearing in mind that 89% of Scotland have school boards
and the majority of the population appear to wish them to continue.
WRITTEN EVIDENCE FROM WESTER CLEDDENS PRIMARY SCHOOL 2
INTRODUCTION
I submit this evidence as Chair of Wester Cleddens Primary School Board
and on behalf of the parent body of said school whom we have canvassed as
part of an Authority wide exercise, on the contents of the draft Bill. The
response from the survey of our parents return was 100% rejection of the
draft Bill and for the retention of the status-quo of School Boards and Pta's as
separate entities and some amendment of the 1988 Act as previously
intimated. I have also attached for your information, a letter previously sent on
the subject.
GENERAL PRINCIPLES
Despite the foregoing, we do agree with the spirit and the intentions of
widening parental involvement however we do not agree that this Bill is the
correct vehicle to achieve these aims.
We have consistently argued through written correspondence and verbal
dialogue at public meetings that all of the aims set out in this Bill could have
been achieved within the framework of the 1988 Act especially the widening
of parental participation which can easily accommodate the entire parent body
participation under Section 6(1) by the use of sub committees of the Board.
This has been widely resisted by the SE with various excuses mainly to do
with drafting of the Bill whereby it would apparently be easier to draft new
legislation rather than amend the 1988 Act. We see this as a spurious
argument given that if the 1988 Act is abolished then other Acts of Parliament
will have to be amended in any case, most notably, the Standards in
Scotlands Schools Act 2000.
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES
I do not intend to compare like for like in this section as this will merely be
covering old ground. Suffice to say that we believe that although not perfect,
the 1988 Act with a few minor tweaks is a far more robust and workable
system than that which is now being proposed.
It is acknowledged by the Executive that 89% of schools in Scotland have
School Boards. This is by any standard an impressive statistic. In the area I
represent, East Dunbartonshire, that statistic is even more impressive. We
have 100% of our schools with functioning and successful School Boards.
Unfortunately we cannot boast the same for our PA/PTA's as not every school
in the area has one and even the schools that do, many are struggling to
attract parents to support them. Indeed the PA at my own school is
considering disbanding as they cannot attract new parents to their committee
or even to help out at the functions organized for the children.
I use this analogy to highlight why we believe this Bill will fail in its purpose.
The proposed Fora are based on the same principle of membership as
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PA/PTA's whereby all parents are automatically members and elect a Council
(or committee) as a decision making body on their behalf. If PA/PTA's which
have no legal basis or responsibilities cannot attract members at present,
what future is there for Parent Fora and Councils in the future using this same
system.
The question which should be asked is why parents are not volunteering their
services. The most obvious answer is that today’s modern parents, supported
by Government who are rolling out more childcare facilities to encourage
people back to work, drop their children off at breakfast clubs, go to work, and
pick them up in the evening from aftercare services. They then wish to spend
some time with their children and obviously do not have the time or inclination
to become more involved in school politics or fundraising and are content to
leave this extra chore to others with more time to spare.
CONSULTATION
The Consultation began reasonably well with members of SEED meeting with
Board Chairs throughout the country. These meetings went well and it was
reported that the same points were raised at all the venues. Alan Armstrong of
HMIE who was leading at that time informed the Chairs that the exercise had
been very useful and that it was evident that a few 'tweaks' to the 1988 Act
should resolve matters.
However, as we know, this was not to be the case. Commissioned research
by the Executive focused on a narrow cross section of the so called silent
majority (200 participants) and produced what can only be described as
flawed research which apparently was enough for the Executive to decide to
scrap the 1988 Act and draft this Bill.
The public meetings were poorly advertised, indeed the first of which was held
during a holiday period in Inverness. They were all poorly attended in relation
to the number of parents in Scotland and most prominent were people who
did not want the 1988 Act abolished. Where during this time, the question
must be asked, were the silent majority, who according to the Executive and
their research, were clamouring for the 1988 Act to be abolished and replaced
with this more wishy washy type of representation? I can report that I attended
the Glasgow meeting in Renfield St Stephen Church and there was not one
person at that meeting who supported this Bill. All, including one of the so
called minority groups allegedly not represented by the current system, from
the Glasgow Asian community, vociferously called for the Bill to be withdrawn
and minor amendments made to the 1988 Act. This fell on deaf ears. This
meeting was outraged to learn that the meeting was not Minuted and that
Motions from the floor would not be accepted.
In the recent reissue of the Bill it is apparent that cognizance has been taken
of some objections raised, notably that the first draft would have terminated
the employment of School Board Clerks on enactment of the Bill and that has
been amended to allow Councils to hire Clerks, however the latest draft again
fails to take cognizance of the impact on employees who will lose their job if
this Bill becomes law. I refer to the statement in the Bills financial
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memorandum which reads," the Bill has no direct cost impact on other
bodies" This is blatantly untrue or at best extremely naive on the part of the
author. If School Boards are abolished, their National body SSBA de facto has
no one to represent. As their funding comes from member Boards which no
longer exist then they will go out of business and their employees will become
unemployed. The same fate could also befall SPTC should PA/PTA's become
defunct with the formation of Parent Fora. This area of concern appears not to
have been considered in the Consultation stage and requires to be revisited
and the full impact on people’s lives and livelihoods reassessed. This Bill
presents more problems than it solves and again it should be restated that
amendment of the 1988 Act is a far more palatable alternative than a callous
disregard of the financial consequences for people affected by the change.
CONCERNS
The major concern surrounding this Bill is that it is untested as to its viability. It
is based on the PTA model of membership and as previously alluded to in this
Report, that membership is on the wane and sporadic in its effectiveness and
continuity. Conversely the system of School Boards which it will replace has
been effective and enduring and has evolved over its 17 year history to meet
all challenges presented to it. It is of major concern that this Bill on enactment
contains a Section which will abolish the 1988 Act without any credible
fallback position should the Bill fail in its purpose. We find it incredible that this
system has not been piloted to test its effectiveness and cannot believe that
its predecessor will be abolished without a trial period or tandem running of
both systems.
We are concerned that if the Bill fails in its purpose that Parental
Representation will be left in a worse state than at present with no chance to
regress to the previous system. It is with this in mind that we must petition
the Education committee for a moratorium on this Bill to allow for a pilot
study to be conducted to ensure the Bill will meet the Executives
expectations before any legislation is passed to abolish the previous
system. To abolish the 1988 Act without testing its replacement would
be folly and a disservice to Scottish Parents.
We are concerned that the rights of attendance for non Board members will
be abolished and only permissible if individual constitutions permit. This will
destroy relationships built up with Council Officers and elected members who
take an active part at the moment. It also contradicts the present policy of the
school being the centre of the community and the encouragement of the local
community to see the school as a focal point.
We are concerned that the latest draft of this Bill introduces an element of
sectarianism in the true sense of the word by specifically mentioning in
legislation that denominational schools must include a representative of the
church on its council. This goes against the spirit of PARENT councils as the
church representative is not specified to be a parent. It is inequitable to other
schools with multi faith parent bodies that are not specifically catered for in
legislation but may co-op only if individual constitutions allow. In today’s equal
opportunity culture you cannot introduce into legislation regulations for one
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section of parents and different rules for others. It must be open to all faiths
equitably to have representation on Councils either by legislation or by
constitution or not at all.
We are concerned that parent councils will be given the right to discuss any
matter. It is inappropriate for them to discuss that which is about individual
pupils or staff members or pursue discussion of individual complaints. This is
clearly a matter that needs tightening up and likewise the position of the
Headteacher should be as is under the 1988 Act to allow them the Authority to
control such inappropriate discussion.
We are extremely concerned that this Bill is being steamrollered ahead whilst
many important aspects have still not been finalised or clarified. The most
striking of these is that of the appointment of Senior management and the
parent involvement in this process. It is rumoured that the present
appointment panel made up of 50% of parents will be reduced to only one
parent which is unacceptable and is clearly tokenism. It will be dealt with
apparently by secondary legislation which is unacceptable. If the Bill is
enacted without this resolved it puts parents at a huge disadvantage. If
parents do not have a credible voice or challenge on appointment panels then
an unscrupulous Authority would be able to push through a policy of for
example Cluster heads for 2 or more schools which we believe no parent
would ever countenance as the best for their particular child’s school.
A major concern is the vagueness about disclosure checking. This is an area
of critical importance and in this Authority is a pre-requisite of being a School
Board member or PTA volunteer. We as a Board fully support this policy by
our Local Authority and we would see this as a legislative must. We would
however insist that the widening of participation insisted by the Bill to include
all parents is an unacceptable financial burden on the local authority and this
financial outlay must be borne by Central government. The safety of our
children from predatory adults is sacrosanct and it is imperative that
disclosure checking is enshrined in legislation.
CONCLUSION
This Bill cannot be enacted until all concerns have been addressed and it has
undergone a rigorous pilot test in areas both with and without school boards
to ensure it will achieve its aims.
The section abolishing the 1988 Act has to be removed until the Bill has been
properly evaluated and the new scheme has been running for a lengthy period
and properly and independently evaluated. We would suggest that both
systems are run in tandem for a probationary period to ensure parents have
the best representation available.
It would be an act of folly and indeed vandalism to abolish a proven system
and introduce another that has every prospect of being inferior without a
mechanism to return to the former until an acceptable replacement is found.
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FINANCE COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES
27th Meeting, 2005 (Session 2)
Tuesday 22 November 2005
Present:
Ms Wendy Alexander
Mark Ballard
Mr Frank McAveety
Jim Mather
John Swinney

Mr Andrew Arbuckle
Derek Brownlee
Des McNulty (Convener)
Dr Elaine Murray

Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill: The Committee took evidence on the
Financial Memorandum from—
Colin Reeves, Head of Schools Division; and Deirdre Watt, Bill Team Leader,
Scottish Executive.


299

3165

22 NOVEMBER 2005

Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill:
Financial Memorandum
11:37
The Convener: The fourth item on our agenda
is evidence taking on the financial memorandum
to the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill.
We agreed to undertake level 2 scrutiny, which
involves seeking written evidence, and then taking
evidence from Executive officials. We have written
submissions from COSLA and Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Education. I welcome from the
Executive Colin Reeves, the head of the schools
division, and Deirdre Watt, the bill team leader. I
invite Colin Reeves to make a brief opening
statement before we proceed to questions.
Colin Reeves (Scottish Executive Education
Department): Thank you, convener. I will be very
brief. The bill fulfils part of the ministers’
commitment set out a year ago in “ambitious,
excellent schools: our agenda for action” to
promote better parental involvement in education.
It has a twofold purpose. The first is to replace the
school board legislation with a more inclusive and
flexible system of parental representation in
schools, with parents choosing locally how they
want to structure representation in their schools.
The second is to promote more and better-quality
parental involvement in education in the widest
sense, in supporting their children’s education and
the life of their schools. All the evidence suggests
that, when parents are involved, children do better.
The main net costs of the bill will fall on local
authorities, so we have been in regular contact
with COSLA and the Association of Directors of
Education in Scotland as the bill policy has
developed. From recent discussions with both
organisations, I understand that they are
comfortable with the order of additional costs that
are set out in the financial memorandum and that
the Executive will make available to local
authorities to support them in implementing the
bill.
Mr Swinney: Ministers have made it clear that
the bill’s objective is to increase the level of
parental participation in the governance of schools
in its widest sense, which is reflected in the fact
that the financial memorandum contains an
assumption that there will be additional costs to
local authorities. I welcome the recognition of the
fact that increased activity relates to increased
costs.
In your introductory remarks, you said that the
purpose of the bill was to create as much flexibility
as possible at a local level for arrangements to be
designed that best suited the needs of individual
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schools. How robust is the financial memorandum
in capturing what may be a broad range of
approaches and levels of activity in individual
schools? How can you predict accurately what the
financial implications of the bill will be without a
defined model of what might take place in every
school in the country?
Colin Reeves: I am obliged to agree that, if we
had a single model, it would be easier to predict
what the costs might be throughout Scotland.
In discussions with local authorities, we have
explored the issue and have concluded that the
flexibility to allow different structures makes
predicting exact costs more tricky. However, that
does not substantially alter the costs of the bill that
are to do with parental involvement in the wider
sense. Those include a local authority’s
responsibility to offer a scheme to parents in every
school, which will contain a model constitution with
a number of options that parents can choose from.
There will also be costs involved in supporting the
establishment of parent councils and in enabling
parents in schools to examine what they have at
the moment and what changes they might like to
make in the future. I do not think that the costs of
that preparatory and supporting work will change
substantially.
I agree that there might be slightly different costs
in supporting a parent council with 20 members as
opposed to one with 10 members. However,
although there will be a range of structures in
schools—which means that there will be a
continuum between two extremes—I do not think
that that will fundamentally alter many of the costs.
We have discussed the matter with local
authorities over the past several months and they
are broadly comfortable with the figures that we
have given. As COSLA says in its evidence to the
committee, although the figures can never be
exact, it does not foresee departures from the
order of figures that are set out in the financial
memorandum such as would cause local
authorities difficulty. The identified additional
specific costs of the bill are of the order of £1
million or just above £1 million per annum, which
must be set in the context of GAE allocations to
local authorities for education of the order of £4
billion per annum.
Mr Swinney: You have talked about a range of
parental involvement. Are the assumptions and
predictions that you make in the financial
memorandum set at the minimum or the maximum
level of parental involvement?
Colin Reeves: The figures have not been set at
either the minimum or the maximum level of
parental involvement; they have been set
according to an assessment of the likely response
to the opportunities for flexibility in structures. The
bill that was consulted on was different from the
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bill that has been introduced to the Parliament.
The bill that has been introduced to the Parliament
defines the entire parent body—the parents of all
the children in a given school—as the “Parent
Forum”, with the “Parent Council” being the
committee or representative body that they select.
Admittedly, the parents have the flexibility to
decide the shape, size and structure of the parent
council, but a committee that gets beyond a
certain size begins to become unwieldy.
The significant advantage in the bill is the
flexibility that it offers. Instead of following the
formulaic approach in the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988, which said that a school of
more than 1,500 pupils, for example, would have a
school board of 13 members, comprising seven
parents, three teachers and three co-optees, the
school in question might choose to have a parent
council with 10 or 24 members. I doubt that it
would choose to have a parent council of 150,
although I could be wrong in one or two cases.
However, neither we nor the authorities envisage
such a shift in quantum that the figures in the
financial memorandum would no longer be
sufficient.
11:45
Dr Murray: The financial memorandum refers to
four sample local authority areas, each of which
accounts for about 4 per cent of the total current
spend. Which four local authorities are those?
Colin
Reeves:
When
I
reread
the
memorandum, I could not believe that we had
omitted that detail. The four are East
Renfrewshire, East Lothian, North Lanarkshire and
Highland. Those four authorities straddle the
divide between rural and urban, east and west and
big and small. Let me be absolutely clear: the four
sample authorities represent, coincidentally, 16
per cent of current expenditure on school boards
and 16 per cent of the state schools in Scotland.
As they hit the 16 per cent mark almost exactly on
those two counts, COSLA and the Association of
Directors of Education in Scotland were broadly
comfortable with taking just that sample and
grossing the 16 per cent up to 100 per cent to
achieve the figures that we set out in the
memorandum.
Jim Mather: I am interested in the financial
memorandum, which, like many financial
memoranda that come before the committee,
seemed to me to be a little short on the potential
financial benefits that could accrue. Has any
thought been given to the prospect of better
attendance, reduced disruption and fewer
teachers being absent or taking early retirement
due to stress?
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I wonder whether it might be worth looking at
James Heckman’s Allander series lecture. He
made a financial case for focusing resources
specifically on children from the ages of two to six.
He argued that kids who had received a proper
emphasis on education in their early days were
less likely to be disruptive, less likely to get caught
up in the legal system, more likely to complete
their education and more likely to hold down a
decent job and thereby become advocates of
education and work for the next generation. Is
something missing in the memorandum in that
respect?
Colin Reeves: I will certainly look at that. I have
not considered that paper specifically. We have
not factored such considerations into the billspecific figures in the financial memorandum. We
are working closely with our colleagues who deal
with early years provision, as we know that
involving parents at the pre-school stage has a
beneficial downstream consequence in relation to
the involvement of parents of school-age children.
Jim Mather: Given that the financial
memorandum that we are being asked to sanction
contains a substantial spend of additional money,
would it not be seemly for the Executive to place
an obligation on future forums and local education
authorities to reduce disruption and to ensure that
fewer teachers are off school or take early
retirement due to stress-related illness? Would
that not be reasonable?
Colin Reeves: It would be reasonable and we
would consider doing so in the guidance that
accompanies the bill. The bill places new statutory
duties on education authorities to devise strategies
for overall improvement in parental involvement. It
would be entirely reasonable to suggest to
authorities that there is a direct read-across
between those duties and the thrust of the bill. For
instance, authorities own the statements of
improvement objectives and the targets that they
set. Although we very much have a self-reporting
system, signalling a read-across between the
thrust of the bill and those sorts of issues and
statements would be entirely appropriate, as you
suggest. We will consider that.
Derek Brownlee (South of Scotland) (Con):
The only significant difference between the
submissions on the financial memorandum from
COSLA and HMIE is that HMIE seems relatively
sanguine about the prospect of additional costs
falling on it with the demand-led investigations
through parent councils, whereas COSLA seems
to be raising a note of caution. I appreciate that it
is difficult to form a view on how many
investigations will ultimately come to fruition, but
what methodology did you use to quantify the
number of likely submissions to HMIE from parent
councils and the cost impact on the education
authority before a submission got to that stage?
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Colin Reeves: Principally, we approached
HMIE and COSLA and asked them the obvious
question. You have the HMIE answer in front of
you. Anyone can approach or write to HMIE at the
moment; my understanding is that it has—as you
would expect—a protocol that requires it to
consider and respond to any representations.
On the specific provision in the bill for a parent
council to make a representation to HMIE once it
has made a representation to the head teacher or
the education authority, HMIE simply made an
estimate on the basis of, for instance, 10
examples of four days apiece at £570 a day, which
produced a figure of £23,000. I have since spoken
to HMIE, which feels able to absorb £23,000 within
its budget of £12 million. When I asked what would
happen if there were 20 representations of that
duration, it said that it would not be much more
difficult to absorb costs of the order of £40,000.
HMIE envisaged issues being raised with it that
fall within its areas of responsibility. The district
inspector might pay a visit to the education
authority or to the school to do a bit of
investigation, which gives us an illustration of the
sort of costs. At first blush, the costs to the
education authority of responding or participating
in that brief investigation ought not to be of a
different order from the costs falling on HMIE.
COSLA has certainly raised a marker; depending
on how the bill progresses, we will need to discuss
further with COSLA the specifics around that
concern.
The Convener: There are no further questions
for the witnesses, so I thank you both for coming
along.
11:53
Meeting suspended.
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EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
Vol. 3, No. 55

Session 2

Meeting of the Parliament
Wednesday 22 February 2006
Note: (DT) signifies a decision taken at Decision Time.
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill – Stage 1: The Deputy Minister for
Education and Young People (Robert Brown) moved S2M-3895—That the
Parliament agrees to the general principles of the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill.
Fiona Hyslop moved amendment S2M-3895.1 to motion S2M-3895—
Insert at end—
“but, in so doing, notes that parental involvement in the management of
schools as institutions is not the same as parents’ involvement in their own
children’s education which should be the focus of policy, and regrets that the
Scottish Executive has failed to provide detail about its proposals for the role
of parents in the appointment of headteachers and senior staff before
introducing the Bill or the debate and vote on Stage 1 of the Bill, noting that
this is now the most contentious part of the Bill since the Executive latterly
introduced proposals for elected parent councils similar to elected school
boards into the Bill.”
After debate, the amendment was disagreed to ((DT) by division: For 50, Against 62,
Abstentions 0).
The motion was then agreed to ((DT) by division: For 62, Against 17, Abstentions
32).
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill – Financial Resolution: The Deputy
Minister for Education and Young People (Robert Brown) moved S2M-3486—That
the Parliament, for the purposes of any Act of the Scottish Parliament resulting from
the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill, agrees to any expenditure or
increase in expenditure of a kind referred to in Rule 9.12.3(b)(iii) of the Parliament’s
Standing Orders arising in consequence of the Act.
After debate, the motion was agreed to ((DT) by division: For 81, Against 0,
Abstentions 29).
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Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Stage 1
The Deputy Presiding Officer (Murray Tosh):
The next item of business is a debate on motion
S2M-3895, in the name of Peter Peacock, on the
general principles of the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill.
15:42
The Deputy Minister for Education and
Young People (Robert Brown): There is,
perhaps, a sense of anticlimax, given the previous
debate, about returning to the more mundane
matters of school education. However, in our
education debates, nurturing, the acquisition of life
skills and the development of young people’s
potential are hugely important matters. We tend to
focus on the public bit—the school, the nursery
teacher and the teacher—but the most potent
influence on children’s education and life
prospects is their parents. Today’s debate marks a
significant stage in implementing the Executive’s
commitment to give parents a stronger voice in
their children’s education and learning and to
involve more of them more effectively in
supporting the life and work of their schools.
The bill is based on certain key principles: that
parents should be involved fully in supporting their
children’s learning; that parents should be
welcomed and be encouraged to engage with the
life of schools; and that the voice of parents should
be heard in matters of local policy and
representation. The focus of the bill is therefore
broader than that of current school board
legislation, given that it aims to recognise in a
statutory format the vital role that parents play in
the education of their children.
It is worth considering basic research findings
that underpin the critical importance of parents.
For example, research shows that 85 per cent of
the language that we use as adults is in place by
the time we are five years old, and 50 per cent of it
is in place by the time we are three years old.
Throughout their school years, children spend only
15 per cent of their time in school. It is significant
and interesting that doing homework regularly
through the school years has roughly the same
benefit as an extra year’s schooling. Those are
interesting background research points.
The evidence points to the importance of
involving parents in different ways from as early a
stage as possible. I doubt whether any member
would disagree with that central, fundamental
point. If we involve parents successfully, schools
are stronger and children benefit.
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The bill supports parental involvement at three
levels. First, it aims to enable parents to do what
they can, according to their circumstances, to
support their children. The bill places a duty on
Scottish ministers nationally and education
authorities locally to promote and support that. It
requires education authorities to draw up
strategies for parental involvement in its wider
sense, taking account in particular of the needs of
looked-after children, which, as we know, is one of
the biggest challenges that we face, not least
because,
for
whatever
reason,
parental
involvement might be defective or absent.
Fiona Hyslop (Lothians) (SNP): Children 1st
has said that the views of children have not been
reflected in the bill. Looked-after children do not
like the word “parent” being used in the title of a
body or in any wording to do with a body. Perhaps
using “school council” instead of “parent council”
might be a way of reflecting the views and
interests of looked-after children who do not have
parents.
Robert Brown: That is a valid point. It highlights
the importance of flexibility in taking the bill
forward. The Education Committee identified that.
Clearly, parent councils will be parent driven—
there is no argument about that—but the ability is
there for a council to co-opt people from outside
the parent forum and to frame the constitution of
the body in such a way as to allow input by
teachers and others.
More particularly, I draw Fiona Hyslop’s
attention to the need for a strategy to take on
board the issue that she raises. Bearing in mind
the fact that a lot of the policy intention will be
implemented by guidance and by what happens
later at a local level, there is scope for the point
that she raises to be taken on board. I assure her
that we will endeavour to reflect that point in the
guidance.
Mr David Davidson (North East Scotland)
(Con): The minister talked about local strategies.
Does that mean that the Executive is placing local
authorities in the position of having different
schemes to suit their areas, as opposed to having
a national scheme that could be supervised or laid
down by ministers?
Robert Brown: The central point is the need to
consider what happens at the local school level.
Parent forums will have the ability to make
arrangements at a local level, so the process will
be parent driven. Guidance will come from the
centre on best practice, the kind of things that
people can take on board and the experience of
what has happened elsewhere, either under the
school board system or in various pilot schemes.
That will inform the decisions that are made.
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There is a role for local authorities, which must
deal with wider issues beyond schools. Further,
there are issues around the various levels of
schools and sorts of schools and—to take Fiona
Hyslop’s point—the ways in which we can take on
board the interests of looked-after children. Local
authorities can have input in relation to all those
matters in their particular circumstances, which will
stand alongside the guidance that comes from the
centre.
The second level at which the bill supports
parental involvement is in the wider life of schools.
Some parents might wish to help out in the
classroom or by offering their skills in the realm of
sport or business. Others might wish to help with
after-school clubs or outdoor activities. Children
learn in all kinds of ways—education is not a job
for schools in isolation. Schools, parents and the
community, working together, can take a broader
approach to education. Strategies for parental
involvement can take account of local authorities’
wider provision for supporting families and
community learning. That relates to David
Davidson’s question.
The Executive is working closely with local
authorities to identify good practice and ways of
promoting parent partnership across Scotland. We
have been encouraged by the innovative ways in
which education authorities are already seeking to
involve parents. We will shortly be publishing
examples of good practice that authorities, schools
and parents can draw on to develop parental
involvement with schools and their children’s
learning. If I have time later, I will give one or two
examples of that.
The third level is in the area of parental
representation. That is the element on which there
has been the greatest focus. We want parents to
be able to select a representation system that is
appropriate for their school and in which they have
confidence. Eighty-three per cent of parents who
were surveyed by MORI on behalf of the Scottish
Executive felt that parents at a school should
determine the format of the body that represents
them. The bill will allow parents to do just that.
This is a dynamic bill that empowers parents
and gives them local choice and flexibility. It allows
them to build on the best of what they have by way
of representation, and to develop and adapt it to
suit their local circumstances. All parents who
have a child at a school will be members of the
parent forum, which will give every parent a say in
how their school promotes parental involvement
and in how their views should be represented. The
parent forum can set up a parent council to
represent its views to the school and, where
necessary, to the local authority and other bodies.
The bill repeals the School Boards (Scotland)
Act 1988 and moves away from the one-size-fits-
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all approach to parental representation that it
generated. I am glad that there is increasing
recognition that that is appropriate. Our bill
empowers parents, removes some barriers to
widened
participation
and
provides
new
opportunities for innovation and sharing of good
practice.
Inevitably, those who serve on school boards
and, in particular, the Scottish School Board
Association, have been concerned that the bill
might threaten the continuance of the good work
that they do and reduce parents’ powers. The
reality is that the bill builds on existing good
practice and strengthens parents’ powers. I am
glad that that is so clearly recognised and stated
by the SSBA in its latest newsletter. I look forward
to working with the SSBA and the Scottish Parent
Teacher Council on those matters.
Fergus Ewing (Inverness East, Nairn and
Lochaber) (SNP): The minister made a point
about parents’ powers. This morning, I received an
e-mail from a parent who pointed out that, in the
secondary school in Inverness that her child
attends, it is possible to take only two advanced
higher courses this year—Gaelic and maths. Her
child wishes to pursue a medical or veterinary
career. What power will that parent have under the
bill? How will it ensure that there is a wider choice
of advanced highers in Inverness and the
Highlands?
Robert Brown: I do not want to comment on
that particular case, which is obviously a matter for
the local authority and the people in the area, to
whom the local authority is democratically
accountable and to whom it will be even more
accountable after the 2007 elections. However,
the framework in the bill gives parents
considerable potential to build the relationships
that they want to have with their schools. If parents
in the area to which Fergus Ewing refers are so
minded, it is possible that discussions could take
place on the point that he raises. We have to
accept the reality that resource issues lie behind
these things, but I am sure that, under the bill,
parental involvement in the process will ensure a
better outcome.
As
the
Education
Committee’s
report
acknowledges, the bill has benefited enormously
from input and comment from many quarters. I
thank both the committee and those who took part
in the consultation for their input. We will listen
carefully to the debate and we will consider
amendments to improve the bill without losing the
strength of its flexibility. The committee identified a
number of things that it wants to see in guidance.
Peter Peacock will, as promised, provide the
committee with draft guidance before it is issued,
so that the committee can comment on it. I will
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return to the issue of head teachers, which will, I
am sure, be discussed during the debate.
Effective parental involvement is a key part of
our vision to help every child to improve their life
chances and achieve their potential in modern
Scotland. The bill represents an exciting
opportunity to put in place a flexible framework to
help children who are at school and those who are
yet to come. I look forward to the debate that will
follow, and I commend the bill to Parliament.
I move,
That the Parliament agrees to the general principles of
the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Before I call the
next speaker, let me share some information. I
have recalculated the timings: I will have about 25
minutes for the open debate. I have the choice of
calling six members for four minutes each or four
members for six minutes each. In the interests of
balancing the debate as best I can, I will call six
members for four minutes each. Members with
prepared speeches might care to adjust them now.
15:54
Fiona Hyslop (Lothians) (SNP): I begin by
thanking all the parents who serve on school
boards—many of whom have done so for many
years—to support their children and their school.
The minister singularly failed to do that in his
speech.
Parental involvement in education is important,
but parents’ role lies particularly in their own
child’s education. It is about motivation, help with
homework and encouragement. All parents can
give their children that help.
The Scottish National Party’s position in the
debate is reflected in paragraph 2 of the Education
Committee’s report. Although we are
“supportive of the aim of raising levels of parental
involvement in schools”,

we doubt
“that the Bill, if passed, would be effective in achieving this
aim.”

We consider that matters other than those in the
bill are higher priorities in education. We need to
tackle the fact that one child in five is
underperforming and underachieving and has
unrealised potential. The education system is not
dealing properly with such children. We must also
deal with the travesty of educational outcomes for
looked-after children.
Nobody disputes the fact that school board
legislation needs to change. The Conservatives
introduced school boards against the backdrop
and incentive of opt-out opportunities for schools
that wanted them, but time has moved on. The
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days of Conservative government are in the dim
and distant past, which is a welcome fact to many.
The issue must be the modern representation of
school boards. School boards could be
modernised. They recognise the need for
modernisation, adaptation and change. However,
are we seriously saying that they are so
fundamentally flawed that they must be abolished?
No. The minister had thought that councils would
favour the abolition of school boards, but many did
not, to the extent that the Executive backtracked
before it introduced the bill. The initial proposal
was for very weak parent forums, whereas the
Executive now says that it wants to have elected
parent councils, which will be similar to the old
school boards, and that it will not really change all
the positions and differences in policies. Given
that, why are we removing school boards and
creating parent councils, which will be the start of
rejecting the promotion of partnership with local
authorities, outside interests and pupils? The
minister seemed to be interested in my suggestion
of the term “school council”, but most schools
have school councils for their pupils. Why do we
not just call the proposed bodies school boards?
Robert Brown: I am not interested in the name
of the bodies—that is incidental and is up to the
parent councils. I am surprised by Fiona Hyslop’s
position. I do not understand it. I hope that she will
explain to members why, if she takes that view,
she did not vote in committee against the bill and
recommend rejecting it to the Parliament. As she
well knows, the reality is that the bill will create a
more flexible arrangement, which will enable
parents to make decisions.
Fiona Hyslop: I abstained on the bill, because
we are on a wing and a prayer as to whether it will
improve the situation. Minor provisions in the bill
might be of some advantage. The main reason for
our position is that we should be debating
important child protection legislation—the Bichard
legislation—and the children’s hearings system,
which demands legislation. I am not saying that
some improvement in and modernisation of school
boards is not required.
Mr Brian Monteith (Mid Scotland and Fife)
(Ind) rose—
Fiona Hyslop: I need to make progress
because of the time limit.
The bill is not the key priority for education in
Scotland. From talking to parents who are involved
in school boards, I am concerned that a
disincentive has been created. The good work that
they have done has not been recognised. They
will continue to serve on parent councils and
parent forums, because they will do what is
required and what is in their children’s interests.
However, they are concerned about the time and
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effort that will be required to change the system
and to move the deckchairs around when the new
process will not be much different.
I will move on to why other issues in education
are more important. Yesterday’s report from Her
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education reflected on
leadership, which is important. Leadership is key
for well-performing and top-performing schools.
Funnily enough, the one bit that has remained
contentious in the bill after everything else has
been changed and watered down is the
appointment procedure for head teachers and
senior staff. If leadership is so important—as
flagged up in yesterday’s report on why many of
our schools are not performing as well as they
could—why is it absent from the bill? The
Executive started to consult after it introduced the
bill. I would be up for the Executive saying, “This is
what we’re going to do; these are the proposals,”
and making that part and parcel of the bill.
However, in paragraph 129 of its report, the
Education Committee is right to say that we should
not proceed to stage 2 until we know the firm
proposals.
The relationship between head teachers and
parent councils is key. What has been wrong with
the appointment procedure until now if 15 per cent
of head teachers are not performing? What can be
done to rectify matters? We must engage with
such questions and ensure that parents are
actively involved. They should not have a token
position.
Parents
know
that
people
must
be
professionalised. We cannot expect people to be
nominated or approved for serious and
responsible voluntary positions without training.
Everybody recognises that training is needed. An
effective school will work effectively when parents
and the head teacher provide strong leadership.
Other issues include education, governance and
representation. I asked the minister at the
Education Committee why there must be a
strategy for parental involvement in statute. The
answer was that if such a strategy is not in statute,
some local authorities will not implement it. If
parental involvement is important, but local
authorities do not have a strategy for it, we should
ask why those local authorities are responsible for
delivering education. The Parliament should return
to that issue.
Is the proposed legislation worth the candle?
Probably not. Will it be approved? Probably. Will it
make a difference? We do not know.
I move amendment S2M-3895.1, to insert at
end:
“but, in so doing, notes that parental involvement in the
management of schools as institutions is not the same as
parents’ involvement in their own children’s education
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which should be the focus of policy, and regrets that the
Scottish Executive has failed to provide detail about its
proposals for the role of parents in the appointment of
headteachers and senior staff before introducing the Bill or
the debate and vote on Stage 1 of the Bill, noting that this is
now the most contentious part of the Bill since the
Executive latterly introduced proposals for elected parent
councils similar to elected school boards into the Bill.”

authorities being equally represented on those
panels.

16:01
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Lothians)
(Con): Fiona Hyslop has made an excellent
speech that included extremely valuable points. I
came to the chamber armed with two speeches,
one of which is six minutes long and one of which
is four minutes long. In view of your request to
make speeches short, Presiding Officer, I will use
the shorter speech. In any case, a man of few
words is unlikely to have to take any of them back.

Thirdly, I will seek to include in the bill a
commitment that all members of a parent council
will be obliged to undergo a disclosure check
satisfactorily.

In 2004, the Executive published a guide to the
School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988, which stated
that boards are
“in a unique position as a mechanism for the two-way flow
of information between parents, schools and education
authorities.”

If school boards were able to attract such
favourable comment from the Executive only two
years ago, why is there now such a push for their
abolition?
School boards were established under the
previous Conservative Government and have
served parents well for approaching 18 years.
Currently, 97 per cent of secondary schools and
88 per cent of primary schools have school
boards. In East Renfrewshire, which is the local
authority area with the highest attainment in
Scotland, 100 per cent of schools have boards.
We believe that the key to success in schools is
to have more decisions devolved to head teachers
and the full involvement of parents. It is clear that
parental support is an important factor in children’s
social and academic success. The Scottish School
Board Association has acknowledged that some of
the boards’ functions would benefit from
modernisation. Our view is that that does not
require the abolition of school boards, which have
important statutory powers that safeguard the
educational interests of parents and children.
If the bill receives a parliamentary majority at
stage 1, we will seek to improve it at a later stage.
I give the minister notice that, in those
circumstances, I propose to raise three important
issues, the first of which relates to the composition
of appointment panels for senior staff. We will
seek to amend the bill so that procedures for
parental representation in the appointment of head
teachers and deputy heads are included in the
legislation, with parent councils and local
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Secondly, we would like parent councils to be
under a duty to co-opt a certain proportion of their
members from the local community, including
teachers, although parents should be in the
majority.

I remind ministers that the First Minister said at
First Minister’s question time on 7 September
2005 to my friend David McLetchie,
“Of course the new bodies might lose one or two powers”

and went on to claim:
“They will have different powers, but they will be better
powers.”—[Official Report, 7 September 2005; c 18944-45.]

Although the Executive’s aim of encouraging more
parents to become involved in their children’s
education and in the life of their school is wholly
acceptable, the inference to be drawn from the
provisions in the bill and those that will be made
much later through associated regulations is that
school boards’ statutory powers to appoint head
teachers will be diminished.
Robert Brown: Will Lord James DouglasHamilton give way?
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I will give way
quickly and will try desperately hard not to overrun
the four minutes.
Robert Brown: The bill states that that will
continue to be the case. The details are being
consulted on and we will come back on that before
stage 2, as Lord James Douglas-Hamilton is well
aware.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: This is a
classic example of the Administration putting the
cart before the horse. The consultation has not
been completed. I have here the consultation
document, which states that the responses will be
made
“available to the public … by 30 March 2006”.

We are a long way away from 30 March and the
minister is asking us to sign a blank cheque for
him by approving the bill. Frankly, we are not
prepared to do that because the indication that the
First Minister gave at question time on 7
September, in response to a question from David
McLetchie, was that those statutory powers would,
in all likelihood, be diminished. As far as we are
concerned, a diminution of the statutory role of
parents is a retrograde step. That is why we
cannot and will not support the bill.
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16:06
Dr Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): The bill
intends to do exactly what it says in the title: to
promote the involvement of parents in the
education of their children. It replaces a system
that was introduced by the Tory Government in the
School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988. Despite the
way in which Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
describes it, that piece of legislation was designed
to assist and encourage schools to opt out of local
council control. As far as I know, that policy is still
championed by the Tory party, although one can
never be sure with David Cameron. In that regard,
the 1988 act was an unsuccessful piece of Tory
legislation, as it did not have the desired effect.
Mr Monteith: Is the member not aware that two
acts were passed, one on setting up boards and
one on the ability of schools to opt out? The
history of school boards in Scotland goes far
further back than that. School boards existed
before the second world war and used a single
transferable vote system. Those schools did not
seek to opt out.
Dr Murray: I am talking about the intention
behind the Conservative legislation that was
introduced in 1988 and 1989, which, in Scotland,
was unsuccessful at encouraging schools to opt
out of local authority control. It was successful in
another regard. Although many local authorities
and head teachers were, initially, suspicious of the
intentions of the legislation, over time, many
school boards have been successful, working well
with head teachers and making a valuable
contribution to local authority education policies.
Perhaps Brian Monteith should have listened to
the rest of my speech before starting to shout.
The bill builds on the success of school boards
but introduces a more flexible framework that will
allow parents, if they wish, to continue with their
current school board structure as their parent
council or to change that structure if they feel that
that is appropriate for their school. For example, in
small rural schools—I have some in my
constituency—the parent council and the parent
forum may be the same thing.
I agree that parental involvement is not just
about structures; I do not think that anybody in the
Executive parties is arguing that. The fact that we
have introduced the bill does not mean that we are
not concerned about the children who do not
achieve, the 20 per cent of children who could do
better than they do or the specific problems of
looked-after children. The number of ministerial
statements that there have been on those issues
surely illustrates the importance that ministers
attach to them.
Parental involvement is very much about the
culture of schools and local authorities, about
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making parents feel welcome and about
encouraging them to be involved in their children’s
education. That is easier for some parents than it
is for others. Many parents may have been
alienated by their own experiences of school. They
may feel intimidated or have preconceived views
that are based on unhappy school days. They
need to be involved too. Indeed, it is particularly
important to involve those parents because their
children need to fulfil their potential too. A more
flexible approach to parental involvement will allow
school communities to develop a structure that is
appropriate to that school community, so that
people feel ownership of it. The system is not
centralised and, as the minister said, it is not
ideologically driven and it is not a case of one size
fits all.
At the moment, at any one time, only around 1
per cent of parents are involved in their school
board and they tend to be middle-class parents.
Scottish Consumer Council research of 2002
found that parents with degrees—
David McLetchie (Edinburgh
(Con): Will the member give way?

Pentlands)

Dr Murray: No, I am sorry, but the member’s excolleague had rather a long intervention.
Parents with degrees were five times more likely
to be school board members than those with no
formal qualifications. It is just as important that
parents who do not have degrees feel involved in
their children’s school.
The Education Committee noted a number of
issues from its evidence sessions. As Fiona
Hyslop mentioned, one of those was that school
boards involve not just parents and head teachers;
they also have representation from other members
of staff and pupils, and local councillors are
entitled to attend. We felt that it was important that
wider representation should continue and that
parent councils should draw members from staff,
pupils—in particular—and the local community. I
know that ministers are reluctant to include that
provision in the bill because they feel that it could
be restrictive, but we should consider ways to
encourage wider representation and ministers
have said that they are prepared to do so.
The bill introduces a power for parent councils to
make representations to HMIE as long as they
have already made such representations to the
head teacher and the local authority and have
received replies. In evidence, concerns were
raised about that, because the provision was not
in the original proposals. Some witnesses felt that
there had been inadequate consultation, the
Educational Institute of Scotland was concerned
that HMIE might be used as an arbitration service,
the Scottish Parent Teacher Council did not feel
that there was any great demand from parents for
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the power and the Convention of Scottish Local
Authorities feared that the power might be used
either frivolously or vexatiously.
The minister clarified in evidence that the
proposed provision would be an extreme measure.
I say again to ministers that there could be a case
for parents having the power to go to HMIE about
their local authority rather than the school. I am
thinking particularly of all the work that we have
done on additional support needs, because the
provision of such needs is the responsibility of the
education authority rather than the school. If
parents are concerned about that, they should
have the opportunity to go to HMIE.
I welcome ministers’ assurances that they are
willing to consider amendments that arise from the
committee’s report, but I finish by asking a
question that other members have raised: will the
results of the consultation on senior staff
appointments and the Executive response to that
be available to the committee in advance of stage
2 consideration?
The Deputy Presiding Officer: I call Iain Smith,
as the convener of the lead committee. In that
capacity, he gets six minutes.
16:12
Iain Smith (North East Fife) (LD): This is the
first of three trial stage 1 debates in which the
Presiding Officer has agreed that the convener or
a representative of the lead committee will make
an opening speech to outline the committee’s
recommendations in its stage 1 report. Therefore, I
welcome the opportunity to speak on behalf of the
Education Committee.
I thank the committee for the constructive way in
which it conducted the stage 1 inquiry. I also thank
the many witnesses who submitted valuable
evidence, both written and oral, and the clerks for
their assistance in preparing what I believe is an
excellent stage 1 report.
Although the committee was divided on whether
to support the general principles of the bill, there
was unanimity on most of our recommendations.
In particular, there was unanimity on the
importance of parental involvement in children’s
education. It is widely recognised that children are
likely to perform better at school when they have
the active support of parents in their schooling,
both individually and in supporting the work of the
school.
It is also widely recognised that parents tend to
be more directly involved in primary than
secondary schools. Whether that is a factor in the
problems of discipline and low attainment that we
see in the early years of secondary school is a
matter of conjecture.


310

23374

The committee recognises that there is a
difference between parental participation and
representation. Much of the bill deals with the
mechanics
of
representation.
In
itself,
representation does nothing to ensure that parents
will participate in the education of their children. In
one of its key recommendations, the committee
asks that the duty that the bill places on Scottish
ministers and local education authorities be
extended beyond ensuring representation to
ensure increased parental participation in
education.
The bill proposes a more flexible approach to
parental representation than the present one-sizefits-all approach. School boards are the same
whether they represent a small, single-teacher,
rural primary school or a large secondary school
with 2,000 pupils. The bill’s two-tier approach, in
which a parent forum consisting of all parents
appoints a parent council, is intended to increase
the number of parents who can be actively
involved in developing a school’s policies and
development plans. Such an approach might
address Fergus Ewing’s point, because parents
could be involved in developing policies on, for
example, advanced highers in secondary schools.
Although evidence that we received expressed
concern that such flexibility could lead to a lack of
cohesion in the system and a diminution of the
role of parents, the committee accepted that the
proposals offered an acceptable degree of
flexibility to enable parents in a diverse range of
school circumstances throughout the country to
devise arrangements for their parent council that
best suited local needs.
It is also worth pointing out that, in its most
recent
newsletter,
the
SSBA,
which
understandably expressed concern about the
proposed abolition of school boards, now accepts
that the
“functions … of an effective School Board are about to be
enhanced by the new Bill ”.

The committee has major concerns about two
areas. First, although it acknowledges that
arrangements for councillors, teaching and other
staff, pupils and representatives of the local
community can best be set out in the parent
council’s constitution, the bill’s present wording
does not give sufficient weight to the importance of
such representation. Education must be a
partnership and the committee’s view is that cooption of representatives should be the norm. We
urge the minister to consider carefully this part of
the committee’s report ahead of stage 2.
Secondly, the crucial issue of the appointment of
head teachers raised many concerns, particularly
from the SSBA, which feared that the bill would
diminish parents’ role in such matters. The
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committee acknowledges that, given changes in
educational practice and employment legislation
since the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 was
passed, it is necessary to modernise appointment
procedures. However, it would be fair to say that
the committee was uneasy about suggestions
from the Association of Directors of Education in
Scotland and COSLA that head teachers be
appointed to an education authority rather than to
a specific school.
Indeed, concern has already been expressed
about some education authorities’ practice of
seconding heads from one school to another,
because it creates problems in ensuring continuity
in a school and proper parental involvement in
appointing head teachers. Indeed, I have recently
written to Fife Council about the concerns of
parents and the school board of Dairsie primary
school in my constituency about how such
secondments have affected the appointment of a
head teacher to the school.
Although the committee was heartened by the
minister’s statement on the importance of parents’
meaningful involvement in the appointments
process, we regret that the consultation on this
matter does not close until after the stage 1
debate. The committee asks the Executive to
publish the results of the consultation and its
proposed response before stage 2 to allow
members to take them fully into account at that
stage.
Before I close, I want to draw the Parliament’s
attention to several other issues. First, we must
have proper guidance to ensure both that referral
to HMIE is seen as a measure of last resort and
that parent councils do not discuss matters
relating to individual pupils or staff. Moreover, the
Scottish Executive needs to facilitate and support
the establishment of a national parents’ body.
Finally, we need to resolve questions about the
insurance and charitable status of the new parent
councils. That issue is causing concern,
particularly with regard to the ability of those
organisations to fundraise on behalf of their
schools. I hope that the minister can address
some of those issues before stage 2.
I commend the Executive for publishing the bill
in draft form for consultation and for amending the
draft in the light of the comments received in the
consultation before introducing the bill. There is no
doubt in my mind that, as a result of the
consultation, this is a better bill that will lead to
better legislation. That is why the Education
Committee recommends to Parliament that the
general principles of the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill be approved.
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16:18
Mr John Swinney (North Tayside) (SNP): The
question at the heart of this debate—whether it is
a good idea to involve parents in the running of
schools and in the education of children—is an
absolute no-brainer. Of course it is a good idea;
the challenge is how we maximise that
involvement. One particular element of this bill
appeals to me. The changes that Iain Smith
referred to, which were made as a result of the
welcome process of consultation, mean that there
will be flexibility to allow the nature of the parent
council to vary from school to school, depending
on the circumstances of those schools. Obviously,
the capacity to make arrangements for a parent
council will be different whether the school is an
urban school with 500 pupils or a rural school with
a roll of perhaps 20 children.
It is absolutely essential that, throughout the
system, we do everything possible to maximise
parents’ involvement in the running of schools and
in supporting education provision. I encourage the
Executive not to attempt to create more
cumbersome legislation that goes into excessive
detail about the components of representation
without thinking about policies through which we
can
encourage
and
maximise
parents’
participation in schools and in their management.
Robert Brown: I reassure Mr Swinney that
creating cumbersome legislation is exactly what
we seek not to do. We are trying to move away
from a system that prescribes all such matters to a
parent-led system—that is the objective of the
exercise and I am glad that Mr Swinney supports
it.
Mr Swinney: I hope that that is how the bill ends
up. I will reserve my position until I see what it
looks like before I vote for it finally. It is important
that we maximise participation, because that is the
most important characteristic of what the bill can
create.
The exchange between Elaine Murray and Brian
Monteith about school boards and their purpose
felt like a blast from the 1990s. We need to move
on from that debate, because whatever the history
of school boards, they have acquired a beneficial
role in the management of schools in Scotland and
in encouraging participation by parents in the
running of schools. The Government should avoid
doing anything that puts off parents and should
take steps to encourage and maximise parental
involvement. In the light-touch regulation to which
the minister alluded in his intervention, the
Government should specify clearly what
responsibilities will be applied to the parent
councils. If the Government does not take
seriously and accept the Education Committee’s
arguments about ensuring that parent councils
have a statutory right to have a major say in the
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appointment of head teachers, the bill will diminish
the level of participation by parents, which would
be regrettable.
I hope that the Government errs on the side of
maximising the opportunity for participation, while
minimising regulation and bureaucracy. The bill
should give a steer from Parliament to parents
throughout the country—whether in small, rural
primary schools or larger schools in cities—that
parental involvement in the management and
development of schools is of inestimable value in
boosting the educational opportunities of all our
children.
16:22
Robin Harper (Lothians) (Green): I come at
the issue from a slightly different angle. The
United Nations Convention on the Rights of the
Child gives children and young people the right to
be involved in decisions that affect their lives, a
principle that is supported in the Standards in
Scotland’s Schools etc Act 2000, which states that
education authorities must give due regard to the
views of children and young people. However, that
does not seem to be reflected in the bill, which is
far too flexible and general.
Paragraph 13 of the Education Committee’s
report states:
“The Committee acknowledges that under the Bill,
arrangements for councillors, pupils and other
representatives of the local community to become
members of parent councils can be set out in the
constitution of the parent council.”

How generous. The report continues:
“However, the Committee calls on the Minister to
consider whether or not such arrangements should be set
out on the face of the Bill.”

I argue strongly that they should be set out in the
bill.
We already learn so much from consultation of
children throughout Scotland. Highland Council
has produced a consultation entitled “What
difference would there be if children’s experience
framed policy?” It was a consultation for children
with special needs, which produced good ideas
from the young people who were involved.
Highland Council is also consulting children on the
design of a new school building at Acharacle. It
would be bizarre if we allowed school councils and
parent forums to be relaxed about whether they
involve children and to decide how much
representation they should have. Despite what
John Swinney said, I argue strongly that there
should be more detail on that matter and that it
should be incorporated in the bill.
Robert Brown: Does Robin Harper accept that
the basic principle underlying the bill is the
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principle that underlies the Children (Scotland) Act
1995, which is the need to involve children? That
principle should be mainstream in everything that
we do.
Robin Harper: I am simply voicing my concern
that the involvement of children is not as high up
the scale as I would like it to be. I echo what Fiona
Hyslop said about children who are cared for. The
very title—a parent forum—is not one that they
favour. Why not just call it a school forum?
I forgot to mention that I am still a member of the
Educational Institute of Scotland, although I
venture to disagree with my union.
In paragraph 14 of its report, the Education
Committee recommends that
“attendance at a parent council meeting should be both a
‘right and duty’ of headteachers”.

I agree. I support paragraph 16, which says that
“it would be inappropriate for parent councils to discuss
matters relating to individual pupils or staff”.

However, I do not agree that guidance should be
issued on that. It is an important issue, which
should be incorporated in the bill.
I agree with Fiona Hyslop that the bill is not the
most important piece of educational legislation that
has come before the Parliament. Much of it needs
to be tightened up and, if it is to proceed to stages
2 and 3, we need to do a lot of work on it. We
need to have detail on the involvement of children
in the parent forums and the school councils—or,
to use the term that I would prefer, the school
forums and the school councils.
16:27
Mr Frank McAveety (Glasgow Shettleston)
(Lab): I rise with a degree of nervousness about
parental involvement in schools. My experience of
parental involvement was a visit to the school by
my father to have a discreet chat with the head
teacher about my conduct.
We are almost 20 years on from the 1988
legislation. Brian Monteith gamely indicated the
broad intentions of not just the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988 but other legislation in the
1980s for which the Conservative Government
was responsible. Mr Monteith waxed lyrical about
the old school boards. It is true that in the pre-war
period in Scotland, particularly in Glasgow, the
school boards were the crucible of political and
educational debate, largely because people
wanted to ensure that Tories were removed from
the school boards so that working-class children
could gain access to mass education and the Irish
in Glasgow could legitimately expect to be
educated. In that period, those were the critical
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issues that people had to address through school
boards.
School boards have an interesting history. I hear
Brian Monteith saying that there were no Tory
Governments in the 1920s and 1930s. That is an
interesting contribution.
Mr Monteith:
intervention?

Will

the

member

take

an

Mr McAveety: Not at the moment.
In the debate at a local level, the intervention by
what were then called progressive unionists would
indicate a significant Tory influence in education
policy throughout Scotland.
The Education Committee’s considerations have
been identified by the convener and committee
members already, so I do not want to dwell on
them too much other than to say that we must
ensure that the legislation has the flexibility to
reflect emerging circumstances in parents’
participation. Expectations differ as each
generation moves on and the legislation must be
flexible enough to reflect that.
There are positive experiences of school boards
throughout Scotland, one of which is their role in
ensuring that parents have greater involvement.
However, their exclusive nature often puts parents
off becoming involved. I hope that, as the bill
progresses, we will have legislation that ensures
that people have a greater and more effective role
in their schools and in their children’s experience
of school.
I take on board what Robin Harper said about
ensuring that involvement—or what I call the
ecology of education—is properly addressed.
Children’s participation should not be excluded;
neither should the involvement of parents, staff
and head teachers in leadership, nor the
significant role that local authorities can play. For
example, due to changes in the direction and
leadership of East Renfrewshire Council and many
of its schools, those serving the more
disadvantaged communities in the area have seen
remarkable improvements in the quality of
education provided. However, as a Glaswegian, I
cannot deal too much with East Renfrewshire’s
successes.
We must address the ecology of education to
define the role of parents, pupils, teachers, head
teachers, the wider school staff and local
authorities. If the bill ensures that those partners
can facilitate each other’s work and work much
more effectively, progress will have been made on
the ambition of 1988. That will serve forthcoming
generations well.
I welcome the bill and hope that it will progress
speedily through all stages.
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16:31
Mr David Davidson (North East Scotland)
(Con): When I was a councillor, there were eight
school boards in my ward, one of which was a
high school board. I must point out to Robin
Harper that there was willing pupil involvement on
that board. The primary school boards all followed
the same model of legislation that we introduced,
but they were all different. The idea of a Stalinist
approach under Conservative leadership is
nonsense. Each school did things in its own way
but to the same set of understood rules and
opportunities.
I can only sing the praises of the teamwork on
those school boards. I saw that in action many
times when I attended meetings. Despite what
Elaine Murray suggests, those boards contained a
wide
range
of
parents
from
different
backgrounds—they were not middle class; they
were anything that they wanted to be.
Dr Murray:
intervention?

Will

the

member

take

an

Mr Davidson: No, I will not.
The one thing that they had in common was that
they were parents who were interested in the
welfare of all the children in the school. To talk
down school boards is an insult to the wonderful
work of head teachers and boards across
Scotland in the past few years.
That said, I am not convinced about the
Executive’s independent research. I was
staggered to hear the minister introduce a bill
while admitting that consultations on it have not
yet finished. That is an insult to the chamber. The
purpose of presenting legislation at this stage is
for the Executive to put its final recommendations
to Parliament for scrutiny.
Fiona Hyslop: We would have been at stage 3
but for the fact that the Education Committee had
to stop the bill’s progress to take on an emergency
bill on joint inspections, so the situation is actually
even worse.
Mr Davidson: I thank the member for that
support.
Councils are opposed to what is being
proposed. The former deputy secretary of the
Educational Institute of Scotland claimed that what
is being proposed is no different from a parentteacher
association.
The
Headteachers
Association of Scotland, which represents the
people with the ultimate professional responsibility
in a school, does not support the Executive’s
proposals. As James Douglas-Hamilton pointed
out, the First Minister claimed at First Minister’s
questions that there would be fewer but better
powers. Which powers have been removed and in


313

23381

22 FEBRUARY 2006

what way are the new powers better? We have not
heard about that from the minister.
It sounds more like political spite. We are
changing things for the sake of it and are throwing
the baby out with the bath water. It is utter
nonsense to suggest that the bill will make much
difference or do anything except alienate parents
and write off their work over the years.
Questions exist about resources for the
proposed parent councils and about their
composition. There is a larger question about the
powers of parent councils. The bill will remove
some legal rights from parents. In the past few
years, whenever a school closure was threatened,
the best vehicle that parents used—particularly in
Moray, Aberdeenshire and the Borders—was the
school board. School boards have led to the
saving or rethinking about closure of many schools
in Scotland. That is proof enough that they work.
As PTAs have existed alongside school boards,
I am unsure of the proposals’ intentions for them.
What we will see is more powers going to local
authorities. Teachers can be shared or reallocated
to another school against the interests of an
already established school team. That is not in the
children’s educational interests.
As I have said before, this bill is ill prepared.
Much that could have been done has been
ignored. Why not simply modernise the existing
school board system and bring it up to date? Why
not work with boards and parents so that they can
build on work that has already been done? The
minister said, and we would all agree, that
parental involvement is paramount. I wish his
actions matched his words.
16:35
Ms Rosemary Byrne (South of Scotland)
(SSP): One area of consensus exists in the
chamber: we would all like key stakeholders to be
more involved in children’s education and in
schools. School boards and parent-teacher
associations have been doing a good job, and
examples of good practice can be found right
across the country. However, some marginalised
groups are not involved.
I welcome a greater involvement for
stakeholders, but I have various concerns. For a
start, I am concerned about the use of the term
“Parental Involvement” in the name of the bill. A
whole group of children will be left out unless we
dramatically change the bill.
My vision is of integrated community schools—
schools in which the community participates. By
community, I mean the parents, the grandparents,
the extended families and community activists. All
those people should be involved in the school and
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the education of our children and young people.
However, at the moment we have this bill, so we
have to consider how we can improve it at stage 2.
When we do that, I hope that we can consider the
groups who are missing—the groups who may not
be included no matter what we do.
Some groups will remain marginalised; 20 per
cent of young people are failing daily in our
schools. They may come from families that, for
whatever reason, do not have the ability, the time
or the motivation to become involved. It is all very
well for us to say that we want to increase
participation in our schools, but if we are not
improving the lot of that 20 per cent of children, we
are putting the chicken before the egg.
We should be debating how to include all those
young people in our schools; we should be
considering lowering class sizes; and we should
be considering extending community schools
properly—an idea that seems to have been left
hanging in the balance. I do not think that
community schools are working terribly well but
the idea is a good one. We have a long way to go,
and we should ensure that everyone is included.
That will mean more youth workers and social
workers, and more integration of nurses, health
visitors and so on within our schools.
The bill misses the opportunity to give parents a
say in the kind of things that they want to see in
schools. From my case load, I can tell members
that parents are much more interested in how to
attain access to an assessment or an identification
of difficulty than they are in running some kind of
fundraiser in the school, and they are much more
interested in finding out how to help their child with
maths homework than they are in trying to get into
the school as a parent helper. Yes, we want
parents in schools as parent helpers, but we need
to concentrate on the areas that are of greater
concern to parents.
Robin Harper spoke about involving children and
young people. That is a crucial point and children
in Scotland make it very well. They also ask us to
consider the use of the words “parental” and
“involvement”, which I mentioned earlier. I hope
that the minister will consider the point and give us
some answers today.
I would like the minister to consider extending
parental involvement into early years education.
That is when parents are willing to become
involved and often when they have the time. We
should integrate them in the early years. Good
practice exists—the Education Committee visited
some areas where such integration can be seen. If
we could extend that and build on it, we would be
doing a much better job.
I will finish with another point about trying to
involve everybody. The Commission for Racial
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Equality makes a number of good points,
expressing the concern that, without targeted
effort, only those parents who are already vocal in
their children’s education will be represented. The
CRE’s concerns relate mainly to ethnic minority
parents, whom the CRE considers will continue to
feel that they have no voice, but I would add that
there are other hard-to-reach groups in our
deprived areas. I hope that the bill can include
such people.

23384

Surely that flies in the face of something that not
just the coalition parties but the entire Parliament
has been proud of since its inception, which is the
increase in nursery provision and the fact that
every child, regardless of where they live, should
have the opportunity to receive such education. It
is surely wrong for a child and their family to be
disadvantaged because of geography. That flies in
the face of some of the Parliament’s greatest
efforts.
Fiona Hyslop: Will the member give way?

16:39
Mr Jamie Stone (Caithness, Sutherland and
Easter Ross) (LD): I support the idea behind the
bill at this stage. With the indulgence of members,
I will explain why I would like to see what the bill
can do, which must be examined at stage 2 and
stage 3. I have given the minister due notice of
what I am about to say and Mary Scanlon will
understand where I am coming from.

Mr Stone: No—I am in my final minute.
The bill should proceed but, for me, the acid test
is whether parents will really be involved in
decisions about their children’s education. Will
they be hurt by the powers in the land or will their
needs be assessed and taken heed of? If the
legislation does not achieve that, it will not be
worth it.

We are talking about parental involvement, so I
will give an example of that in my constituency. As
we speak, groups of parents are trying to
safeguard a number of nursery units in the county
of Caithness. At Keiss, Thrumster and Dunnet,
there are working nursery units attached to
primary schools. As Robin Harper mentioned, the
Highland Council is considering downgrading—
and perhaps even closing—those units, which
would mean that the small children who would
naturally attend them would be provided with
nursery education in another nursery school
further away. That strikes me as being insane.
What is the point of taking a child from a village
such as Thrumster to a nursery school in Wick for
only one or two years when they will have to go
back to Thrumster to go to primary school? That
will dislocate the child from their siblings and lead
to transport difficulties for the parents. In my view,
such practice is deeply unsettling for small
children of nursery age.

It is too bad that something that we are trying to
achieve in the Parliament for our young people
may be being stymied. I have it on record from the
chair of education on the Highland Council that its
considerations are not being “driven by budgets”.
If that is the case, what are they being driven by? I
do not have the answers yet. I hope that members
will forgive me for raising the matter, but in my
constituency it means a huge amount.

Parents in my constituency are deeply worried
and are trying to safeguard the units in question. I
am talking not about the principles behind the bill
but about what is happening on the ground. It may
be too late to save the nursery schools that I have
mentioned, but the litmus test is whether the bill
will give parents and communities the power to
prevent such decisions from being made.

16:43
Christine Grahame (South of
(SNP): I have been truncated again.

It is opportune that I am making a speech this
afternoon because I heard not long ago from Linda
Malik, a constituent of mine who has children at
Thrumster nursery, that it appears that the
Highland Council is going to say on Monday that,
as part of its examination of the problem, it will
extend its consideration to as many as 10 nursery
units in the county of Caithness. That will mean
that the bad news will be spread even further
afield.

The bill will be of enormous interest to me.
When members of the Education Committee such
as my colleague Iain Smith consider it, refine it
and make it more specific, I make a plea to them
to remember what it is about delivering. I believe
that it is about delivering a genuine voice for
parents on their children’s needs.
The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish
Godman): I can give Christine Grahame three
minutes.

Scotland)

The bill is well meaning, although I think that it is
misnamed. I agree with the points that Robin
Harper and Rosemary Byrne made. Given that we
know that many children’s family structures do not
involve parents, “Parental Involvement” smacks of
another century. Unfortunately, we cannot change
a bill’s title.
The minister says that the aim of the bill is to
provide a stronger voice for parents, but I wonder
whether it will. Perhaps the bill is just an exercise
in rebranding. I never thought that I would defend
a Conservative policy, but mercifully—thanks to
Scottish parents—school boards were allowed to
evolve. I was a member of the first school board at
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Portobello high school, which adapted to what the
school required. School boards throughout
Scotland have adapted to suit the culture of their
schools and to reflect the different cultures in
primary and secondary education.
I do not know where we are going with the bill. I
do not think that by legislating we will ensure that
more of those parents who do not take part in the
education process, even when it affects their own
children, will become involved in it. I speak as
someone who taught for 12 years. I assure the
minister that I could guarantee that the very
parents whom I wanted to see on parents night
were the ones who did not turn up. I knew which
parents would come; they always did and we
could have a love-in about their child. For a variety
of reasons, the parents of children from
disadvantaged backgrounds did not come.
Building other structures will not change that,
whether parents are from an ethnic minority, have
a deprived background or are a single parent who
cannot get out at night to go to the supermarket
never mind attend any kind of meeting because
they have young children to look after. The bill will
not change those things.
An issue that was reflected in evidence to the
committee is the different cultures that prevail in
primary and secondary schools. The parents of
primary school children are invariably involved in
all aspects of school life. They become involved in
the PTA, help to raise funds and act on the school
board. However, the culture in secondary schools
is very different. That issue has to be addressed.
My final point is on the selection process for
senior staff. I have an idea to float—I realise that I
should have done so more timeously and I point
out that I am speaking personally. I am concerned
about the fact that the casting vote for the
appointment of a head teacher or a deputy head
may not lie with a professional. There should be
parental and local authority involvement in the
process but, if I were being judged for the position
of head teacher or deputy head of a school, I
would want to be judged not by my peers but by
those who have superior expertise and experience
and who know the requirements of the post. I
would not want to be put in the position of
choosing my general practitioner, for example. A
candidate may have a good bedside manner but
be useless medically. The selection process is an
issue; I hope that it will be addressed before the
bill progresses any further. I understand why my
colleagues have said that they will abstain in the
vote on the motion and why Lord James DouglasHamilton has said that he will vote against it.
16:47
Mr Kenneth Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): I
welcome the bill. It provides an impetus to further
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the good practice that is happening already in
many of our schools. The Executive’s commitment
to driving up standards in our schools has been
demonstrated not only through legislation but
through its investment and faith in the teaching
profession and the school-building programme.
Achievement and attainment levels—and, indeed,
international comparisons—reveal how well our
young people are served in most of our schools.
However, as the minister flagged up, there are
many schools that, in the words of the traditional
school report, “could do better”. As the minister
identified in his opening remarks, improving
parental involvement is the key to making further
gains. Schools need to reach out beyond the
school gates to ensure that a child’s home life and
learning at home supplement and complement
what happens in the classroom.
I was interested to hear Fiona Hyslop’s remarks
on the role that school boards play and the
proposed new structure of parental representation.
It is important for us to put in place structures that
include and do not exclude parents. However, as
Elaine Murray pointed out, the bill is about far
more than structures. It places a duty on
authorities to draw up a strategy to promote
parental involvement.
I agree that many school boards have worked
well. I take the opportunity to thank Lord James
Douglas-Hamilton for two aspects of his speech.
First, his remarks were brief and, secondly, he
praised East Renfrewshire’s schools for having the
highest attainment and achievement levels in
Scotland. However, as Frank McAveety said, that
has as much to do with well-run school boards as
it does with the political leadership of the Labour
and Liberal-led council.
Ms Byrne: Does the member agree that East
Renfrewshire is not a good example to use? East
Renfrewshire lacks the deprivation of areas such
as North Ayrshire, for example. The comparison is
not a fair one.
Mr Macintosh: It is very easy to stereotype East
Renfrewshire as being just a leafy suburb. That is
to be blind to the fact that although East
Renfrewshire has areas of quite severe
deprivation, the schools in those areas are high
achieving. That is the real success of East
Renfrewshire.
Not only have school boards not extended to all
schools in Scotland, but it is accepted that the
rigidities of the school board system have
alienated many families. It is worth commenting
that the Executive addressed the strong concerns
that the Scottish School Board Association and
some existing boards expressed by making
substantial amendments from the draft bill. That
approach is to be commended and I am sure that

23387

22 FEBRUARY 2006

that attitude will continue to influence decisions on
some of the issues that are still to be addressed
as we move to stage 2.
I will not comment on all the issues that we still
need to address, as Iain Smith and others have
highlighted some of them. We have welcomed the
power for parents to invite the involvement of
HMIE, but there are still issues to be clarified on
that, as we would not wish to confuse the roles of
HMIE and the existing complaints mechanisms. As
the minister has accepted, there is also a need for
further guidance on the issues that parent councils
can discuss to ensure that they do not stray into
matters that are too personal. During the stage 1
inquiry, the minister confirmed his support for a
national parents body, and the committee looks
forward to seeing what shape that body will
assume. Several members have talked about the
need to have further information back from the
consultation before we agree to the system for
appointing head teachers.
In some ways, the biggest challenge will be
challenging and changing attitudes, including—as
Robin Harper highlighted—the attitude of young
people. One of the witnesses to the committee
pointed out that parents are rarely out of the
nursery schools, are often in the primary schools
but very rarely go into the secondary schools.
Often, that is to do with the attitude of young
people rather than the teaching profession. Often,
the only time that parents turn up at the school is
to hear about discipline problems, as in Frank
McAveety’s case—in my case, it was when the
embarrassing dad turned up at the school disco.
The bill is not about structures; it is about
strategies to tackle the disadvantaged children to
whom we need to reach out. I am not surprised
that the Scottish National Party has taken a
decisive and principled decision on the bill—it has
decided to abstain—but I am surprised by the
Tories’ decision to vote against it. What happened
to the Conservatives’ support for parental choice?
The bill, more than any other measure in recent
years, empowers parents to take an active role in
their children’s education. It not only encourages
parents; it gives them legislative authority.
I commend the bill to the Parliament.
16:52
David McLetchie (Edinburgh
(Con): I will start with a quotation:

Pentlands)

“When it is not necessary to change, it is necessary not
to change.”

Those are the words of Lucius Cary, Viscount
Falkland, which were first voiced in 1641 and
echoed more than 300 years later by President
John F Kennedy. They are wise words that should
be borne in mind at all times by those who
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contemplate the passage of legislation in our
overgoverned and overregulated world. The same
sentiment is often less elegantly expressed as, “If
it ain’t broke, don’t fix it.” The bill is a prime
example of the failure to observe both dicta.
We have a meddlesome Scottish Executive in a
Parliament that is temperamentally inclined to be
meddlesome—with the honourable exception of its
Conservative members. That constant meddling
is, in part, a reflection of the size, scale and reach
of government in Scotland today. “Leave well
alone,” are three words that a Scottish Executive
minister rarely voices.
Mr Swinney: Is it not also a symptom of the fact
that the Parliament does not have the strong
powers that SNP members believe are appropriate
to allow us to take some of the larger decisions
that might change people’s lives?
David McLetchie: As a first step, we should
make a much better job of using the powers that
the Parliament has. We could change the Scottish
Executive to very good effect in that respect.
There is meddling, and there is meddling with
malice. The bill is about meddling with malice
because it is designed to tear down a structure for
the representation and involvement of parents in
the governance of our schools that was one of the
most successful reforms introduced by the
Conservative Government in 1988, as a number of
speakers from all parties have been gracious
enough to acknowledge in the debate.
The Scottish Executive likes to make great play
of its many consultation exercises, but it is not so
enthusiastic about listening to what is said when it
does not suit its political agenda. Of the initial
1,025 responses to the Executive’s consultation
on the bill, the overwhelming majority were in
favour of the retention of school boards, saying
that there was no need to change the present
system substantially.
Councils throughout Scotland expressed such
sentiments. Glasgow City Council said that the bill
would not strengthen current parental interest or
representation in schools. Scottish Borders
Council said that the proposals were likely to result
in chaos and to prove a logistical nightmare. The
City of Edinburgh Council said that the Executive’s
proposals were vague and unnecessary. East
Renfrewshire Council emphasised the important
role of school boards in dealing with sensitive and
difficult issues. I can certainly speak from my
experience in my own constituency of the
responsible and mature leadership that has been
given by school boards on difficult issues in
relation to staff, performance standards and
proposals for school mergers.
As Fiona Hyslop said, there are many
challenges facing Scottish education today. She
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was right to question the priorities of the
Executive. The report that was published this
week by Graham Donaldson, the senior chief
inspector of education, found that pupils at one in
four primary schools struggled to read and write
and that expected levels of attainment in maths
were poor at one in five primaries. He also made
the obvious, but often overlooked, point that it is
unacceptable for any youngster to go through 11
years of compulsory education and come out at
the end of the process without an adequate level
of literacy or numeracy.
Last week, Lord Sutherland of Houndwood said
that comprehensive education funding in Scotland
should be taken out of local authority hands and
distributed through a new independent body to
ensure that more money gets to the classroom,
rather than being wasted and lost in the
bureaucracies of 32 different local authorities. That
proposal bears an uncanny resemblance to what
we have been advocating in the Parliament for
years: more directly funded, independently
governed, non-fee-paying schools. We welcome
Lord Sutherland’s contribution to the debate. As
with personal care for the elderly, we hope that his
eminent advocacy will help to build support for our
proposals among other political parties.
The continuing decline in the school population
provides us with an unprecedented opportunity to
promote an agenda based on choice and diversity
in Scotland’s schools. However, the Scottish
Executive has obdurately set its face against
anything but the most token reform of a system
that has failed far too many of our children and
young people. Instead, councils such as
Edinburgh are forcing through school mergers
against the wishes of parents, even when there is
over 80 per cent occupancy and, for the second
year in a row, are imposing limitations on primary
1 intakes, which is unashamedly designed to
eliminate choice and to exclude children who live
outwith a catchment area, even where there is
ample room in the school to accommodate them.
I am in no doubt that the Scottish Executive’s
proposals in relation to school boards are
designed to weaken parental resistance to school
closures, mergers and limitations on intake, to
deprive parents of choice and to curtail their
involvement in the running of our schools—
crucially, in important areas such as the
appointment of head teachers.
The bill will do nothing to improve standards in
Scotland’s schools. It demonstrates—if further
demonstration were required—the perverse
priorities and appalling complacency of the
Executive when it comes to the education of our
children and young people. I invite members to
reject the bill.
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16:58
Mr Adam Ingram (South of Scotland) (SNP):
As the SNP amendment suggests, we, like other
members, are unconvinced of the benefits to be
gained from the bill. Our primary concern, as
Fiona Hyslop and other members have said, is
that the proposed changes to parental involvement
in the management of schools will do little to
encourage more significant levels of participation
by parents in the Scottish education system.
In his speech, the minister outlined three
aspects of the bill: encouraging greater parental
participation in children’s learning, involving the
wider community, and parental representation.
However, the bill contains precious little on the first
two of those aspects. It seems to be all about the
replacement of school boards and no more than
that. By participation, we mean building a
partnership between parents and teachers and
ensuring that the support for learning that is
provided for our children is the best that it can be
to let them reach their full potential.
As the Headteachers Association of Scotland
pointed out in its evidence to the Education
Committee, the changes that are proposed in the
bill will in themselves do little or nothing to bring
about the desired participation of the section of the
parent body who have been disengaged or
disaffected or have felt disfranchised under the
current scheme.
Children in Scotland suggests in its excellent
briefing for the debate that the form of parental
involvement that we seek requires a culture
change and that parents are more likely to remain
involved in a child’s school life if they are
encouraged to do so at an early stage in their
child’s education.
On an Education Committee visit to Sweden last
October, my colleague Frank McAveety and I were
extremely impressed by how close the relationship
was between parents and early years staff, both in
monitoring the child’s progress and meeting their
development needs. Often it is easier for parents
to become involved in their child’s education
during the early years, so it is mystifying that early
years provision—along with a number of other
matters—does not get so much as a mention in
the bill. If Jamie Stone were still here, I would say
to him that education authorities, too, get very little
mention.
I have spoken about the bill to several head
teachers, none of whom suggested that it would
make any difference to the management of their
school. In so far as the head teacher and staff of a
school already have a responsibility to ascertain
parental views and perceptions on a range of
matters as part of their professional obligation to
engage in self-evaluation and the preparation of
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improvement plans, it might be argued that the bill
includes unnecessary duplication of effort and
bureaucracy. I do not necessarily agree with that
viewpoint, but I agree with Lord James DouglasHamilton and others that important decisions such
as the appointment of head teachers and deputy
head teachers should have strong input from
parents. It is unsatisfactory that the Executive’s
intentions on that matter are not available for us
today.
Iain Smith made good points in the debate
regarding the committee’s concerns about the bill.
Those concerns are detailed in the committee’s
stage 1 report, but the minister singularly failed to
address that report in his opening speech; I would
be grateful if he would do so in summing up.
Issues such as charitable status for parent
councils, the transfer of head teachers between
schools and the co-option of community
representatives and other teaching staff on to
parent forums and councils merit his response.
The minister announced to Parliament—rather
airily, I thought—that this is the type of bill that
sets out the policy bones; he told us to expect the
meat in the guidance. That is not good enough
and I join Lord James Douglas-Hamilton in his
cautioning against the signing of blank cheques to
the Executive. I encourage Lord James and others
to support the SNP amendment.
17:04
Robert Brown: This has been a worthwhile
debate, although it has been more marred than I
anticipated at the beginning by rather obvious
political point scoring. I refer particularly to the
front benchers. There was the unwelcome return
of the abusive alliterations from David McLetchie,
among others, and the number of red herrings
regarding fears about school closures as a
consequence of the bill defied description.
The reality is that this is a framework bill, which
is designed deliberately to be flexible and to leave
it to local parent groups to lead the way. There has
been a perverse failure on the part of some
Opposition members to read the bill and
understand the terms of the debate.
I suppose that, inevitably, the world divides into
the optimists and the pessimists—and we cannot
forget about the girners—in relation to the extent
to which parents can be more involved in the
education of children and in the general life of the
school. I am in the optimistic but realistic camp.
Fiona Hyslop: Will the member give way?
Robert Brown: No, sorry. I was very easy about
taking interventions in my opening speech, but I
want to make some progress in closing.
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In my opening speech, I highlighted the critical
role that parents play in their child’s learning. That
is absolutely central. There is a close link between
a child’s underattainment and disaffection and the
alienation and lack of involvement of the parents.
Central to the bill is the desire to move forward on
that agenda. I believe strongly that the bill is
potentially a dynamic and empowering bill that
provides a framework and a number of drivers for
much greater parental engagement, which I had
thought was the intention of the whole Parliament.
I want to deal with some of the issues that were
raised by members, but also to focus on the
opportunities that are open to schools and local
authorities to engage effectively and innovatively
with parents as a whole and with hard-to-reach
parents in particular—Rosemary Byrne’s point is
important in that regard.
During the debate, there was a suggestion that
there is a divergence between supporting
individual parents’ engagement and supporting
stronger representational structures. However,
there is not. A strong parent council is well placed,
in partnership with the school, to lead and support
or nurture good home-school links. Conversely,
involved, engaged and knowledgeable parents are
better empowered to value and engage in the
representational role. It is, indeed, a virtuous
circle. Schools and authorities need to be able to
engage with parents individually and strategically.
That is what the bill is about. For example, there
might be a need for a concerted effort by the
school, the parents, the local community and wider
council services if the school is to engage with all
families. We believe that the new duty on
education authorities to develop a strategy for
parental involvement in its widest sense will
indeed act as a driver for involving parents in
supporting the attainment and life chances of their
children and, in doing so, supporting a culture of
aspiration and achievement in the school more
generally. That is the broader vision, in part.
Since December, 29 parent partnership projects,
supported by £103,000 of Scottish Executive
money, have been running. Those projects
include: strategies for engaging parents in
homework; a project involving parents-andchildren outdoor activities in the garden and play
area of the school; a council-wide strategy for
improved parent consultation; parent-friendly
materials; and a parent conference. The University
of Aberdeen is producing for us a CD-ROM with
54 case studies on it, which will be published in
April along with a revamp of parentzone.
Examples of good practice on that will include: a
bacon roll enrolment breakfast in an Edinburgh
school at the point of transition from nursery to
primary 1; living room consultations at a Glasgow
school with school board members, which involve
inviting half a dozen parents into a home to
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discuss aspects of the school; a parent-led library
in Paisley; and a reading bus project in Aberdeen.
Fiona Hyslop: How on earth did all those things
happen without the legislation that we are
discussing? Why does the minister need statutory
powers to ensure parental involvement if all those
great things—which I applaud—can happen
without the bill?
Robert Brown: As Fiona Hyslop is well aware,
those things happen in bits and in patches across
the country, where there is appropriate stimulation.
The bill will put in place a general framework that
will empower local authorities and parents to lead
on those matters and ensure that such examples
are replicated with suitable adjustments to local
circumstances across Scotland.
The issue of the hard-to-reach groups is
important. We know that, while all parents need
information and support, some of them need more
than others if they are to play the appropriate role
in supporting their child’s learning. There is a lot of
good practice. We want to build on the strong links
between schools, parents and the school boards,
but schools have to consider how they work with
parents who, for a variety of reasons, are not
usually involved with the school. That is why there
is specific emphasis in the bill on the needs of
looked-after children, which is an important matter.
In that regard, I make the point that, last year, the
Executive provided local authorities with £35
million for extra support staff in the school. Among
other things, that money has been used to fund
more home-school link workers and to work on
better behaviour and better learning through the
inclusion programmes. Those are important,
crucial and vital aspects of what we are trying to
do. They give meat to the bill.
Many members have made the point that the
school board structure was established against a
different background, within a tightly prescribed
regime that was laid down from above. There has
been no appetite for that in Scotland and it is
appropriate that we move forward to a more
flexible, modern and dynamic structure that is built
from the bottom up and reflects what local parents
and local schools across Scotland find fits their
particular and varied circumstances.
Against that background, the Conservatives’
opposition is predictable, although I sense that
they are largely going through the motions. I do
not know whether that is because another Tory
script has been torn up by David Cameron in his
desire to appear as a liberal, but various Tories
sounded as if that is indeed the case.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton rose—
Robert Brown: The SNP’s position is more
puzzling. It castigated the Forsyth legislation,
but—[Interruption.]
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The Deputy Presiding Officer: Order.
Robert Brown: I have some difficulty in
identifying the rationale behind Fiona Hyslop’s
amendment, which seems to rank pretty highly on
the long list of pettifogging and irrelevant
amendments that have been lodged in the
Parliament. It makes two points, the first of which
is the difference between a parent’s involvement
with their own child and parents’ representational
structures. I have already dealt with that. In any
event, it is patently obvious from the terms of the
bill.
The second point concerns the appointment of
head teachers and senior staff, about which there
are indeed concerns. Let me be absolutely clear.
As part of the broad consultation on the bill, we
consulted on the overarching principles of
replacing and modernising the appointments
process for senior staff and retaining parental
involvement in that process. If members do not
believe me, I advise them to read section 14 of the
bill. Respondents to the consultation voted by four
to one in favour of our proposals and the bill was
introduced on that basis in September 2005. We
then undertook further consultation on the detail of
the new process, including an extended role for
parents. From the beginning, our intention was
that the Executive would be in a position to
consider and report on the results of the further
consultation on appointments before the bill
reached stage 2. We recognise the Education
Committee’s request that the Executive’s
response be published before the start of stage 2
and we are discussing the timings with the
parliamentary authorities in order to achieve that.
The Conservatives made a number of points
about powers. The Scottish Executive has
produced a document that details—in a simple
way that even those on the Conservative benches
can read and understand—where changes have
been made to the powers. There are some minor
discontinuations of powers—[Interruption.]
The Presiding Officer (Mr George Reid):
Order. There is too much noise.
Robert Brown: However, the powers of school
councils will be increased and extended. It is not a
question of our taking powers away from school
boards—quite the contrary.
Contributions to the debate from members on
the back benches were largely constructive and in
the time that remains I will comment on some of
the points that they made. We will revert to the
Education Committee on the important points that
Iain Smith made, on behalf of the committee, on
guidance. The committee’s well-crafted report also
contains the points that he made in his speech.
Robin Harper mentioned the importance of
community involvement, teacher involvement and
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pupil involvement, all of which are central to what
we want to do. The question is not whether we do
them but whether they are parent led, whether
they are in the bill or in guidance and what their
format is. There is no doubt about the principle
that such involvement should take place and I
would make a similar point with regard to the
HMIE matter.
There
was
slight
disagreement
about
prescription. In a good speech, John Swinney said
that we must caution against overregulation. That
is very much the view of the Executive, but
unfortunately it was not upheld by colleagues in
other Opposition parties. Elaine Murray rightly
talked about the need for parents to be in
ownership—I think that that is the word she
used—of the arrangements. Frank McAveety
talked about the need for the legislation to be
flexible. Parents will not be alienated. The bill is
about involving parents, widening the net and
getting more people involved. The structures in the
bill provide for that, as Ken Macintosh rightly said.
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Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Financial
Resolution
17:14
The Presiding Officer (Mr George Reid): The
next item of business is consideration of a
financial resolution. I ask Robert Brown to move
motion S2M-3486, on the financial resolution in
respect of the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill.
Motion moved,
That the Parliament, for the purposes of any Act of the
Scottish Parliament resulting from the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill, agrees to any expenditure or
increase in expenditure of a kind referred to in Rule
9.12.3(b)(iii) of the Parliament’s Standing Orders arising in
consequence of the Act.—[Robert Brown.]

The Presiding Officer: The question on the
motion will be put at decision time.

The debate has been largely constructive. I
welcome the fact that members of the committee
made clear their support for the principles of the
bill. Of course, more detailed scrutiny of the bill will
take place at stage 2 and we are willing to
consider constructive amendments to its detail.
We believe that the bill’s inclusive approach will
make a difference for those parents who found
earlier systems obtuse or difficult to engage with.
We believe that, by taking parents and their needs
and interests seriously and by encouraging
authorities, parents and schools to work together,
we will benefit all Scotland’s children. The ultimate
prize—not today, tomorrow or even next year, but
in the long term—will be improved educational
outcomes for all our children. I hope that members
support that and I ask the Parliament to support
the Executive’s motion.
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Decision Time
17:16
The Presiding Officer (Mr George Reid):
There are six questions to be put as a result of
today’s business. The first question is, that
amendment S2M-3895.1, in the name of Fiona
Hyslop, which seeks to amend motion S2M-3895,
in the name of Peter Peacock, on the Scottish
Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill, be agreed to.
Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Presiding Officer: There will be a division.
FOR
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Curran, Frances (West of Scotland) (SSP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fox, Colin (Lothians) (SSP)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Goldie, Miss Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Kane, Rosie (Glasgow) (SSP)
Leckie, Carolyn (Central Scotland) (SSP)
Lochhead, Richard (North East Scotland) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Sheridan, Tommy (Glasgow) (SSP)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow) (SNP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Tosh, Murray (West of Scotland) (Con)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
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AGAINST
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Curran, Ms Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McCabe, Mr Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)
McConnell, Mr Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Monteith, Mr Brian (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Ind)
Morrison, Mr Alasdair (Western Isles) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)
Stone, Mr Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division
is: For 50, Against 62, Abstentions 0.
Amendment disagreed to.
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The Presiding Officer: The second question is,
that motion S2M-3895, in the name of Peter
Peacock, on the general principles of the Scottish
Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill, be agreed to.
Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Presiding Officer: There will be a division.
FOR
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Curran, Ms Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McCabe, Mr Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)
McConnell, Mr Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Morrison, Mr Alasdair (Western Isles) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)
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Stone, Mr Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

AGAINST
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Goldie, Miss Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)
Monteith, Mr Brian (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Ind)
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Tosh, Murray (West of Scotland) (Con)

ABSTENTIONS
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Curran, Frances (West of Scotland) (SSP)
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Fox, Colin (Lothians) (SSP)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Kane, Rosie (Glasgow) (SSP)
Leckie, Carolyn (Central Scotland) (SSP)
Lochhead, Richard (North East Scotland) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Sheridan, Tommy (Glasgow) (SSP)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow) (SNP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division
is: For 62, Against 17, Abstentions 32.
Motion agreed to.
That the Parliament agrees to the general principles of
the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill.

The Presiding Officer: The third question is,
that motion S2M-3486, in the name of Tom
McCabe, on the financial resolution in respect of
the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill,
be agreed to. Are we agreed?
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Members: No.
The Presiding Officer: There will be a division.
FOR
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Curran, Ms Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)
Fabiani, Linda (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Finnie, Ross (West of Scotland) (LD)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lochhead, Richard (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McCabe, Mr Tom (Hamilton South) (Lab)
McConnell, Mr Jack (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Morrison, Mr Alasdair (Western Isles) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Oldfather, Irene (Cunninghame South) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
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Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Stephen, Nicol (Aberdeen South) (LD)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Stone, Mr Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD)
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow) (SNP)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

ABSTENTIONS
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Curran, Frances (West of Scotland) (SSP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fox, Colin (Lothians) (SSP)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Goldie, Miss Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Kane, Rosie (Glasgow) (SSP)
Leckie, Carolyn (Central Scotland) (SSP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Sheridan, Tommy (Glasgow) (SSP)
Tosh, Murray (West of Scotland) (Con)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
The Presiding Officer: The result of the division
is: For 81, Against 0, Abstentions 29.

Motion agreed to.
That the Parliament, for the purposes of any Act of the
Scottish Parliament resulting from the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill, agrees to any expenditure or
increase in expenditure of a kind referred to in Rule
9.12.3(b)(iii) of the Parliament’s Standing Orders arising in
consequence of the Act.
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I was pleased to see that the Education Committee’s Stage 1 Report on the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill recommended that the Parliament approve the general principles
of the Bill.
There are a number of points arising from the Committee’s report, and from my evidence
session on 11 January, where further clarification from me may be helpful ahead of your
discussions at Stage 2. Several of these also featured in the Stage 1 debate.
Composition of Parent Councils
When I met with the Committee on 11 January I talked about the Bill being consistent with
our wider approach to choice and flexibility in the education system as a whole. I believe
that the strength of the Bill lies in its flexibility, an approach which drew strong support from
a number of those giving evidence to the Committee, and from the Committee itself.
I note the Committee’s request that we consider putting arrangements on the face of the Bill
to specify the membership of the Parent Council. I appreciate that this suggestion flows from
the wish to see the new Parent Councils develop strong partnership work with staff, the local
community and others. However, I am firmly of the view though that to make the Bill more
prescriptive in this area would undermine the flexibility that we have built into it. Parents
can, I think, be trusted to agree arrangements, including the support that they wish to draw on
from the school and the wider community, according to their wishes and local circumstances.
I disagree with the view that parents could only be relied upon to act responsibly and involve
teachers and others in Parent Councils if clear instructions were placed on the face of the Bill.
1
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We will ensure that the materials - model constitutions, guidance, etc - we are commissioning
to support parents and schools in establishing their Parent Councils highlights the importance
of working in partnership with the school and its community and illustrates which groups of
interest this might involve, such as those discussed by the Committee.
National Parents Body
I was glad to see the Committee’s support for a national parents’ body. In my evidence
session I made clear my own commitment in that regard. The Committee also sought
clarification that the national body be established in such a way as to enable it to pass on
charitable donations to individual Parent Councils.
As you will be aware the Scottish Consumer Council (SCC) recently produced a report
calling for a national parents' body. While there is widespread support for some kind of
national body, it is clear at this stage that opinions vary on its nature and how it might be
established.
Charitable status, or otherwise, would clearly be one of the issues to be considered in
deciding on the nature of a national body and the method of its establishment. However, the
Committee’s view that such a body should be able to pass on charitable donations to Parent
Councils would appear to suggest a voluntary basis for the body, rather than one set out in
statute, since a statutory body would not qualify for charitable status. As the SPTC pointed
out in their evidence, a statutory body would preclude it from receiving and passing on
funding from many companies and banks. I am keen though to hear the views of all
interested parties. We have, therefore, written to the existing national parents' organisations
for their comments on the SCC report and how they see the issue of a national parents' body
being taken forward. I can assure the Committee that the Executive intends to play its part in
supporting the development of some sort of new national parents’ body, and in doing so we
shall keep in mind the point raised by the Committee.
Insurance
The Committee also sought clarification of the insurance situation in relation to Parent
Councils ahead of Stage 2.
The new Parent Councils may undertake a wider range of activities than School Boards
currently do. They will wish to ensure that they have insurance arrangements in place to
cover their public liability for any activities in which they engage. For some activities
undertaken on behalf of an education authority they may find that they are covered by the
authority’s own insurance arrangements. However, this is something they should establish
before undertaking any activity on behalf of the authority. Alternatively, they may wish to
explore the possibility of having their own arrangements in place for all circumstances. In
any event, for activities undertaken by the Parent Council itself, or by anyone on its behalf,
the Parent Council would need to secure its own public liability insurance.
The Parent Council could take out an individual policy but that would be costly. A better and
more cost-effective option would be for Parent Councils to buy into a group policy held by a
national organisation, similar to arrangements which PTAs currently have with the Scottish
Parent Teacher Council. A new national parents' body might administer and make available
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to individual Parent Councils the benefits of such a group policy depending on its nature and
remit.
In the paper which Judith Gillespie submitted to the Committee on the matter of insurance,
she highlighted the fact that the specially tailored PTA insurance policy covers activities
which local authority insurance arrangements generally do not. Because we want in future to
enable parents (if they so wish) to decide to have one parent organisation in a school (rather
than two as is often the case at the moment, i.e. a Board and a PTA), we needed to find a way
to allow for the sort of wider insurance cover which currently applies to PTAs to apply to
Parent Councils, rather than the more restrictive local authority cover. That is what lay
behind our decision to remove from the Bill, on introduction, the following words (which had
formed part of the draft for consultation):
“In the exercise of those functions the parent forum is to be treated, as regards relations with
third parties, as the agent of the education authority whether or not the exercise complies
with this Act or with any conditions imposed under this Act.”
If we had left them in, the Parent Councils, as agents of the local authority, would have been
‘tied’ to the more restrictive local authority insurance arrangements and effectively prevented
from engaging in many of the activities which PTAs do. The removal of these words opens
up the possibility of a group insurance arrangement covering the wider range of potential
activities, and without specifying who might administer such a scheme – it could be a
national parents body but other alternatives could also be considered. That lies behind my
statement to the Committee that these matters can be resolved but that we have yet to decide
precisely how.
We do not expect the first Parent Councils to be in place before sometime next year so there
is time to consider the provision of insurance, either through the medium of a new national
body or through other local or national arrangements. Again, I would assure the Committee
that the Executive will play a full part in ensuring that satisfactory arrangements are put in
place, and in time. We will also of course ensure that advice on insurance matters is
highlighted in guidance and the toolkit which is being prepared to assist parents and schools
in setting up the new Parent Councils.
I hope that this explanation and assurances are helpful to the Committee’s understanding of
this matter.
Appointments process for senior staff
I welcome the Committee’s agreement that modernisation of the appointments process for
senior staff is necessary and that the approach we are taking is appropriate and in keeping
with the overall flexible approach being adopted by the Bill. At the same time I note the
Committee’s view that earlier consultation on the detailed proposals would have been
helpful. I should say that we introduced the Bill back in September 2005 on the basis of
strong support for replacing and modernising the appointments process and retaining parental
involvement in that process. It is and remains our intention that the Executive would consult
and report on the detailed proposals, including an extended role for parents, before the start of
Stage 2. I will write to the Committee shortly.

3
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Guidance
The Committee’s report refers to a number of issues which it signals should appear in
guidance, including materials to support parents in establishing their Parent Council, on
issues which it would be inappropriate for Parent Councils to discuss, e.g. certain matters
relating to individual pupils or staff, and on referrals to HMIE. We indeed intend to cover
these, and a wide range of other matters, in guidance. I reiterate my undertaking to let the
Committee see in due course, a draft of the guidance we would propose to issue. In the
meantime, I enclose a short summary in Annex A of the key areas we envisage covering in
guidance.
Executive amendments
Finally I thought it would be helpful to the Committee to know that we intend bringing
forward a small number of amendments at Stage 2. These are mainly drafting tidy-up
adjustments and are summarised in Annex B.

PETER J PEACOCK
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ANNEX A
PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT BILL – GUIDANCE
Background
The Bill allows Scottish Ministers to issue guidance to education authorities, Parent Councils and
Combined Parent Councils on how they carry out their functions under the Act. Authorities and
Parent Councils must have regard to this guidance.
Guidance will be written once the Bill has completed its parliamentary passage. We would seek to
involve a range of stakeholders in developing the draft guidance. Ministers have given a
commitment that the Education Committee will have an opportunity to see and comment on the draft
guidance.
The list below is not exhaustive. The guidance will cover at least the following main areas:
General duty to promote parental involvement
- education authorities
Strategies for parental involvement and other education authority responsibilities
- general duty to involve parents –
- in their own child’s education and learning and
- in the education provided by schools to pupils generally
- duty to give advice and information to parents
- Parent Forums
- duty to establish scheme for Parent Councils
- duty to give advice and information to Parent Councils and to parents generally
- complaints procedures
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•

Parent Forums
- Relations with the Parent Council

•

Parent Councils
- setting up of council (whole decision making process)
- model constitutions
- composition (including need for partnership working – staff, elected councillors,
pupils, co-options, etc.)
- functions
- inclusiveness, involving all parents and promoting equality of opportunity
- administrative arrangements (proceedings, insurance, etc)
- attendance of headteacher
- headteacher reports to Parent Councils
- financial powers
- Combined Parent Councils
- local authority support for Parent Councils
- making representations

-

discussion of inappropriate matters
referrals to HMIE

•

Appointments of senior staff
- involving Parent Councils
- appointments process
- training issues

•

Transitional arrangements
- commencement issues
- planning for Parent Councils
- abolition of School Boards

Guidance on the provisions of the Bill will be supplemented by a range of practical resources to
support parents involvement in their children’s education and learning, the life of the school and in
deciding what kind of Parent Council they wish to see in their school.

Parental Involvement Bill Team
March 2006
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PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT
AMENDMENTS
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BILL

–

PROPOSED

SCOTTISH

EXECUTIVE

•

Section 6 – Scheme for establishment of a Parent Council
– amendment to require written notice of local authority intention to prepare scheme for
a Parent Council. Keeps this consistent with sections 16 and 17.

•

Section 8 – Functions of a Parent Council
– amendment to section 8(3) to clarify that referrals to HMIE only happen once all
appropriate channels for resolution have been followed
– amendment to include reference to pupils as one of the interest groups between which
a Parent Council should promote contact
– exploring tidying up amendment to Section 8(14) to make clear that a Parent Council
should not continue to exist once the school for which it was established no longer
exists for whatever reason

•

Section 14 – Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy
– include reference to training for parents involved in the appointments process for
Head Teachers and Deputy Head Teachers
– considering whether any other amendments required following consultation exercise.

•

Section 16 – Establishment etc of Combined Parent Council
– amendment to ensure that the constitution of a Combined Parent Council, which
includes a denominational school, makes similar provision to that for denominational
representation in a single Parent Council.

•

Section 19 – Guidance
– considering amendment to make guidance obligatory in respect of sections 2
(strategies), 6 (establishment of Parent Council) and 8 (functions of Parent Council) of
the Bill.

ED/S2/06/6/1

EDUCATION COMMITTEE
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill – Stage 2
Introduction
1.

The Committee will consider the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill at Stage
2 on 29 March 2006 and 19 April 2006.

2.

In its Stage 1 report on the Bill, the Committee requested that the timetable for Stage
2 allowed the Committee to see the Scottish Executive’s response to a consultation on
the headteachers’ and deputy headteachers’ appointment process. This paper
proposes an order of consideration of amendments to provide the maximum possible
time for members to consider the Scottish Executive’s response to the consultation on
headteachers’ and deputy headteachers’ appointments.

Timetable
3.

The Scottish Executive’s consultation on the headteachers’ and deputy headteachers’
appointment process closed on 28 February 2006 and the Scottish Executive intends
to make its response available by Friday 17 March.

4.

The Committee will first consider the Bill at Stage 2 on Wednesday 29 March 2006
and it is proposed that the amendments to all sections of the Bill except section 14
(“Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of a Parent
Council”) are considered on that day. Amendments to section 14 will be considered at
the Committee’s first meeting after the Easter recess – 19 April 2006.

5.

Therefore the order of consideration will be Wednesday 29 March 2006: sections 1 to
13, 15 to 23 and the Schedule and on Wednesday 19 April 2006: sections 14 and 24
and the long title.

6.

The deadlines for the lodging of amendments for these two days will be Friday 24
March 2006 and Thursday 30 March 2006. The Marshalled List for the second
meeting will be available in print first thing on Tuesday 18 April.

Action
7.

The Committee is invited to AGREE the above programme and order of consideration
of amendments at Stage 2 of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill.

Iain Smith
Convener
Education Committee
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EDUCATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES
6th Meeting, 2006 (Session 2)
Wednesday 8 March 2006
Present:
Ms Rosemary Byrne
Fiona Hyslop
Mr Frank McAveety
Iain Smith (Convener)

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Deputy Convener)
Mr Kenneth Macintosh
Dr Elaine Murray
Andrew Welsh (Committee substitute)

Apologies: Ms Wendy Alexander and Adam Ingram
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill: The Committee agreed to consider
Stage 2 amendments to all sections, except section 14, of the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill on 29 March. The Committee further agreed to consider amendments
to Section 14 (“Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of
a Parent Council”) at its meeting on 19 April.
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Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill
10:02
The Convener: A paper has been prepared by
the clerks on my behalf suggesting a timetable for
dealing with the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill at stage 2. Do members have
any comments on the timetable?
Fiona Hyslop (Lothians) (SNP): How many
sessions are we scheduling for stage 2?
The Convener: At the moment, just two: one at
our last meeting before the Easter recess and one
at our first meeting after Easter. In fact, we will
probably manage to do everything in one meeting,
but we wanted to allow extra time for the
information on head teachers to come in.
Fiona Hyslop: I am pleased to see that we will
not start on section 14 until we have a response
from the Scottish Executive on the appointment of
head teachers. Ordinarily, we would have moved
on to stage 2 quite quickly, but the point has been
made and we can proceed accordingly.
Do we know whether the Executive is likely to
lodge many amendments? We know that some
have already been lodged, but will there be an
avalanche of amendments?
The Convener: I am not aware that there will be
a large number of amendments, so two sessions
should do it. Obviously, if we find that there are
more amendments than we have scheduled time
for on 26 March, we can hold some of them over
until the second meeting. At the moment,
however, the intended timetable is as set out in
the paper.
Fiona Hyslop: That makes sense.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Lothians)
(Con): I would like to make a small point. I think
that the Executive has pledged to send us a
response on the complex and detailed question of
insurance. I hope that it will do so before stage 2.
The Convener: I hope so.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Could the
Executive be tactfully reminded of that?
The Convener: Yes. After this meeting, the
Executive will be aware of the intended timetable
and will, I am sure, try to give us the information
that it agreed to provide before stage 2.
Do members agree to the proposed timetable?
Members indicated agreement.
The Convener: I remind members that the
closing date for lodging amendments to be
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considered at the second meeting is Thursday 30
March, which is before the recess. There is not a
great deal of time available, but I hope that the
time allowed will be sufficient to allow us to take
account of the Executive’s proposals on head
teachers.
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Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
1st Marshalled List of Amendments for Stage 2
The Bill will be considered in the following order—
Sections 1 to 13
Schedule
Section 24

Sections 15 to 23
Section 14
Long Title

Amendments marked * are new (including manuscript amendments) or have been altered.
Section 1
Fiona Hyslop
47

In section 1, page 1, line 11, leave out from first <pupils> to end of line 12 and insert—
<( ) pupils in attendance at public schools,
( ) children in attendance at publicly-funded nursery schools,
in the education provided to those pupils or, as the case may be, children by the
schools.>
Mr Frank McAveety

16

In section 1, page 1, line 11, after <schools> insert <and associated public nurseries>
Fiona Hyslop

30

In section 1, page 1, line 22, at end insert—
<( ) It is the duty of Scottish Ministers to consult, for the purposes of advancing education in
Scotland, any national parents’ organisation established by Parent Forums or Parent
Councils.>
Section 2
Fiona Hyslop

31*

In section 2, page 1, line 27, after <authority> insert <, and
( ) any parent who has parental rights and responsibilities in relation to a child but
who does not reside with that child)>
Fiona Hyslop

17

In section 2, page 2, line 1, after <involvement> insert <in parents’ own children’s education and
in their school generally>

SP Bill 45-ML1

1

Session 2 (2006)
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Mr Frank McAveety
Supported by: Ms Rosemary Byrne
18

In section 2, page 2, line 2, at end insert—
<( )

In preparing their strategy, an education authority is to have regard to how it will
promote equal opportunities.>

Mr Kenneth Macintosh
19

In section 2, page 2, line 5, at end insert—
<( ) pupils in attendance at schools in the authority’s area,>
Section 3
Fiona Hyslop

20

In section 3, page 2, line 25, after <involvement> insert <in parents’ own children’s education
and in their school generally>
Section 5
Fiona Hyslop

48

In section 5, page 3, line 3, leave out from <constitute> to end of line 4 and insert <, or
( ) children in attendance at a publicly-funded nursery school,
constitute (and are collectively to be known as) the “Parent Forum” of the school or, as
the case may be, the nursery school.>
Fiona Hyslop
Supported by: Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

11

In section 5, page 3, line 5, leave out <“Parent> and insert <“School>
Section 6
Robert Brown

32

In section 6, page 3, line 13, after <notify> insert <in writing>
Ms Rosemary Byrne

49

In section 6, page 3, line 22, leave out from <either> to end of line 25 and insert <that no such
scheme should be prepared.>
Ms Rosemary Byrne

50

In section 6, page 3, leave out lines 34 to 43
Ms Rosemary Byrne

51
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In section 6, page 4, line 1, 1eave out <subsections (3) and (5)> and insert <subsection (3)>

2

Ms Rosemary Byrne
52

In section 6, page 4, line 4, leave out <or (5)>
Mr Frank McAveety

21

In section 6, page 4, line 7, after <Forum,> insert—
<( ) the pupils of the school,>
Section 7
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

4

In section 7, page 4, line 23, leave out <subsection> and insert <subsections (1A) and>
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

5

In section 7, page 4, line 24, leave out from <be> to end of line 26 and insert <include—
(a) members of the school’s Parent Forum,
(b) one or more persons co-opted from each of—
(i)

the teaching staff of the school, and

(ii) the school’s local community, and
(c) one or more elected members of the education authority.
(1A) The number of members of the Parent Council falling within paragraph (a) of subsection
(1) must exceed the total number of members falling within paragraphs (b) and (c) of
that subsection.
(1B) Any member falling within subsection (1)(c) is entitled to speak but not entitled to vote
at meetings of the Parent Council.>
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
1

In section 7, page 4, line 26, at end insert—
<( ) A person who is included in the list of individuals kept under section 1(1) of the
Protection of Children (Scotland) Act 2003 (asp 5) is not eligible to be a member of a
Parent Council.>
Fiona Hyslop

22

In section 7, page 4, line 26, at end insert—
<( )

Only a person who is a member of the Parent Forum may act as chair of the Parent
Council.>

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
6

In section 7, page 4, line 27, leave out from second <the> to second <to> in line 28 and insert <at
least one of the members co-opted under subsection (1)(b) must>

3
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Section 8
Robert Brown
33

In section 8, page 5, line 17, at end insert—
<( ) pupils in attendance at the school,>
Mr Kenneth Macintosh

23

In section 8, page 5, line 17, at end insert—
<( ) pupils at the school,>
Ms Rosemary Byrne

53

In section 8, page 5, line 29, leave out <as appear to the council to be> and insert <which are>
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

2

In section 8, page 5, line 35, at end insert—
<( ) to prepare for each meeting of the council—
(i)

an agenda setting out the business to be considered, and

(ii) minutes setting out any decisions taken at the meeting,>
Ms Rosemary Byrne
54

In section 8, page 6, line 6, leave out <to Her Majesty’s inspectors>
Robert Brown

34

In section 8, page 6, line 8, leave out <(a) or>
Robert Brown

35

In section 8, page 6, line 8, leave out <11(6)> and insert <11(6)(a), and
( ) except in a case where it considers it inappropriate to do so, must have made those
representations under paragraph (a) of that subsection and received a reply under
section 11(6)(b)>
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

7

In section 8, page 6, line 8, at end insert <;
( ) exhausted all the available complaints procedures established by the education
authority which are relevant to the matter to which the representations relate; and
( ) agreed with the education authority that there is no prospect of the matter being
resolved.>
Ms Rosemary Byrne

55


340

In section 8, page 6, line 8, at end insert—

4

<( )

Nothing in subsection (3) prevents a Parent Council from seeking independent advice
when it considers it appropriate to do so.>

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
12

In section 8, page 6, line 24, at end insert—
<( ) A Parent Council must not discuss any matter which would involve the disclosure of
confidential information about individuals or groups; and the Scottish Ministers may
issue guidance about what constitutes “confidential information” for the purposes of this
subsection.>
Robert Brown

36

In section 8, page 7, line 6, at end insert <or amalgamated with another school>
Section 9
Ms Rosemary Byrne

56

In section 9, page 7, line 9, leave out <both the duty and>
Robert Brown

37

In section 9, page 7, line 12, at end insert—
<(2)
(3)

Subject to subsection (3), meetings of a Parent Council are to be open to the public.
During consideration of any matter which a Parent Council is satisfied should be dealt
with on a confidential basis, the only persons entitled to attend are—
(a) members of the council; and
(b) a person attending the meeting in accordance with subsection (1).>

Dr Jean Turner
Supported by: Fiona Hyslop, Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
46

In section 9, page 7, line 12, at end insert—
<( ) The headteacher—
(a) must where requested by the council, and
(b) may, in any other case,
provide advice to the council on education matters.>
After section 9
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

10

After section 9, insert—

5
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<Attendance of elected members of the education authority at meetings of Parent
Council
Notwithstanding paragraph (c) of section (7)(1), elected members of the education
authority have the right to attend any meeting of the Parent Council of any school in the
electoral ward in which they are elected.>
After section 10
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
13

After section 10, insert—
<National parents’ organisation
National parents’ organisation
(1)

Scottish Ministers must establish a national organisation with the functions of—
(a) representing parents’ interests, and
(b) promoting and coordinating the work of Parent Councils.

(2)

Scottish Ministers must following consultation, establish procedures to enable members
of parent forums to elect representatives to the national organisation.>
Section 11

Fiona Hyslop
24

In section 11, page 7, line 35, leave out <in education there> and insert <in parents’ own
children’s education and in their school generally>
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

8

In section 11, page 8, line 11, at end insert—
<( )

An education authority are to ensure that each parent council established in their area is
provided with resources to enable it to communicate by electronic mail.>

Robert Brown
38

In section 11, page 8, leave out lines 18 to 25 and insert—
<(a) an education authority receive representations from a Parent Council established
for a school in their area, the authority are to have regard to the representations (in
so far as it is reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out their functions
and are to reply to the council, or
(b) a school’s headteacher receives representations from the Parent Council of the
school, the headteacher is to have regard to the representations (in so far as it is
reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out the duties of that post and is to
reply to the council.>
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Section 12
Fiona Hyslop
Supported by: Ms Rosemary Byrne
25

In section 12, page 8, line 33, at end—
<( ) An education authority are to take such steps as appear to them to be appropriate to
address the factors which, in their judgement, discourage parental involvement in
parents’ own children’s education and in their school generally.>
After section 12
Mr Kenneth Macintosh

26

After section 12, insert—
<Duty of education authority to monitor the composition of Parent Councils
An education authority are, for the purpose of encouraging equal opportunities, to—
(a) monitor the composition of any Parent Councils established for schools in the
authority’s area, and
(b) report annually the results of this monitoring.>
Section 13
Mr Kenneth Macintosh

27

In section 13, page 9, line 12, at end insert <, and
( ) the promotion of equal opportunities in the school.>
Section 16
Robert Brown

39

In section 16, page 11, line 13, after <2(3)(b),> insert <7(1),>
Robert Brown

40

In section 16, page 11, line 15, at end insert—
<(11A) Subsection (11B) applies where a Combined Parent Council is being established and
one or more of the represented schools is a denominational school (within the meaning
given by section 7(3)).
(11B) The constitution of the Combined Parent Council must provide for—
(a) the church or denominational body in whose interest a represented school is
conducted, or
(b) where there is more than one such church or denominational body, each church or
body,
to nominate at least one person to be a co-opted member of the council.>

7
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Robert Brown
41

In section 16, page 11, line 23, after <discontinued> insert <or amalgamated with another
school>
Section 19
Robert Brown

42

In section 19, page 12, line 13, at end insert—
<(A1) The Scottish Ministers must issue guidance—
(a) to education authorities, as respects the discharge by those authorities of their
functions under sections 2 and 6, and

5

(b) to Parent Councils and Combined Parent Councils, as respects the discharge by
those councils of their functions under section 8 (or as the case may be under that
section as applied by section 16(11)).>
Ms Rosemary Byrne

42A As an amendment to amendment 42, line 7, at end insert <and in particular matters which, in the
opinion of Scottish Ministers, it is not appropriate for a Parent Council to consider.>
Robert Brown
43

In section 19, page 12, line 16, leave out <this Act> and insert <any section not mentioned in
subsection (A1)>
Section 20
Mr Kenneth Macintosh

28

In section 20, page 12, line 24, at end insert—
<( ) In this Act, “equal opportunities” has the same meaning as in Section L2 of Part II of
Schedule 5 to the Scotland Act 1998 (c.46).>
Schedule
Robert Brown

45

In the schedule, page 14, line 6, at end insert—
<Section 87B>
Ms Rosemary Byrne

57

In the schedule, page 14, line 6, at end insert—
<Section 87A.>
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Section 14
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
14

In section 14, page 9, line 27, leave out from <entail> to end of line 28 and insert <, where a
Parent Council is established for the school to which an appointment is made, entail the
involvement of a panel of the type mentioned in subsection (2A).
(2A) Where the appointment of a headteacher is being considered, the panel will consist of
equal numbers of persons nominated by—
(a) the education authority (one of whose nominees shall be the chairman of the
committee), and
(b) the Parent Council.
(2B) In any other case, the panel will include, in addition to equal numbers of the persons
mentioned in subsection (2A), the headteacher of the school, who shall also be chairman
of the committee.>
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

15

In section 14, page 9, line 28, at end insert—
<( ) The appointment process must provide for appointments of headteachers and deputy
headteachers to relate to a named school only.>
After section 14
Fiona Hyslop

29

After section 14, insert—
<Procedure for transfer of headteacher or deputy headteacher
An education authority are to consult any Parent Council established for a school before
making arrangements for any transfer of that school’s headteacher or deputy
headteacher to another post within the area covered by the authority, if that transfer is to
last for a period of six months or longer.>
Long Title
Robert Brown

44

In the long title, page 1, line 4, leave out <headteachers and deputy headteachers> and insert
<teachers>

9
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Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
1st Groupings of Amendments for Stage 2
This document provides procedural information which will assist in preparing for and
following proceedings on the above Bill. The information provided is as follows:
x

the list of groupings (that is, the order in which amendments will be debated). Any
procedural points relevant to each group are noted.

Groupings of amendments
Parental involvement in pre-school education
47, 16, 48
Notes on amendments in this group
Amendment 47 pre-empts amendment 16
National Parents’ Forum
30, 13
Involvement of parents who do not reside with a child
31
Specific nature of parental involvement
17, 20, 24
Promotion of equal opportunities in relation to parental involvement
18, 26, 27, 28
Involvement of pupils
19, 21, 33, 23
Name of parent council
11
Preparation of a scheme for the establishment of a Parent Council
32, 49, 50, 51, 52
Composition and office bearers of a Parent Council
4, 5, 22, 6, 10, 39, 40

SP Bill 42-G1
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Session 2 (2006)

Ineligibility of persons included in Protection of Children (Scotland) Act 2003 list
1
Functions, operation and administration of a Parent Council
53, 2, 8
Representations by a Parent Council
54, 34, 35, 7, 55, 38
Discussions of confidential issues and other guidance
12, 37, 42, 42A, 43
Amalgamation of schools
36, 41
Role of headteacher in relation to a Parent Council
56, 46
Duty to address factors discouraging parental involvement
25
Procedures for the appointment of teaching staff
45, 57, 44
Process for the appointment of headteachers and deputy headteachers
14, 15, 29
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EDUCATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES
8th Meeting, 2006 (Session 2)
Wednesday 29 March 2006
Present:
Richard Baker (Committee Substitute)
Ms Rosemary Byrne
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Deputy Convener) Fiona Hyslop
Adam Ingram
Mr Frank McAveety
Dr Elaine Murray
Iain Smith (Convener)
Apologies: Ms Wendy Alexander, Mr Kenneth Macintosh
Also present: Robert Brown, Deputy Minister for Children and Young People
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill: The Committee considered the Bill at
Stage 2 (Day 1).
The following amendments were agreed to (without division): 47, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37
and 38.
The following amendments were agreed to (by division)—
19 (For 5, Against 2, Abstentions 1)
21 (For 5, Against 2, Abstentions 1)
The following amendments were disagreed to (by division)—
30 (For 4, Against 4, Abstentions 0; amendment disagreed to on casting vote)
17 (For 4, Against 4, Abstentions 0; amendment disagreed to on casting vote)
48 (For 4, Against 4, Abstentions 0; amendment disagreed to on casting vote)
11 (For 4, Against 4, Abstentions 0; amendment disagreed to on casting vote)
4 (For 1, Against 7, Abstentions 0)
5 (For 1, Against 7, Abstentions 0)
1 (For 4, Against 4, Abstentions 0; amendment disagreed to on casting vote)
Amendments 31, 18, 53, 54, 12 and 56 were moved and, with the agreement of the
Committee, withdrawn.
The following amendments were not moved: 20, 49, 50, 51, 52, 22, 6, 23, 2, 7, 55, 46,
10, 13, 24 and 8.
Amendment 16 pre-empted.
Sections 1, 2, 6, 8, 9 and 11 were agreed to as amended.
Sections 3, 4, 5, 7 and 10 were agreed to without amendment.
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Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Stage 2
10:35
The Convener: Item 2—the main item for this
morning—is stage 2 of the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill. I welcome Robert
Brown, the Deputy Minister for Education and
Young People. He is supported by Deirdre Watt,
the bill team leader; Neil Ross, from the office of
the solicitor to the Scottish Executive; and Stuart
Foubister, from the office of the Scottish
parliamentary counsel. I remind members that
officials cannot speak during stage 2, although
they can advise the minister, as appropriate, in the
course of our deliberations.
Members should have before them copies of the
bill, the marshalled list of amendments and the
groupings of amendments. We will not deal with all
the
amendments
today.
Discussion
of
amendments to section 14, on the appointment of
head teachers and deputy head teachers, will be
held over until the committee’s next meeting, on
19 April. I also proposed to hold over discussion of
amendments to the schedule, which are in the
penultimate grouping, as they also relate to
appointments. I remind members that if they want
to lodge amendments to section 14 or any other
sections that we do not agree today, their
amendments should be lodged with the clerks by
12 noon tomorrow. I intend today’s consideration
of amendments to be concluded at around 12.15,
unless by then we are very close to completing the
whole lot, as we have other business to deal with
this morning. Discussion of any amendments that
have not been disposed of by then will be carried
over to our next meeting.
Section 1—Duty of Scottish Ministers and of
education authorities to promote involvement
of parents in school education etc
The Convener: Amendment 47, in the name of
Fiona Hyslop, is grouped with amendments 16
and 48. If amendment 47 is agreed to, amendment
16 will be pre-empted.
Fiona Hyslop (Lothians) (SNP): The committee
and the minister will be aware that one of the key
aims of the bill is to encourage parental
involvement. However, we want to ensure that we
take a child-centred approach to legislation and to
education.
Interestingly,
section
20,
“Interpretation”, means that the bill would cover a
child who was
“in attendance at a primary school”

if they were a pupil in a nursery class. Already, the
bill recognises that parents of children in the
nursery class of a primary school would have a
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locus within the bill. Logically, we should extend
the duty and responsibility of ministers to promote
parental involvement in education to include the
parents of children who are in publicly funded
nurseries. Amendment 16, in the name of Frank
McAveety, also picks up on that idea.
We recognise that it is important to have
parental involvement—and a duty on ministers to
encourage that—in public nurseries and standalone local authority nurseries. In the region that I
represent, however, the City of Edinburgh Council
has a partnership agreement with nurseries in the
area whereby the two hours of publicly funded
education are delivered for the council through
private nurseries. In the spirit of recognising a
child-centred approach, it is important to extend
the bill’s provisions to encourage parental
involvement in nursery education.
The rationale behind amendment 47 is also that
it is important to recognise nursery education in
itself. The minister will be aware that the
committee has embarked on an early-intervention
inquiry. One of the key things that we have
identified is the importance of parents’ involvement
in education from the earliest stages. We are also
about to finish a pupil motivation inquiry that
recognises the importance of early intervention. It
is in that spirit that I have lodged amendment 47.
I support amendment 16, in the name of Frank
McAveety, but I want to extend the provision so
that the locus and duty of ministers in encouraging
parental involvement covers all children who are in
receipt of publicly funded nursery education,
whatever the format and delivery mechanism.
I move amendment 47.
Mr Frank McAveety (Glasgow Shettleston)
(Lab): Fiona Hyslop has covered most of the key
issues. We have to ask how we can ensure a
wider representation of people who are involved in
nursery provision. I would like the minister to
elaborate on how we can do that, and to say
whether the amendments in this group can help,
or what the alternative is.
The Deputy Minister for Education and
Young People (Robert Brown): I feel a little as if
I am at the end of Mussolini’s table—I am a long
way away from the members of the committee—
but I thank the members for the important points
raised in their amendments.
Parents should be involved in their children’s
education and learning from as early a stage as
possible. I entirely accept Fiona Hyslop’s point that
our approach should be child-centred. It is one of
the features of pre-school education that parents
have a strong and, in most cases, a daily contact
with staff working with their children. Therefore,
the opportunity for parents to engage in their
children’s learning and to keep in touch with their
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children’s development is much greater at this
stage of education than in primary and later on in
secondary school.
However, because of the close relationship that
already exists between pre-school centres and
parents, we do not think it necessary to extend the
bill’s provisions for parent forums and parent
councils to all nursery schools and other facilities
of that sort. Indeed, we would be concerned that, if
we did so, we would add unnecessarily to the
burdens on small, free-standing publicly funded
nurseries, which generally have very limited
administrative capacity.
It will be helpful to the committee if I point out
that there are already national care standards for
early education and child care which contain a
number of standards relating to working closely
with parents. They include provision for parents
and carers to be encouraged to take part in the
service and to establish an effective partnership
with staff. Early education and child care settings
are inspected every year by the Scottish
Commission for the Regulation of Care, using the
standards as an assessment framework.
Extending the bill’s provisions for parent councils
would add another layer on top of the existing
requirements and would impose a system—
designed primarily with schools in mind—on
centres that are often very different in nature.
There are nearly 500 pre-school education
providers in the voluntary sector and a typical
example of a voluntary sector provider would be a
local playgroup run by parents. It would not make
sense to extend the provisions of this bill to
organisations that are already managed by
parents.
The pre-school sector is not ignored by the bill.
The interpretation provision in section 20—which I
think Fiona Hyslop mentioned—specifically refers
to “pupils” and includes pupils in nursery classes
at a school. That means that, when a nursery
forms part of a primary school, parents can be
involved in the parent forum and parent council
arrangements agreed for that primary school.
Other pre-school pupils are covered by section
8, which provides that one of the parent council’s
functions is to promote contact with parents of
prospective pupils at the school. That could cover
parents whose children are coming up from
nursery to primary school. Children often go from
nursery or pre-school provision to a number of
different schools. It can be complicated to get
things right.
In addition, we will make it clear in guidance that
education authorities and parent councils should
have regard to how they can ensure that parents
receive support from as early a stage as possible,
either through the strategy for parental
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involvement or through the parent council’s
contact with local nursery and pre-school groups
in its area.
Against all that background, we believe that the
amendments that Fiona Hyslop and Frank
McAveety have lodged would unnecessarily
extend the bill’s provisions. I ask the committee to
resist amendments 47, 16 and 48.
Fiona Hyslop: I appreciate the minister’s
comments but I still do not think that the bill is
taking a child-centred approach. The bill
discriminates in favour of parents whose children
happen to be at a nursery class within a primary
school. It takes a governance approach, but we
were led to believe that the bill would be driven by
educational values.
Amendment 48 is about who can be a member
of a parent forum or a parent council. The minister
says that section 8 should cover contact with
prospective parents but such contact is more likely
to take place at primary 1.
There are issues to do with school capacity and
the creation of composite classes—which is a live
issue in Edinburgh.
If parent forums and parent councils embraced
the wider community of the associated public
nurseries, they could play a key role in providing
parental support and education for the difficult
transition stage between nursery and primary
school. There is a strong case for that proposal. If
the duty that section 1 imposes on ministers to
encourage parental involvement incorporated my
suggested change, they would be able to exercise
a more strategic role. Amendment 47 might be
easier to accept than amendment 48, which deals
with a bureaucratic membership issue and which I
recognise may give rise to some problems. It is
not unreasonable to impose on ministers a duty to
encourage parental involvement in whatever kind
of state-funded education is delivered, so I intend
to press amendment 47.
Amendment 47 agreed to.
10:45
The Convener: That means that amendment 16
is pre-empted.
Amendment 30, in the name of Fiona Hyslop, is
grouped with amendment 13.
Fiona Hyslop: As members and the minister will
be aware, the committee was greatly exercised at
stage 1 by the issue of a national body. We
recognise that the Scottish School Board
Association and the Scottish Parent Teacher
Council play an important role in representing
parents’ views nationally, which must not be lost
as a result of the bill.
The contentious issue is whether the national
body that we all agree should be set up should be
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a statutory body that is established under the
direction of the minister, or should be created by
the network of parent councils for which the bill
provides. Some people were worried that when
the bill was passed, there might be a temporary
vacuum or a situation in which national leadership
could not be provided. From communication that
we have had with the SPTA and the SSBA, my
understanding is that progress has been made on
the development of an interim proposal. Although
that is helpful, the issue is whether provision for
the setting up of such a body should be included in
the bill. It is reasonable to make that case and I
am sure that Lord James Douglas-Hamilton will do
so when he addresses amendment 13.
The argument behind amendment 30 is that we
should just say that there will be a national body.
In that sense, my proposal is a bit like saying,
“There shall be a Scottish Parliament”,

and then allowing that body to establish its own
standing orders and its own form of elections. I
would expect the national parents organisation
that evolves to be democratically elected and to
have a strong constitution. The issue is whether
the Parliament should dictate that in law or
whether the body should be left to develop as it
sees fit.
The crucial issue, which we thought long and
hard about at stage 1, is to do with charity law. At
last week’s meeting of the Enterprise and Culture
Committee, Richard Baker and I debated colleges’
charitable status. It should be acknowledged that if
the minister were to establish the national body in
statute, as amendment 13 seeks to do, that would
put at risk the body’s obtaining charitable status,
which would affect, in particular, its ability to carry
out fundraising on behalf of parent councils.
Another issue is whether the Government knows
better than parents how such a body should be
established. That is certainly open to question in
an era in which we think that there is far too much
Government intervention. The problem is what
status the national body would have. It is essential
that the Government of the day would consult it on
all matters to do with education. I do not doubt that
that would happen, but if we are serious about
having such a body, we should include in the bill a
requirement that it be consulted. I will be
interested to hear the arguments about specifying
the nature of that organisation in statute, but there
is a strong argument that the bill should state that
it should exist. I would expect it to be
representative of parents and to evolve in such a
way as to have a structure that incorporated
strong democratic roots and accountability.
I move amendment 30.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Lothians)
(Con): Amendment 13 seeks to include in the bill
provision for the introduction of a national parents
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organisation. The Scottish School Board
Association supports parental involvement in this
way and I submit that the most democratic means
of achieving that is through elections. That is why
amendment 13 makes allowance for the
necessary consultations, appropriate procedures
and elections.
I support amendment 30, which would place a
duty on Scottish ministers to create any national
parents body that is proposed. It is vital that the
views of parents are taken properly into
consideration when ministers develop strategies.
Amendment 30 would enable ministers to fulfil
their promise and duty to promote parental
involvement in schools.
Dr Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): I am
concerned about amendment 13 because it could
compromise the charitable status of the proposed
national parents organisation. I ask the minister, in
relation to amendment 30, whether ministers have
a legislative duty to consult other bodies on
education matters.
Robert Brown: Amendments 30 and 13 are
important and interesting amendments about the
significant matter of the parent forums, but I ask
the committee to resist both of them. The Scottish
Executive fully supports the principle of
establishing a strong national body to represent
parents’ interests and we would help to get such
an organisation off the ground.
In relation to amendment 13, it is entirely wrong
that a national parents organisation should be
organised from the top down—it must be
established from the bottom up and by the parent
bodies. Decisions on such matters belong to
parents—that is the whole ethos of the bill. It is not
up to us to anticipate what parents want, either in
the way that the national body is set up or what its
interests will be. We anticipate that there will be a
national body and that it will be powerful and
representative, but it is for the parent bodies to
bring about their national organisation and decide
on its form, content and functions.
Officials have written to the key players on the
back of the recent Scottish Consumer Council
report. We know about some of the initial reactions
from the joint press releases made by the SSBA
and the SPTC at the time of publication. It was
relatively unusual for those two organisations to
join together on the matter. The committee will
have received a copy of the SPTC’s prompt
response to our letter. We can all see something
of their views on the matter.
Contributions to national policy making are a
different matter, as illustrated in amendment 30. It
is the intention of the Scottish ministers to consult
appropriate bodies, as we do in any area of
significance. I cannot imagine that a national
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parents body would not be consulted on significant
education matters.
However, I am not sure that including the
provision in the bill would add much, or indeed
whether we should single out the proposed
national body; other bodies could also be named,
such as, for the sake of argument, bodies involved
with the representation of pupils, those with other
education interests, trade unions that represent
those in education and so on. All those
organisations have appropriate and relevant
interests in the matter. There are other ways of
providing for consultation and what amendment 30
proposes would not assist in that regard.
Once the national parents body is up and
running, we want to work effectively with that body
and consider its views on the most appropriate
way for it and the Scottish ministers to do that. It is
not helpful to lay that down in statute before the
body is in existence.
As was touched on in the discussion, to
establish a national parents body in statute could
raise
questions
about
independence,
accountability and ownership as well as charitable
status or the lack thereof.
Lord James anticipates in subsection (2) of
amendment 13 procedures and consultation that
parents might want to establish for themselves.
The issue is important; however, the point is that
parents must feel that the national body belongs to
them.
As Peter Peacock made clear to the committee,
the Scottish Executive is willing to play its part in
taking this matter forward. Indeed, under section
1(1), ministers are under a general duty to
promote parental involvement. When we receive
all the formal responses to our letter to
stakeholders, we will be able to give more careful
consideration to the way forward.
Given that, I do not think that amendments 13
and 30 are appropriate and I ask the committee to
resist them.
Fiona Hyslop: Before I wind up, I wonder
whether the minister could address Elaine
Murray’s comments.
Robert Brown: I should have dealt with those
points. The Executive, and indeed the Parliament,
operates on the basis of consultation on bills and
more administrative elements; indeed, the Scottish
Executive site is stuffed with consultations on all
sorts of issues. However, the advice that I have
received is that we are not aware of any general
statutory duty to consult particular bodies on
education matters.
Fiona Hyslop: I am glad that you took the
opportunity to comment, minister.
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As far as Elaine Murray’s comments are
concerned, I should point out that other legislation
contains a duty to consult. For example, Jim
Wallace gave an explicit commitment in the
Further and Higher Education (Scotland) Act 2005
to consult the National Union of Students Scotland
on funding arrangements and student fees. I
believe that Richard Baker strongly supported that
measure.
I am pleased that the minister has said on
record that he will fund and support a national
body for parents, because he will be held to
account for that in future. I agree that we should
not be prescriptive about it, although I cannot
imagine that it will not, as amendment 13 seeks to
stipulate, represent “parents’ interests” and
promote and co-ordinate
“the work of Parent Councils”.

However, the question is whether the provision
should be included in the bill. We feel that,
because it is so important, it should be.
Amendment 30 simply establishes in law that
there will be consultation with any body that might
exist.
The minister wondered why the bill should single
out the proposed national body for the ministerial
duty to consult and not include pupils
organisations or trade unions. The bill is called the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill, which
means that we are dealing specifically with
parents. I suspect that the most appropriate place
for stipulating a duty to consult on general
education issues with other bodies, including
parents organisations, pupils organisations and
trade unions, would be the Standards in
Scotland’s Schools etc Act 2000, which is the
governing legislation.
Because we want to give due recognition to the
need for a national parents body, I will press
amendment 30.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 30 be agreed to. Are members
agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)

AGAINST
Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
4, Against 4, Abstentions 0.
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As the vote is tied, I will use my casting vote,
which is for the status quo.
Amendment 30 disagreed to.
Section 1, as amended, agreed to.
Section 2—Strategies for parental involvement
The Convener: The next group of amendments
concerns the involvement of parents who do not
reside with the child. Amendment 31, in the name
of Fiona Hyslop, is the only amendment in the
group.
Fiona Hyslop: I should say that other
committee members have lodged amendments to
the later sections of the bill.
Amendment 31, which is perhaps more
contentious, focuses on local authority strategies
for parental involvement. Given that in certain
cases the local authority will act as the parent in
place, it will have to develop strategies for, for
example, looked-after children.
A children’s charity has highlighted the fact that
a small but significant number of parents—
generally but not exclusively fathers—who have
been given parental responsibility by the courts do
not actually live with the child. Nowadays
separations and divorces occur more frequently
than we might like, and it is important that a
parent—generally a father—who does not reside
with the child should be involved in their child’s
education. It is difficult for non-resident parents,
especially fathers, to support their child’s
education when they have no knowledge or
understanding of how the education system
operates in relation to their child.
11:00
Amendment 31 would deal with the issue at a
strategic level by leaving it to the local authority to
find ways and means to help to educate the nonresident parent about the education of their child. I
believe that it would be inappropriate to leave the
matter at the school or parent council level as that
might cause difficulties within the family if there
are continuing difficulties in the relationship. We
need to recognise that men have an important role
to play in their children’s education. In particular,
non-resident fathers need to understand how the
education system works so that, in the
conversations and support that they give their
children in an on-going relationship, they can be
involved
in
encouraging
education.
The
amendment would deal with that at a strategic
level in a way that I hope the minister and the
committee will find acceptable.
I move amendment 31.
Ms Rosemary Byrne (South of Scotland)
(SSP): I support amendment 31, because it would
signal that we take seriously the issue of children
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who are looked after away from home and that we
recognise the role of fathers. Following the
changes under the Family Law (Scotland) Act
2006, amendment 31 would be a move in the right
direction as it would underline the importance of
education and give effect to our desire to
encourage parents with parental rights and
responsibilities to get involved in their children’s
education. I hope that the committee will support
this important amendment.
Dr Murray: I, too, was contacted by the
children’s charity about the issue. Although I am
sympathetic to the spirit of amendment 31, I do not
believe that it is necessary because the definition
of parent in the Education (Scotland) Act 1980
already includes parents with parental rights who
do not reside with the child.
My other slight concern, which I mentioned to
the charity, is about the placing of the proposed
wording within a parenthesis that specifically
refers to children who are looked after by a local
authority. For looked-after children, there is an
obvious issue about who has parental authority
and who should be consulted to represent the
child’s interest in the context of the school. Adding
other situations into that parenthesis would
diminish the stress that the bill currently places on
the rights of looked-after children.
Robert Brown: Amendment 31 deals with a
tricky and generally thorny issue that, as previous
speakers have mentioned, was touched on in the
Family Law (Scotland) Act 2006. However, as
Elaine Murray rightly pointed out, the amendment
would not add anything to the existing definition.
The bill uses the definition of parent that is
contained in the Education (Scotland) Act 1980. I
will read out that definition, as it is reasonably
clear. The 1980 act states:
“‘parent’ includes guardian and any person who is liable
to maintain or has parental responsibilities (within the
meaning of section 1(3) of the Children (Scotland) Act
1995) in relation to, or has care of a child or young person”.

As far as I can see, the phraseology is only
slightly different, in that instead of “parental rights
and responsibilities”, the current definition of
parent refers to a person who has parental
responsibilities, who is liable to maintain the child
or has care of the child. The advice that I have
received is that amendment 31 would add nothing
to the current definition of parent.
It might be helpful to clarify that the Executive
intends to provide guidance to authorities on the
various functions that they will acquire under the
bill. We will certainly ensure that the guidance
reflects the broad definition of “parent” and gives
careful consideration to the difficult issue of the
involvement of estranged and non-resident
parents. That issue is, I think, even broader than
Fiona Hyslop suggested.
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I hope that the committee is satisfied that
amendment 31 is unnecessary and that Fiona
Hyslop will withdraw the amendment.
Fiona Hyslop: From what has been said, I take
it that members agree that local authorities need
to encourage the involvement in education of nonresident parents who have parental rights and
responsibilities. The issue, therefore, is not one of
policy but of the technical application of the law.
However, I think that the definition of parent under
the 1980 act is interpreted in different ways and
we may need to return to that.
I appreciate the points that Elaine Murray made
about looked-after children. It is absolutely
essential that, as the most vulnerable of the
vulnerable, their needs are given primacy. The
question is whether the existing legislation is
sufficient. From what the minister said, I assume
that the answer is yes. The issue is therefore
whether additional provision should be made in
the bill. I am not completely convinced that the
minister’s interpretation of the definition entirely
reflects the intention behind amendment 31.
I will reflect further on what the minister said. I
hope to discuss with him whether it would be
appropriate for a similar amendment to be lodged
at stage 3. If the minister’s interpretation of the
definition stands, it is all encompassing. If it does
not, we may need to move to provide one in law. I
seek leave to withdraw amendment 31.
Amendment 31, by agreement, withdrawn.
The Convener: I welcome Dr Jean Turner MSP
to the meeting.
Group 4 is on the specific nature of parental
involvement. Amendment 17, in the name of Fiona
Hyslop, is grouped with amendments 20 and 24.
Fiona Hyslop: When the bill was introduced,
the question was asked whether it was simply
about
governance
and
representative
arrangements or whether it was about pursuing
the education issues that are so important to the
children of Scotland. Section 1 makes explicit the
duty of Scottish ministers and the education
authority to promote parental involvement in the
education that a school provides to the individual
pupil and to pupils in general. If we think that that
duty is sufficiently important to be stated in section
1 and if we are serious about saying that the bill
has to be concerned not only with issues of
governance but with the serious point that the
supportive involvement and active encouragement
of parents is a key motivator for and means of
improving children’s education, we must also say
that elsewhere in the bill, particularly in the section
on the strategies that authorities are to prepare.
The
amendments
in
my
name
are
straightforward and simple. They seek to express
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in the bill the argument that organisations put
strong and hard to the committee that the key to
success is the policy and not necessarily the law
on parental involvement. The policy intention
behind the legislation should be reflected
throughout the bill. That would make it clear that,
when we talk about parental involvement, we
mean a parent’s involvement not only in the
education of pupils generally in the school but in
the education of their individual child. If that is
repeated in different parts of the bill, we will make
explicit the intention of the Parliament in that
regard.
I move amendment 17.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I support the
amendments in the group. We have consistently
argued that it is important to support parents in
getting involved in their children’s education by
helping with homework, providing encouragement
and so on. That is just as important as, if not more
important than, encouraging parents to get
involved in the community life and governance of
the school.
Robert Brown: I support entirely what Fiona
Hyslop and Lord James Douglas-Hamilton said
about the intention of the amendments, but the
conclusions they draw do not match the provisions
of the bill.
The bottom line is that section 1 states clearly
that it is the duty of Scottish ministers and,
separately, of the education authority to promote
parental involvement in the school generally and,
specifically, in the education of the individual pupil.
Section 1 is the guiding section of the bill.
Fiona Hyslop spoke about the strategies for
parental involvement under section 2. However,
section 2 refers to the need for the authority’s
strategy to contain
“general policies for implementing their duties under
sections 1, 5, 11 and 12”.

It is unnecessary to restate something that is
already set out in section 1—the ruling section of
the bill. The same applies, albeit in a slightly
different way, to the other suggestions that Fiona
Hyslop and Lord James Douglas-Hamilton have
made. I agree entirely that what motivates parents
is the desire to see their child receive a quality
education in an ambitious school that wants to do
the best for its children. However, the
amendments in the group add nothing to the
guiding principle that is set out in section 1.
I expect schools to follow through on their
strategies and general duties under the bill.
Authorities should reflect parental involvement, in
the widest sense of the term, in all aspects of their
work—for example, in their school development
plan and in the advice and information that head
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teachers and other school staff give to parent
councils.
I do not disagree with the policy intention of the
amendments, but all they do is complicate the
wording of the bill, without adding anything. As is
the case in many bills, section 1 sets out the ruling
theme of the bill. It places a duty on Scottish
ministers and education authorities to promote
parental involvement. The amendments in Fiona
Hyslop’s name are therefore not necessary.
Fiona Hyslop: I thank the minister for what
were kind and thoughtful comments, until he got to
the end. If the policy intention is so important,
should it not be stated explicitly elsewhere in the
bill? It is a technical, presentation issue.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 17 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)

AGAINST
Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
4, Against 4, Abstentions 0. I use my casting vote
to vote against the amendment.
Amendment 17 disagreed to.
The Convener: The next group is on the
promotion of equal opportunities in relation to
parental involvement. Amendment 18, in the name
of Frank McAveety, is grouped with amendments
26 to 28.
Mr McAveety: I will try to be brief. I want the bill
to reflect our commitment to equal opportunities. I
understand that a letter from the Commission for
Racial Equality, which was sent originally to Lord
James Douglas-Hamilton, has been circulated to
all members of the committee. There is a concern
to ensure that parent councils reflect the cultural
diversity of the communities that they represent.
There have been fairly radical shifts in school
populations. In the past two months there have
been substantial changes in my constituency, with
the arrival of almost 1,000 newcomers from the
Slovakian community, of whom 300 or 400 are
now attending three local primaries. That has
changed the dynamic in the existing parent body,
which has to reflect the newcomers to the city.
Amendment 18 and consequential amendments
26 to 28 would ensure that the bill reflects more


355

3127

29 MARCH 2006

cogently and coherently our commitment to equal
opportunities. The CRE’s letter raises broader
issues about how we actively encourage parents
from other ethnic communities to be involved more
purposefully in their children’s education and the
work of the school in general. I would welcome an
indication of how the minister views the
amendments.
I move amendment 18.
Dr Murray: I am sympathetic to what Frank
McAveety is trying to achieve. I am not familiar
with equal opportunities legislation, but I would
have thought that there was an existing obligation
on local authorities to have regard to equal
opportunities. I take Frank McAveety’s point that
cultural diversity is not necessarily being reflected
to the extent that we would like, but I would have
thought that other legislation covered that matter.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I will be brief. I
sympathise and agree entirely with the spirit of
amendment 18. It is hardly fair to ask the minister
to comment on the letter from the Commission for
Racial Equality, because it arrived only this
morning and I received a copy only minutes before
the meeting started.
Ken Macintosh, who lodged amendments 26 to
28, cannot be present because of unavoidable
commitments. I ask that the minister study those
amendments between now and the final stage of
the bill with a view to lodging later any necessary
amendments to address the points that they raise.
The letter from the Commission for Racial Equality
states:
“CRE Scotland would prefer to see clear and explicit
obligations placed on all education authorities in relation to
parent councils. … While there is a requirement on
education authorities to include equalities in their annual
statements of improvements, this does not appear to be
being addressed.”

Finally, it says:
“it is likely that by the end of this year there will also be
similar statutory duties in relation to gender and disability.”

All of us would accept the case for racial equality
in that connection. I would be most grateful if the
minister would consider that matter in case any
tidying up needs to be done at stage 3.
11:15
Robert Brown: I am grateful for members’
contributions. As the discussion implies, there
appears to be no great disagreement on the
principle and direction of the matter. I would be
surprised if there were not unanimous commitment
around the table to the furthering of equal
opportunities but, as Elaine Murray points out,
much of the issue is addressed in more general
legislation that applies across the board. It is that
aspect that we have to take into account.
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We must also consider the extent to which
amendment 18 adds bureaucratic burdens that are
perhaps less than proportionate to the burdens
that will be placed on parent councils. It is
important that strategies for parental involvement
take into account the different circumstances and
needs of all parents in the community. The
proposals in the bill have been developed to
encourage greater equality of opportunity in the
system. The bill offers parents in each school the
flexibility to establish a parent council that meets
the needs of that particular group of parents. It is
the hope and intention, which again will be helped
by guidance, that the arrangements in schools of
ethnic diversity will reflect that diversity.
The Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc Act
2000 requires education authorities to include in
their
“‘annual statement of education improvement objectives’ …
an account … of the ways in which they will, in providing
school education, encourage equal opportunities and … the
observance of the equal opportunity requirements”.

If that requirement is not being met in individual
cases, it is a matter for Her Majesty’s Inspectorate
of Education to take forward to ensure that it
happens on the ground. Those statements of
improvement objectives feed into schools’
development plans. It is therefore not considered
necessary to make provision on the matter in the
bill. Alongside the education legislation, legislation
such as the Race Relations Act 1976 and the
Disability Discrimination Act 1995 places duties on
public authorities. As far as I am aware, that may
be extended by the Equality Act 2006, which will
set up an equalities body at the Great Britain level.
On amendment 26, on the business of
monitoring, there has been—anecdotally at least—
concern that parents from minority ethnic
backgrounds have not had the representation on
school boards that would have been expected.
The issue is whether it is helpful to impose a duty
on authorities to go through what will be a
relatively bureaucratic exercise every year in order
to confirm whether parent councils address that
issue. It has quite commonly been the case that
merely requiring people to report on things does
not act as a terribly effective driver for change,
which is what I think we would all wish for in that
regard. It is an important matter, but it is best
addressed by the parental involvement strategy,
which will be the driver for improvement.
If the committee is minded to say that we need
something in the bill to take this issue forward,
amendment 27 might be a better way of doing that
and of signalling that the promotion of equal
opportunities in the parental involvement strategy
is the way forward. The bill already requires the
head teacher to have regard in his or her report to
the school development plan, which in turn derives
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from the annual statement of education
improvement objectives, which in turn has equal
opportunities at its heart. I can readily understand
that members may want to have something more
up front than that. If that is the committee’s view, I
would ask that we be given the opportunity to
consider the wording of amendments 27 and 28 to
ensure that they achieve what we want them to
achieve.
The bill does not stand in splendid isolation but
is part of a broader framework of education,
disability and equal opportunities legislation, which
imposes duties more generally. That is all I would
want to say on that matter. I am reluctant to have
these duties in the bill. I ask members to consider
amendments similar to amendments 27 and 28 as
being the way in which to deal with the matter, if
they are minded to have a signal in the bill of the
direction of travel.
Mr McAveety: From the gist of what the minister
said about the direction of travel, we might arrive
at the same destination, to use a tortuous
metaphor.
The minister says that amendments 27 and 28
would be a more appropriate way of tackling the
issue. The concerns that members have raised
are essentially about the difference between the
existing legislation—I take on board what my
colleague Elaine Murray said about that—and its
implementation. The issue is about having
appropriate tools to address any concerns at the
local level, whether they are anecdotal or can be
backed up more substantially. I am happy to
withdraw amendment 18. However, in Ken
Macintosh’s absence, but with his explicit
permission, I want to move amendment 27, as I
hope that that will address the concerns that
members have raised.
The Convener: We will come to amendment 27
in due course.
Amendment 18, by agreement, withdrawn.
The Convener: The next group is on the
involvement of pupils. Amendment 19, in the name
of Ken Macintosh, is grouped with amendments
21, 33 and 23. Frank McAveety will move
amendment 19 and speak to amendment 21 and
the other amendments.
Mr McAveety: I will be even briefer on
amendment 19 than I was on amendment 18. The
thrust behind the amendment is about recognition
that pupils are critical elements in developing
schools. The amendment would ensure that the
bill contains recognition of the role that pupils can
play.
I move amendment 19.
Dr Murray: I am certainly not unsympathetic to
the view that pupils should be consulted, but there
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is no equivalent legislation that places an
obligation on head teachers and authorities to
consult pupils. Amendment 19 is a bit peculiar,
because it would mean that education authorities
would have to consult pupils about how their
parents should be involved, which is perhaps not
quite what Ken Macintosh intended.
Fiona Hyslop: Elaine Murray raises an
important point. If we are to take a child-centred
view, we must acknowledge that pupils will have
distinct concerns about how parents are involved,
which might not be the same concerns that
parents have. It is not unreasonable to recognise
that, particularly if the whole thrust of education
policy is to become more pupil centred. A pupilcentred approach to parental support should be
considered. It is not unreasonable to suggest that
or to support amendment 19.
Robert Brown: With amendment 33, we are
trying to take on board some of the concerns that
members have expressed. Amendment 33 is the
right way in which to do that; I am less convinced
about amendments 19, 21 and 23, which have
some oddities.
With amendment 19, Ken Macintosh seeks to
place a duty on education authorities to consult
pupils when they develop their strategies for
parental involvement. I take on board what
members have said, but the measure is not
necessary. The main focus of the bill is on
developing, improving, enabling and supporting
parents’ involvement with their child and their
school. The aim of the education authority
strategies is to support that process.
We support the principle that pupils should
become engaged in a range of ways in their
school and education, but amendment 19 is not at
the top of the hierarchy in that connection. Parent
councils will be free to co-opt pupil representatives
and, in schools that have a pupil council, pupils
might wish to co-opt a parent representative.
Whatever the rights and wrongs of such matters,
they are best left to be decided locally to reflect
local circumstances, rather than having the
choices imposed in a particular pattern from the
centre. Partnership working is most effective when
everybody concerned chooses to work together.
The right of children to express views on their
education is already covered in legislation, so
there is no need to repeat that in the bill. Under
the 2000 act, an education authority must have
regard to the views of children and young people
when making decisions that significantly affect
their education, and the Education (Additional
Support for Learning) (Scotland) Act 2004, with
which we are all familiar, builds on that by
requiring an education authority to take account of
the views of children who may have additional
support needs. Those are general and overriding
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On education in general, the bill will amend part
of the 2000 act so that the school development
plan takes account of an authority’s strategy for
parental involvement. Improvement objectives for
the school will also include objectives relating to
the involvement of parents in the education that is
provided to their own children and to pupils in
general. The school development plan—this deals,
to some extent, with Fiona Hyslop’s comments—is
drawn up after pupils in attendance at the school
have been given an opportunity to make their
views known, so pupils are involved at that level
and will have the opportunity, via the school
development plan, to have their views heard on
how parents can get involved in their education
and learning. That is a more straightforward and
head-on way of doing it than the slightly
convoluted way that is proposed by amendment
19. More important, it also involves children in the
general policy of the school, which is significant.
Existing legislation, together with the guidance that
will be issued, will meet the intention behind
amendment 19.
Amendment 21, in the name of Frank McAveety,
seems reasonable and acceptable at first glance,
but the cumulative effect of amendments of that
sort could be to place unreasonable burdens on
the parent council, particularly when it is getting off
the ground. Asking the parent council to notify all
the pupils in the school, telling them that it exists
and how to communicate with it, could be a large
task, and I am not sure that it adds much to what
takes place there. When I view that procedure
against the administrative position of the parent
council, I cannot see any substantial advantage in
it. In the light of the broader concerns and of the
change that amendment 33 will make, I hope that
Frank McAveety will accept that and be prepared
not to move amendment 21.
Amendment 23 is important, but Executive
amendment 33 frames the same point in a slightly
different way, referring to
“pupils in attendance at the school”,


358

3132

the legislation, which I have tried to explain. I
readily accept that the involvement of pupils is
important. The Executive is entirely committed to
taking forward the objective of pupil involvement in
the educational arrangements and structures of
schools in various appropriate ways.
The Convener: I ask Frank McAveety to wind
up and to indicate whether he wishes to press or
withdraw amendment 19.
Mr McAveety: I thought that the minister was
doing swimmingly well until the point where he
mentioned the avalanche of the burden that is
involved in communicating with school pupils. To
put it bluntly, if we are reaching the point where
every child in Scotland will have an e-mail account
at school, I would have thought that it would not be
a great burden to use that as a simple tool. I am
generally a technophobe and would have
understood an objection on the ground of that
being technically difficult, but even I can navigate
e-mail and I am sure that six and seven-year-olds
are probably much better at it than I am, so I am a
wee bit worried by his response. I understand that
there would be a burden, but it is one that could be
resolved quite simply by the use of information
technology, so I wish to press amendment 19.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 19 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)

AGAINST
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)

ABSTENTIONS
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
5, Against 2, Abstentions 1.

rather than to “pupils at the school”. I readily
accept that that is not a major difference, but it
sets it out slightly more clearly and I am advised
that it is a slightly better legalistic way of doing it,
as it uses the same language that is used
elsewhere in the bill, where we also refer to

Amendment 19 agreed to.

“pupils in attendance at the school”.

Amendment 20 not moved.

That is the only distinction of any significance.

Sections 3 and 4 agreed to.

I hope that, against that background, the
committee will support amendment 33 and that
members will be prepared not to press other
amendments, accepting the general framework of

Section 5—Parent Forum and Parent Council

Section 2, as amended, agreed to.
Section 3—Ambitions and objectives for a
school

Amendment 48 moved—[Fiona Hyslop].
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 48 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
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Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)

AGAINST
Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
4, Against 4, Abstentions 0. The casting vote rule
applies again.
Amendment 48 disagreed to.
11:30
The Convener: The next group is on the name
of the parent council. Amendment 11 is the only
amendment in the group.
Fiona Hyslop: Amendment 11 is a simple
amendment, but it has serious political
implications. It seeks to change the name of the
representative body from “parent council” to
“school council”. If the amendment is agreed to,
technical amendments will be lodged at stage 3 to
make the change throughout the bill.
There are several serious reasons for changing
the name. When the bill was introduced, it was
argued that it would abolish school boards. Our
experience of considering the bill has led many of
us to acknowledge that we disagree with the
rationale for establishing school boards in the first
place, but the evolution and development of
school boards has been a great credit to the
education system and to those involved. Changing
the system and renaming school boards rather
than allowing them to evolve has some political
overtones that are perhaps unnecessary.
We recognise that the bill is primarily about
parental involvement, but that involvement is for
the purpose of supporting the children and the
school. Later, we will debate whether we should
be prescriptive about who the members of the
parent council should be. We all agree that we
expect the parent council—or the school council,
as I propose it should be called—to include the
wider community, the local authority and, where
appropriate, pupils. We should recognise that that
already happens successfully in many local
authorities.
Changing the name to “school council” would
recognise that parental involvement is for a
purpose. It is not for the purpose of the parents
themselves. It is for the purpose of the school and
the wider school community. That would be a
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significant statement and it would pre-empt the
debate about how much we should put in the bill
about membership of the representative body. We
would be saying implicitly that the governing body
is the school council, which is therefore wider than
just parents themselves. It is in that spirit that I
lodged my amendment. It is a serious amendment
that addresses the concerns that have been raised
at all levels by many school boards. I note that,
latterly, they have been actively involved in the
head teacher appointment process.
The amendment recognises the importance of
the wider school and the wider community. It
sends an important signal. We recognise the roles
that school boards have played until now, but we
should look forward and say, “Perhaps that is in
the past. Let’s look to the future. Let’s look forward
to parental involvement for a purpose—for the
wider school and the wider school community.”
In that spirit, I move amendment 11.
Dr Murray: I oppose the amendment for two
reasons. First, in some local authority areas the
pupils’ representative body is called the school
council. I think that head teachers and education
authorities ought to be obliged to consult pupils’
representative bodies, but I think that the
proposed change of name would cause confusion
in some areas because the name is already used
and it refers to a forum for pupils rather than a
forum for parents.
Secondly, under the bill, the parents are the
most important people. There is a good case for
other people being involved, but the parents are
the most important people, so I think that the word
“parent” should be in the title of the representative
body.
Robert Brown: I ask the committee to reject
amendment 11, for the reasons that Elaine Murray
eloquently put forward. The intention in the bill has
always been to emphasise the importance of the
role of parents in their children’s education.
Parents should make decisions locally about how
they should be represented and they should take
the lead role in setting up and developing
representative bodies. The bill provides for parent
forums, which may be represented by parent
councils—the terminology links the two bodies.
The Scottish ministers and education authorities
will have new duties to support parental
involvement. The change of name that Fiona
Hyslop proposes does not sit well with the thrust of
the bill.
I accept a good bit of what Fiona Hyslop said
about the good work that school boards have
done. The legislation on school boards was
designed for a different purpose and a different
era, but the situation has moved on and many
lessons can be learned in that regard. There is a
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strong feeling that we want to build on what was
achieved as we move towards the new scenario
that we seek to create through parental
involvement strategies and other measures.
The bill makes provision for parent councils to
decide what name they want to use and we should
not impose names from the centre. The default
position will be “parent council”, but it will be up to
people to decide locally whether they want to
change the name. That is an entirely appropriate
way forward. Amendment 11 would work against
the general thrust and ethos of what we are trying
to do in the bill.
Fiona Hyslop: The default name should be
“school council”, for the reasons that I set out.
I understand where Elaine Murray is coming
from, which is why I did not propose that the name
“parent forum” be changed to “school forum”. The
wider parent forum will have the prime
responsibility for representing the views and
interests of parents. We should remember how the
bill evolved; originally there was to be no second
tier of parental representation in the form of an
elected council, so the bill reflects a major change
in Executive policy, which I welcome.
We must remember whom the bill is about. I am
worried when people talk about the promotion of
parental involvement for the sake of parents
themselves; the bill promotes parental involvement
for the betterment of the education of individual
children—as I said in relation to amendment 48—
and for schools. The term “school council” would
acknowledge that and send a strong signal to the
wider community that such councils will not be
exclusive clubs in which parents pursue their
interests but will be an arrangement that is
inclusive of the wider community, in the best
interests of the school. I press amendment 11.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 11 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)

AGAINST
Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
4, Against 4, Abstentions 0. Again, I use my
casting vote to vote against the amendment.
Amendment 11 disagreed to.
Section 5 agreed to.


360

3136

Section 6—Scheme for establishment of a
Parent Council
The Convener: Amendment 32, in the name of
the minister, is grouped with amendments 49 to
52.
Robert Brown: Amendment 32 tidies up the bill,
in that it provides for the form in which education
authorities must give notice of the intention to
prepare a scheme for the establishment of a
parent council. The requirement that notice be
given in writing is consistent with provisions in
sections 16 and 17. The approach underlines an
important principle. We want to ensure that all
members of a school’s parent forum—the wider
body—have an opportunity to consider and
contribute to discussions about the establishment
of a parent council, which is very much intended to
be led by parents, as I have said. A key feature of
the bill is that parents will be in the driving seat in
relation to the establishment and constitution of
the parent council that will represent them. When
a scheme to set up a parent council is to be
prepared, the education authority will want to give
every parent the chance to have a say about the
kind of council that they want for their children’s
school. The easiest way to ensure that every
parent hears about the scheme is probably for the
authority to write to parents. Such a requirement
will not prevent the education authority from
making use of modern means of communication
or, indeed, old-fashioned means, such as notices
in the local paper or library.
I ask the committee to resist amendments 49 to
52, which Rosemary Byrne lodged. One intention
behind the bill is to provide parents with more
choice and the opportunity to develop
arrangements for parental involvement that are
right for their school. As I said, parents must be in
the driving seat.
It is for the education authority in the first
instance to notify the parent forum of its intention
to prepare a scheme for the establishment of a
parent council for the school. The authority will be
expected to offer alternatives, which will be based
on guidance that the Executive issues. In many
instances—perhaps most—that will provide the
basis for parents to reach an outcome that is
suitable for their school. However, it would be
wrong not to allow parents to develop their own
scheme if they so wish. They might have
innovative and imaginative views on how to
approach the matter, and we should encourage
that. Their schemes might be more successful at
engaging the interest of more parents than the
standard schemes, so we must allow for them.
Subject to Rosemary Byrne’s comments, I think
that her amendments run contrary to the spirit of
the bill, so I ask the committee to resist them.
I move amendment 32.
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Ms Byrne: I disagree with the minister. The bill
is inconsistent and my amendments would put that
right. They would not curtail parents’ ability to
develop their parents council in the way that they
wished.
Under section 1(2),
“It is the duty of an education authority to promote the
involvement of the parents”,

and under section 2(1), each authority must
develop a strategy for parental involvement. An
authority is to provide
“advice and information to a Parent Council”

under section 11(1) and an allocation of money to
a parent council under section 11(3). Section 11(5)
says that an authority is

The Convener: I thank the minister for that
offer.
Amendments 49 to 52 not moved.
Amendment 21 moved—[Mr Frank McAveety].
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 21 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)

AGAINST

“to inform a Parent Council … about the school’s
arrangements for consultation between parents and
teachers”.

Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)

Under section 15(1), an authority is to establish a
complaints procedure, and under section 16(1), it
is to establish a combined parent council, with
requisite consent.

Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

It is therefore a bit incongruous that a person
other than the education authority should be
charged with preparing a scheme for the
establishment of a parent council and its
constitution. That is where my amendments come
from. Given the range of duties that the bill places
on an education authority, the authority should
consult parents in the first instance and prepare a
scheme for approval.
Robert Brown: I hear what Rosemary Byrne
says, but the result is still that parents’ right to
proceed in their own way, if they wish to, would be
withdrawn from them. We do not want to move in
a more centralist direction away from the parentled approach that is in the bill. The various powers
of and duties on the local authority that Rosemary
Byrne talked about will support whatever form of
parent council and whatever constitution are
chosen. They do not affect the potential for
parental involvement—for parent-led bodies—to
have a more imaginative and innovative approach
in suitable instances than would otherwise be the
case. We should encourage that, so I hope that
the committee will reject the amendments in the
name of Rosemary Byrne.
Amendment 32 agreed to.
The Convener: Does Rosemary Byrne wish to
move amendment 49?
Ms Byrne: I will delay moving the amendment.
Perhaps I can have more clarification on where I
am coming from before stage 3.
Robert Brown: I am happy to chat with
Rosemary Byrne or any other member about
aspects of the bill.
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The Convener: The result of the division is: For
5, Against 2, Abstentions 1.
Amendment 21 agreed to.
Section 6, as amended, agreed to.
Section 7—Restrictions as to composition of a
Parent Council
11:45
The Convener: Amendment 4, in the name of
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton, is grouped with
amendments 5, 22, 6, 10, 39 and 40.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Amendment 4
is merely a drafting amendment, so I will say no
more about it. Amendment 5 relates to the
composition of parent councils. We would like
parent councils to be under a duty to co-opt a
certain proportion of their members from the local
community, including teachers, although we
believe that parents should be in the majority. Our
proposal is designed to ensure that schools will
remain at the heart of their communities and that
parent councils will be representative of those
communities. The Scottish School Board
Association has said that councillors will be
entitled to attend and speak at meetings but not to
vote, as at present.
Amendment 6 is a drafting amendment. We
think that denominational schools should be able
to co-opt members of their parent council from a
church or other denominational body.
Amendment 10 seeks to retain the status quo, in
that members of the education authority will have
the right to attend meetings of the parent council,
regardless of whether they are members of that
parent council.
I move amendment 4.
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Fiona Hyslop: Amendment 22 is very simple.
There are general issues relating to how
prescriptive we should be about the membership
of the parent council. A point that has been raised
with me in that regard is that it is important that the
parent council has as its chair someone who is a
current parent. That is particularly important if we
accept the importance of co-option—we all know
that, often, people who are co-opted are
immediate past chairs of boards or people who
have been members of the community for some
time. Such people have a valuable role and can be
included in the organisation if the parent council so
wishes, but it is right and proper to make explicit in
the bill the fact that the chair should be someone
who is a member of the parent forum and is
actively involved with a child who is at the school.
It might be argued that we should not prescribe
anything. However, if we are going to prescribe
something, this is fairly straightforward and simple
to understand.
Robert Brown: There is always an element of
conflict between what is included in a bill and what
is included in guidance. Today, we have another
example of that.
The Executive is clear that the education of our
children is a partnership and that schools, parents
and communities do not work in a vacuum and all
influence our children’s lives. However the main
driver of this bill is flexibility, in contrast to the
inflexibility of the past. It is about allowing parents
to decide how they want to be involved and
represented—a MORI poll of parents showed that
parents support that approach.
Amendments 4 to 6 and 10, in the name of Lord
James Douglas-Hamilton, reduce that flexibility.
As witnesses who gave evidence to the committee
have pointed out, the flexibility of the bill means
that the constitutions of parent councils can be
varied over time as local circumstances change.
The amendments would result in that flexibility
being lost.
I agree that there should be guidance on this
issue, to ensure that when making their decisions,
parents give due consideration to the importance
of partnership. I am happy to give the committee
an assurance that there will be such guidance.
We are also working on a toolkit that will lead
parents to ask whether the constitution should
provide for other school and community interests
to be represented on the parent council. I think we
should trust parents to make the right decisions
about such questions, particularly in connection
with who should be on the parent council, rather
than hand down inflexible arrangements from on
high.
Amendment 22 is quite important. I ask Fiona
Hyslop not to move it on the basis that we will
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consider the precise wording of an amendment for
stage 3. It is important that the lead officers of the
parent council have an active and close
relationship with members of the school forum and
that they are not, for example, people whose
children left school 25 years ago. A good way of
ensuring that is to draw the chair from the parent
forum’s membership. There are some marginal
issues to consider. For example, if the child of the
chairperson leaves the school suddenly at
Christmas, in the middle of the school year, the
work of the parent council might be disrupted if the
chair had to demit office immediately.
There is also the question whether the vice-chair
of the parent council should be a member of the
parent forum too, since the vice-chair could be
called on to substitute for the chair from time to
time. We might not want to go as far as that, but
we would like to look more closely at the issue. I
am attracted by the principle of amendment 22
and if Fiona Hyslop is happy with my assurances
on the matter, we will lodge a redrafted
amendment that will both meet the intention
behind what she is trying to achieve and address
some of the marginal issues that I have talked
about.
Amendments 39 and 40 are essentially tidyingup amendments to ensure consistency of
provision between combined parent councils and
individual parent councils. I dare say that there will
not be a lot of combined parent councils, but the
bill provides for them and they have to be
consistent in the way in which they operate.
Amendment 39 will allow a combined parent
council to co-opt on to the council people who are
not members of the relevant parent forums in so
far as parents have agreed to do so in the parent
council constitution. The amendment takes the
same approach as is taken in the provisions on
individual parent councils.
Amendment 40 deals with the issue of
denominational representation in a similar fashion.
In the bill as drafted, the arrangements for a
combined parent council do not provide for
denominational interests to be represented.
The Convener: I have a quick comment to
make about amendment 10. I understand that the
wording of amendment 10 reflects the wording of
the existing school boards legislation, which, I
have always felt, makes no sense at all, because
a school’s location does not necessarily determine
its catchment area. Quite often, a councillor whose
children attend a school is, technically, not entitled
to attend school board meetings if the school is
located in a ward that is different from the one that
the councillor represents. That does not make
much sense, particularly in relation to secondary
education, as one councillor might be entitled to
attend school board meetings but another three,

3141

29 MARCH 2006

four, five or six councillors who have children at
the school would not be allowed to attend those
meetings. Personally, I will resist amendment 10
on those grounds, although the bill proposes that
parent councils should meet in public and that any
member of the public, including councillors, will be
entitled to attend parent council meetings.
As no other member has indicated that they
wish to speak, I invite Lord James to wind up and
indicate whether he wishes to press amendment
4.
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Amendment 5 moved—[Lord James DouglasHamilton].
The Convener: The
amendment 5 be agreed to.

question

is,

that

Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)

AGAINST

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I wish to press
amendment 5 but not amendment 10. Perhaps the
minister can make it clear that he is giving an
assurance that the spirit of amendment 6 is being
met in other ways in the bill.

Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

Robert Brown: I did not fully understand what
Lord James was getting at in amendment 6, as he
did not explain that when he was speaking to his
amendments.

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
1, Against 7, Abstentions 0.

In the Executive amendments that deal with
combined parent councils, we are seeking to
ensure that, like an individual parent council, a
combined parent council has a representative from
any church or denominational body that has rights,
if you like—I am thinking of Catholic schools or
Episcopal or Jewish schools, of which there are a
few. I did not follow what Lord James was trying to
do with amendment 6.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: In view of that
assurance, I will not press amendment 6.
However, I will press amendment 5, and I think I
will have to press amendment 4 as well because it
is an enabling provision.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 4 be agreed to. Are we all agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)

AGAINST
Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
1, Against 7, Abstentions 0.
I say to Lord James that I announced the result
not to rub salt into the wound, but because my
clerks tell me that I should always announce the
results of divisions.
Amendment 4 disagreed to.

Amendment 5 disagreed to.
The Convener: Amendment 1, in the name of
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton, is in a group on its
own.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Amendment 1
aims to ensure that no person who is on the
disqualified from working with children list can be a
member of a parent council. It seeks to ensure
that the safety and protection of children are
safeguarded by precluding from membership of
parent councils those who may not necessarily
have the children’s best interests at heart. It is
essentially an amendment to protect children.
I move amendment 1.
Robert Brown: I appreciate the intention behind
amendment 1. Everyone around the table is in
favour of child protection, but that is not the issue.
The Executive is fully committed to ensuring that
children are protected from those who seek to
harm them. The current consultation on the
Scottish vetting and barring scheme—the Bichard
bill, if you like—makes that commitment clear.
However, given the Protection of Children
(Scotland) Act 2003 and the fact that we are
developing further measures to ensure that
children are protected, I ask the committee to
resist amendment 1. Child protection issues are
already covered in legislation that is specifically
designed for that purpose. That legislation is
complex, as we know from recent controversies.
The Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill is
not designed specifically to deal with the issue.
Only some parents who want to get involved in a
school and support their child’s education will be in
a “child care position” for the purposes of the 2003
act. The situation is clarified in the document
“Guidance to the Voluntary Sector on Who Needs
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to be Checked Against the Disqualified from
Working with Children Lists”.
Organisations—including parent councils—need
to consider the specific role being undertaken by
an individual and the particular circumstances that
apply. Disclosure checking is only one part of
good practice in recruitment and child protection.
The onus is on organisations to ensure that, in
general, they have in place robust recruitment
practices and sound child protection procedures.
Amendment 1 may also be seen as going
against the approach adopted in schedule 2 to the
Protection of Children (Scotland) Act 2003, as it
effectively seeks to extend the definition of child
care positions to cover specific appointments. That
issue was debated long and hard during the
passage of the 2003 act.
The definition in the 2003 act is extensive—
some people have argued that it is too extensive—
and it will capture the posts that should properly
be covered by that act. The addition of specific
committees or any other specific posts is not
necessary if Parliament is confident that the
approach that it took in the 2003 act was the right
one. At the time, the Parliament gave detailed
consideration to the background and the matters
that had to be taken forward.
It is important to be proportionate and to
consider the risks to children. The main duties of a
parent council will not involve direct access to
children. More important, I have concerns that an
unintended effect of amendment 1 might be that
some parents might be discouraged from
becoming involved in a parent council if they had
to undergo a disclosure check—not because they
have anything to hide, but because they do not
want to go through the procedure. The issue has
been raised by the voluntary sector more generally
across the board. Although it is obviously
necessary to take a prescriptive route for some
child care positions, there is a real risk that if the
amendment is agreed to, the provision could act
as a barrier to recruitment to parent councils. The
creation of such barriers is exactly what we are
trying to avoid.
Although I accept entirely the motivation behind
amendment 1, I hope that Lord James DouglasHamilton will accept some of the arguments that I
have put forward in response. I ask him to
consider withdrawing the amendment; if it goes to
a vote, I ask the committee to reject it.
12:00
Fiona Hyslop: I wish to discuss some issues of
logic and practicality. I am concerned about the
minister’s
remarks
on
voluntary
sector
representatives saying that the disclosure process
has discouraged people from taking part in
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activities. That runs completely contrary to the
evidence from Executive research with which we
have been presented. The minister might wish to
reflect on that.
We should remind ourselves that there will be
individuals on the list under the Protection of
Children (Scotland) Act 2003 who are members of
the wider parent forum because such forums will
include all parents, and it is important to reflect
that. If someone who has committed an offence is
on the parent forum simply because they are a
parent, why should we treat their membership of a
parent council differently? The issue is that parent
councils will develop policy. I can understand the
child protection arguments, and we have a duty
and a responsibility to the wider community to say
that, if someone is on the list, that is a ground for
debarring them from involvement in developing
any policy on schools. However, my issue with
Lord James’s proposal is how it would be enforced
practically, as it would be difficult for parent
councils to police. The wording of amendment 1 is
general. It simply says that people on the 2003 act
list would not be eligible to be on a parent council.
If it were found later on that a person was on the
list, they would be disbarred immediately—I think
that the wording of the amendment is general
enough to cover that. I will be interested to hear
Lord James’s response to those points.
The Convener: Before calling Lord James to
wind up on his amendment, I invite the minister to
make any further points that he wishes.
Robert Brown: Fiona Hyslop raises a number
of valid points. This is a difficult area—let us make
no bones about it—and there are no easy
solutions. I take the point about research with
respect to the voluntary sector. Nevertheless, both
individually and collectively, we continue to receive
suggestions from the sector that there is an issue
with debarring. We will have to monitor the
situation. I do not wish to overstate the matter, but
we must give way to child protection issues if they
exist.
The particular provisions in the 2003 act are in
place to deal with such issues. I am more than
happy to talk further with individuals such as Lord
James about their concerns if they feel that there
might be ways to tackle them more effectively.
There is a route forward through recruitment to the
parent councils, and we will explore whether it is
necessary to do anything with respect to the
process by which people come forward.
Fiona Hyslop makes the valid point that a parent
council is not an employing body in the usual
sense—at least, not in the context that we are
discussing—and there might be issues around
how the council works in that respect. As I have
said, I am more than happy to hold further
discussions with members on this matter.
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To proceed with amendment 1 as drafted would
be premature. Lord James has raised an important
issue, which, as Fiona Hyslop suggests, we will
want to ponder further. I do not recommend that
the committee agrees to the amendment.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: To answer
Fiona Hyslop’s point, I support an accelerated
procedure. However, having listened to the
minister, my worry is that certain individuals who
are inappropriate and who should not be on a
parent council might fall through the net. The
principle of the protection of children is very
important. I wish to press the amendment in order
to test the thinking of the committee.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 1 be agreed to. Are we all agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)

AGAINST
Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
4, Against 4, Abstentions 0. My casting vote is for
the status quo.
Amendment 1 disagreed to.
The Convener: We come now to amendment
22.
Robert Brown: Before that, I would like to
stress that I am happy to discuss the matters
relating to amendment 1 further with members.
The issue deserves to be developed with respect
to the procedures that are to be followed.
The Convener: I thank the minister for that.
Amendment 22, in the name of Fiona Hyslop,
was debated with amendment 4.
Fiona Hyslop: In the light of the minister’s
comments, I will not move amendment 22, but I
hope that we can revisit the subject at stage 3.
Amendments 22 and 6 not moved.
Section 7 agreed to.
Section 8—Functions of a Parent Council
Amendment 33 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
The Convener: Amendment 23, in the name of
Ken Macintosh, was debated with amendment 19.
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I ask Frank McAveety whether he wishes to move
amendment 23.
Mr McAveety: So we have not voted on
amendment 23. We voted on amendment 21.
The Convener: Amendment 23 has different
wording from amendment 33, which we have just
agreed to, and is not technically pre-empted by it.
Mr McAveety: Obviously, my concern was to
ensure that amendment 21 was agreed to. I think
that the minister suggested that amendment 33
addressed what was in amendment 23. That is my
understanding, so I am happy not to move
amendment 23.
The Convener: My understanding is that
amendments 23 and 33 provide, in effect,
alternative wording for the same thing.
Amendment 23 not moved.
The Convener: The next group is on the
functions, operation and administration of a parent
council. Amendment 53, in the name of Rosemary
Byrne, is grouped with amendments 2 and 8.
Ms Byrne: Amendment 53 is intended to
reinforce the close relationship that must exist
between the parent forum and the parent council.
The amendment would also ensure that the parent
council reflects the views of the parent forum and
does not act in an executive or arm’s-length
capacity. The amendment seeks to ensure that the
council and the forum are not at odds with each
other.
I move amendment 53.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: The purpose
of amendment 2 is to create an obligation for
parent councils to draft agendas and keep
minutes. School boards are currently subject to
freedom of information requests and parent
councils, too, will be subject to the Freedom of
Information (Scotland) Act 2002. Therefore, it is
important that they are accountable.
On amendment 8, to facilitate efficient and costeffective communication between parent councils,
they must have access to e-mail, with dedicated email addresses for each parent council.
Dr Murray: On amendment 53, the parent
council will be elected by the parent forum. The
parent council will know whether it is discussing
matters that are of interest to the forum only if they
appear to be of such interest. I am not sure how
we can ensure that matters are of interest to the
forum, other than by the council understanding
that they are of such interest.
On amendment 2, having an agenda and all the
rest of it is good practice, but I do not know
whether that needs to be set out in legislation. I
know that similar provisions were set out for
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school boards in the Standards in Scotland’s
Schools etc Act 2000, but I am not sure that it is
necessary to include in the bill that councils must
have an agenda and take minutes. It will be
normal good practice to do so and I am sure that
guidance will indicate that to people.
On amendment 8, communication by electronic
mail is a good idea. However, not every parent will
use e-mail. I know that an awful lot of people use
e-mail nowadays, but not every member of a
parent forum may have e-mail or particularly wish
to use it, so to legislate to say that we must enable
people to communicate by e-mail rather than by
other means, such as by letter, is probably
unnecessary.
Fiona Hyslop: I think that amendment 8 was
lodged because, for some bizarre reason that I
cannot understand, it has not been the practice to
give school boards access to e-mail accounts for
communication. I understand why amendment 8
has been lodged and I believe that Lord James is
correct to promote it.
On amendment 53, I agree with Rosemary
Byrne’s arguments and sentiment, but I believe
that what she proposes could be prescriptive. We
will expect the parent council to act as a leader
and to deal rapidly with particular areas of
concern—for example school closures, which this
committee has addressed. I would be concerned if
the only way in which a parent council could take
up a concern was to go back to every member of
the parent forum before proceeding or making
representations. I understand where Rosemary
Byrne is coming from, but the amendment could
have unintended consequences that could act as
a drag on the parent council’s activity and make it
slow and cumbersome in an area in which the
wider parent forum would perhaps want it to press
ahead. It is an argument for constant referenda,
and I am not necessarily a great supporter of that,
or only in a few cases.
Robert Brown: As a lawyer, I was fascinated by
amendment 53. We had quite a long debate with
officials about what it meant and what the
difference would be. We came to the view that, as
Fiona Hyslop says, the amendment would narrow
the scope of what could be done. I accept entirely
what Rosemary Byrne is trying to do. We, too,
want it to be clear that a parent council should not
act without due regard to the parent forum.
However, we have to make the thing workable in
practice, and the parent council is often going to
be the initiating body for many of these sorts of
issues. Taking away the reference to “as appear
… to be” narrows down the potential under section
8. After a fascinating debate on the matter, for
which I thank Rosemary Byrne, I think that we
should reject the amendment.
Amendments 2 and 8, in the name of Lord
James Douglas-Hamilton, raise entirely valid


366

3148

matters. We want to ensure that the parent council
operates in an open and accountable way, which
is what minutes are all about. However,
amendment 2 does not say anything about
communicating the agenda and minutes to
members of the parent forum. Rather than just
having agendas and minutes, there must be a
culture of communication, and other amendments
go some distance in that regard. As one or two
members have said, these are matters for
guidance and they will be covered in the practical
resources that will be in the toolkit that is being
prepared to assist parent councils. Therefore,
there is no need for them to be dealt with in the
bill.
Amendment 8, on e-mail facilities, does not say
whom the parent council is to communicate with—
its members or the wider parent body. With the
wider body, e-mail has its troubles—Elaine Murray
touched on that—as not every parent has e-mail
facilities. It is important that parents have such
facilities, but that is not the sort of detail that would
usually be put in a bill. There is already a more
general provision in section 11(4) that allows
education authorities to provide parent councils
with services or accommodation. It is also worth
saying, as Frank McAveety touched on—I say this
as a technophobe, as he claims to be—that the
Scottish schools digital network will become fully
operational in 2007. That may be the platform on
which to take forward the availability of e-mail
addresses and other facilities to parent councils.
That is being considered as the network is
developed, and officials will keep in touch with
existing parent organisations that have shown an
interest in the matter.
Against that background, it would not be
sensible to agree to the amendments in the name
of Lord James Douglas-Hamilton. I hope that,
following that explanation, he will be prepared not
to move amendments 2 and 8.
Ms Byrne: I will reflect on what the minister has
said and may return to the matter at stage 3.
Amendment 53, by agreement, withdrawn.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: In view of the
fact that the minister has said that these matters
will be covered in guidance, I will not move
amendments 2 and 8.
Amendment 2 not moved.
The Convener: Amendment 54, in the name of
Rosemary Byrne, is grouped with amendments 34,
35, 7, 55 and 38.
Ms Byrne: It will be no surprise that I have
lodged amendment 54. The matter was touched
on in evidence taking. As the bill stands, the
parent
council
would
need
to
make
representations to the head teacher and the

3149

29 MARCH 2006

education
authority
only
before
making
representations to HMIE, not before making
representations to any other such person as the
council considers appropriate. To foster good
relationships among the council, the head teacher
and the education authority, and to maintain good
faith, the parent council should be required to
make formal representations to the head teacher
and the education authority before making
representations to anyone else. Amendment 54 is
a just and fair amendment that would save a lot of
problems and divisions in the future.
I move amendment 54.
12:15
Robert Brown: As Rosemary Byrne has rightly
pointed out, this emerged as a bit of an issue at
stage 1. Nevertheless, I ask the committee to
resist amendment 54, as we must have the
linkage to HMIE where that is appropriate. I
recognise that there are a number of concerns
about the way in which sections 8(2) and 8(3)
have been drafted, and we have lodged
amendments 34 and 35 to address those
concerns. I hope that the committee will recognise
that, taken together, they satisfy the wish that was
expressed in the stage 1 report that referrals to
HMIE should occur only when all other options to
address concerns have been exhausted.
We considered the issue in the School
Education (Ministerial Powers and Independent
Schools) (Scotland) Bill when I was a member of
the committee. We talked about having a
procedure and a structure, which is what we are
trying to establish. Generally speaking, parent
councils will have to have made representations to
both the head teacher of the school and the
education authority and to have received a reply
from both before they make representations to
HMIE.
Amendments 34 and 35 will help all parties to
address concerns as locally as possible. In most
instances, it should be possible for the parent
council to resolve issues with the school without
recourse to the education authority. Obviously,
that is highly desirable. The Education (Additional
Support for Learning) (Scotland) Act 2004
addressed
similar
considerations.
The
amendments should also ensure, as Peter
Peacock made clear when giving evidence to the
committee, that HMIE is drawn into issues only as
a last resort.
Against that background, I hope that Lord James
Douglas-Hamilton will not move amendment 7. I
believe that the Executive amendments cover the
main intent of what he is trying to do without being
quite as prescriptive. In any event, the second part
of amendment 7 gives me some concern because
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an education authority could conceivably refuse to
agree that there is no prospect of a matter being
resolved and thereby block the parent council’s
way to HMIE. I do not think that that is what Lord
James Douglas-Hamilton is trying to do.
Similarly, I ask members of the committee to
resist amendment 55. Parent councils can seek
independent advice from whomever they choose;
it is not necessary to specify that in the bill.
Amendment 38 is necessary to address the
grammatical structure of that subsection, which, in
its present form, is not technically correct. It is all
to do with plurals and singulars. It is a technical,
grammatical amendment the overall effect of
which will be to make the section clearer and
grammatically correct.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I thank the
minister for what he has said. He has addressed
the essence of amendment 7, which is to protect
HMIE
against
frivolous
and
vexatious
representations or complaints. I am content with
the assurances that the minister has given and
with the amendments that he has lodged.
Ms Byrne: I will not press amendment 54.
Amendment 54, by agreement, withdrawn.
Amendments 34 and
Brown]—and agreed to.

35

moved—[Robert

Amendments 7 and 55 not moved.
The Convener: Amendment 12, in the name of
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton, is grouped with
amendments 37, 42, 42A and 43.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Amendment
12 would safeguard against parent councils
discussing confidential information regarding, for
example, the additional support needs of individual
pupils. That would have been particularly
important if amendment 2, which sought to impose
a duty on parent councils to keep minutes, had
been passed; however, I did not move that
amendment, as the matter will be covered in
guidance.
There are certain confidential matters relating to
an individual that, if raised in public, could lead to
slander or libel actions. Therefore, it is not
appropriate for certain confidential material
relating to certain individuals to be discussed
freely. The principle, the generality and matters of
concern should be discussed, but confidential
information about individuals should not be
discussed.
I move amendment 12.
Robert Brown: In response to Lord James
Douglas-Hamilton’s reference to slander and libel,
I cannot resist pointing out that in Scotland the
term is defamation.
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I accept entirely the intention behind amendment
12, but I do not think that he has got it quite right. I
am concerned that its effect would be to hinder the
effective operation of the parent council by
restricting its ability to discuss confidential matters,
which it will need to do from time to time. Our
amendment 37 is more apt to deal with the matter
that Lord James quite rightly raises.
Some issues fall outwith a parent council’s remit.
For example, it would be inappropriate for the
council to discuss matters of employment rights
relating to individual staff members or personal
matters relating to individual pupils. At the same
time, in order to carry out its functions effectively,
the parent council must be able to discuss some
confidential matters. It might be involved in the
appointments process for senior staff and might
have received confidential information from the
education authority about the candidates who are
applying to be the head teacher. In such
circumstances, the council—or the council
members involved—must be able to discuss the
information received. The council will have to
ensure that it adheres to the same terms of
confidentiality that apply to the education authority
itself. The council might wish to employ a clerk,
which might involve its considering confidential
information relating to individual applicants.
We will state in guidance the nature of issues in
which it would not be appropriate for a parent
council to get involved, which is an important
element, and the need to respect the
confidentiality of sensitive information to which a
parent council might have to have regard in
exercising its functions.
The commitment to produce guidance on
confidential issues is a matter of record as it was
given when the minister appeared before the
committee on 11 January and was repeated in his
letter to the committee of 17 March. Against that
background, I do not think that we need
amendment 42A, in the name of Rosemary Byrne,
which would provide for the specific topics to be
covered in guidance to be listed in the bill. That
approach is too inflexible.
Amendments 42 and 43 deal with the more
general issue of guidance. The committee
welcomed the flexible approach that the bill takes
to the establishment and operation of parent
councils. However, we note its view that guidance
will be crucial in informing the work that authorities
will need to undertake to develop the new parent
bodies.
Amendment 42 signals our commitment to
provide clear guidance. It will require ministers to
provide guidance to education authorities in
respect of their duties to prepare a strategy for
parental involvement and to promote a scheme for
establishing parent councils. It will also require
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ministers to provide guidance to parent councils
on how they may carry out their functions.
Amendment 43 will retain the power in the bill for
ministers to provide guidance on any other section
in the bill.
It is important that parent councils conduct their
meetings in an open and transparent manner.
That is what underlies amendment 37, which also
allows parent councils to determine when the
matters on their agenda should be discussed
behind closed doors. I hope that that will address
some of members’ concerns. There is nothing
terribly different about that, because many
committees operate in that way, but the
amendments make rather clearer what we have in
mind.
Amendments 37, 42 and 43 provide the proper
way forward.
Ms Byrne: I welcome the minister’s comments
about guidance. There are sensitive and
confidential matters that arise in schools that
should not be the subject of discussion with the
parent council. Such matters include information
regarding individual pupils and members of staff
and relationships between staff and pupils or
between staff members. It would be inappropriate
for such information to be the subject of discussion
with the parent council. It could be the subject of
litigation—I hope that I am using the right word—if
a parent council were to consider the position of
named pupils. For instance, a pupil who is causing
disruption in the school might become part of a
discussion at the parent council. If I can be given
assurances that such situations will be covered in
the guidance, I will not press amendment 42A.
The Convener: Minister, do you wish to
respond to that?
Robert Brown: I have already given that
assurance, but I am happy to repeat it.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I thank the
minister for his assurances and for correcting my
wrong terminology. It might be of interest to him
that actions of defamation in Scotland are rare
whereas actions for slander and libel south of the
border are much more frequent. I accept that the
matter will be covered in guidance so I will not
press amendment 12.
Amendment 12, by agreement, withdrawn.
The Convener: Amendment 36, in the name of
the minister, is grouped with amendment 41.
Robert Brown: I do not want to dwell on
amendments 36 and 41, which are both tidying-up
amendments for clarification. The bill provides for
cessation of a parent council when a school no
longer exists. Amendment 36 makes it clear that
the parent council will not continue to exist when a
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school amalgamates with another school. That
situation will be dealt with in the same way as it
would when a school is discontinued.

Dr Jean Turner (Strathkelvin and Bearsden)
(Ind): I have found proceedings interesting. This is
an important subject.

Where two schools amalgamate, there should
be a new parent council and the new parent forum
should have the chance to agree the nature of the
parent council for the new school set-up. We will
make it clear in guidance that an education
authority must have a defined way of ensuring that
parents’ interests from both or all schools are fairly
represented during any transitional period.

Amendment 46 to section 9 seeks to insert at
the end of line 12, on page 7:

Amendment 41 is similar and will ensure that a
combined parent council does not continue to exist
once the number of schools is reduced to one for
whatever reason. In that circumstance, members
of the parent forum might want to consider what
changes they need or want to make so that the
new parent council reflects the change in
circumstances.
I move amendment 36.
Amendment 36 agreed to.
Section 8, as amended, agreed to.
Section 9—Attendance of headteacher at
meeting of Parent Council
The Convener: I indicated earlier that we would
stop proceedings around 12.15 once we reached
the end of a section. However, I propose that we
deal with the next group of amendments because
Jean Turner has been sitting here for the past
hour and a half and it would be a shame not to
deal with the group of amendments in which her
amendment features. I propose to consider the
next group of amendments and then dispose of
the amendments already debated. That will take
us up to the end of section 11. At the next
meeting, we will start with section 12. Is that
agreed?
Members indicated agreement.
The Convener: Amendment 56, in the name of
Rosemary Byrne, is grouped with amendment 46.
Ms Byrne: Amendment 56 mirrors more
accurately the current role of the head teacher in
existing school boards and would make it a
professional obligation rather than a statutory duty
to attend parent council meetings and give advice.
The amendment is more in line with the
contractual provisions that relate to the post of
head teacher as outlined in the national Scottish
Negotiating Committee for Teachers agreement
that followed the 2001 McCrone agreement. I
know that the matter was raised in evidence and
has already been discussed during consideration
of the bill.

“The headteacher—
(a)

must where requested by the council, and

(b)

may, in any other case,

provide advice to the council on education matters.”

When I first met parents in my constituency, they
were cautious about the bill because they were
happy with the parent boards that they knew; they
were apprehensive. East Dunbartonshire Council’s
school board forum and the educational and
cultural services committee have been following
the bill closely and every member now approves of
its intention to involve parents more easily in
education. However, they have concerns about
the potential effectiveness of the proposed school
councils compared with school boards if the head
teacher is not assigned in legislation the role of
adviser. The School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988
appointed the head teacher as the adviser to the
school board. That allowed head teachers to fulfil
the useful function of advising parents on
educational matters.
Parents feel that the solution to the problem is to
appoint the head teacher as adviser to the parent
council and the parent forum. That would mean
that parents could seek guidance where
appropriate. It would not stop them advancing their
views or seeking information; it would enhance the
council’s work and provide a check and balance
on what it is appropriate to discuss at meetings, as
we have heard. For example, it has been
suggested that matters may arise in relation to
which confidential information on attainment,
medical conditions or bullying incidents may be
requested or that parents might put to the council
gender-specific matters that involve staff
members. In such cases, it would be appropriate
for the head teacher to be able to state with
legislative authority that the information was not
for the council, but was a matter for the education
authority, probably in a complaint.
Parents are anxious that, if that is not in the bill,
head teachers and unions might no longer think
that they have to undertake that work without
being job sized—if that is the term—to do so and
local authorities might state that they do not have
the resources to allow head teachers to act as
advisers to parent councils. I urge the minister, the
Scottish Executive and the Education Committee
to accept amendment 46, because the bill will be
richer for its inclusion.

I move amendment 56.
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12:30
Fiona Hyslop: I will comment briefly on
amendment 56. It concerns a legitimate point of
argument and debate but, at stage 1, the
committee went into the question of whether head
teachers should have the right and the duty to
attend meetings of the parent council and
concluded that they should have both.
The point of section 9 is to respect the
professionalism of head teachers and the vital
educational role that they should play in the parent
council. Amendment 46, in the name of Jean
Turner, addresses that. I am concerned that the
only part of the bill that mentions advice and
information is section 11(2). Section 11(2)(a) says
that an education authority must take steps to
ensure that the head teacher and staff provide
advice to the parent council on parental
involvement, which is quite narrow, and section
11(2)(b) says that the advice and information
should be consistent with the bill, which, of course,
is about parental involvement only.
Amendment 46 respects the importance of the
head teacher’s role as an adviser on broader
educational issues. That would be of benefit to not
only the parent council but the education authority,
because there could be issues in particular areas.
The amendment is worth serious consideration
and support.
Dr Murray: It is appropriate that the head
teacher or his or her representative should have a
duty to attend parent council meetings. They
should not only have the right to attend, but an
obligation to attend should be placed on them. I do
not agree with Rosemary Byrne on that.
I am slightly puzzled by amendment 46 because
I cannot foresee an instance in which a head
teacher would attend a parent council in any role
other than to advise it. I cannot imagine that the
head teacher would just go along and keep
schtum; that would be a curious thing to do. The
way that amendment 46 is worded means that, if
the parent council or somebody on it felt that the
head teacher had not advised them, or if the head
teacher was found to have neglected to advise the
council on a certain issue, they would have broken
the law. That is too onerous a burden to place on
head teachers. Although I agree that they should
have a duty to attend parent council meetings,
amendment 46 goes too far.
Robert Brown: Amendments 56 and 46 both
relate to the role of the head teacher in attending
the parent council.
A number of members have commented on
amendment 56. I agree that the right and duty to
attend are both important. The committee did not
support the stance that the Educational Institute of
Scotland, which raised the issue originally, took on
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the matter. Amendment 56 would undoubtedly
weaken the head teacher’s link with the parent
council, which is not desirable. The relationship
must be close, and Rosemary Byrne is, in effect,
saying that it is optional for the head teacher to
attend and take part in the parent council’s
meetings, which is not an acceptable position to
take. The duty and right to attend are linked and
will give the parent council confidence that the
head teacher has the duty to attend the meeting
and the head teacher confidence that the parent
council cannot throw him or her out of its
discussions. Interestingly, Rosemary Byrne made
a link between the two, in that she made an
observation about the head teacher’s professional
duty to attend and give advice.
An issue arises from amendment 46 that Fiona
Hyslop drew out. Indeed, I had a discussion on the
matter before today’s meeting as I tried to work
through the effects of the amendments. My
understanding is that head teachers’ professional
duties include the giving of advice on such matters
to school councils or parent councils. If that is the
case, the amendment is not necessary. However, I
agree with Fiona Hyslop that the parental
involvement provisions in section 11(2) do not go
quite that far. I will explore the matter a little further
and find out whether I can get a definitive view
from officials. I ask Dr Turner to withdraw her
amendment on the basis that we will advise on our
position on the matter before stage 3.
There may be a point in what Elaine Murray said
about going too far in the opposite direction.
Again, it is a question of getting the right balance.
There is no question but that our policy intent is
that head teachers will normally attend parent
council meetings to give general advice on
matters—large and small—that fall within their role
as head teacher. They will play their part in the
deliberations of the parent council as full,
professionally knowledgeable members. I do not
think that there is any disagreement about that.
They might not need to give technical advice on
many occasions, but issues about standard
grades or things like that will arise from time to
time and the head teacher’s advice and
contribution will be valuable.
We want to ensure that we proceed in the most
appropriate and sensible way. I have received
correspondence on the matter from Councillor Eric
Gotts of East Dunbartonshire Council, and Jean
Turner has also represented the views of the
council. However, I ask Rosemary Byrne to
withdraw amendment 56, and I ask Jean Turner
not to move amendment 46, on the basis that I
mentioned.
Amendment 56, by agreement, withdrawn.
Amendment 37 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
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Amendment 46 not moved.
Section 9, as amended, agreed to.
After section 9
The Convener: Does Lord James wish to move
amendment 10?
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I think that the
minister said that the matter is covered in another
way, so I will not move the amendment.
Amendment 10 not moved.
Section 10 agreed to.
After section 10
The Convener: Does Lord James wish to move
amendment 13?
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I will not move
the amendment. Apart from anything else, it could
lead to trouble with charitable status.
Amendment 13 not moved.
Section 11—Duties of education authority to a
Parent Council etc
The Convener: Does Fiona Hyslop wish to
move amendment 24?
Fiona Hyslop: On the basis that amendment 17
was disagreed to, I will not move amendment 24.
Amendments 24 and 8 not moved.
Amendment 38 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
Section 11, as amended, agreed to.
The Convener: That concludes consideration of
amendments for today. At our next meeting, we
will start with section 12. I remind members that
amendments to the remaining sections must be
submitted by 12 noon tomorrow.
I thank the minister and his team, and Dr Turner,
for their attendance. I suspend the meeting for a
few moments to allow a change of personnel at
the table.
12:40
Meeting suspended.
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2nd Marshalled List of Amendments for Stage 2
The Bill will be considered in the following order—
Sections 1 to 13
Schedule
Section 24

Sections 15 to 23
Section 14
Long Title

Amendments marked * are new (including manuscript amendments) or have been altered.
Section 12
Fiona Hyslop
Supported by: Ms Rosemary Byrne
25

In section 12, page 8, line 33, at end—
<( ) An education authority are to take such steps as appear to them to be appropriate to
address the factors which, in their judgement, discourage parental involvement in
parents’ own children’s education and in their school generally.>
After section 12
Mr Kenneth Macintosh

26

After section 12, insert—
<Duty of education authority to monitor the composition of Parent Councils
An education authority are, for the purpose of encouraging equal opportunities, to—
(a) monitor the composition of any Parent Councils established for schools in the
authority’s area, and
(b) report annually the results of this monitoring.>
Section 13
Mr Kenneth Macintosh

27

In section 13, page 9, line 12, at end insert <, and
( ) the promotion of equal opportunities in the school.>
Section 16
Robert Brown

39

In section 16, page 11, line 13, after <2(3)(b),> insert <7(1),>
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Robert Brown
40

In section 16, page 11, line 15, at end insert—
<(11A) Subsection (11B) applies where a Combined Parent Council is being established and
one or more of the represented schools is a denominational school (within the meaning
given by section 7(3)).
(11B) The constitution of the Combined Parent Council must provide for—
(a) the church or denominational body in whose interest a represented school is
conducted, or
(b) where there is more than one such church or denominational body, each church or
body,
to nominate at least one person to be a co-opted member of the council.>
Robert Brown

41

In section 16, page 11, line 23, after <discontinued> insert <or amalgamated with another
school>
Section 19
Robert Brown

42

In section 19, page 12, line 13, at end insert—
<(A1) The Scottish Ministers must issue guidance—
(a) to education authorities, as respects the discharge by those authorities of their
functions under sections 2 and 6, and

5

(b) to Parent Councils and Combined Parent Councils, as respects the discharge by
those councils of their functions under section 8 (or as the case may be under that
section as applied by section 16(11)).>
Ms Rosemary Byrne

42A As an amendment to amendment 42, line 7, at end insert <and in particular matters which, in the
opinion of Scottish Ministers, it is not appropriate for a Parent Council to consider.>
Robert Brown
43

In section 19, page 12, line 16, leave out <this Act> and insert <any section not mentioned in
subsection (A1)>
Section 20
Mr Kenneth Macintosh

28

In section 20, page 12, line 24, at end insert—
<( ) In this Act, “equal opportunities” has the same meaning as in Section L2 of Part II of
Schedule 5 to the Scotland Act 1998 (c.46).>

2
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Schedule
Robert Brown
45

In the schedule, page 14, line 6, at end insert—
<Section 87B>
Ms Rosemary Byrne

57

In the schedule, page 14, line 6, at end insert—
<Section 87A>
Section 14
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

14

In section 14, page 9, line 27, leave out from <entail> to end of line 28 and insert <, where a
Parent Council is established for the school to which an appointment is made, entail the
involvement of a panel of the type mentioned in subsection (2A).
(2A) Where the appointment of a headteacher is being considered, the panel will consist of
equal numbers of persons nominated by—
(a) the education authority (one of whose nominees shall be the chairman of the
committee), and
(b) the Parent Council.
(2B) In any other case, the panel will include, in addition to equal numbers of the persons
mentioned in subsection (2A), the headteacher of the school, who shall also be chairman
of the committee.>
Robert Brown

58

In section 14, page 9, line 28, at end insert—
<(2A) A person who is not a member of a Parent Council may, at the request of the council,
assist it in discharging its functions in connection with the appointment process.
(2B) An education authority are to make such arrangements as appear to them to be
appropriate to ensure that training which will be of assistance in the discharge of
functions in connection with the appointment process is made available to—
(a) members of any Parent Council;
(b) any person assisting a council under subsection (2A).>
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

15

In section 14, page 9, line 28, at end insert—
<( ) The appointment process must provide for appointments of headteachers and deputy
headteachers to relate to a named school only.>


374

3

After section 14
Fiona Hyslop
29

After section 14, insert—
<Procedure for transfer of headteacher or deputy headteacher
An education authority are to consult any Parent Council established for a school before
making arrangements for any transfer of that school’s headteacher or deputy
headteacher to another post within the area covered by the authority, if that transfer is to
last for a period of six months or longer.>
Long Title
Robert Brown

44

In the long title, page 1, line 4, leave out <headteachers and deputy headteachers> and insert
<teachers>

4
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Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
2nd Grouping of Amendments for Stage 2
This document provides procedural information which will assist in preparing for and
following proceedings on the above Bill. The information provided is as follows:
x
x

the list of groupings (that is, the order in which amendments will be debated). Any
procedural points relevant to each group are noted;
a list of the amendments on the 2nd Marshalled List of amendments for Stage 2
which have been debated.

Groupings of amendments
Duty to address factors discouraging parental involvement
25
Procedures for the appointment of teaching staff
45, 57, 44
Process for the appointment of headteachers and deputy headteachers
14, 58
Appointment of headteachers and deputy headteachers to named schools etc.
15, 29

Amendments already debated
Promotion of equal opportunities in relation to parental involvement
With amendment 18 - 26, 27, 28
Composition and office bearers of a Parent Council
With amendment 4 - 39, 40
Discussions of confidential issues and other guidance
With amendment 12 - 42, 42A, 43
Amalgamation of schools
With amendment 36 - 41
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EDUCATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES
9th Meeting, 2006 (Session 2)
Wednesday 19 April 2006
Present:
Richard Baker (Committee Substitute)
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Deputy Convener)
Dr Elaine Murray
Mr Andrew Welsh (Committee Substitute)

Ms Rosemary Byrne
Mr Frank McAveety
Iain Smith (Convener)

Apologies: Ms Wendy Alexander, Fiona Hyslop, Adam Ingram
Also present: Robert Brown, Deputy Minister for Children and Young People
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill: The Committee considered the Bill at
Stage 2 (Day 2).
The following amendments were agreed to (without division): 39, 40, 41, 42, 43, 45, 57,
58 and 44.
The following amendments were disagreed to (by division)—
25 (For 3, Against 5, Abstentions 0)
14 (For 1, Against 7, Abstentions 0)
15 (For 3, Against 5, Abstentions 0)
The following amendments were not moved: 26, 27, 42A, 28 and 29.
Sections 16 and 19, the schedule, section 14 and the long title were agreed to as
amended.
Sections 12, 13, 15, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23 and 24 were agreed to without amendment.
The Committee completed Stage 2 consideration of the Bill.
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10:26
On resuming—

Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Stage 2
The Convener: Agenda item 4 is our second
and final day of stage 2 consideration of the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. I
welcome again the Deputy Minister for Education
and Young People, who will speak on the
Executive’s behalf. He is supported by Deirdre
Watt, the bill team leader; Neil Ross, from the
office of the solicitor to the Scottish Executive; and
Donald Henderson, whose title I do not have in
front of me, although I am sure that it is very
important. I remind members that officials cannot
speak in the debate but can advise the minister.
Members should have a copy of the bill, the
second marshalled list and the second list of
groupings. Several amendments that we debated
at our previous meeting have still to be disposed
of and we will deal with them as we reach them on
the marshalled list.
Section 12—Duties of education authority to
parents generally
The Convener: Amendment 25, in the name of
Fiona Hyslop, is in a group on its own. Andrew
Welsh will move the amendment on Fiona
Hyslop’s behalf.
Mr Welsh: The bill’s core aim is to increase
parental involvement generally. One development
is the introduction of a duty on ministers to support
and encourage parental involvement. Amendment
25 deals with education authorities’ responsibility
to address the factors that discourage parents’
involvement in a school generally and in their
children’s education specifically. It would introduce
in statute a more proactive and focused approach
for education authorities in identifying and tackling
barriers to effective parental involvement.
The amendment would provide ballast in support
of the bill. Without it, the danger is the extension of
a tick-box mentality under which, as long as a
parent council exists, some councils could claim to
be promoting parental involvement. The best
councils will proactively identify and tackle barriers
to parental involvement. The amendment would
ensure that every council does that.
I move amendment 25.
Ms Rosemary Byrne (South of Scotland)
(SSP): I support amendment 25, which is
important. In dealing with the bill, the committee
has discussed the dislocated or disconnected
groups of parents and children in schools. The
amendment would enable and encourage local
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authorities to consider carefully how they structure
the set-up in schools. It will give secondary
schools the opportunity to be more imaginative in
involving parents. It is important to provide for that
encouragement in the bill; otherwise, I fear that the
scenario will remain as it always has been and
that the bill will not improve the situation and will
not bring in those parents who are not engaged in
education but who we badly want and need to get
engaged. For those reasons, I hope that the
committee will support the amendment.
10:30
Mr Macintosh: I am sympathetic to the
reasoning behind amendment 25. We certainly
want to remove all the factors that would
discourage parental involvement. However, I have
the feeling that the amendment is unnecessary.
The whole ethos of the bill is to encourage
parental involvement and to remove factors that
discourage parental involvement. Trying to spell
that out in the proposed manner would not help
with understanding the bill.
The bill will do two things: first, it will improve the
method of parental representation; and it will
improve parental involvement. We are placing a
duty on local authorities always to have in mind
the improvement of parental involvement. Singling
out the issue as the amendment would do would
not help matters; it might confuse them.
Dr Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): Like Ken
Macintosh, I am sympathetic to the sentiment
behind amendment 25. However, I am not quite
sure what local authorities would be expected to
do. Some of the factors that discourage parental
involvement might lie outwith the remit of the local
authority. The wording of the amendment sounds
quite good, but I am not certain what additional
responsibility the education authority would have if
the amendment were agreed to.
Robert Brown: I am grateful for those
comments. Like committee members, I recognise
the intent behind the amendment in Fiona
Hyslop’s name and I sympathise with the desires
that lie behind it. I fully agree that an education
authority should take steps to address all the
factors that serve to inhibit parents or to
discourage them from taking an active interest in
their children’s education and learning and in the
life of the school. Indeed, as Ken Macintosh said,
that is what the bill is all about, and sections 1 and
2 set out duties in stronger and more general
language than that used in amendment 25. The
bill will require education authorities actively to
promote parental involvement in its widest sense
and to have an active strategy in place to develop
it.
The amendment downgrades the importance of
section 2 on strategies for parental involvement. It
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seeks to amend section 12, which is about
ensuring that education authorities, head teachers
and school staff are available to give advice and
information to parents about their children’s
education. The amendment seeks to introduce a
wider duty in respect of the factors that act against
parental involvement, but that would be better
addressed in section 2, which puts a duty on
authorities to prepare a strategy for parental
involvement. Far from encouraging a tick-box
mentality, that is a much more proactive approach
than has existed before, which very much takes on
board the issues to which Andrew Welsh drew
attention.
The committee will note that Executive
amendment 42 will require ministers to issue
guidance in respect of education authorities’
strategies for parental involvement. I hope that it
reassures Andrew Welsh, and indeed Rosemary
Byrne, to know that we will ensure that the
guidance addresses the need for strategies to take
account of all factors that discourage or inhibit
parental involvement in their children’s education
and learning. That will include factors arising from
disadvantage or inequality. There is no real
argument about the objective of the exercise; it is
just a question of how things are done.
With those assurances, I hope that Andrew
Welsh will feel able to withdraw amendment 25. If
not, I ask the committee to resist the amendment
on the ground that it is unnecessary.
Mr Welsh: I appreciate the sympathetic
comments that have been made about
amendment 25. I am a bit unhappy that the
amendment has been described as “unnecessary”
and that actions should apparently not be spelled
out. The key words in the amendment are “in their
judgement”, which put the onus on local
authorities to identify the measures that could be
taken to prevent action that discourages parental
involvement. The amendment seeks to give local
authorities the scope and flexibility to encourage
positive action on any factors that would
discourage parental involvement. In fact, instead
of downgrading the bill’s existing wording—as the
minister claimed it does—amendment 25 supports
and supplements its provisions. After all, we all
support parental involvement and want these
provisions to be implemented. As a result, I will
press amendment 25.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 25 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
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AGAINST

3174
Schedule

Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
3, Against 5, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 25 disagreed to.
Section 12 agreed to.
After section 12
Amendment 26 not moved.
Section 13—Headteacher’s report to Parent
Council, Combined Parent Council or Parent
Forum
Amendment 27 not moved.
Section 13 agreed to.
The Convener: The question is, that section 15
be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Mr Frank McAveety (Glasgow Shettleston)
(Lab): What about agreeing section 14, while we
are at it?
The Convener: Apparently, section 14 does not
need to be agreed to because it has not been
amended.
Section 15 agreed to.
Section 16—Establishment etc of Combined
Parent Council
Amendments 39, 40 and 41 moved—[Robert
Brown]—and agreed to.
Section 16, as amended, agreed to.
Sections 17 and 18 agreed to.
Section 19—Guidance
Amendment 42 moved—[Robert Brown].
Amendment 42A not moved.
Amendment 42 agreed to.
Amendment 43 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
Section 19, as amended, agreed to.
Section 20—Interpretation
Amendment 28 not moved.
Section 20 agreed to.
Sections 21 to 23 agreed to.

REPEALS

The Convener: Amendment 45, in the name of
the minister, is grouped with amendments 57 and
44.
Robert Brown: Section 87B of the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980, as inserted by the SelfGoverning Schools (Scotland) Act 1989, states
that education authorities must not exclude
anyone who is not employed by the authority from
consideration for appointment as a teacher. The
provision was intended to protect teachers in the
sector from being excluded from appointment to
an advertised local authority post.
However, as current employment legislation
already ensures open and fair competition for
advertised posts, retaining section 87B could
create a tension between existing legislation and
the flexible and modern appointments system that
we have proposed and that our key stakeholders
have told us that they want to see.
Section 87A of the 1980 act, which amendment
57, in the name of Rosemary Byrne, would repeal,
deals with the appointment of principal teachers.
The section is currently suspended and it is our
declared policy intention to repeal it. Many of our
key stakeholders, in particular local authorities and
teacher unions, raised the issue in response to the
consultation on head teacher appointments.
Therefore, although the issue does not concern
the involvement of parents, given how the bill has
evolved, we have the opportunity to repeal the
section and we are happy to accept amendment
57. It will be necessary to lodge a consequential
amendment relating to section 50 of the Local
Government in Scotland Act 2003, under which
section 87A is presently suspended. We will deal
with that by lodging a tidying-up amendment at
stage 3.
Amendment 44 is a consequential amendment
to the long title of the bill, which reflects the repeal
of section 87B, and now section 87A, and the
impact on appointment procedures for all
teachers, not just head teachers and deputes.
I move amendment 45.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Section 87B of
the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 states, with
regard to the selection of teachers:
“Without prejudice to section 7 of the Local Government
and Housing Act 1989 (which provides for the appointment
of staff of local authorities to be made on merit) and to any
requirement in any other enactment as to the
considerations to which they may or may not have regard in
making appointments, an education authority who are
considering an appointment of a teacher shall not exclude
any person from consideration for such an appointment on
the ground that—
(a) he is not employed by that education authority; or
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(b) he is not employed by a particular employer or class
of employer; or
(c) he is not currently employed as a teacher.”

It seems to me that the provisions of section 87B
are still valid. The minister talked about tensions,
but if he removes that whole section, he will be
introducing a situation that is too restrictive.
Robert Brown: That goes back to the point that
I made. We are talking about a particular section
that sets out specific requirements, which are no
longer necessary because of the general
arrangements in employment law.
We are trying to introduce a flexible
arrangement for the appointment of head
teachers, which can be altered and brought up to
date by regulation, if necessary, in accordance
with changing requirements of the standard for
headship, without having to pass an entirely new
bill. I do not imagine that section 87B of the 1980
act would cause an issue in most instances, but it
goes against the grain of the flexible arrangements
for appointments that we require. Against that
background, and given that the provisions are in
any event unnecessary, we request that the
committee agrees that the section should be
repealed.

thought it absolutely vital to be involved in that. One of the
ironies of the bill is that it actually presents an opportunity
to reduce the role of parents. I would find that very difficult
to live with.”—[Official Report, Education Committee, 14
December 2005; c 2917.]

Amendment 14 is based on the provisions of the
existing School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988; it
provides for the chair to be a nomination of the
education authority.
I am glad to support amendment 58, which is
entirely sensible. It will give parent councils the
right to seek advice on the appointment of head
teachers and will place a duty on authorities to
ensure that members of a parent council have
access to appropriate training on the appointment
of senior staff.
The appointment of a head teacher or deputy
head teacher is of crucial importance to a school
and its pupils, so it is desirable that parents, who
may neither be education professionals nor have
experience of the statutory framework, are given
training and advice to support them in forming
their views.
Given that I support the minister’s amendment
58, I wonder whether it is too much to hope that he
will support mine.
I move amendment 14.

Amendment 45 agreed to.
Amendment
57
moved—[Ms
Byrne]—and agreed to.
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Schedule, as amended, agreed to.
Section 14—Procedures for appointment of
headteacher or deputy and participation of a
Parent Council
The Convener: I now remember that we did not
deal with section 14 before, because we agreed to
deal with it last.
Amendment 14, in the name of Lord James
Douglas-Hamilton, is grouped with amendment 58.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Amendment
14 would ensure that there is no diminution in the
statutory rights of parents in relation to the
appointment of senior staff. It provides for the
setting out in the bill of procedures for parental
representation in the appointment of head
teachers and deputy heads, with parent councils
and local authorities represented equally on
appointment panels.
Bill McGregor of the Headteachers Association
of Scotland said at the Education Committee on
14 December:
“The bill sets out to improve parental involvement and to
encourage parents to join in the life of the school, so I
would have thought that partnership would be implicit when
it came to employing and appointing senior staff. My
experience in 15 years as a head teacher was that parents

10:45
The Convener: We will find out in a second. I
call the minister to speak to amendment 58 and
the other amendment in the group.
Robert Brown: Partnership is implicit in what
the Executive is trying to do in all aspects of the
bill. However, partnership is wider that that
between parents and the local authority;
professional
interests
are
also
involved.
Partnership is endemic to what we are trying to do.
Parents are and will continue to be involved in the
fullest way in the appointments process.
As part of the consultation on the bill, we asked
about the overarching principles of replacing and
modernising the appointments process for senior
staff and retaining parental involvement in the
process. We then undertook further consultation in
November, when we asked what the finer details
of the appointments process should look like. Our
intention is that such detail should be set out in
regulations rather than in primary legislation and
we have provided for that in the bill. As I have said
about other Executive amendments, that allows
processes to adapt more easily to wider change in
the educational agenda, including changes to the
standard for headship.
We
appreciate
that
representation
on
appointment panels is an important issue for
parents. However, as the committee will have
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seen from the consultation analysis and our
response, most key stakeholders do not want to
see a return to the kind of prescriptive legislation
that we have at the moment, which can quickly
become out of step with changes in educational
practice. Such prescription can also cause
unnecessary delays to the appointments process.
In our response to the consultation on head
teacher appointments, I think that we hit the nail
on the head when we said on the make-up of the
appointment panel:
“This is a complex area, we believe it is essential to strike
a balance between the different communities of interest:
parents who know the needs of their communities;
educational professionals who know most about the
demands of running modern schools; and the local
authority who carry statutory responsibilities both as
employer and in relation to the delivery of high quality
education in their area. We believe appointment panels are
stronger when they contain these different perspectives,
and when members are focussed on their single common
interest – to collectively secure for the school the best
possible candidate.”

I hope that that statement of intent is one that
committee members will find compelling and
attractive. However, our view is that the Executive
should not prescribe detailed composition of
panels from the centre. We want, through
regulations, to be able to optimise the involvement
of parents at all stages of the appointments
process—in the sift as well as in interview
procedures.
On amendment 58, I echo what Lord James
Douglas-Hamilton said. We recognise that training
can be helpful for members of parent councils. We
considered putting a general requirement for
training into the bill but, on balance, we came to
the view that it would be wrong to overformalise
the position by suggesting that training is a
prerequisite of being a member of a council, which
we know some parents might find off-putting. It will
be for parent councils to decide on what is
appropriate for them and to agree local
arrangements for training.
When it comes to involvement in the formal
process of appointments, we consider that there is
a real need for specialist training. As the
committee will see from our responses to the
consultation on head teacher and deputy head
teacher appointments, the need for training,
guidance and guidelines to be provided to all
parents who are involved in the appointments
process was a common thread throughout all
responses.
We have lodged amendment 58 to ensure that
education authorities are required to make
adequate training available to members of parent
councils, or persons acting on their behalf, who
are involved in the consideration and selection of
head and deputy head teachers. Our whole
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approach in the bill and in the consultation on
appointments is designed to ensure that the best
possible candidates are put in place and that all
stakeholder interests can contribute properly to the
process. Our aim is to have something that
everyone can sign up to—there is often consensus
in appointment procedures in any event.
Obviously, that is the best way forward.
I ask the committee to reject amendment 14, as
it goes in a different direction, which would be
inflexible and out of date in comparison with the
new requirements that we seek to introduce
through the bill.
Mr Macintosh: On amendment 58, I hope that
the committee will be unanimous, as were the
consultation responses, in accepting the need for
and desirability of training for parents who apply to
sit on a board to appoint a head teacher. That
would be a valuable addition.
On amendment 14, although I can see where
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton is coming from—as
the bill is all about promoting parental involvement,
and we want parents to be involved in the
appointment of head teachers—I feel that we have
tried to strike a balance between the flexibility that
the bill offers and the rather rigid and overly formal
system that the school boards imposed, and that a
return to the school boards system would not be
welcome. There is a huge variety of different
schools across Scotland and to impose one
system for the appointment of head teachers for
all schools would not be desirable or in the best
interests of parents at all those schools.
My experience is that, where parents are
involved in the appointment of a head teacher, it is
highly unlikely that a panel with a majority of
professionals or local authority representatives
would overrule the wishes of parents if the parent
representatives on the appointment panel felt
strongly against an appointment. I do not think that
we need to build in so formal and restrictive a
policy as Lord James Douglas-Hamilton suggests
in amendment 14 with his proposal for a certain
level of parental representation. I suggest that the
committee should reject amendment 14 but accept
amendment 58.
Dr Murray: Like Ken Macintosh and the
minister, I feel that amendment 14 runs contrary to
the spirit of the bill, although I can understand why
Lord James feels that parents should be
significantly involved at the final stage. I also have
to disagree with the suggestion that parental
involvement in the appointment of senior staff
would somehow be diminished, because if parents
are involved in the sift, they will have increased
involvement. I have been involved in the
appointment of head teachers in the past and I
know that the parents on the school board who
came to the final interview got the shortlist that we
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had decided and had had no input into how that
shortlist was compiled. I think that parents will now
have more involvement and that if they are
involved earlier, the likelihood of conflict at the
final stage will be reduced.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I thank the
minister for his reply, but my view is that it is
important, and preferable, to have the
arrangements in the bill rather than to deal with
them by some other means. I believe in that
principle, so I will press amendment 14. However,
I will also support amendment 58.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 14 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
FOR
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)

AGAINST
Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)

The Convener: The result of the amendment is:
For 1, Against 7, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 14 disagreed to.
Amendment 58 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
The Convener: Amendment 15, in the name of
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton, is grouped with
amendment 29.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Amendment
15 is supported by the Headteachers Association
of Scotland. Its purpose is to make certain that a
head teacher is appointed to one school only. It is
my view that the head teacher is vital to the ethos
and effective running of the school, so amendment
15 seeks to ensure that heads will not be
employed as cluster managers of a number of
schools.
Bill McGregor of the Headteachers Association
of Scotland said in the Education Committee on 14
December 2005:
“I am concerned that the flexibility that is implicit in the bill
might almost become a form of slackness.”—[Official
Report, Education Committee, 14 December 2005; c 2911.]

He went on to say:
“If what you mean is the appointment of a head teacher
to an authority followed by placement in one of the
authority's schools, we do not believe that that is good
either in respect of the best use of management or, which
is much more important in this forum, in respect of parental
involvement in selection and representation. Parents want
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to know who will be the head teacher of their school rather
than of a school. The Headteachers Association of
Scotland opposes that concept.”—[Official Report,
Education Committee, 14 December 2005; c 2920.]

I agree with the spirit of amendment 29, in the
name of Fiona Hyslop, not least because it
addresses the concerns of the Headteachers
Association of Scotland. Interestingly, it is
indirectly supported by Bill McGregor, who said on
14 December:
“If what you mean is the appointment of a head teacher
to an authority followed by placement in one of the
authority's schools, we do not believe that that is good
either in respect of the best use of management or, which
is much more important in this forum, in respect of parental
involvement in selection and representation. Parents want
to know who will be the head teacher of their school rather
than of a school. The Headteachers Association of
Scotland opposes that concept.”—[Official Report,
Education Committee, 14 December 2005; c 2920.]

I repeat that quote because I believe that it is
absolutely in line with amendment 29 as well as
with amendment 15.
I move amendment 15.
Mr Welsh: Amendment 29 reinforces the point
that has been made by Lord James DouglasHamilton, which is that appointments should be
made to a specific school and that education
authorities should consult the parent council about
long-term redeployment of senior management to
another school.
Transfers can and should happen for good
education
and
management
reasons—for
example, to deal with long-term illness or death, or
to provide extra support to another school.
However, the committee was concerned about the
evidence from the Convention of Scottish Local
Authorities, which suggested that COSLA would
like to move to a position in which head and
deputy head teachers were contracted to be
employed not in a particular school, but in the
education authority as a whole, to be redeployed
at the will of the council without any recourse to
the parent council. It is not just initial appointments
that should have parent council involvement; longterm transfer, for example, should—at the very
least and even as a matter of courtesy—be
subject to consultation of the parent council on the
implications for the school.
I support the principle that appointments should
be made to specific schools rather than to the
education authority.
Dr Murray: I understand why the head teacher
organisations were concerned about the evidence
that we received from COSLA and from the
Association of Directors of Education in Scotland,
which seems to want to extend the situation
beyond what exists at the moment. However, we
must reflect on the fact that the bill will not change
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the current situation with regard to the transfer of
head teachers and will not introduce what COSLA
has asked for.
My concern about amendments 15 and 29 is
that they might prevent secondment of head
teachers. The secondment of an experienced
head teacher for a year or so into the central
organisation of the education authority can be very
beneficial in terms of development of policy, if the
head teacher is deployed on that, and to the
continuous professional development of the head
teacher.
I acknowledge the spirit of amendment 29,
which would require the agreement of the parent
council to secondment. However, if a school has a
very good head teacher, the parent council may
be reluctant to part with them for more than six
months, although that person’s experience could
be extremely useful in the development of policy in
the local education authority.
I am, therefore, inclined to support neither
amendment. The water was significantly muddied
by some of the comments that were made by
COSLA and ADES when we took evidence from
them.
11:00
Mr Macintosh: I reinforce Elaine Murray’s
comments. It is not helpful to tie an appointment to
a specific school, as Lord James DouglasHamilton’s amendment 15 would. I will give a
current example from a school in East
Renfrewshire. The head teacher retired early and
it was difficult to fill the post immediately.
Therefore a very good head from another school is
temporarily running both schools. That is a highly
advisable step in the circumstances and it would
not be possible if we were to agree to Lord
James’s amendment, which would introduce a
rigid and inflexible system.
I have a lot more sympathy with Fiona Hyslop’s
amendment 29, to which Andrew Welsh spoke.
Speaking as a parent, I would not like the head
teacher of my children’s school to be taken away
for an extended time, although it would be okay for
a short period. The question is whether we want to
deal with the issue in legislation; it is currently not
dealt with in the bill. It would not be helpful to
formalise in legislation the feelings of me and
other parents. Much as I did not agree with
COSLA’s and ADES’s evidence to the committee
about treating head teachers as jobbing workers
who can be moved around from school to school,
it would not necessarily help if in legislation we
were to formally prevent them from being moved
around. I will resist both amendments.
Ms Byrne: I speak in support of amendments 15
and 29. If we are to have true parental
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involvement, parents must be involved in ensuring
that a named head teacher is appointed to their
school. Ken Macintosh’s example of a head who is
running two schools, albeit temporarily, is not a
situation that I like to see. Schools must be part of
the community; for that to be the case there must
be a sense of belonging. Parents must therefore
be able to recognise who is in charge of their
school and they should have some input in relation
to a secondment that will last for more than six
months. Parents must have that input, given that
we are saying that we will involve them across the
board. It is contradictory to prevent such
involvement, which is very important. I would hate
to see head teachers not being appointed to
specific schools. I will support both amendments.
The Convener: I will make a couple of
comments before I ask the minister to respond to
the debate.
The issue requires to be examined because the
current rules could be abused by some local
authorities. I know that a primary school in my
constituency has not had a permanent head
teacher for almost three years because of a series
of secondments. However, I am not convinced that
the way to deal with the problem is to include a
provision in primary legislation. The issue should
be dealt with through guidance and good practice,
which should be adopted as a matter of course.
Consultation should happen not only if a head
teacher is seconded for six months; if a head
teacher is to be removed from a school for any
length of time it would be good practice for the
education authority to consult and discuss the
matter with the parent council. The matter should
be covered in guidance rather than in legislation.
I would be surprised if any education authority
would want to appoint a pool of head teachers
rather than appoint them to specific schools. That
would not be good practice, but there must be
flexibility within the legislation so that education
authorities can respond to circumstances such as
the long-term illness of a head teacher or other
reasons. Such a situation might arise because a
school is performing particularly badly and the
education authority wants to get the best support
into the school quickly. The education authority
should have such flexibility, but it should act
according to sensible guidance and good practice.
Legislation is not the right way to deal with the
issue.
I ask the minister to respond to the debate.
Robert Brown: I echo what the convener said
at the end of his remarks. Amendments 15 and 29
raise an important issue and the committee is right
to want to probe the matter more deeply, but a
number of red herrings have been brought into the
debate. Elaine Murray was right to say that the bill
will essentially make no change to the current
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arrangements. The overarching desire is to have
flexibility by way of guidance and so on. We
should keep that in mind.
We make clear in our response to the
consultation
analysis
on
head
teacher
appointments that our policy intention remains that
advertising of vacancies should be the norm,
although we accept that there could be occasions
when local authorities, in order to fulfil their
statutory obligations as employers, might need a
more flexible approach to making appointments. In
such circumstances, appointments should require
discussion with parent councils. The guidance will
take that on board. It is certainly not our intention
to allow head teachers to be whisked away willynilly without some consultation, even if there are
urgent requirements elsewhere. We will have to
explore the details and we will probably wish to
discuss the matter with the committee in the
future. I stress that appointment as part of a pool
would be an exceptional situation: the norm is for
head teachers to be appointed to schools.
It is worth pointing out that a wider power is
given with respect to appointments, as set out in
the teachers’ scheme of conditions of service,
which allows local authorities to move teachers or
head teachers as necessary for the smooth
running of their services. That could be in order to
deal with situations such as have been described
by a number of members; for example sickness,
early retirement, secondment to headquarters and
so on. Such transfers will happen only
exceptionally, but there needs to be provision for
such situations. We will try to deal with that
appropriately in guidance.
Once again, I draw attention to the starting point.
When I talked about red herrings, I was referring
to the suggestion that the process—as Lord
James described it when commenting on
observations that were made in evidence—is one
of appointing people to local authorities and then
appointing them to schools. That is not what
happens. The appointment is to a school.
However, the employer is the local authority,
which ultimately has discretion to transfer people if
necessary.
Amendments 15 and 29 would both put in the
bill detail that would be unnecessary, confusing
and against the wishes of the overwhelming
majority of respondents to our consultation.
Section 14 aims to set out a framework for
parental involvement—which we regard as
central—in the appointment of head teachers and
deputes. It does not say what the results of the
process should be, which is a matter for local
decision making. Section 14(1) will place a duty on
authorities to inform parent councils of their
procedures for filling vacancies; we are confident
that that, along with the provisions that allow the
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making of regulations, will be sufficient. Scottish
ministers have powers under section 14(3) to
tackle instances in which local authorities, against
our expectation and against best practice, overuse
their powers to move head teachers. We can deal
with that should any practical problems emerge.
The drafting of amendment 29 raises a number
of questions—its terms are a bit uncertain in some
respects. First, the definition of the term “transfer”
is not very clear. It could potentially create another
perceived level of appointment, with less
involvement by the parent council. That would
require no consultation of the receiving school’s
parent council and would make no mention of the
movement of staff outwith the education
authority’s area, so it could be done without any
consultation of the parent council of either school.
Neither would a duty be placed on authorities to
consult in cases in which a transfer was for less
than six months. Unfortunately, as with many such
things, the law of unintended consequences could
produce a situation in which short-term transfers
had become the norm, which could be more
damaging to the continuity of leadership within
schools.
Those are technical points, but I do not want to
take anything away from the central issue, which
is that appointment to schools will be the norm,
while the local authority, as the employer, will have
powers reserved to it to do certain things in
exceptional circumstances. None of that is a
change from the current position, and we have
heard no evidence to suggest that the present
arrangements have been abused. If the
arrangements are abused, we have powers under
section 14 to deal with that.
I hope that, against that background, and with
the assurance that I am more than happy to
discuss with members or the committee as a
whole any further implications or concerns, the
committee will be prepared to reject both
amendments 15 and 29 and that the two members
concerned might be willing to withdraw and not to
move the amendments respectively.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I wish to press
amendment 15 to the vote. Both amendments 15
and 29 are competent. It seems to me that it would
give reassurance and clarity to the teaching
profession and parents if these matters were
covered in the bill. It seems that far too much is
being left to guidance. If the amendments were
included in the bill, it would be crystal clear what is
intended.
The Convener: The question is, that
amendment 15 be agreed to. Are we all agreed?
Members: No.
The Convener: There will be a division.
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FOR
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)

AGAINST
Baker, Mr Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)

The Convener: The result of the division is: For
3, Against 5, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 15 disagreed to.
Section 14, as amended, agreed to.
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Long Title
Amendment 44 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
Long title, as amended, agreed to.
The Convener: That ends stage 2 of the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill. I look
forward to seeing you all again at stage 3. I thank
the minister and his team for their attendance.
That concludes the public part of the meeting.
Before we go into private session, I remind
members that the pupil motivation inquiry report
was published this morning and is now available
on the Parliament website.

After section 14
Amendment 29 not moved.
Section 24 agreed to.
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1

Amendments to the Bill since the previous version are indicated by sidelining in the right
margin. Wherever possible, provisions that were in the Bill as introduced retain the original
numbering.

Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
[AS AMENDED AT STAGE 2]

5

An Act of the Scottish Parliament to make further provision for the involvement of parents in
their children’s education and in school education generally; to provide for the establishment of
councils to represent the parents of pupils attending public schools; to abolish School Boards; to
make further provision as regards the appointment of teachers; to make further provision as
regards the content of the development plan for a school; and for connected purposes.
Involvement, ambitions, objectives and performance
1

Duty of Scottish Ministers and of education authorities to promote involvement of
parents in school education etc.
(1)

It is the duty of the Scottish Ministers to promote the involvement of the parents of––
(a) pupils in attendance at public schools,

10

(b) children in attendance at publicly-funded nursery schools,
in the education provided to those pupils or, as the case may be, children by the schools.
(2)
15

It is the duty of an education authority to promote the involvement of the parents of a
pupil in attendance at a public school in the authority’s area in the education provided
by the school—
(a) to that pupil, and
(b) to its pupils generally.

(3)
20

2

Strategies for parental involvement
(1)

25

Except where the context otherwise requires, in this Act “education” means school
education and includes such provision as is made by an education authority in fulfilment
of their duty under section 1(3)(b) of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) (duty to
secure the provision of adequate facilities for social, cultural and recreative activities
and for physical education and training).

Each education authority must prepare a document, to be known as their “strategy for
parental involvement”, containing their general policies for implementing their duties
under sections 1, 5, 11 and 12 (including, without prejudice to that generality, such
implementation in the case of any pupil who is a child looked after by a local authority);
and the complaints procedure established by the authority under section 15 must be set
out in the document.

SP Bill 45A
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(2)

An education authority—
(a) are from time to time to review their strategy for parental involvement, and
(b) are to revise that strategy whenever they conclude that it is appropriate to do so.

(3)
5

In developing or reviewing their strategy for parental involvement an education
authority must seek and have regard to the views of—
(a) the parents to whom those duties relate,
(aa) pupils in attendance at schools in the authority’s area,
(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area, and
(c) any other person who appears to the authority to have an interest in their
implementation of those duties or of the duty under section 15(1).

10

(4)

The document is to be included (whether or not it has been revised since last so
included) in the authority’s annual statement of improvement objectives.

(5)

In section 5(2) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (requirement
for annual statement of education improvement objectives to include an account of the
ways in which the authority will seek to involve a pupil’s parents in promoting the
education of the pupil), at the beginning of paragraph (a) there is inserted “(prepared
under section 2(1) of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Act 2006 (asp 00) as
part of the authority’s strategy for parental involvement)”.

(6)

The reference in subsection (1) to a child who is looked after by a local authority is to be
construed in accordance with section 17(6) of the Children (Scotland) Act 1995 (c.36)
(duty of local authority to child looked after by them).

15

20

3

Ambitions and objectives for a school
In section 6(1)(a) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (which,
for the purpose of securing improvement in the quality of education which a school
provides, requires the preparation of a development plan for the school)—

25

(a) after the words “the objectives” there is inserted “and strategy for parental
involvement”, and
(b) for the words “and sets objectives for the school” there is substituted “, sets
objectives for the school (including objectives as to the involvement of a pupil’s
parents in the education provided to the pupil and to the school’s pupils generally)
and contains a statement of the education authority’s ambitions for the school”.

30

4
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Review of school performance
In section 7 of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (which
provides for the defining of measures and standards of performance as respects the
quality of education provided by schools and for the quality of education provided by a
school to be reviewed from time to time having regard to those measures and standards),
at the end there is added—
“(3) Without prejudice to the generality of subsections (1) and (2) above, in those
subsections “quality of education” includes the extent to which a pupil’s
parents are involved in the education provided to the pupil.”.
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3

Parent Forums and Parent Councils
5

5

Parent Forum and Parent Council
(1)

The parents of the pupils in attendance at a public school constitute (and are collectively
to be known as) the “Parent Forum” of the school.

(2)

A Parent Forum may be represented by a body (to be known as a “Parent Council”)
established by them under section 6 for the school.

(3)

The education authority are—
(a) to promote the establishment of, and
(b) to support the operation of,
a Parent Council.

10

(4)
6

Subsection (3) is subject to section 16(12).
Scheme for establishment of a Parent Council

(1)

For the purposes of section 5(2) and (3)(a) the education authority are to notify in
writing the members of the Parent Forum of a public school in their area of the
authority’s intention to prepare a scheme for the establishment of a Parent Council for
the school, inviting them to indicate, within such reasonable period as they are to specify
in the notice, a preference as to how the council is to be constituted and what its
constitution is to be; and the notice is to suggest alternatives in that regard framed in
accordance with such guidance as may be issued by the Scottish Ministers but to state
that those alternatives are offered only by way of example.

(2)

But notification under subsection (1) is to include an invitation to indicate, instead of
any such preference as is mentioned in that subsection, a preference either—

15

20

(a) that no such scheme should be prepared, or
(b) that any such scheme prepared should be prepared by a person other than the
education authority.

25

(3)

Having regard to such preferences as are indicated by virtue of subsection (1) and in so
far as practicable giving effect to the preference of the greatest number of the members
responding, the authority are, when the period specified under that subsection has
expired, to prepare the scheme, to send a copy of it to each member and to make such
arrangements as are necessary to implement it.

(4)

But if the preference of the greatest number of the members responding before the
period so specified has expired is as mentioned in—

30

(a) paragraph (a) of subsection (2), subsection (3) is to be disregarded,
(b) paragraph (b) of subsection (2), subsection (3) is to be disregarded and provided
that the majority of the members so responding and indicating that preference can
agree as to which person other than the authority is to prepare such a scheme, that
person may proceed to do so and to send a copy of it to each of the members of
the Parent Forum, inviting the member in question to indicate, within such
reasonable period as the person may specify in the invitation, whether the member
agrees that the scheme should be implemented.

35

40

(5)

If the majority of the members who respond timeously to an invitation under subsection
(4)(b) indicate agreement, the person who prepared the scheme may make such
arrangements as are necessary to implement the scheme.
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(6)

The arrangements mentioned in subsections (3) and (5) must include the preparation of a
constitution for the Parent Council.

(7)

A Parent Council is established when first constituted by virtue of arrangements made
under subsection (3) or (5); and is, as soon as practicable thereafter—
(a) to intimate to—

5

(i)

the headteacher,

(ii) the members of the Parent Forum,
(iia) the pupils of the school, and
(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,

10

that it has been established,
(b) to provide them and the education authority with information as to who the
members of the council are and as to how to communicate with it,
(c) if the education authority did not prepare the constitution of the council, to
provide the education authority with a copy of that constitution, and

15

(d) to provide the headteacher with a copy of that constitution.

20

(8)

A Parent Council is to be known as “the [name of school] Parent Council” unless the
Parent Forum otherwise determines, in which case it is to be known by whatever name
the Parent Forum may specify.

(9)

Intimation under subsection (7)(a)(ii) or (iii) is to include a note of the functions of a
Parent Council (as set out in section 8(1)).

(10) The preceding provisions of this section are subject to sections 7 and 16(12).
7

Restrictions as to composition of a Parent Council
(1)

Subject to subsection (2), the members of the Parent Council established for a school
must be members of the school’s Parent Forum or (but only if and in so far as the
constitution of the council so admits) persons who are co-opted to the council by the
persons who for the time being are its members.

(2)

In the case of a denominational school, the constitution of the council must provide for
at least one of the council’s members to be so co-opted and to be a person nominated by
the church or denominational body in whose interest the school is conducted.

(3)

In subsection (2), “denominational school” means a school—

25

30

(a) transferred to an education authority under section 16(1) of the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) (transference of denominational schools to education
authorities), or
(b) provided by an education authority under section 17(2) of that Act (provision by
education authority of denominational schools etc.).

35

8

Functions of a Parent Council
(1)

The functions of the Parent Council established for a school are—
(a) to support the endeavours of those managing the school—

40
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(i)

to raise standards of education in the school,
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5

(ii) to secure improvements in the quality of education which the school
provides, and
(iii) to develop to their fullest potential the personality, talents and mental and
physical abilities of the pupils attending the school,
5

(b) to make representations—
(i)

10

to the school’s headteacher and to the education authority about the
arrangements in the school for promoting the involvement of parents in the
education of such of those parents’ own children (of whatever age) as
attend the school and of its pupils generally,

(ii) to the education authority about the arrangements in their area for
promoting the involvement of parents of pupils attending schools in that
area in the education of such of those parents’ own children (of whatever
age) as so attend and of those pupils generally,
(c) to promote contact between—

15

(i)

the school,

(ii) the Parent Forum,
(iii) parents of prospective pupils of the school,
(iiia) pupils in attendance at the school,
(iv) the community, and
20

(v) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this paragraph,
(d) to report on the council’s activities to the members of the Parent Forum, as often
as appears to the council to be appropriate but in any event—
(i)

25

not more than 12 months after the council is established, and

(ii) after that first report, at intervals of not more than 12 months,
(e) to ascertain the views of the members of the Parent Forum as regards—
(i)

the standards of education in the school,

(ii) the quality of education which the school provides,
(iii) the exercise by the council of its functions, and
30

(iv) such other matters as appear to the council to be of interest or concern to
the Parent Forum,
(f) to collate those views and report them to—
(i)

the headteacher of the school,

(ii) the education authority, and
35

(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this paragraph,
(g) to review from time to time its constitution, and
(h) with the requisite consent, to amend (or replace) the council’s constitution
whenever it appears to the council to be necessary or expedient to do so.
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(2)

The Parent Council may, whether or not it has ascertained and collated the views of the
members of the Parent Forum as regards a matter mentioned in paragraph (e) of
subsection (1), make representations to—
(a) the headteacher of the school,
(b) the education authority, or

5

(c) such other person as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,
as regards that matter.
(3)
10

But before making representations under paragraph (c) of subsection (2) to Her
Majesty’s inspectors the Parent Council––
(a) must have made those representations under paragraph (b) of that subsection and
received a reply under section 11(6)(a), and
(b) except in a case where it considers it inappropriate to do so, must have made those
representations under paragraph (a) of that subsection and received a reply under
section 11(6)(b).

15

20

(4)

Where by virtue of subsection (3) Her Majesty’s inspectors receive representations from
a Parent Council they are to have regard to those representations (in so far as it is
reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out their functions and are to reply to the
council.

(5)

In subsection (1)(h), “requisite consent”—
(a) is consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum has been sent a copy
of the proposed amendment or replacement with an invitation to the member in
question to indicate, within such reasonable time as the council may specify in the
invitation, whether the member agrees to that amendment or replacement, and
(b) is the consent of the majority of such members of the parent forum as respond
timeously to that invitation.

25

(6)

If, by virtue of subsection (1)(h), the Parent Council amends (or replaces) its
constitution it must as soon as reasonably practicable provide—
(a) the education authority, and
(b) the headteacher,

30

with a copy of the constitution as amended (or of the new constitution).
(7)

The Scottish Ministers may by order amend subsection (1) so as (either or both)—
(a) to add to the functions for the time being described,
(b) to alter any of those functions.

35

(8)

Subject to any other provision made by this Act, the Parent Council may do anything
which is calculated to facilitate the exercise of those functions including, without
prejudice to that generality—
(a) entering into contracts and agreements (other than in relation to land), and
(b) appointing a person to be clerk to the council.

40
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(9)

A person (other than a member of the Parent Council) who is appointed by virtue of
subsection (8)(b) may be paid by the council.
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(10) The members of the Parent Council do not incur personal liability for anything done, or
purportedly done, in the exercise of those functions if it was done in good faith.
(11) In the exercise of those functions the Parent Council is to have regard to any guidance
issued to it, for the purpose mentioned in subsection (12), by the education authority.
(12) The purpose is of ensuring that any duty which the authority has—

5

(a) under statute, or
(b) by virtue of any rule of law,
is duly complied with.
(13) The Parent Council is to comply with any reasonable request made to it by the
headteacher of the school or by the education authority for information relating to its
exercise of those functions.

10

(14) A Parent Council ceases to exist when the school for which it is established is
discontinued or amalgamated with another school.
9

Attendance of headteacher at meeting of Parent Council
(1)

15

Except in so far as the headteacher of, and the Parent Council established for, a school
otherwise agree, the headteacher has both the duty and the right either—
(a) to attend, or
(b) if the headteacher so elects, to be represented at,
any meeting of that council.

20

(2)

Subject to subsection (3), meetings of a Parent Council are to be open to the public.

(3)

During consideration of any matter which a Parent Council is satisfied should be dealt
with on a confidential basis, the only persons entitled to attend are—
(a) members of the council; and
(b) a person attending the meeting in accordance with subsection (1).

25

10

Financial powers of a Parent Council
(1)

A Parent Council may—
(a) raise funds by any means other than by borrowing,
(b) receive gifts,
and may expend any sums so received at its discretion.

30

(2)

A Parent Council is to keep proper accounts in relation to any sums received by it under
subsection (1).

(3)

A Parent Council is not to acquire any interest in heritable property, whether by
inheritance, gift or otherwise.

(4)

Where a Parent Council ceases to exist, any property belonging to it passes to the
education authority; but (except where the council has ceased to exist by virtue of
section 8(14)) the authority is to use any such property for the benefit of the school.

(5)

Subsection (4) is subject to section 16(5).

35


395

8

Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
Duties, reports, appointments and complaints

11

Duties of education authority to a Parent Council etc.
(1)

An education authority are to give advice and information to a Parent Council
established for a school in their area when the council reasonably requests it from them
on any matter.

(2)

An education authority are to take such steps as appear to them to be appropriate to
ensure that the headteacher and staff of each school in their area—

5

(a) are available to give advice and information to a Parent Council established for
the school on what is being done by those managing the school to promote
parental involvement in education there, and

10

(b) in giving such advice and information act in a manner consistent with the
authority’s duties under this Act.
(3)
15

An education authority are, in respect of each financial year, to determine for a Parent
Council established for a school in their area, an allocation of such money within the
authority’s budget as appears to the authority, after consultation with the council,
reasonably to be required by the council for meeting—
(a) its administrative expenses (including, without prejudice to that generality, any
expenses incurred by virtue of section 8(8)(b)),
(b) the expenses of training its members, and
(c) its other outgoings in carrying out the functions assigned it by or by virtue of this
Act.

20

(4)

An education authority may provide a Parent Council established for a school in their
area with services or accommodation.

(5)

An education authority are to inform a Parent Council established for a school in their
area about the school’s arrangements for consultation between parents and teachers; and
without prejudice to the generality of paragraph (b) of section 8(1), the council may
make representations under that paragraph, concerning those arrangements, to the
authority or to the headteacher.

(6)

Where (whether or not under that paragraph)—

25

(a) an education authority receive representations from a Parent Council established
for a school in their area, the authority are to have regard to the representations (in
so far as it is reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out their functions
and are to reply to the council, or

30

(b) a school’s headteacher receives representations from the Parent Council of the
school, the headteacher is to have regard to the representations (in so far as it is
reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out the duties of that post and is to
reply to the council.

35

12

Duties of education authority to parents generally
(1)

An education authority are to give advice and information to any parent of a pupil in
attendance at a public school in their area when that parent reasonably requests it from
them on any matter relating to the education provided to that pupil.

(2)

An education authority are to take such steps as appear to them to be appropriate to
ensure that the headteacher and staff of the school—

40
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(a) are available to give such advice and information to the parent in question, and
(b) in giving it act in a manner consistent with the authority’s duties under this Act.
13

Headteacher’s report to Parent Council, Combined Parent Council or Parent
Forum
(1)

5

The headteacher of a public school must at least once a year report—
(a) to any Parent Council established for the school,
(b) if a Combined Parent Council has been established for schools which comprise
the school, to the Combined Parent Council, or
(c) if no Parent Council or Combined Parent Council has been so established, to the
Parent Forum,

10

evaluating the performance of the school and stating what the headteacher’s objectives
and ambitions for the school are.
(2)

Without prejudice to the generality of subsection (1), the headteacher is, in making the
report, to have regard to—
(a) the school’s development plan and in particular the objectives for the school
which the plan sets and the statement of ambitions for the school which it
contains,

15

(b) the report most recently prepared under section 6(4) of the Standards in Scotland’s
Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (report as to what has been done, over a period of
twelve months, in implementation of that plan), and

20

(c) the measures and standards of performance defined and published most recently
under section 7(1) of that Act (review of school performance).
(3)

The report under subsection (1) is to be made in whatever way the council or forum
reported to may reasonably request and a summary of it is to be prepared by the
headteacher.

(4)

The headteacher is to secure that each member of the Parent Forum receives a copy of
that summary.

25

14
30

Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of a
Parent Council
(1)

An education authority are to inform—
(a) the Scottish Ministers, and
(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area,
about the authority’s procedures (in this section referred to as their “appointment
process”) for filling any post, other than on an acting basis, of headteacher or deputy
headteacher of a school and also (forthwith) about any change they make, whether or
not by virtue of subsection (3)(b), to their appointment process.

35

(2)

40

The appointment process must entail involvement in it of any Parent Council established
for the school to which an appointment is to be made.

(2A) A person who is not a member of a Parent Council may, at the request of the council,
assist it in discharging its functions in connection with the appointment process.
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(2B) An education authority are to make such arrangements as appear to them to be
appropriate to ensure that training which will be of assistance in the discharge of
functions in connection with the appointment process is made available to—
(a) members of any Parent Council;
(b) any person assisting a council under subsection (2A).

5

(3)

The Scottish Ministers may (either or both)—
(a) by regulations, impose requirements which an appointment process must satisfy,
(b) by notice, require an education authority to make such changes to their
appointment process as may be specified in the notice.

10

15

15

Complaints procedure
(1)

An education authority are to establish a procedure by which a person, or someone
acting on a person’s behalf, may make complaints (or other representations) in relation
to the exercise by the authority of, or failure by them to exercise, any of their functions
under this Act in respect of the person.

(2)

Before establishing a procedure under subsection (1), the authority must consult—
(a) the parents to whom their duties under sections 1, 5 and 12 relate,
(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area,
(c) any Combined Parent Council established for schools in their area, and
(d) any other person who appears to the authority to have an interest in their
implementation of those duties,

20

on the authority’s proposals in that regard.
(3)

The authority are to keep the procedure so established by them under review and must
vary that procedure whenever they consider it appropriate to do so.

(4)

The authority are to give such publicity to that procedure, including that procedure as
varied under subsection (3), as they consider appropriate and must give a copy of the
procedure to any person who requests it (at no cost to that person).

25

Combined Parent Councils
16

Establishment etc. of Combined Parent Council
(1)

With the requisite consent, the members of the Parent Forums of two or more schools in
the area of an education authority may decide that a body (to be known as a “Combined
Parent Council”) should be established for both, or as the case may be all, of the schools
(in this section and in section 17 referred to as the “represented schools”).

(2)

In subsection (1), “requisite consent”—

30

35

40
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(a) is consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum in each of the
represented schools has been given written notice of the proposed decision with
an invitation to the member in question to indicate, within such reasonable time as
the proposer may specify in the invitation, whether the member agrees that the
decision be taken, and
(b) is the consent of, in each of those schools, the majority of such members of the
parent forum as respond timeously to that invitation.
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(3)

It is immaterial, for the purposes of this section, whether as respects any of the
represented schools a scheme for the establishment of a Parent Council is being, or has
been, prepared or a Parent Council has been established.

(4)

Except that any such Parent Council ceases to exist when the Combined Parent Council
is established.

(5)

Where by virtue of subsection (4) a Parent Council ceases to exist, any property
belonging to it passes to the Combined Parent Council.

(6)

If a decision is made under subsection (1), the education authority are—

5

(a) to prepare a scheme for the establishment, by the Parent Forums, of the Combined
Parent Council,

10

(b) to send a copy of that scheme to each of the members of the Parent Forums, and
(c) to make such arrangements as are necessary to implement the scheme.

15

(7)

The arrangements mentioned in subsection (6)(c) must include the preparation of a
constitution for the Combined Parent Council.

(8)

A Combined Parent Council is established when first constituted by virtue of
arrangements made under subsection (6); and is, as soon as practicable thereafter—
(a) to intimate to—
(i)

the headteachers of the represented schools,

(ii) the members of the Parent Forums, and
(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,

20

that it has been established,
(b) to provide them and the education authority with information as to who the
members of the council are and as to how to communicate with it, and
(c) to provide each of the headteachers of the represented schools with a copy of that
constitution.

25

(9)

30

35

The Combined Parent Council is itself to determine the name by which it is to be
known.

(10) Intimation under subsection (8)(a)(ii) or (iii) is to include a note of the functions of a
Combined Parent Council as set out in section 8(1) and applied by subsection (11) (of
this section).
(11) Sections 2(3)(b), 7(1), 8(1) to (13), 9 to 11 and 14 apply, with the necessary
modifications, in relation to a Combined Parent Council and the represented schools, as
they apply in relation to a Parent Council and the school for which the Parent Council is
established.
(11A)Subsection (11B) applies where a Combined Parent Council is being established and one
or more of the represented schools is a denominational school (within the meaning given
by section 7(3)).
(11B) The constitution of the Combined Parent Council must provide for—

40

(a) the church or denominational body in whose interest a represented school is
conducted, or
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(b) where there is more than one such church or denominational body, each church or
body,
to nominate at least one person to be a co-opted member of the council.
(12) Sections 5(3) and 6(1) to (9) cease to apply in relation to any school on the making of a
decision under subsection (1) by the members of Parent Forums which include the
Parent Forum of the school but apply again to the school (either or both)—

5

(a) on its withdrawing from the represented schools,
(b) on the Combined Parent Council established by virtue of that decision ceasing to
exist.
(13) A Combined Parent Council ceases to exist when, by virtue of a school—

10

(a) being discontinued or amalgamated with another school, or
(b) withdrawing from the represented schools,
the “represented schools” no longer comprise more than one school.
17
15

Withdrawal from represented schools
(1)

With the requisite consent, the members of the Parent Forum of a school for which a
Combined Parent Council is established may decide that the school withdraws from the
represented schools.

(2)

The reference in subsection (1) to “requisite consent”—
(a) is to consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum of the school has
been given written notice of the proposed decision with an invitation to the
member in question to indicate, within such reasonable time as the proposer may
specify in the invitation, whether the member agrees that the decision be taken,
and

20

(b) is the consent of the majority of such members of the Parent Forum as respond
timeously to that invitation.

25

Miscellaneous and general
18

Abolition of School Boards
(1)

The School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 (c.47) is repealed.

(2)

A School Board appointed under section 1 of that Act ceases to exist when subsection
(1) comes into force; and any property belonging to the Board then passes to the
education authority.

(3)

An appointment under section 6(10) of that Act (appointment to be Clerk to a Board)
terminates when subsection (1) comes into force.

(4)

In paragraph 7 of Schedule A1 to the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (persons who are
not to be members of appeal committees for consideration of any reference involving a
question whether a child is to be placed in a specific school or excluded from a school),
for the words “School Board” substitute “Parent Council or Combined Parent Council”.

(5)

In section 6(2)(a) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (persons to be
consulted as regards preparation of school development plan), for the words “School
Board” substitute “Parent Council or Combined Parent Council”.

30
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13

Guidance
(A1) The Scottish Ministers must issue guidance—
(a) to education authorities, as respects the discharge by those authorities of their
functions under sections 2 and 6, and
(b) to Parent Councils and Combined Parent Councils, as respects the discharge by
those councils of their functions under section 8 (or as the case may be under that
section as applied by section 16(11)).

5

(1)

The Scottish Ministers may issue guidance to education authorities, Parent Councils and
Combined Parent Councils as respects the discharge by those authorities and councils of
their respective functions under any section not mentioned in subsection (A1).

(2)

Any such authority or council must have regard to any guidance issued to them or it
under this section.

10

20

Interpretation
Unless the context otherwise requires, expressions used in this Act and in the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) have the same meaning in this Act as is given to them by
section 135(1) of that Act except that “pupil” includes a child who is under school age
only if that child is in attendance at a primary school (whether or not in a nursery class
in such a school).

15

21
20

25

Transitional provisions etc.
(1)

The Scottish Ministers may by order make such incidental, supplemental, consequential,
transitional, transitory or saving provision as they consider necessary or expedient for
the purposes, or in consequence, of this Act.

(2)

An order under subsection (1) may amend or repeal any enactment (other than any
provision of this Act).

22

Orders and regulations
(1)

Any power of the Scottish Ministers to make an order or regulations under this Act is
exercisable by statutory instrument.

(2)

Subject to subsection (3), a statutory instrument containing any such order or
regulations, other than an order under section 24(2), is subject to annulment in
pursuance of a resolution of the Parliament.

(3)

A statutory instrument containing an order under—

30

(a) section 8(7), or
(b) subsection (1) of section 21 if the order is by virtue of subsection (2) of that
section,
is not made unless a draft of the instrument has been laid before, and approved by
resolution of, the Parliament.

35

(4)

Without prejudice to section 24(2), an order or regulations under this Act may make
different provision for different cases or classes of case and for different purposes.
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Repeals
There are repealed, to the extent specified in the second column of the schedule to this
Act, the enactments mentioned in that schedule.

24
5
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Short title and commencement
(1)

This Act may be cited as the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Act 2006.

(2)

This Act, except this section, comes into force on such day as the Scottish Ministers
may by order appoint; but different days may be appointed for different provisions, for
different areas, for different purposes or for different cases or classes of case.

Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
Schedule—Repeals

15

SCHEDULE
(introduced by section 23)
REPEALS
5

Education
(c.44)

Enactment
(Scotland) Act

Extent of repeal
1980 In section 70(1), the words “a School Board,” in
both places they occur.
Section 87B.
Section 87A.
In section 135(1), the definition of “school board”.

10

Self-Governing
Schools
(Scotland) Act 1989 (c.39)

etc. In section 80(1), the definition of “the 1988 Act”.
In Schedule 10, paragraph 10.

Children (Scotland) Act 1995 (c.36)

15

Education
(c.43)

(Scotland)

Act

In Schedule 4, paragraph 46.

1996 Sections 28 to 31.
Schedule 4.

Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Sections 26 to 31.
Act 2000 (asp 6)
In section 58(1), the definition of “the 1988 Act”.
20

Schedule 1.
In schedule 2, paragraph 4.
School Education (Amendment) Section 2.
(Scotland) Act 2002 (asp 2)
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This document relates to the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill as amended at
Stage 2 (SP Bill 45A)

SCOTTISH SCHOOLS (PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT)
BILL
[AS AMENDED AT STAGE 2]
——————————

REVISED EXPLANATORY NOTES

INTRODUCTION
1.
As required under Rule 9.7.8A of the Parliament’s Standing Orders, these revised
Explanatory Notes are published to accompany the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
as amended at Stage 2.
2.
These Explanatory Notes have been prepared by the Scottish Executive in order to assist
the reader of the Bill and to help inform debate on it. They do not form part of the Bill and have
not been endorsed by the Parliament.
3.
The Notes should be read in conjunction with the Bill. They are not, and are not meant to
be, a comprehensive description of the Bill. So where a section or schedule, or a part of a
section or schedule, does not seem to require any explanation or comment, none is given.
THE BILL
4.
This Bill has been introduced as part of the Scottish Executive’s commitment to review
and reform the legislation governing school boards (the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 (the
“1988 Act”) and associated regulations), made in Educating for Excellence: Choice and
Opportunity (The Executive’s Response to the National Debate on Education) (January 2003).
The 1988 Act established statutory parental representation in public schools (schools under the
management of education authorities). The Bill has a broader focus in that it also extends to
parents’ involvement in their own child’s education.
5.
The Bill also has to be considered in the context of other education legislation. At
present the main statutory provisions relating to education are to be found in the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980 (the “1980 Act”) and in the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000
(the “2000 Act”).
6.
In relation to the education provided in public schools, the Bill places a duty on Scottish
Ministers to promote parents’ involvement in their child’s school education; builds on and
strengthens the existing duties placed on education authorities by the 2000 Act with regard to
SP Bill 45A–EN
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parents’ involvement in their own child’s school education and in school education generally;
repeals the 1988 Act and associated legislation and makes provision for new arrangements for
parental representation in schools; places a duty on education authorities to give advice and
information to parents on the education of their own child; and requires education authorities to
have a complaints procedure covering how they carry out their functions under the Bill.
COMMENTARY ON SECTIONS
Section 1 – Duty of Scottish Ministers and of education authorities to promote involvement
of parents in school education etc
7.
Section 1 establishes the duty of Scottish Ministers and of education authorities to
promote the involvement of parents of pupils at public schools in the education provided to their
child by the school and in education more generally.
8.
Section 1(1)(a) places a new duty on Scottish Ministers to promote parental involvement
in public school education generally. This complements the Scottish Ministers’ existing duty in
section 3(1) of the 2000 Act to endeavour to secure improvement in the quality of school
education which is provided for Scotland, and the duty to exercise their powers in relation to
such provision with a view to raising standards of education. This new duty is in regard to the
parents of pupils attending public schools. Section 1(1)(b) places the same duty on Scottish
Ministers with regard to children attending publicly funded nursery schools. Section 20 of the
Bill provides that terms used within the Bill are, generally, to have the same meaning as given to
them within section 135(1) of the 1980 Act. As a result, “public school” means a school which
is under the management of an education authority. The definition of a “parent” in the 1980 Act
is a broad definition and includes a guardian, those who are liable to maintain or who have
parental responsibilities, and persons who have care of the child or young person, such as
another relative or foster parent. An “education authority” means a council constituted under the
Local Government etc. (Scotland) Act 1994. “Publicly-funded nursery school” is not a term
which is defined elsewhere in the Bill or in existing legislation.
9.
Section 1(2) places a similar duty on education authorities to promote the involvement of
parents in the education provided in public schools in their area. As with the new duty on the
Scottish Ministers, the duty on education authorities under section 1(2) of the Bill complements
the duty on education authorities under section 3(2) of the 2000 Act (improvement in the quality
of school education). Education authorities have a duty under section 5(2)(a) of the 2000 Act to
include within their annual statement of improvement objectives an account of the ways in which
the authority will seek to involve parents in promoting the education of their children. This Bill
places a duty on education authorities to promote the involvement of parents in their own child’s
education and in the education provided in the school to all the pupils in attendance. It provides a
statutory framework within which education authorities can continue to build on the actions
already being taken to promote parental involvement in school education.
10.
Section 1(3) provides that “education” is to be interpreted as meaning “school education”,
defined in the 1980 Act as meaning progressive education appropriate to the requirements of
pupils having regard to the pupil’s age, ability and aptitude. The meaning is enhanced by the
duty on education authorities in section 2 of the 2000 Act to secure that the education provided
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by them is directed to the development of the personality, talents, mental and physical aptitude of
the pupil to their fullest potential.
Section 2 – Strategies for parental involvement
11.
Section 2 places a requirement on education authorities to develop a strategy for parental
involvement and to include within that strategy their general policies for implementing the duties
imposed on them elsewhere in the Bill.
12.
Section 2(1) requires each education authority to prepare a strategic statement setting out
their policies at the authority level on how they will fulfil their duties under sections 1
(promoting the involvement of parents in education), 5 (Parent Forums and establishment and
supporting of Parent Councils), 11 (duties to Parent Councils), and 12 (duties to parents
generally) of the Bill. This document must set out how education authorities will fulfil their
duties with regard to “looked after” children within the meaning of the Children (Scotland) Act
1995 (see subsection (6)) and must also include the complaints procedure established under
section 15.
13.
Education authorities are required under section 5 of the 2000 Act to produce and publish
an annual statement of improvement objectives relative to their duty (under section 3(2) of the
2000 Act) to seek improvements in the quality of school education provided by them for their
area. The requirement to prepare and publish an annual statement of education improvement
objectives for their area is part of a framework of planning and operating relative to the provision
of school education. Section 2(5) of the Bill amends the 2000 Act to make clear that the strategy
for parental involvement is to be included in the annual statement. The strategy document
is to be reviewed regularly by the education authority and revised by it when appropriate
(section 2(2)).
14.
Subsection (3) details the individuals and groups whose views an authority must seek and
have regard to when drawing up or reviewing their strategy for parental involvement.
Section 3 – Ambitions and objectives for a school
15.
The 2000 Act requires education authorities to prepare, for schools under their
management, school development plans which take account of the authorities’ annual statement
of improvement objectives. Section 3(a) amends section 6(1)(a) of the 2000 Act to make clear
that the strategy for parental involvement prepared by the education authority should be taken
into account in the preparation of the development plan for each school and its annual update.
16.
Section 3(b) further amends section 6(1)(a) of the 2000 Act to require that each school
should have objectives regarding parental involvement for that school and that those objectives
along with a statement of the education authority’s ambitions for that school are to be included
in the school development plan.
17.

Section 6(1)(a) of the 2000 Act will now read:

3
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“a development plan which takes account of the objectives and strategy for parental
involvement in the authority’s annual statement of education improvement objectives
published by that date in the year in question, sets objectives for the school (including
objectives as to the involvement of a pupil’s parents in the education provided to the
pupil and to the school’s pupils generally) and contains a statement of the education
authority’s ambitions for the school.”
Section 4 – Review of school performance
18.
Section 4 inserts a new subsection into section 7 of the 2000 Act. Section 7 of the 2000
Act requires education authorities to review schools’ performance in relation to quality of
education and against the performance measures set by the education authorities for their schools
and the school education provided in their area. Section 4 of the Bill provides that an education
authority, in reviewing the performance of a school, is to take into account that the expression
“quality of education” includes the extent to which a pupil’s parents are involved in the
education provided to the pupil.
Section 5 – Parent Forum and Parent Council
19.
For the purposes of this Bill the parents of pupils at a public school are to be known as
the “Parent Forum”. Parents may be represented by a “Parent Council” established by the Parent
Forum at that school. In general terms Parent Councils replace the arrangements for parental
representation by school boards established under the 1988 Act.
20.
Education authorities are required to promote the establishment of a Parent Council at
each school, and thereafter to support the operation of such councils. Section 5(4) qualifies these
requirements in relation to those schools which decide to establish a Combined Parent Council
for two or more schools, rather than one council for each school (see section 16).
Section 6 – Scheme for establishment of a Parent Council
21.
Section 6 sets out the procedure to be followed in regard to the establishment of a Parent
Council. There are two routes by which a Parent Council can be established.
22.
Firstly, in pursuance of its duty under section 5(3)(a), an education authority must notify
in writing Parent Forum members of a school of its intention to prepare a scheme for the
establishment of a Parent Council in that school. The authority is to invite forum members to
indicate how the council should be constituted, and suggest options, by way of example only
(section 6(1)).
23.
Secondly, subsection (2) entitles the Parent Forum to indicate a preference for developing
its own scheme, or of not having a scheme and therefore no Parent Council. The scheme(s)
offered by the education authority must make these options clear to parents.
24.
Section 6(3) provides that, if the majority of the members of the Parent Forum who
respond within the period notified by the education authority under subsection (1) so choose, the
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authority is to prepare a scheme for establishment, copy it to each member, and make
arrangements for its implementation.
25.
Under section 6(4)(a), if the Parent Forum chooses to have no scheme and therefore no
Parent Council, subsection (3) is then disregarded, and the education authority’s duty is
complete. Under section 6(4)(b), if the Parent Forum chooses that a person other than the
education authority should prepare the scheme, the Parent Forum must agree on who that should
be. Again in those circumstances subsection (3) is disregarded. Once the scheme is drawn up,
that person is to send the scheme to the members of the Parent Forum and seek the approval of
the majority of parents responding. The person who prepared the scheme is then able to make
the arrangements to implement the proposed scheme (subsection (5)), which must include the
preparation of a constitution for the council (subsection (6)).
26.
Section 6(7) provides that, once it has been established by either of the methods set out
above, the Parent Council has a number of duties. Section 6(7)(a) sets out who the Parent
Council must inform of its establishment; section 6(7)(b) provides that those referred to in
section 6(7)(a) (the headteacher, all parents, pupils and such other persons as the council
consider appropriate to inform of its establishment), together with the education authority, must
be informed of who the members of the Parent Council are and how they can be contacted. If
the education authority did not establish the Parent Council, the Parent Council must provide
copies of the council’s constitution to the education authority (section 6(7)(c)). When intimating
to persons listed in section 6(7)(a)(ii) and (iii) (the members of the Parent Forum and other such
persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include), the Parent Council must provide a list
of its functions.
Section 7 – Restrictions as to composition of a Parent Council
27.

Section 7 sets out who can be a member of a Parent Council.

28.
Section 7(1) sets out the general position, which is that the members of the Parent
Council for a school must be members of the school’s Parent Forum i.e. all parents of pupils at
the school. Provision is also made for other persons to be co-opted to the council if the
constitution of the council allows.
29.
Particular legislative provisions apply to denominational schools under the management
of education authorities which do not apply to other public schools, concerning the role of the
relevant church or denominational body. Section 7(2) provides that, in a denominational school,
the Parent Council’s constitution must allow for at least one co-opted member nominated by the
church or denominational body in whose interest the denominational school is conducted. This
means that where a Parent Council is established for a denominational school then the council
will need to include a representative of the relevant church or denominational body.
30.
Section 7(3) defines the term ‘denominational school’ by reference to the relevant
provisions of the 1980 Act. Section 16 of the 1980 Act deals with denominational schools under
the management of an education authority having been transferred to the authority from a church
or other denominational body and section 17 deals with denominational schools set up by
education authorities.

5
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Section 8 – Functions of a Parent Council
31.
Section 8 sets out the functions of a Parent Council, and details other matters concerned
with the operation of the council.
32.
Section 8(1)(a) requires the Parent Council’s efforts to be directed towards supporting
those managing the school in their endeavours to raise the standards and quality of education in
the school and to develop the pupils at that school to their fullest potential. This links the efforts
of the council to the statutory improvement framework in the 2000 Act as well as the duty on
education authorities in section 2 of the 2000 Act to secure that the education provided by them
to an individual child is directed to the development of the pupil to their fullest potential.
33.
The Parent Council may make representations to the headteacher and education authority
about the arrangements in the school to support parents in getting involved in their own child’s
education, and that of all the pupils at the schools generally (section 8(1)(b)(i)).
34.
It may also make representations to the education authority about the arrangements in the
authority’s area to support parents in getting involved in their child’s education and in the
education provided to all pupils attending public schools in the authority’s area (section
8(1)(b)(ii)).
35.
The Parent Council’s other functions as set out within section 8(1)(c) to (h) are to
promote contact between the school, the Parent Forum, pupils and others; to report at least
annually to the Parent Forum on its activities; to seek, collate and report the views of the Parent
Forum on specified matters, and to review its constitution and amend it as necessary, seeking the
agreement of the forum members.
36.
Section 8(2) allows the Parent Council to make representations to the appropriate person
or persons, in regard to specified matters detailed within section 8(1)(e). The council need not
have obtained the views of the Parent Forum before making representations.
37.
Section 8(3) and (4) make specific provision relating to representations made by a Parent
Council to Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education (HMIE). Where a Parent Council decide to
make representations to HMIE, they are required to have first made representations to the
education authority and also, as appropriate, to the headteacher and received replies. Such
representations might, for example relate to the standards of education in the school, the quality
of education provided by the school or any other matter of concern or interest to parents of pupils
at the school. HMIE in carrying out their functions are required to have regard to these
representations and to reply to the council. This is in so far as it is reasonable and practicable for
HMIE to do so. HMIE’s functions are to be found in section 66 of the 1980 Act (inspection of
educational establishments) and sections 9 to 12 of the 2000 Act (education authority inspections
and codes of practice as regards inspection of authorities and educational establishments).
Representations from a Parent Council may raise issues of relevance to HMIE’s functions and
this provision provides a statutory framework through which HMIE can be made aware of issues
of concern or interest to the council raised by a Parent Council with the headteacher or education
authority. HMIE have to take them into account.
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38.
Section 8(5) details what is required by way of consent, when the council is seeking to
amend or replace its constitution. Each member of the Parent Forum must be sent a copy of the
proposed amendment or replacement, with an invitation to say whether they agree to the
proposed change, and an indication of the period within which a response is required. The
Parent Council may amend the constitution if the majority of those responding agree the
amendment. It must then provide the education authority and the headteacher with a copy of the
revised constitution (section 8(6)).
39.
In terms of section 8(7) the Scottish Ministers can, by order, add to or alter any of the
functions of the council. A statutory instrument containing such an order is subject to the
affirmative procedure in the Parliament (see section 22(3)).
40.
Section 8(11) requires Parent Councils to have regard to any guidance issued to them by
the education authority under subsection (12). The purpose of such guidance is to ensure that the
council is aware of any duty the education authority has under statute or common law and to help
the council ensure that such duties are duly complied with by the council in discharging its
functions.
Section 9 – Attendance of headteacher at meeting of Parent Council
41.
The constitution of the Parent Council may provide for who is able to attend meetings of
the council. Section 9(1) provides that the headteacher has both the duty and right either to attend
meetings of the council, or be represented at such meetings, unless both parties have agreed
otherwise. This gives a statutory basis for the participation of the headteacher in the
deliberations of the Parent Council and a means of ensuring dialogue between the council and
the headteacher about the education provided in the school and the other measures being taken to
promote parental involvement in the school.
42.
Section 9(2) provides that, subject to subsection (3), Parent Council meetings are to be
open to the public. Section 9(3) qualifies this by providing that, during consideration of matters
considered by the Parent Council to be confidential, only members of the council and the
headteacher or his or her representative may be present.
Section 10 – Financial powers of a Parent Council
43.
Section 10 sets out a Parent Council’s financial powers and obligations. Essentially, it
can raise funds (except by borrowing), receive gifts, and spend such sums as it chooses. It may
not however own or have any legal interest in land or buildings.
Section 11 – Duties of education authority to a Parent Council etc.
44.
This section details the education authority’s duties to a Parent Council. These are
intended to support the operation of a Parent Council, and require the education authority to
provide advice and information to councils in response to any reasonable request from the
council. In addition, section 11(3) provides that the education authority are to allocate funding
each year so that a Parent Council can meet its administrative expenses (including the payment
of a clerk, if appointed), expenses of training provided or arranged by the council for its

7
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members and other outgoings in carrying out its functions. The funding provided for Parent
Councils is to be allocated from its budget, set at a level which the education authority considers
is reasonably required by the individual Parent Council.
45.
Section 11(5) requires the education authority to inform the Parent Council about the
arrangements at its school for consultation between parents and teachers, and allows the council
to make representations on those arrangements to the education authority or the headteacher.
46.
In support of the functions of a Parent Council to make representation about matters of
concern or interest to the Parent Forum or the council itself, where the authority (or headteacher)
has received representations from a Parent Council, subsection (6)(a) and (b) provides that they
must have regard to such representations (as far as is reasonable and practicable) and must reply
to them.
Section 12 – Duties of education authority to parents generally
47.
In addition to the specific duties which the Bill imposes on education authorities in
relation to the promotion of parental involvement in school education, and in that regard the
promotion of and support for duties towards Parent Councils, section 12 of the Bill also
introduces formal duties on education authorities to parents generally. The duty imposes a
specific requirement on education authorities to give advice and information to any parent of a
pupil on any matter relating to the education provided to that pupil in one of the schools under
their management. This could include the education authority taking steps to ensure that the
headteacher or other staff of the school attended by the pupil are available to give the parent
advice and information.
Section 13 – Headteacher’s report to Parent Council, Combined Parent Council or Parent
Forum
48.
Section 13 sets out the headteacher’s reporting responsibilities to the council or to the
forum. The duty on the headteacher to provide an evaluation report and statement of the
headteacher’s objective and ambitions for the school is owed to the Parent Council or, where
there is no Parent Council, to the Parent Forum.
49.
Section 13(2) provides that in evaluating the performance of their school, for the purpose
of the annual report required in terms of section 13(1), the headteacher is to carry out such
evaluation by reference to the school’s development plan, in particular the objectives and
statement of ambitions set by the education authority for the school by that plan; the report
against the previous year’s school development plan as required by section 6(4) of the 2000 Act;
and the measures and standards of school performance set by the education authority for schools
under their management, as required by section 7(1) of the 2000 Act. In addition to the reporting
obligation the headteacher has to prepare a summary of the report and make arrangements for
each parent to get a copy of the summary.
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Section 14 – Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of a
Parent Council
50.
Section 14 deals with the appointment procedures for senior posts in schools. The 1988
Act set out a detailed procedure for the appointment of headteachers and deputy headteachers
and for parents’ involvement in that process through the School Board. The Bill enables each
education authority to develop its own procedures and requires the education authority to inform
the Scottish Ministers and Parent Councils for schools in their area about their procedures for
filling posts (section 14(1)). In addition, when a headteacher or deputy headteacher is to be
appointed the education authority has to involve the Parent Council, where one exists, in the
appointment process (section 14(2)). Section 14(2A) provides that the Parent Council may ask
someone who is not a member of the council to assist it in carrying out its functions in
connection with the appointment process. Section 14 (2B) places a duty on education authorities
to ensure that appropriate training is made available to any Parent Council member or
representative taking part in an appointment process.
Section 15 – Complaints procedure
51.
As part of the scheme of the Bill, education authorities are required to establish a
complaints procedure which enables anyone to make complaints or other representations
concerning the exercise by authorities of (or the failure to exercise) their functions under the Bill
in respect of that person. The Bill requires the education authority to keep its complaints
procedure under review and to vary it when the education authority consider it appropriate. The
complaints procedure is to be publicised by the education authority and the authority must
provide a copy free of charge on request.
Section 16 – Establishment etc. of Combined Parent Council
52.
Section 16 sets out the arrangements to apply where a majority in each of the Parent
Forums of two or more schools decide that they wish to have a combined council cover the
interests of the schools involved.
53.
Sections 16(1) and 16(2) set out how a combined council may be set up. The members of
the Parent Forum at each school must be told in writing of the proposal and given a specific but
reasonable timeframe in which to give their response to the proposal. The decision is to be based
on the response of the majority of parent members of each of the Forums responding within that
period. Arrangements to establish a combined council can be made at any time, including where
a Parent Council has already been set up (section 16(3)). However, an existing Parent Council
ceases to exist when a combined council is established (section 16(4)).
54.
If the decision of the Parent Forums in each of the schools for the prospective combined
council is that a combined council should be established, the education authority then has to
proceed to prepare a scheme for establishing the combined council (section 16(6)), make
arrangements for implementation of that scheme which have to include the preparation of a
constitution (section 16(7)), and must send a copy of the scheme to the members of the Parent
Forums.

9
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55.
Once a Combined Parent Council is established, section 16(8) sets out what the new
combined council must do when first set up and whom they must inform of their existence and
constitution. This broadly parallels the obligation on a Parent Council for an individual school in
section 6(7) of the Bill. The Combined Parent Council is to decide its own name.
56.
Section 16(11) provides that a Combined Parent Council has essentially the same rights
and functions as a Parent Council, subject to any necessary modifications. In that regard, the
headteacher’s duty to report on an annual basis on school performance, objectives and ambitions
includes, where appropriate, a duty to report to a Combined Parent Council (section 13(1)(b)).
Subsections (11A) and (11B) provide that a Combined Parent Council that includes a
denominational school must provide in its constitution for at least one co-opted member
nominated by the church or denominational body in whose interest the school is conducted. If
more than one church or denominational body had an interest, each must be able to nominate at
least one co-opted member to the Combined Parent Council.
57.
Section 16(12) provides that the duties on the education authority to promote the
establishment of a Parent Council and to support its operation and in that regard to offer schemes
for their establishment cease to apply on the establishment of a combined council but reapply if
the school withdraws from the arrangement, and/or the combined council ceases to exist.
58.
Subsection (13) sets out the circumstances in which a Combined Parent Council ceases to
exist. The withdrawal or discontinuation from a combined council of one or more schools will
not cause the Combined Parent Council to cease to exist so long as there is more than one school
remaining in the combined council.
Section 17 – Withdrawal from represented schools
59.
Section 17 sets out the arrangements by which a school can withdraw from a Combined
Parent Council. This is to be done by notice of the proposed decision to withdraw being given to
each member of the Parent Forum. The decision is to be made on the basis of the views of the
majority of members responding within the relevant notice period.
Section 18 – Abolition of School Boards
60.
Section 18(1) provides for repeal of the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988.
Section 18(4) and (5) set out instances within the 1980 Act and the 2000 Act where the
references to “School Board” are now to be taken to refer to “Parent Council or Combined
Parent Council”, namely in regard to education authority appeal committees considering placing
requests or exclusions, and in regard to the preparation of the school development plan which
imposes a requirement on the education authority to consult with the council or combined
council on the school’s plan.
Section 19 – Guidance
61.
Section 19(A1) places a duty on Scottish Ministers to issue guidance to education
authorities in respect of their functions under sections 2 and 6 of the Bill (preparing a strategy for
parental involvement and establishment of Parent Council); to Parent Councils in respect of their
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Stage 2 (SP Bill 45A)
functions under section 8 (supporting the endeavours of those managing the school; ascertaining
the views of the Parent Forum and making representations on its behalf; promoting contact
between the school, the Parent Forum and others); and to Combined Parent Councils in respect
of their functions as applied by section 16(11). Section 19(1) allows the Scottish Ministers to
issue guidance on their functions under any other section of the Bill to education authorities,
Parent Councils and Combined Parent Councils. Education authorities and Parent Councils are
under a duty to have regard to such guidance in carrying out their functions under the Bill.
Education authorities and Parent Councils will need to be able to demonstrate that they took the
guidance into account in carrying out their functions under the Bill.
Section 20 – Interpretation
62.
References to “pupils” in the Bill include children under school age only where such
children are attending a primary school, including nursery classes within a primary school.
Section 23 – Repeals
63.

This section introduces the schedule which makes consequential repeals.

Section 24 – Short title and commencement
64.
This section contains the provisions relating to the Bill’s short title and when it will come
into force. It allows the Scottish Ministers to bring different parts of the Bill into force at
different times for different provisions, different areas, different purposes or different cases or
classes of cases.

11
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SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION COMMITTEE
EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES
14th Meeting, 2006 (Session 2)
Tuesday 2 May 2006
Present:
Dr Sylvia Jackson (Convener)
Mr Kenneth Macintosh
Mr Jamie Stone

Gordon Jackson
Mr Stewart Maxwell

Apologies were received from Mr Adam Ingram and Murray Tosh
Delegated powers scrutiny: The Committee considered the delegated powers
provisions in the following bill—
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill at Stage 2
and agreed that no points arose.
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Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement)
Bill: as amended at Stage 2
The Convener: No supplementary delegated
powers memorandum has been provided by the
Executive in this instance, as it does not consider
that any of the delegated powers in the bill as
introduced have been substantially amended or
that any new powers have been introduced. There
is therefore no requirement for us to report on the
bill at this stage. The only concern that the
committee raised with the lead committee at stage
1 related to section 19, which confers power on
ministers to issue guidance to various bodies.
Members will note what has been said in
response to us. The Executive noted our concern
that the bill did not provide for any parliamentary
scrutiny or publication requirement in respect of
the guidance, and it assured the committee that it
intended to consult parent councils fully before
issuing any guidance. The Executive anticipated
that the matter would be revisited at stage 2. Are
we happy to note the response? Are there any
other points to raise?
Mr Maxwell: No, I think that we should leave it
at that. Ken Macintosh is on the Education
Committee, is he not?
Mr Macintosh: Yes, I am. There is plenty of
education guidance, some of which is published.
Much of the guidance is scrutinised by the
Parliament, but there will be no need for
parliamentary scrutiny of guidance to parent
councils.
The Convener: We will note the amended
provision.
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Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
Marshalled List of Amendments selected for Stage 3
The Bill will be considered in the following order—
Sections 1 to 24
Long Title

Schedule

Amendments marked * are new (including manuscript amendments) or have been altered.
Section 1
Robert Brown
7

In section 1, page 1, leave out line 11
Robert Brown

8

In section 1, page 1, line 12, leave out <or, as the case may be, children>
Fiona Hyslop

27

In section 1, page 1, line 14, leave out from second <in> to end of line 17 and insert <,
( ) a child in attendance at a publicly-funded nursery school,
in the authority’s area in the education provided to that pupil or child and to the pupils
or children in attendance at the school generally.>
Fiona Hyslop
Supported by: Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

1

In section 1, page 1, line 22, at end insert—
<( ) It is the duty of Scottish Ministers to consult, for the purposes of advancing education in
Scotland, any national parents’ organisation established by Parent Forums or Parent
Councils.>
Section 2
Robert Brown

9

In section 2, page 1, line 29, at end insert—
<( ) In preparing their strategy for parental involvement, an education authority are to have
regard to how that strategy will promote equal opportunities.>
Fiona Hyslop
Supported by: Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

2

In section 2, page 1, line 29, at end insert—
SP Bill 45A-ML
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<( ) A strategy for parental involvement must also identify the factors which, in the
education authority’s judgement, discourage parental involvement in parents’ own
children’s education and in their school generally and set out the steps taken to address
such factors.>
Fiona Hyslop
Supported by: Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
3

In section 2, page 2, line 2, after <involvement> insert <in parents’ own children’s education and
in their school generally>
Fiona Hyslop

4

In section 2, page 2, line 4, after <involvement> insert <in parents’ own children’s education and
in their school generally>
Robert Brown

10

In section 2, page 2, line 7, after <at> insert <public>
Section 3
Fiona Hyslop

5

In section 3, page 2, line 27, after <involvement> insert <in parents’ own children’s education
and in their school generally>
Section 6
Robert Brown

11

In section 6, page 4, line 8, leave out <the pupils of> and insert <pupils in attendance at>
Robert Brown

12

In section 6, page 4, line 20, leave out <a Parent Council (as set out in section 8(1))> and insert
<the Parent Council under subsection (1) of section 8 and, where applicable, under subsection
(1A) of that section>
Section 7
Robert Brown

13

In section 7, page 4, line 36, at end insert—
<(4) Only a person who is a member of a school’s Parent Forum may chair a Parent Council
established for that school.>

2
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Section 8
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
Supported by: Fiona Hyslop
28

In section 8, page 5, line 15, at end insert <including its management and teachers,>
Phil Gallie
Supported by: Lord James Douglas-Hamilton

32

In section 8, page 5, line 36, at end insert—
<( ) to approve any materials relating to—
(i)

sexual health or activity,

(ii) drugs,
proposed to be used in the school,>
Robert Brown
14

In section 8, page 5, line 39, at end insert—
<(1A) In addition to the functions specified in subsection (1), the Parent Council established
for a primary school is to promote contact between—
(a) the Parent Forum of the school, and
(b) such providers of nursery education to prospective pupils of the school as appear
to the council appropriate.
(1B) For the purposes of subsection (1A)(b), a person is a provider of nursery education if
providing education to pre-school children (within the meaning of section 1(4B) of the
Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44)).>
Fiona Hyslop

29

In section 8, page 6, line 19, at end insert—
<( ) Without prejudice to the generality of subsection (2), the Parent Council may make such
representations on matters other than matters relating solely to education as it considers
appropriate to the local authority, community bodies and other public bodies; and in this
subsection “community bodies” has the meaning given in section 15(4) of the Local
Government in Scotland Act 2003 (asp 1) and “other public bodies” means the bodies
mentioned in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of the definition of “other public bodies” in that
section of that Act.>
Robert Brown

15
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In section 8, page 6, line 32, leave out <subsection (1)> and insert <any of subsections (1) to
(1B)>

3

Section 11
Fiona Hyslop
6

In section 11, page 8, line 10, leave out <education there> and insert <parents’ own children’s
education and in their school generally>
Robert Brown

16

In section 11, page 8, line 12, at end insert—
<( ) In addition to giving advice and information in terms of subsection (2)(a), the
headteacher of a school must, if requested to do so by a Parent Council established for
that school, give advice to the council on any matter falling within the headteacher’s
area of responsibility.>
Section 13
Robert Brown

17

In section 13, page 9, line 22, at end insert <, and
( ) the equal opportunity requirements>
Section 14
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton
Supported by: Fiona Hyslop

30*

In section 14, page 9, line 38, at end insert <; and where the appointment of a headteacher is
being considered, any appointment panel must consist of equal numbers of persons nominated
by—
(a) the education authority (one of whose nominees shall be the chairman of the
panel), and
(b) the Parent Council.>
Section 16
Robert Brown

18

In section 16, page 11, line 19, after <Forums,> insert—
<( ) pupils in attendance at the represented schools,>
Robert Brown

19

In section 16, page 11, line 31, at end insert—
<( ) Where one or more of the represented schools is a primary school, intimation under
subsection (8)(a)(ii) or (iii) is also to include a note of the functions of a Combined
Parent Council as set out in section 8(1A) and applied by subsection (11) (of this
section).>

4
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Robert Brown
20

In section 16, page 11, line 32, after <7(1)> insert <and (4)>
Section 18
Robert Brown

21

In section 18, page 12, line 29, leave out <subsection (1) comes into force> and insert <that
section is repealed>
Robert Brown

22

In section 18, page 12, line 33, leave out <subsection (1) comes into force> and insert <section 1
of that Act is repealed>
Section 20
Robert Brown

23

In section 20, page 13, line 16, leave out <135(1)> and insert <135>
Robert Brown

24

In section 20, page 13, line 18, at end insert—
<( ) In this Act, “equal opportunities” and “equal opportunity requirements” have the same
meanings as in Section L2 of Part II of Schedule 5 to the Scotland Act 1998 (c.46).>
Schedule
Robert Brown

25

In the schedule, page 15, line 10, column 2, at beginning insert—
<Section 74.>
Robert Brown

26

In the schedule, page 15, line 23, at end insert—
<Local Government in Scotland

Section 50.

Act 2003 (asp 1)>
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Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
Grouping of Amendments for Stage 3
This document provides procedural information which will assist in preparing for and
following proceedings on the above Bill. The information provided is as follows:
x

the list of groupings (that is, the order in which amendments will be debated). Any
procedural points relevant to each group are noted.

Groupings of amendments
Note: The time limits indicated are those set out in the timetabling motion to be considered by the
Parliament before the Stage 3 proceedings begin. If that motion is agreed to, debate on the
groups above each line must be concluded by the time indicated, although the amendments in
those groups may still be moved formally and disposed of later in the proceedings.

Group 1: Parental involvement in pre-school education
7, 8, 27, 12, 14, 15, 19
Group 2: National Parents’ Forum
1
Debate to end no later than 40 minutes after proceedings begin

Group 3: Equal opportunities, barriers to parental involvement etc.
9, 2, 17, 24
Group 4: Specific nature of parental involvement
3, 4, 5, 6
Group 5: Minor and consequential amendments
10, 11, 18, 21, 22, 23, 25, 26
Group 6: Chair of a Parent Council
13, 20
Debate to end no later than 1 hour 5 minutes after proceedings begin

Group 7: Functions of a Parent Council
28, 32, 29

SP Bill 45A-G
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Group 8: Duty of headteacher to give advice to a Parent Council
16
Group 9: Appointment of headteachers and deputy headteachers
30
Debate to end no later than 1 hour 40 minutes after proceedings begin
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EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF PROCEEDINGS
Vol. 4, No. 1 Session 2
Meeting of the Parliament
Wednesday 10 May 2006
Note: (DT) signifies a decision taken at Decision Time.
Business Motion: Alasdair Morgan, on behalf of the Parliamentary Bureau, moved
S2M-4371—That the Parliament agrees that, during Stage 3 of the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill, debate on groups of amendments shall, subject to Rule
9.8.4A, be brought to a conclusion by the time indicated (that time limit being
calculated from when the Stage begins and excluding any periods when other
business is under consideration or when the meeting of the Parliament is
suspended, other than a suspension following the first division in the Stage being
called, or otherwise not in progress):
Groups 1 and 2: 40 minutes
Groups 3 to 6: 1 hour and 5 minutes
Groups 7 to 9: 1 hour and 40 minutes
The motion was agreed to.
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill - Stage 3: The Bill was considered
at Stage 3.
The following amendments were agreed to without division: 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15,
16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 and 26.
The following amendments were agreed to (by division)—
7 (For 68, Against 38, Abstentions 0)
8 (For 68, Against 38, Abstentions 0)
The following amendments were disagreed to (by division)—
27 (For 38, Against 68, Abstentions 0)
1 (For 36, Against 62, Abstentions 0)
2 (For 33, Against 58, Abstentions 0)
3 (For 39, Against 65, Abstentions 0)
28 (For 36, Against 65, Abstentions 1)
32 (For 14, Against 89, Abstentions 0)
29 (For 39, Against 64, Abstentions 0)
30 (For 41, Against 60, Abstentions 0)
The following amendments were not moved: 4, 5 and 6.
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill - Stage 3: The Minister for
Education and Young People (Peter Peacock) moved S2M-4271—That the
Parliament agrees that the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) (Scotland) Bill be
passed.
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After debate, the motion was agreed to ((DT) by division: For 92, Against 17,
Abstentions 0).
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Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill: Stage 3
14:37
The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish
Godman): We move now to stage 3 proceedings
on the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement)
Bill. I want first to make the usual announcement
about the procedures that will be followed. First,
we will deal with amendments to the bill, and then
we will move to the debate on the motion to pass
the bill. For the first part, members should have
the bill as amended at stage 2—that is, SP bill
45A—the marshalled list containing all the
amendments that have been selected for debate
and the groupings that I have agreed.
In relation to amendments, the division bell will
sound and proceedings will be suspended for five
minutes before the first division of the afternoon.
The period of voting for that division will then be
30 seconds. Thereafter, I will allow a voting period
of one minute for the first division after a debate,
and a period of 30 seconds for all other divisions.
Section 1—Duty of Scottish Ministers and of
education authorities to promote involvement
of parents in school education etc.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Group 1 relates
to parental involvement in pre-school education.
Amendment 7, in the name of the Minister, is
grouped with amendments 8, 27, 12, 14, 15 and
19.
The Deputy Minister for Education and
Young People (Robert Brown): The Executive
amendments in this group are of one purpose:
they seek to recognise the importance of involving
the parents of children in pre-school education in a
way that is proportionate and appropriate to the
overall focus and aim of the bill.
The Education Committee took an interest in the
area covered by this first group of amendments,
when amendment 47 was agreed to at stage 2.
That amendment extended the duty on Scottish
ministers to promote parental involvement to cover
the parents of children who attend pre-school
publicly funded nurseries. I am grateful to Fiona
Hyslop for raising the issue. We have considered it
very carefully and feel that amendment 47 took the
wrong approach. This is not really a matter for the
Executive; arrangements that are much more local
are required. Accordingly, amendment 7 now asks
the Parliament, in effect, to take back amendment
47.
Similarly, the Executive will today ask
colleagues in the Parliament to reject Fiona
Hyslop’s amendment 27, which seeks to take

25392

things a stage further and extend the duty to
education authorities. In fairness, the new
amendment 27 is much more relevant than the
previous amendment 47, but we still feel that what
it proposes is not the right way to proceed. It does
not reflect what happens on the ground.
We are committed to joining up early years and
primary school education to ensure that all
children transfer smoothly from one sector to the
other. To achieve that effectively, we must use the
methods that are right for each sector. The bill has
been designed with school education in mind and
we do not believe that it is necessary to apply all
the bill’s provisions to the early years sector. They
would not always be appropriate.
Parental involvement is already a significant
feature of pre-school education—probably more
so then than in the later stages of school—in that
parents have strong and, in most cases, daily
contact with the staff who are working with their
children. The opportunity for parents to engage in
their children’s learning and to keep in touch with
their children’s development is much greater at
this stage of education than it is later on. We
therefore do not want the bill’s provisions to be
applied indiscriminately to pre-school provision.
However, we recognise the importance of
contact between the primary and pre-school
sectors. Therefore, we have lodged Executive
amendment 14 to help to develop closer ties
between primary schools and pre-school centres.
Amendment 14 seeks to add to the functions of
parent councils the promotion of contact between
school parent forums and providers of nursery
school education. That will build on the provision
that the bill makes for councils to promote contact
with parents of prospective pupils of a school.
Amendment 14 is a useful amendment that reacts
to the concerns that were expressed by Fiona
Hyslop and the rest of the Education Committee.
The definition that we have used in the context
of promoting contact is broader than that proposed
by Fiona Hyslop because it includes the
independent and voluntary sectors. I would argue
that the promotion of contact between parents at
local level is a more direct and beneficial way of
promoting parental involvement than the approach
that Fiona Hyslop advocated at stage 2 and the
one that she proposes in amendment 27.
The approach that we are taking will be
supported by statutory guidance. We will issue
guidance to education authorities on the
development
of
strategies
for
parental
involvement. That will highlight the need for
education authorities to consult early years
providers when developing those strategies and to
support parent councils in their promotion of
contact with those providers.
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In addition, the Executive already provides
statutory guidance on the delivery of pre-school
education that local authorities must take account
of in meeting their legal duty to provide such
education. That guidance is due to be redrafted,
and we will take that opportunity to reflect the bill’s
provisions on the need to involve parents in preschool education and to help them to support their
children in the transition to primary school.
Ministers also issue care standards, which
require early years education providers to work in
partnership with parents. We will consider whether
those standards need to be strengthened in the
light of the bill. Similarly, we want to explore the
scope that inspections offer to encourage
promotion of parental involvement in the early
years. The strong package of measures that is
already in place, together with the new provisions
on promoting contact between parents and
providers that are contained in amendment 14, will
create the proper balance and focus.
Amendments 12, 15 and 19 are consequential to
the approach that I have outlined. They will ensure
that parent councils notify interested parties of
their function of promoting contact with providers
of nursery education. I ask members to support
amendment 7 and to resist amendment 27. I hope
that Fiona Hyslop will recognise that we have
responded appropriately and properly to the point
that she made at stage 2 by not moving
amendment 27.
I move amendment 7.
Fiona Hyslop (Lothians) (SNP): I will focus my
remarks on amendments 7, 27 and 14. I am
pleased that the Executive has responded to the
Education Committee’s demands that early years
education be addressed. The Executive has
proposed a three to 18 curriculum. Three-yearolds and four-year-olds attend nursery education
that is provided by the state. There will be an
anomaly in the bill unless we accept the
arguments of the Scottish National Party and the
committee on the need to address early years
education.
A parent of a child who attends a nursery that is
associated with a primary school will be
encouraged by ministers and the local council to
become involved in their child’s education, but a
parent of a three-year-old or a four-year-old who is
in a stand-alone council nursery school will not
receive such encouragement. There will be an
imbalance in the bill unless members support
amendment 27 and reject amendments 7 and 8.
We recognise that early intervention and support
and early years education can allow youngsters to
make a great start, but we know that the transition
from nursery school to primary 1 can be highly
problematic. If we acknowledge that parental
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involvement is a key factor in successful
attainment for youngsters, it is important that we
support such involvement. That is why, both for
continuity purposes and so that there is equity in
the rights of parents across the sector, it is vital
that parental involvement in the education of
three-year-olds and four-year-olds is recognised.
The effect of amendment 7 would be that
Scottish ministers would have no duty to promote
parental involvement in early years education.
That is a highly questionable proposal, especially
when the committee decided unanimously that the
Executive should be responsible for promoting
parental involvement in the education of children
who attend publicly funded nursery schools.
Amendment 27 is about imposing on councils a
responsibility to promote parental involvement.
I have no problems with amendment 14. I am
pleased that the minister has suggested that
contact with the providers of nursery education
should be promoted, but why is he happy to give
the responsibility for establishing such contact to
parent councils and parent forums when he is
shirking his responsibility—and allowing councils
to shirk their responsibility—to promote parental
involvement? The two things are not mutually
exclusive. We can build into the bill a recognition
that early years education is a key factor in
education and that parental involvement should be
encouraged at all levels, and not only by the local
authority.
I urge the chamber to reject amendments 7 and
8 and to support amendment 27, which would
ensure that councils also have a responsibility in
this area. I am pleased to support the minister on
amendment 14, which provides for a useful
arrangement for the promotion of parental
involvement at the local level. We should not
forget the big picture: the Executive should not be
let off the hook, but should ensure that local
authorities have a duty to promote parental
involvement in early years education.
14:45
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Lothians)
(Con): I support the case that Fiona Hyslop has
just made. The minister has lodged a number of
extremely useful amendments on parental
involvement in pre-school education and we will
support his amendments 12, 14, 15 and 19.
Amendments 12 and 14 will give the parent
council the function of promoting contact between
primary schools and nurseries. We support and
welcome that aim.
Unfortunately, the minister also lodged
amendments 7 and 8 to delete provisions that
place a duty on Scottish ministers to promote
parental involvement in nursery schools. We do
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not support those amendments. The early years of
a child’s development are pivotal to his or her
future development and we believe that ministers
and parent councils should promote parental
involvement in nursery schools.

It is difficult to find a form of words that
encompasses the parents of pupils in all the
different forms of pre-school education, but the
solution that the ministers have gone for is the
most appropriate one.

We will support Fiona Hyslop’s amendment 27,
which provides for a duty on local authorities to
promote the involvement of parents of children
who attend local authority nursery schools. We
urge the chamber to support amendment 27 for
the reasons that I have set out.

Robert Brown: I have listened with some care
to the points that have been made in the debate.
With great respect, the approach that has been
taken was a little superficial, as it does not
recognise the breadth of vision that is contained in
the bill, the guidance that I spoke about earlier and
the surrounding framework of educational
structures.

Mr Adam Ingram (South of Scotland) (SNP): If
the bill is to reach beyond changing the structure
of parental representation to encouraging the
greater participation of parents in their children’s
learning, we will need to achieve a culture change
in parental attitudes. That can best be effected by
building parental involvement from early on. We
should start with the parents of children in early
years child care and education settings and
continue with the parents of children in primary
and secondary school years.
I welcome the concessions that the minister has
made to the committee following the debates at
stage 2 in adding contact with parents of preschool children to the functions of parent councils,
which Fiona Hyslop mentioned. However, the
provision is considerably weaker than one that
would place a duty on education authorities to
promote the involvement of parents of prospective
pupils. Surely education authorities are better
placed and resourced to make contact with and
inform such parents than parent councils would
be. Fiona Hyslop’s amendment 27 strengthens the
Executive’s amendment 14 and I urge the
chamber to support it.
Dr Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): I speak in
support of the minister’s approach, which reflects
the concerns that the committee raised on the
need for parents of pre-school children to become
more involved in their children’s education. The
problem with the way in which the committee
amended the bill at stage 2 is that parents of
children at publicly funded nursery schools, which
are only one form of pre-school education, would
be treated differently.
Obviously, in some local authority areas, large
numbers of pupils are in school nursery classes,
and I assume that their parents will be able to get
involved in the parent forum for that school. We
also have publicly funded nursery schools that
disperse children to a number of primary schools
and, in rural areas in particular, agreements are in
place with the private and voluntary sectors for the
delivery of pre-school provision. Amendment 27
will not encourage the parents of pupils in publicly
funded nursery schools to become involved in the
same way as other parents will be involved.

I will make three points in reply to the debate.
First, as Elaine Murray rightly mentioned, there is
a relative narrowness in the definition that was
used in the committee’s original stage 2
amendment and in the amendment that Fiona
Hyslop lodged for debate today. In the Executive
amendments in the group, the situation is dealt
with on a wider and more sophisticated basis.
Secondly, the Executive bows to no one in its
support for early years education and input. We
have done more than any Government before us
to advance the cause of provision for early years
education, which is at the heart of the approach
that we are taking.
Fiona Hyslop: If that is so, why did the bill as
introduced make no mention of nurseries?
Robert Brown: The bill takes a structural
approach and its objective is parental involvement.
I have made it clear that, as part of the guidance
that will be associated with the bill, a toolkit for
effective,
practical
and
non-bureaucratic
involvement with nurseries and other pre-school
providers will have prominence.
I accept the point that was made about three to
18 structures.
Margo MacDonald (Lothians) (Ind): If the
Executive’s amendments are not agreed to, what
sanctions will the Executive be able to deploy
against parents who do not become involved when
their children are at the pre-school stage?
Robert Brown: It is not a question of sanctions;
it is a question of there being a much more
positive and dynamic approach to encouraging,
enthusing and supporting parents in their
involvement in the education of their children.
That brings me to an important point. We heard
no detail about how the supporters of Fiona
Hyslop’s amendment 27 and the people who
supported amendment 47 at stage 2 think that
placing the suggested duty on the Scottish
Executive or on local authorities will make a
difference and add value to how parental
involvement is talked about and operated in a way
that goes beyond the Executive’s proposed
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approach. Amendment 27 would merely tinker with
the arrangements and misses the point about the
centrality of involvement in early years education
in the bill and the proposed guidance.
I do not want to lose sight of the consensual
point. Members of all parties are concerned about
the matter and accept the importance of links
between primary schools in particular and the
early years sector. The important point is how
those links are made through an approach that is
as non-bureaucratic as possible and which
recognises the varied provision in the pre-school
sector and addresses that effectively in a way that
adds value to the overall position. We should not
lose sight of those points in this slightly partypolitical debate. In that context I sustain the
position I set out in my opening remarks and ask
members to support amendment 7 and to disagree
to amendment 27.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 7 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division. As this is the first division, there will be a
five-minute suspension.
14:52
Meeting suspended.
14:57
On resuming—
The Deputy Presiding Officer: We will now
proceed with the division.
FOR
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)
Curran, Ms Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)
Deacon, Susan (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
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Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Stone, Mr Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

AGAINST
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Curran, Frances (West of Scotland) (SSP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Leckie, Carolyn (Central Scotland) (SSP)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
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McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Tosh, Murray (West of Scotland) (Con)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 68, Against 38, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 7 agreed to.
Amendment 8 moved—[Robert Brown].
The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 8 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division.
FOR
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)
Curran, Ms Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)
Deacon, Susan (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)

25400

McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Stone, Mr Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

AGAINST
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Curran, Frances (West of Scotland) (SSP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Leckie, Carolyn (Central Scotland) (SSP)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Tosh, Murray (West of Scotland) (Con)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 68, Against 38, Abstentions 0.
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Amendment 8 agreed to.
Amendment 27 moved—[Fiona Hyslop].
15:00
The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 27, in the name of Fiona Hyslop,
be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division.
FOR
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Curran, Frances (West of Scotland) (SSP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Leckie, Carolyn (Central Scotland) (SSP)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Tosh, Murray (West of Scotland) (Con)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

AGAINST
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)
Curran, Ms Margaret (Glasgow Baillieston) (Lab)
Deacon, Susan (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
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Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Scott, Tavish (Shetland) (LD)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Stone, Mr Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 38, Against 68, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 27 disagreed to.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Group 2 is on a
national parents forum. Amendment 1, in the
name of Fiona Hyslop, is the only amendment in
the group.
Fiona Hyslop: Amendment 1 is fairly
straightforward. It recognises that there will be a
national parents forum to represent the views of
parents, and it proposes that it should be the duty
of ministers to consult that forum. Section 1 is a
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high-level, strategic element of the bill and sets out
the duties of ministers. It is the appropriate place
to recognise that there will be a national parents
forum. When a similar amendment was lodged at
stage 2, the Education Committee was split 4:4,
and the convener’s casting vote led to its being
disagreed to. I hope that the Executive has had
time to reflect on the appropriateness of
recognising that there will be a national parents
forum and that it is willing to support the
amendment.
When the committee took evidence at stage 1, it
was struck by the need for a national body. I pay
tribute to the work of the Scottish Parent Teacher
Council and the Scottish School Board
Association, which have represented the views of
parents very well and have been influential in the
progress of the bill, adding their opinion about
what would be appropriate.
We do not want to be prescriptive about the bill,
nor do we want the minister to have a statutory
responsibility for establishing a national parents
forum. Since the Charities and Trustee Investment
(Scotland) Act 2005 was passed, we have had to
be increasingly careful about the bodies that
ministers establish under the law. In this case,
were the ministers to establish a national
representative body for parents, that body would
not necessarily attract charitable status. A national
parent organisation such as the Scottish Parent
Teacher Council can raise charitable funds without
being taxed in a way that affects the organisation
adversely. That is one of the reasons why we
agree with the minister. The national parents
forum should not be established by the ministers.
However, if the bill stipulates that ministers should
consult any national body that is established at the
grass roots by the parent forums and parent
councils, that would be one way of ensuring that
such a national body is recognised.
The Parliament could send the signal that it is in
favour of such a national body being
representative of grass-roots organisations in
schools and communities throughout Scotland.
That would also be a signal that we do not want to
follow the Scottish Consumer Council’s model,
which would provide for an Ofcom for parents.
Amendment 1 is simple; in that spirit, I hope that
the Executive has had more time to consider the
issue and that it will be able to support the
amendment.
I move amendment 1.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Amendment 1
creates a duty on Scottish ministers to consult a
national parents organisation as part of their
actions to promote parental involvement. That is
very much in keeping with the Conservatives’ view
that parents and their representatives should have
a substantial input to the system. We believe that
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parents, not the Government, should shape the
way in which the system works. The amendment
is therefore worthy of our support.
Iain Smith (North East Fife) (LD): As Fiona
Hyslop mentioned, there was no majority in favour
of the proposal in amendment 1 when it came
before the Education Committee at stage 2.
Therefore, I exercised a casting vote in the timehonoured way in which a convener should. It is not
necessary to have in the bill the provisions
contained in amendment 1. I cannot envisage any
circumstance in which an education minister would
not consult a national body that was set up by
parent forums or parent councils. However, there
is a danger that, if we put a duty to do so in the
bill, that could allow ministers to claim that they
had discharged their duty to consult parents
simply by consulting the national body.
We should not be prescriptive about the sort of
body parents that may wish to set up, as they may
not wish to set up a national body or may wish to
set up regional bodies. However, if we were to
agree to amendment 1, we might be prescribing to
parents how they should set up representative
bodies for themselves.
Amendment 1 is not necessary and may be
unhelpful at this stage.
Mr Ingram: In the stage 2 debate on a similar
amendment, the minister accepted the need to
establish
“a strong national body to represent parents’ interests”.—
[Official Report, Education Committee, Wednesday 29
March 2006; c 3121.]

He also accepted that such a body would be a key
consultee on education matters, but denied that
making such provision in the bill would add
anything.
The minister also asked why the body should be
singled out as a consultee above trade union and
other interests. It seems fairly obvious to me why
the bill should mention a national parents body.
After all, it is a parental involvement bill. It aims to
widen and deepen parental involvement in schools
and in the development of education policy, so it is
entirely appropriate that special mention should be
made of the role of a national parents body.
Indeed, the failure to make such a reference would
surely be a serious omission from the bill—in
some eyes, it would be a fundamental flaw.
I urge Parliament to agree to amendment 1.
Dr Murray: Although I agree that it is essential
that ministers consult any national parents body,
the new subsection that amendment 1 proposes
could have an unintended consequence. Would
every bill that went through the Parliament in
future need to specify who would have to be
consulted? If so, would ministers need to bother to
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consult any agency other than those that were
specified in statute?
Robert Brown: I agree entirely with the
comments that Iain Smith and Elaine Murray
made; they hit the nail right on the head. There is
no argument about the fact that ministers consult,
and will continue to consult, national parents
organisations—and, indeed, many other bodies—
in connection with education issues.
A statutory duty is a significant matter, and when
we legislate, we should be careful to ensure that
additional duties add value to what we are trying to
enshrine in legislation. The Executive has made it
clear that it is fully supportive of the principle of
establishing a strong national body, but it is not up
to us to determine the format of that body. The
body must be led by local parents, in that it must
emanate from parents groups throughout Scotland
and build on the foundation that has been laid by
the existing national bodies.
However, that is different from saying that there
should be a statutory duty on ministers to consult
such a body. The issue is what would happen if
there was no such statutory duty, and the reality is
that consultation would take place. Therefore,
amendment 1 would add nothing to the way in
which consultation will operate. We are arguing
about nothing of substance. The central point is
that we envisage that, once the bill has been
passed and the implementation arrangements
have begun, a new national body will emerge.
That body will be parent led, not led by the
Executive, and ministers will consult the body, as
has always been the practice.
On Lord James Douglas-Hamilton’s comments,
it is worth noting that the legislation that set up
school boards does not contain any such
obligation. Lord James might even have been
involved in that legislation as a minister, so there
is a dichotomy in the arguments that he advances.
It has not been the normal arrangement to have
such details in bills, although I accept that there
are exceptions.
I ask the Parliament to reject Fiona Hyslop’s
amendment 1.
Fiona Hyslop: I ask the minister to read the
amendment, which refers to
“any national parents’ organisation established by Parent
Forums or Parent Councils”.

That is precisely because we want the
organisation to be led by people at the grass roots.
Perhaps one of the reasons why the Scottish
School Board Association has not been able to
exercise the powers that it could have exercised is
that they were not originally legislated for. The
minister’s arguments are defeated in that regard.
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At stage 1, we identified that one of the biggest
holes in the bill was the lack of a reference to a
national body for parents. I suspect that the only
reason why that cannot be included in the bill is
that to do so would mean that the body would not
attract charitable status. That is an anomaly, which
deserves recognition. It is important that ministers
have duties and responsibilities to consult parents
under a parental involvement bill.
In response to Elaine Murray, I point out that we
pass legislation all the time that says which
organisations ministers have a duty to consult. Jim
Wallace made such a proposal in the Further and
Higher Education (Scotland) Bill, specifically
saying that students should be consulted on the
introduction of variable fees. Yet, having consulted
students, the Executive will tomorrow propose
legislation to introduce variable top-up fees in
Scotland. I am sorry to say that, despite such a
provision to consult, the Executive has
disregarded the views of students.
The principle is the same, however. In other
pieces of legislation, there are duties on ministers
to consult different organisations. The effect of
amendment 1 is simply that it would recognise the
importance of a national body for parents, which is
what parents told us they need.
The Deputy Presiding Officer (Murray Tosh):
The question is, that amendment 1 be agreed to.
Are we all agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division.
FOR
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
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Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

AGAINST
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)

25408

Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 36, Against 62, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 1 disagreed to.
Section 2—Strategies for parental involvement
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Group 3 is on
equal
opportunities,
barriers
to
parental
involvement etc. Amendment 9, in the name of the
minister, is grouped with amendments 2, 17 and
24.
Robert Brown: At stage 2, Frank McAveety and
Ken Macintosh both lodged amendments that
were designed to demonstrate the Parliament’s
commitment to equal opportunities in the bill. The
Executive is fully committed to the promotion of
equal opportunities in our schools, and I undertook
to consider further how that could be brought into
the bill more effectively. Of course, there is also a
wider framework of existing equal opportunities
legislation. Amendments 9, 17 and 24 are the
result of those considerations.
We have picked up Frank McAveety’s proposal
and the wording of amendment 9 says that the
education authority’s strategy for parental
involvement should
“have regard to how that strategy will promote equal
opportunities.”

Section 2 seems the most logical and effective
place for that duty and it is helpful to make explicit
what is already implicit in other equal opportunities
legislation.
Amendment 17 ensures that the head teacher’s
annual report to the parent council has regard to
“equal opportunity requirements”, which will allow
the parent council to know how those are being
worked out at a practical, local level in their school
without making an undue bureaucratic imposition
on the local authority.
Amendment 24 defines the terms “equal
opportunities”
and
“equal
opportunity
requirements” with reference to their meaning in
the Scotland Act 1998.
15:15
In amendment 2, Fiona Hyslop raises important
issues—the factors that may discourage parents
from becoming involved in their children’s
education and school—about which we had an
interesting exchange at stage 2. We know that
there is a variety of reasons why some parents
find involvement difficult. Their own experience of
school might have been negative and might have
undermined their confidence in engaging with a
school. Some parents’ first language is not English
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and home-school communications issues might
arise from that and other matters. Some families
might experience practical difficulties with
domestic or care arrangements.
For those and other reasons, I accept that
education authorities and schools must take a
strategic approach to involving parents in their
children’s education and learning. The bill fully
allows for that. Sections 1 and 2 place appropriate
duties on education authorities actively to promote
parental involvement in its widest sense and to
have a strategy in place to develop parental
involvement.
In practical terms, education authorities will in
the process of meeting their duties pick up on and
take account of the factors to which Fiona
Hyslop’s amendment refers, in a way that it is
hoped will encourage parental involvement. There
is no need to headline that in the bill as
amendment 2 would. A minor point is that the
amendment’s wording might be seen as a little
negative and contrary to the bill’s positive
approach to encouraging parental involvement.
As I have said, amendment 9 requires education
authorities to have regard to how their strategies
for parental involvement will promote equal
opportunities. That is the alternative way forward.
We also amended the bill at stage 2 to require
ministers to issue guidance on education
authorities’ strategies for parental involvement. We
will ensure that that guidance addresses the need
for strategies to take account of all the factors,
including those to which Fiona Hyslop’s
amendment refers, that discourage or inhibit
parental involvement. They will include factors that
arise from disadvantage or inequality.
We have the proper structure to take forward
and I hope that Fiona Hyslop accepts the reality of
that. Therefore, I ask members to support
amendments 9, 17 and 24 and to resist
amendment 2.
I move amendment 9.
Fiona Hyslop: The group of amendments
highlights the fact that the bill is about two issues:
the representative forum for school management
support and parents’ involvement in their
children’s education. Barriers to involvement apply
to both elements. The SNP supports the
amendments on equal opportunities. Perhaps
amendment 2 is an attempt to broaden that out
and to recognise that, for inclusiveness, we must
address equal opportunities in individual children’s
education as well as in representation.
It is clear that we must ensure that education
authorities not only make sure that parent councils
are established but are far more actively involved
in identifying the barriers to parental involvement.
Those barriers will change and will be different in
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rural areas, urban areas, city centres and other
parts of Scotland with different experiences. For
example, the increase in Polish migrants to the
Inverness area will pose key challenges for the
local council and education authority.
Children in Scotland supports amendment 2 and
thinks that it would be a useful addition to the bill.
The amendment would prevent councils from just
ticking a box to say that a parent council has been
established and would give them an active role in
identifying the factors that discourage parental
involvement. The amendment has a broader
scope than the equal opportunities provisions,
although they are not mutually exclusive. The
amendment would be a useful addition that
underpins the fact that there is more to the bill
than the mechanistic establishment of parent
councils to replace school boards.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: We support all
the amendments in the group, particularly Fiona
Hyslop’s amendment 2, which would place a duty
on education authorities to identify the factors that
discourage
parental
involvement.
That
amendment is to be welcomed, as identifying
areas for improvement would inform and focus an
education authority’s approach to improving the
situation and should lead to more effective and
measurable progress.
Mr Kenneth Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): As
the minister said, I was keen at stage 2 to make
an amendment that would place a duty on
education authorities to monitor the representation
of parents on parent councils. That amendment
was designed to encourage positive action to
promote the involvement of parents from minority
ethnic communities in representative bodies.
As Fiona Hyslop’s amendment 2 recognises, a
number of obstacles can work against the
representation of parents from particular
backgrounds on school boards and, in future, on
school councils. It is easy to imagine how such
councils could become dominated by white,
middle-class parents and, potentially, even work
against the interests of the more vulnerable pupils
in our schools and their families. I am pleased that
the Executive and the minister have recognised
that and have agreed with the principle behind my
amendment and, indeed, the principle behind
Fiona Hyslop’s amendment.
I accept the Executive’s argument that the bill
should not be overly prescriptive or descriptive but
should promote a general duty to have regard to
the promotion of equal opportunities in preparing a
strategy for parental involvement. Amendment 17
places a further duty on head teachers to report
progress on those matters. We will come to that
issue later.
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As the minister suggested, Fiona Hyslop’s
amendment 2 puts in rather negative language the
idea of promoting parental involvement, which lies
at the heart of the bill but in positive terms. The
amendment is well meant, but I urge members not
to support it. I also urge members to vote for
amendment 9.
Robert Brown: The issue has been fully
debated, but I want to say one thing in response to
what has been said. Nothing could be further from
the truth than Fiona Hyslop’s comment about
“the mechanistic establishment of parent councils”.

That idea comes from reading sections on setting
up the system without having proper regard to the
strategy, which is a key part of the bill. That
strategy will give life, structure, innovation and
dynamism to our important objectives.
I am sure that all members think that the aim of
widening parental involvement is central to the bill.
The divide on the issue that we are discussing
should not disguise that unanimity. As a result of
trying to cover all eventualities, we would run the
risk of bringing the law of unintended
consequences into effect. It is far better to speak
about such matters in more general terms. The
direction of travel has been clearly set out,
guidance will deal with the details and the end
result should take on board all the issues that
members throughout the chamber are concerned
about.
I ask members to disagree to amendment 2.
Amendment 9 agreed to.
Amendment 2 moved—[Fiona Hyslop].
The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 2 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division.
FOR
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
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Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

AGAINST
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
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Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 33, Against 58, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 2 disagreed to.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Group 4 is on
the specific nature of parental involvement.
Amendment 3, in the name of Fiona Hyslop, is
grouped with amendments 4, 5 and 6.
Fiona Hyslop: This group of amendments
hinges on one argument—that the legislation must
emphasise that it is not just about the
representation of parents on something that
replaces school boards. Many of us have been
quite sceptical about the bill and if it is to mean
anything, it must encourage the promotion of
parental involvement in a child’s education.
Amendments 3, 4, 5 and 6 would make it explicit
to anybody who was reading the bill or executing it
through council strategies that it is about
promoting parents’ involvement in their children’s
education as well as in the school generally.
Although it is clear that the council has a duty
under section 1(2) to promote parents’
involvement in the education that a school
provides “to that pupil” and “to its pupils generally”,
that is not referred to again after section 1. It is
important to encourage councils to ensure that, in
any strategy that they put forward, parental
involvement is about involvement in the children’s
education individually as well as in the structural,
mechanistic—I will use the word “mechanistic”—
establishment of a parent council.
The vote that took place right at the beginning of
the debate, about early years education,
reinforces my point. Some of the arguments that
were put against the SNP’s trying to promote early
years education as being covered by the bill were
concerns about how parents would involve
themselves in the parent forum. That could not be
further from the point at argument. The point at
argument in relation to early years education is
that, if we can encourage parents to become
involved and support their children’s education in
the earliest years, they are more likely to stay
involved. That is a test of where the Government
is coming from on this. We must reinforce the
point that the bill is about not just replacing school
boards but parental involvement in education. We
must ensure that that is explicit in other parts of
the bill, not just in section 1.
I have agreed that much of the regulation should
be in guidance, rather than in the bill. There has
been good will from members around the chamber
to allow the Executive to keep the bill free from too
many cumbersome additions. However, there are
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certain principles that must be embedded in the
bill if it is to work. It is in that spirit that these
amendments have been lodged.
I move amendment 3.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: We support
Fiona Hyslop’s amendments. We have argued
consistently that it is crucial to support parents in
getting involved in their children’s education,
helping
with
homework
and
providing
encouragement. We believe that that is just as
important as encouraging parents to get involved
in the community life and governance of the
school. The amendments in the group would help
to ensure that the bill’s provisions encourage
parental involvement for the purpose of securing
greater educational attainment by pupils and so
are worthy of our support.
Iain Smith: The long title of the bill begins:
“An Act of the Scottish Parliament to make further
provision for the involvement of parents in their children’s
education and in school education generally”.

I do not think that it is necessary to spell that out in
full every time that the word “involvement”
appears. We should ensure that legislation is kept
simple, and the wording of the long title makes it
perfectly clear what the bill means by
“involvement”.
Dr Murray: Section 1 states:
“It is the duty of an education authority to promote the
involvement of the parents … in the education provided …
to that pupil”.

All that Fiona Hyslop’s amendments would do is to
add cumbersome phraseology; they would not add
to the spirit of the bill in any way.
Ms Rosemary Byrne (South of Scotland)
(SSP): I support Fiona Hyslop’s amendments. It is
important to have the proposed wording in the bill.
We do not want this parental involvement bill to
end up being a bill that is about parents going into
schools, helping out where they can and doing
fundraising—we want it to be about much more
than that. Having the suggested emphasis in the
bill is important. We want parents to take a real
interest in their children’s education, to be
encouraged to do so and not to feel intimidated
when they go into a school and ask how it teaches
maths or does this or that. Indeed, we want to
encourage parents to learn how to do homework
with their children and all the other things that are
important in education.
Margo MacDonald: Although I have the
greatest respect for Rosemary Byrne, I think that
her good intentions have overtaken her good
judgment on this. We should be trying to make any
bills that the Parliament passes as simple to read
as possible. They should be in very clear English.
Well-intentioned
though
Fiona
Hyslop’s
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amendments may be, they would not make
anything in the bill clearer and certainly would not
improve the role of parents in schools.
15:30
Robert Brown: Margo MacDonald is an
experienced legislator and her response had it in
one. The principal sections of the bill—sections 1
and 2—contain very powerful words. As is the
case with many other bills, sections 1 and 2 are
the principal sections and they state the position
very precisely. Section 1(2) makes it clear that
“It is the duty of an education authority to promote the
involvement of the parents of a pupil … to that pupil, and …
to its pupils generally.”

Those are very specific and powerful words.
Notwithstanding Fiona Hyslop’s attempts to
amend it, section 2 specifically refers to the
strategy for dealing with the duties under section
1, including the bit to which I have referred
already. Quite simply, amendments 3, 4, 5 and 6
are unnecessary. They repeat what has already
been provided for in the bill and, to be quite
honest, I am a little bit disappointed that the
amendments have come back today because we
explained clearly at stage 2 that the strategy must
cover such things. To take Fiona Hyslop’s point,
although people will not read the bill as a routine
bedtime exercise, it is important that it be elegant
and simple. If it is cluttered up with phrases such
as those in the amendments, which add nothing of
value, we will not make any advances.
Amendments 5 and 6 relate to school
development and the advice and information that
head teachers and staff have to give to parent
councils and are unnecessary because sections 1
and 2 provide for the overarching requirement to
involve parents in their child’s education and in the
general education that is provided at the school.
Parliament should resist amendments 3, 4, 5
and 6 on the principle that we should not add to
the complexity of legislation if that is not
necessary.
Fiona Hyslop: The amendments are hardly
complex; they are fairly easy to read. If Parliament
rejects them, it rejects parental involvement in
children’s education, in the council strategy, in the
school development plan and in discussion among
teachers, head teachers and parents on attitudes
towards education. They are specific and practical
measures for spelling out that the bill is not just
about parental involvement and representation on
school boards; it is about the meat and drink of
education, which is the learning experience. We
are trying to embed the learning experience in the
legislation. The approach is fairly simple and
straightforward and I press amendment 3.
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The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 3 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division.
FOR
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

AGAINST
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)
Deacon, Susan (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
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Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 39, Against 65, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 3 disagreed to.
Amendment 4 not moved.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Group 5 is on
minor
and
consequential
amendments,
Amendment 10, in the name of the minister, is
grouped with amendments 11, 18, 21, 22, 23, 25
and 26.
Robert Brown: As you said, Presiding Officer,
all the amendments in the group are technical or
consequential. Most of them arise out of
amendments accepted at stage 2. Those relating
to section 18 reflect further consideration of
commencement issues.
Amendment 10 makes it clear that, consistent
with other provisions in the bill, the duty on
education authorities to have regard to the views
of pupils in attendance at schools in their area
applies only to those pupils in attendance at public
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schools rather than all schools. Amendment 11
brings the wording of the provision in section
6(7)(a)(iia) into line with similar provisions
elsewhere in the bill. Amendment 18 seeks to deal
with the provision in section 6(7)(a)(iia)—that a
parent council should intimate the fact of its
establishment to the pupils in attendance.
Amendment 21 ensures that the bill is structured
so as to reflect the intended repeal of different
parts of the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 at
different times. Amendment 22 is similar but refers
to the termination of the appointment of a clerk to
a school board once the school board ceases to
exist. Amendment 23 provides that, unless the
context otherwise requires, expressions in the bill
have the same meaning as in section 135 of the
Education (Scotland) Act 1980. The amendment
broadens the current wording to include the
definition of “primary school”. Amendment 25
repeals section 74 of the Self-Governing Schools
etc (Scotland) Act 1989, which provided for
requirements, under section 87A of the 1980 act,
to advertise principal teacher posts and, under
section 87B of the 1980 act, relating to the
selection of teachers. Amendment 26 repeals
section 50 of the Local Government in Scotland
Act 2003.
Essentially, the amendments will tidy up the
statute book.
I move amendment 10.
Amendment 10 agreed to.
Section 3—Ambitions and objectives for a
school
Amendment 5 not moved.
Section 6—Scheme for establishment of a
Parent Council
Amendments 11 and
Brown]—and agreed to.

12

moved—[Robert

Section 7—Restrictions as to composition of a
Parent Council
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Group 6 is on
the chair of a parent council. Amendment 13, in
the name of the minister, is grouped with
amendment 20.
Robert Brown: When Fiona Hyslop at stage 2
moved an amendment similar to amendment 13, I
said that I was attracted to it but wanted time to
consider whether wider issues needed to be taken
into account, such as what would happen if the
child of the chair left the school during the course
of the term. Amendment 13 highlights the
importance of ensuring that the lead officers of the
parent council have an active and close
relationship with members of the parent forum.
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The amendment ensures that only a person who is
the parent of a child at the school can chair the
school’s parent council. I am sure that that is right
and that Fiona Hyslop’s stage 2 amendment was
entirely correct.
Amendment 20 provides similar provisions for
combined parent councils and brings those into
line with those for single parent councils.
Obviously, a parent council needs to keep in touch
with parents.
I move amendment 13.
Fiona Hyslop: I put on record our support for
those parents who have chaired school boards
and parent-teacher councils in the past. They
served their children and the community well and
we should recognise that fact.
I should be grateful for small mercies, given that
members seem to have voted against all my other
amendments today. I am pleased that the
Executive listened to the arguments that I made at
stage 2 and lodged an amendment similar to the
one that I previously proposed. We should recall
that the reason for such a provision is that, despite
the good will and good efforts of all involved,
circumstances may arise in which co-opted
members who are parents of former pupils might
overstay their welcome by continuing to chair the
parent council. It is important that we keep parent
councils live and fresh by requiring that only
parents whose children attend the school can be
given the responsibility of chairing the parent
council. I am pleased that the Executive has
acknowledged that by lodging amendment 13.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: I will allow a
brief contribution from James Douglas-Hamilton.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: In one
sentence, the minister’s response to Fiona
Hyslop’s stage 2 amendment will ensure that
parental representation remains strong.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Does the
minister require to sum up?
Robert Brown: No.
Amendment 13 agreed to.
Section 8—Functions of a Parent Council
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Group 7 is on
the functions of a parent council. Amendment 28,
in the name of James Douglas-Hamilton, is
grouped with amendments 32 and 29.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Amendment
28 is supported by the Scottish School Board
Association. The purpose of the amendment is to
clarify that parent councils are to have regular
contact with teachers at the school, in the interests
of promoting parental involvement. The parent
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council should promote contact between
management, teachers, parents, pupils and the
local community for the benefit of children’s wellbeing and attainment.
I will also support amendment 32, in the name of
Phil Gallie, which is based on the existing
provision in section 9(2) of the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988 that gives boards the right to
approve spending on teaching materials.
Amendment 32 would make that provision more
specific, in that it would apply to materials relating
to sex and relationships education. The
amendment would therefore give parents
appropriate influence over of how such a sensitive
subject is taught to their children.
Amendment 29, in the name of Fiona Hyslop, is
also worthy of support. Its purpose is to augment
the quality of parental involvement by giving
parent councils the right to make representations
on any appropriate matter to the local authority
and other public bodies, not including the police,
the fire service, the health board or Scottish
Enterprise. The amendment would help to keep
the school a central part of the community.
I move amendment 28.
Phil Gallie (South of Scotland) (Con): In last
week’s debate on human rights, a new word was
mentioned in the chamber—responsibility. There
was particular emphasis on the responsibility of
parents for their children. I recognise that the state
also has a responsibility to our children. The state
protects children in health and sexual matters by
setting in statute 16 as the age of consent.
I believe that the bill should leave parents with
the responsibilities that they currently have under
the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988, which it
effectively replaces. Amendment 32 in my name
upholds the right of parents to determine what
material is fit for production in respect of sex
education and education on drugs for their
children in schools.
In advancing my argument for giving parents a
say, I draw members’ attention to the national
health guidelines for teaching in schools. I point to
the page that determines the guidelines for those
in the 11-to-14 age bracket. I will not read out all
the items, as that would be offensive, but I will give
members a taste. The document refers to
“Use of sexual toys eg vibrators or other items … Sadism
and/or masochism—the use of pain … Dressing up—tying
up … Multiple partner at one time—ie more than 2 people”.

I suggest that it is wrong to put those matters
before children who are aged between 11 and 14.
However, that is not for me to judge—I believe that
it is for every parent to judge. The amendment that
I have lodged would allow parents to have a say. I
recommend that all members should examine the
national guidelines. I believe that they are
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inappropriate and that parents have a right to
judge. I ask members to support amendment 32.
Fiona Hyslop: Amendment 29 is in line with the
position that was adopted by the Convention of
Scottish Local Authorities at stage 1. This is the
first time that we have had an opportunity to
debate, to legislate on and to vote on the matter.
The aim of the amendment is to ensure that the
role of parent councils is not restricted to the life
and circumstances of the school but relates to
wider community planning and strategic issues,
such as transport and the school’s surrounding
environment. If we believe that schools should be
at the heart of the community, we should agree
with COSLA and support the amendment, to
ensure that schools can contribute and be
consulted on issues that touch on them.
I support amendment 28, in the name of Lord
James Douglas-Hamilton. Unless we vote for the
amendment, there will be no mention of teachers
in the bill. There is an acknowledgement of the
role of head teachers and parents, but teachers
and their connection with pupils should also be
supported.
I think that, with amendment 32, Phil Gallie is
hijacking the bill. The amendment is a very late
contribution and is misplaced. If he had paid any
attention to the contributions that have been made
by parents organisations and by the Education
Committee, he would know that the matters to
which the amendment refers will be part and
parcel of consultation on and discussion of
parental involvement in the very educational
issues about which I have argued all afternoon.
The framework of the legislation allows for that.
Why do I think that Phil Gallie is wrong? His
arguments are misplaced in a number of respects.
He says that amendment 32 replicates the
provisions of the 1988 act. If he had looked at that
act, he would know that it does not. Lord James
Douglas-Hamilton was also incorrect in saying
that. The 1988 act gives schools boards authority
over spending. Amendment 32 is not about
spending, but about approval. Phil Gallie says that
it is about ensuring that parents have a say, but in
fact it is about ensuring that they have a veto. Why
should it end with sex and drugs? Why should the
amendment not extend to religion? It could be a
charter for establishing creationist schools. If a
member comes late to a piece of legislation, they
should think through the content and technical
details of the amendment that they lodge, rather
than going for headlines and seeking to hijack the
bill. Some of us have taken a lot of time and put in
a lot of effort to ensure that parents have
meaningful involvement in their children’s
education. On that basis, I will support
amendments 29 and 28 but reject amendment 32.
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15:45
Iain Smith: I will concentrate on amendment 32,
which I urge members to reject.
In Scottish legislation, we already have sufficient
provision to ensure that parents are adequately
consulted on matters of this nature. The Standards
in Scotland’s Schools etc Act 2000 made that a
requirement and the national guidance that was
issued on sex education in schools specifically
says that parents should be consulted on these
matters. It is absolutely right that that should
happen, but it is absolutely wrong that parents
should have a veto, whether collectively or through
a small group that might take over a school board
in order to push its agenda. That would not be an
acceptable way forward.
In particular, the approach that is suggested
would be wrong because it ignores the issue of
who education is for. The education that we are
talking about delivering is not for the parents; it is
for the children. It is supposed to ensure that
children can make informed choices, subject to
their being the appropriate age, based on
educational materials that are appropriate to their
level of understanding. The idea that children
should be denied appropriate educational
materials because a small minority of parents think
that they should not have access to them is
dangerous and will put at risk many children who
are not at risk at present. We have sensible
provisions for dealing with these matters and we
do not want to bring in rules that are not sensible
and that would allow a small minority of parents to
veto the important sex and drugs education
programmes that are available to our children in
our schools.
Patrick Harvie (Glasgow) (Green): I also want
to speak briefly on amendment 32. The position
that we have heard from the Conservatives today,
which is that parents should be given the power of
control over material relating to sexual health and
drugs education, is familiar. However, although I
am not surprised that it has been raised, I am
quite astonished at the fact that the amendment is
as blunt as it is. If Phil Gallie were to propose that
parent councils should ascertain the views of the
parents, under section 8(e), or promote contact
and communication on these issues, that would be
fine—discussion of these issues would be positive.
However, the simple veto that is included in the
amendment, without caveats, constraints or
controls, is another matter entirely.
Phil Gallie talked about human rights, yet there
is nothing in the amendment that would prevent
the infringement of the human rights of young
people to their education. Further, he does himself
no favours by proposing the amendment in a
speech that implied that wildly inappropriate
material is circulating freely in schools. That is
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simply not the case. If Mr Gallie has an opportunity
to respond to what has been said about the
amendment, I would like him to say whether there
is anything in the amendment that would prevent it
from being used as a charter for the worst kind of
keep-the-clause bigotry.
Mr Ingram: I, too, oppose the amendment in the
name of Phil Gallie, which appears to be nothing
more than an opportunistic attempt to create some
lurid tabloid headlines—a kind of revisiting of the
section 2A debate. Mr Gallie appears to imply that,
if left to their own devices, teachers will peddle
inappropriate sex and drugs propaganda to our
children. Such notions do not deserve to be given
any house room. Promoting moral and healthy
behaviour will naturally be something that schools
and parent councils will be anxious to get right and
they should be left to get on with it without
interference from would-be moral majoritarians. I
trust that the Parliament will knock this nasty little
amendment on its head.
Robert Brown: I recognise the point behind
amendment 28, in the name of Lord James
Douglas-Hamilton, which is to do with the
importance of contact between parents and the
managers and teachers of a school. However,
once again, the amendment is unnecessary. As
section 8 sets out the whole range of players with
whom a parent council should promote contact, it
is unnecessary for the bill to refer expressly to the
school’s management or teachers in that regard.
The bill enables the parent council to promote
contact with parents, the head teacher and his or
her staff, pupils and others with an interest in
school education. That process will be led by the
parent council and, indeed, will prove important to
its effective functioning. As a result, the bill’s
present reference to “the school” is appropriate
and proportionate, and amendment 28 adds
nothing to the provisions.
Much has been said about the amendment in
the name of Phil Gallie, which Adam Ingram rightly
characterised as “this nasty little amendment”. Mr
Ingram is not the sort of chap who gets terribly
excited during debates, but he certainly got carried
away with his references to lurid headlines. He hit
the nail right on the head. I believe that giving
parent councils the function of approving materials
used by the school to promote education in sexual
health, drugs or any other area, which is what Phil
Gallie seeks to do, is not something that most
parents want. Indeed, consultation on the bill
showed that very few parents wanted control over
a school’s spending or teaching materials,
although they wanted to be consulted where
appropriate.
It is quite disingenuous of Mr Gallie to say that
amendment 32 simply follows the wording of
provisions in the School Boards (Scotland) Act
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1988. As other members have pointed out, that is
simply not the case. Furthermore, like Patrick
Harvie, I totally refute the notion that wildly
inappropriate materials are circulating in our
schools and corrupting our children’s morals.
Accepting amendment 32 would lead to the
introduction of inappropriate and unwanted
procedures for approving educational materials
and would cause confusion over whether the head
teacher or the parent council had the final say on
the use of materials. Indeed, it might seriously
complicate the work of schools, particularly
secondary schools, where sex education and
associated issues are taught right across the
curriculum in, for example, biology, personal and
social education and religious and moral
education.
As Iain Smith and other members have made
clear, parents and carers already have a means of
making their views known. In developing and
revising their health education programmes, local
authorities and schools are expected to consult
parents, carers and the wider community.
Moreover, schools are expected to work in
partnership with parents and put in place
arrangements to allow parents to raise concerns.
Although most parents or carers are happy to let
their child take part in the school’s sex education
programme, in some exceptional cases a parent
or carer might prefer to deal with that aspect of
their child’s education at home. That is their
human right. However, it is not right to impose that
view on everyone else. I should also point out that
the child’s views must also be taken into account
in reaching any decision.
Parents have other means of raising their
concerns on matters such as sexual health or
drugs education materials. For example, the
parent council itself can raise such matters with
the head teacher and the education authority and,
if it is not content with the response, with Her
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education.
I echo the concerns that Fiona Hyslop
expressed in her excellent contribution about
members
attempting
to
introduce
such
substantial—and, to some extent, irrelevant—
amendments at stage 3. Such actions are a total
denial of the Parliament’s consultative processes.
If Phil Gallie had truly been serious about
influencing the bill, he would have lodged an
amendment at stage 2 for proper consideration by
the committee. Amendment 32 suggests that there
is a problem where none exists—
David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands)
(Con): If the minister feels that it is inappropriate
to introduce a whole raft of new material at stage
3, he must also feel that it was inappropriate for
the Scottish Executive to import the provisions on
landlord registration in exactly the same way.
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Robert Brown: I am talking about the
committee consideration of this bill. As I have said,
with amendment 32, Phil Gallie seeks to suggest
that there is a problem in this matter. However, no
such problem exists or provision to deal with it has
been worked through. As provision that suits all
parents’ needs has indeed been made, the
Parliament should not agree to this nasty little
amendment.
On amendment 29, in the name of Fiona Hyslop,
I acknowledge that there are certain noneducational issues in which parents may have an
interest and on which they must have the
opportunity to make their voice heard. However,
as I have pointed out, a parent council can report
parents’ concerns on any issue to the head
teacher, the education authority or anyone else
whom the council considers appropriate. I feel that
amendment 29 affects the central position of
education in the legislation. Although people can
raise other issues through the parent council, the
council’s primary purpose is to deal with
educational issues. As a result, there is no need
for the bill to highlight representation on noneducational matters any more than it does already.
Fiona Hyslop: Amendment 32 has caused us to
bypass other subjects but, on amendment 29
specifically, how would a parent council make
representation on child protection issues to, for
example, a health authority? Health authorities are
not mentioned in the bill. Would the parent council
have to do that via the local authority? If
amendment 29 were accepted, the parent council
could make direct representation to the relevant
authority.
Robert Brown: That does not need to go in the
bill in the way that amendment 29 suggests.
Section 8(1)(a) and section 8(2)(c), in particular,
give the parent council the ability to make
representations to whomsoever it chooses. Things
can work extremely well without having to be
spelled out as in amendment 29.
The bill has the balance right on the function of
the parent council. I therefore urge members to
resist amendments 28, 29 and 32.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I will be brief.
The minister has been grossly unfair to my friend
Phil Gallie. The minister is entirely incorrect.
Section 9(1) of the School Boards (Scotland) Act
1988 says:
“Every education authority shall, in every financial year,
make available to the headteacher of every school in their
area such funds as they think necessary for the purchase
of books and other teaching materials for the school, and
for such other purposes as they think fit.”

Section 9(2) says:
“The headteacher—
(a) shall from time to time make proposals to the School
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Board as to how the funds provided under this section
should be spent; and
(b) shall not spend funds on any proposal unless it is
approved by the Board.”

If the minister submits to this Parliament that the
position is all right at present, I submit to him that
that is because parents have been given powers
and rights under the 1988 act. The minister is
trying to sweep those powers and rights away. For
that reason, we think that his opposition to Phil
Gallie this afternoon and his comments on
amendment 32 are unworthy of any minister of the
Crown. The minister’s comments should be
rejected.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 28 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division. Members who wish to support
amendment 28 should press their yes buttons.
I say to Alex Neil that it is his request-to-speak
button that he has pressed. [Laughter.]
FOR
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

AGAINST
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
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Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Deacon, Susan (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

ABSTENTIONS
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 36, Against 65, Abstentions 1.
Amendment 28 disagreed to.
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Amendment 32 moved—[Phil Gallie].
The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 32 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division.
FOR
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)

AGAINST
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Deacon, Susan (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
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Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 14, Against 89, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 32 disagreed to.
Amendment 14 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
Amendment 29 moved—[Fiona Hyslop].
16:00
The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 29 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division.
FOR
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
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Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Morgan, Alasdair (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

AGAINST
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Deacon, Susan (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
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MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division
is: For 39, Against 64, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 29 disagreed to.
Amendment 15 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
Section 11—Duties of education authority to a
Parent Council etc
Amendment 6 not moved.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: Group 8 is on
the duty of the head teacher to give advice to a
parent council. Amendment 16, in the name of the
minister, is the only amendment in the group.
Robert Brown: Although the debate on
amendment 16, which seeks to amend section 11,
will not be as exciting as the debate that we have
just had on the amendments to section 8, section
11 is important. We have lodged amendment 16 to
clarify the role that head teachers can play in
offering advice to parent councils, a matter on
which Dr Jean Turner prompted discussion at
stage 2. I am glad that the committee allowed me
to consider the matter further.
We want the head teacher and the parent
council to work together closely. That is why the
bill will place on head teachers a duty to attend, or
to be represented at, council meetings. Head
teachers will also have the right to attend those
meetings. Such attendance will allow the head
teacher to take part in council discussions and to
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offer advice and information on what is being done
at the school to promote parental involvement.
In response to a number of requests,
amendment 16 seeks to extend that provision by
requiring the head teacher to give advice on other
matters that fall within their area of responsibility,
including all aspects of the work of the school,
such as matters that relate to the school
curriculum and policies on uniform or discipline. If
an issue fell outwith the head teacher’s area of
responsibility, the council would be able to raise it
with the education authority. We want to avoid a
conflict of interest in the giving of advice. The idea
that the head teacher will act as an adviser to the
parent council is important, so we are pleased to
be able to respond to the proposal that Jean
Turner made at stage 2.
I move amendment 16.
Dr Jean Turner (Strathkelvin and Bearsden)
(Ind): I thank the minister for taking on board the
essence of the amendment that I lodged at stage
2.
East Dunbartonshire Council’s school board
forum and its education and cultural services
committee have been following the bill’s progress
closely. They thought that the bill would be
enhanced if the proposal that the head teacher
should be appointed as an adviser to the parent
council were accepted. Amendment 16 will mean
that parents can seek guidance, when that is
appropriate. We may all have our own specialties,
but we are not education specialists, so it will be
good for parent councils to be able to receive
advice from the head teacher. I thank the minister
for taking on board that suggestion.
Fiona Hyslop: I supported Jean Turner at stage
2 and am pleased that the minister has responded
positively to the suggestion that she made. That is
a good example of responsiveness and of the
ability of the Parliament’s committees to ensure
that, when we pass legislation, the views of people
who work in the field are reflected in our legislation
in a practical way.
Amendment 16 will allow the key educational
role of head teachers to be recognised. They are
not just managers of our schools, even though the
increasing bureaucratic burden may make them
feel as if that is what they are. Amendment 16 will
help to reinforce the point that they are
educational leaders by allowing them to act as
advisers to parent councils.
Margo MacDonald: I am 100 per cent
supportive of amendment 16, but can the minister
enlighten me as to whether it will have a knock-on
effect on the contract of employment for head
teachers? Has any thought been given to that?
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Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Dr Jean
Turner is to be congratulated on lodging the
original amendment to which the minister has
responded today with amendment 16. The solution
will undoubtedly consolidate the working
relationship between parents, schools and local
authorities. We are grateful to Dr Turner for
highlighting an important issue.
Robert Brown: I say to Margo MacDonald that
we have looked at the contract of employment for
head teachers and I think that I am right in saying
that the phraseology in the contract is fairly similar
to that which we have put in the bill. When we
looked at the matter previously, we took the view
that a head teacher’s general responsibilities
would encompass that role as part of his or her
normal duties. We continue to think that that is the
case but, for the avoidance of doubt, we felt that it
does no harm to put the measure in the bill.
We do so for the reason that Fiona Hyslop
rightly said, which is that head teachers are not
just managers but leaders. Increasingly, we are
recognising the importance of school leadership in
improving the standards of education in our
schools. That is a central issue. It is important and
proper for the important link between head
teachers and parent councils to be expressly
recognised in the bill. That is the background to
our decision to respond favourably to the
amendment in the name of Dr Jean Turner at
stage 2.
Amendment 16 agreed to.
Section 13—Headteacher’s report to Parent
Council, Combined Parent Council or Parent
Forum
Amendment 17 moved—[Robert Brown]—and
agreed to.
Section 14—Procedures for appointment of
headteacher or deputy and participation of a
Parent Council
The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish
Godman): We move to group 9. Amendment 30,
in the name of Lord James Douglas-Hamilton, is
the only amendment in the group.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: In order to
ensure that there is no diminution in the statutory
rights of parents to participate in the appointment
of senior staff, amendment 30 provides for
parental representation and participation in the
appointment of head teachers to be included in the
bill. It makes provision for parent councils and
local authorities to be equally represented on such
appointment panels.
The wording of amendment 30 is very similar to
that of schedule 2(2) to the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988. In evidence to the Education
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Committee, Bill McGregor of the Headteachers
Association of Scotland said:
“The bill sets out to improve parental involvement and to
encourage parents to join in the life of the school, so I
would have thought that partnership would be implicit when
it came to employing and appointing senior staff. My
experience in 15 years as a head teacher was that parents
thought it absolutely vital to be involved in that. One of the
ironies of the bill is that it actually presents an opportunity
to reduce the role of parents. I would find that very difficult
to live with.”—[Official Report, Education Committee, 14
December 2005; c 2917.]

Given that ministers have already introduced a
provision to ensure that parents on appointments
panels receive appropriate training, I strongly urge
members to support amendment 30 in order to
make certain that parents retain their influence
over this crucial area.
Margo MacDonald: Will the member give way?
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I have
finished, but I will give way to let Margo
MacDonald have her say.
Margo MacDonald: I have a question for Lord
James. I put the worst possible case to him: what
if not enough parents take enough of an interest or
participate enough? Amendment 30 appears to be
prescriptive.
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: The provision
has worked well under the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988. Given that there is no great
problem of the sort that Margo MacDonald raised,
it is most unlikely that that would be the case in
future. I believe that parents want to be fully
involved, as they have been in the past.
I move amendment 30.
Dennis Canavan (Falkirk West)
appointment of a head teacher is
crucial to the success of a school: a
teacher can make a school and a
teacher can ruin one.

(Ind): The
absolutely
good head
bad head

It used to be the case that only elected
councillors were involved in the appointment
process; something that was not satisfactory.
Some years ago, I attended an interview for
appointment as a principal teacher. The interview
panel consisted of over 30 councillors. They were
seated behind a long table and their average age
looked to be 70 plus. I found the whole thing
intimidating. The director of education read out my
CV and said, “Gentlemen, are there any
questions?” There was only an embarrassing
silence, a few coughs and a shuffling of feet. The
director of education then said, “The candidate will
leave the room.” I wondered what on earth I had
done wrong. I never saw a more farcical interview
situation in all my life. It is not sour grapes that
makes me say that the appointment process must
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be improved, because for some reason that I do
not understand I got the job.
The bill says:
“The appointment process must entail involvement in it of
any Parent Council established for the school to which an
appointment is to be made.”

I agree with that, but the bill does not say how
such involvement is to be achieved. There is merit
in amendment 30, which would ensure parity of
representation between the education authority
and the parent council. Parents would make
intelligent input into the appointment process—I
am sure that parents’ input would be much more
intelligent than was the input into the interview that
I endured all those years ago. I will support
amendment 30 unless the minister persuades me
to do otherwise.
Iain Smith: I am concerned about the
prescriptive nature of amendment 30. The bill
makes it clear that there will be continued parental
involvement in the appointment of head teachers
to schools. In parallel with the bill’s progress
through the Parliament, the Executive consulted
on procedures for the appointment of head
teachers, because the system must be
modernised to take account of the fact that the
employment and education worlds have moved on
since the legislation on school boards was
enacted. The current process is too restrictive in
its approach to parental involvement. In particular,
parents can be involved only at the final interview
stage, whereas they should be involved much
earlier in the process. Parents should have a role
in determining the sort of head teacher that their
school needs and should take part in discussions
with education authorities. Such opportunities do
not exist under the current arrangements, but will
be possible if the bill is passed.
It is important that there should be flexibility in
the appointment process, so that there can be
horses for courses. We should not prescribe the
number of education authority or parent council
members who should be on an appointment panel
in every circumstance. Sometimes it might be
appropriate for a majority of parents to be
involved; sometimes less parental involvement will
be needed at the final stage of the appointment
process than is needed earlier. The Executive
made clear—I hope that the minister will again say
on the record—that it will ensure that parental
involvement in the appointment process will
continue and be enhanced when the bill is
enacted.
Fiona Hyslop: Amendment 30 concerns one of
the most controversial matters in the bill. The
Executive’s response to the consultation on the
appointment procedure was published only
halfway through stage 2.
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Iain Smith has perhaps made the argument for
agreeing to Lord James Douglas-Hamilton’s
amendment 30, which would require appointment
panels to consist of equal numbers of people from
the education authority and the parent council and
would ensure that a member of the education
authority would have the casting vote. Most of the
appointment procedure can be dealt with in
guidance, but the relationship between the head
teacher and the parent council is crucial and the
requirement that an appointment panel should
consist of equal numbers of members of the
education authority and members of the parent
council should be enshrined in statute.
Iain Smith said that parents might be in the
majority on an appointment panel, but I disagree
with such an approach. As we were repeatedly
told by unions and local authorities, the local
authority is the employer and must take the
ultimate responsibility for the appointment. For
exactly the reason why Iain Smith argues for
flexibility, we think that the bill should provide for
the composition of the appointment panel. The
arrangements in amendment 30 are equitable and
fair and would reflect the new era of
professionalism in appointments and the
education authority’s role as the employer.
Robert Brown: The debate has been good and
important issues have been raised. As I said
during stage 2, partnership is central to our
approach in all aspects of the bill. The debate on
amendment 30 has been characterised by an
obsession with arithmetic and parity of
membership of appointment panels, as opposed to
concern about the quality of the appointments
process. Partnership working will involve not just
parents and local authorities—and the 90,000 or
so councillors Dennis Canavan mentioned—but
professional interests and knowledgeable parents,
by which I mean parents who have had the
opportunity to gain experience or receive training.
Indeed, other members of appointment panels
should have had such opportunities.
Section 14(2) says:
“The appointment process must entail involvement in it of
any Parent Council established for the school to which an
appointment is to be made.”

That is an important provision, but it is the
minimum that will be required. Section 14(3) gives
the Scottish ministers power, by regulation, to
“impose requirements which an appointment process must
satisfy”

and, by notice, to
“require an education authority to make such changes to
their appointment process as may be specified in the
notice.”

So we have general and specific powers, which
should enable us to take the appropriate action.
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16:15
As Iain Smith said, we consulted widely on the
draft bill. Importantly, we asked about the
overarching
principles
of
replacing
and
modernising the appointments process for senior
staff and of retaining and extending parental
involvement in that process. The further
consultation in November asked about the finer
details of the proposal. As I have said, our
intention is that such detail should be set out in
regulations rather than in primary legislation, as
that will allow the process to adapt more easily to
wider changes in the education agenda, not least
of which are the changes to the standard for
headship. In the debate on the previous group of
amendments, Fiona Hyslop and I mentioned the
importance of education leadership, as did Dennis
Canavan a moment ago. The responses to the
consultation show little or no enthusiasm for a
return to the prescriptive legislation that we have
at present, which has quickly become out of step
because of changes to education practice and can
cause unnecessary delays in the appointment
process.
The bill is about parental involvement, and we
want parents to be involved in the appointment of
senior staff, but we must strike a balance between
all the interests. We are not trying to set one group
against another; we believe that appointment
panels are stronger when they contain all the
perspectives and when the members are focused
on their single common interest, which is
collectively to get the best possible candidate for
the school. I agree entirely with Dennis Canavan’s
comments on that matter. However, our view
remains that the Executive should not prescribe
from the centre the detailed composition of panels,
as that would apply to small rural schools, great
big secondary schools and everything between.
Through regulations, we want to optimise
parents’ involvement at all stages of the
appointment process. The bill makes appropriate
provision, builds on the best of current practice
and will allow flexibility in the future while
guaranteeing
parents
a
substantial
and
appropriate part in the procedure. Nevertheless,
the central point is not about where people come
from; rather it is about the quality of the input and
of the outcome, by which I mean the standard of
the head teacher who is appointed. I ask the
Parliament to resist amendment 30, on the basis
that the matters will be dealt with in regulations
and that the provisions in the bill are appropriate
and proportionate.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: I call Lord
James Douglas-Hamilton to wind up and to say
whether he wishes to press or withdraw
amendment 30.


450

25438

Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: I wish to press
amendment 30.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: The question is,
that amendment 30 be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: There will be a
division.
FOR
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Goldie, Miss Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Monteith, Mr Brian (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Ind)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Robison, Shona (Dundee East) (SNP)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Tosh, Murray (West of Scotland) (Con)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)

AGAINST
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
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Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)
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Amendments 25 and
Brown]—and agreed to.

26

moved—[Robert

The Deputy Presiding Officer: That concludes
the consideration of amendments.

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The result of
the division is: For 41, Against 60, Abstentions 0.
Amendment 30 disagreed to.
Section 16—Establishment etc of Combined
Parent Council
Amendments 18 to
Brown]—and agreed to.

20

moved—[Robert

Section 18—Abolition of School Boards
Amendments 21 and
Brown]—and agreed to.

22

moved—[Robert

Section 20—Interpretation
Amendments 23 and
Brown]—and agreed to.

24

moved—[Robert
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Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill
The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish
Godman): The next item of business is a debate
on motion S2M-4271, in the name of Peter
Peacock, on the Scottish Schools (Parental
Involvement) Bill. Minister, you have a tight 6
minutes.
16:22
The Minister for Education and Young People
(Peter Peacock): In that case I will not hang
about.
As the bill reaches its final stage, we have a
chance to reflect on it and why we introduced it.
First and foremost, the bill is about improving
parents’ involvement in their children’s education
and in schools. It is about encouraging parents,
schools, education authorities and others to work
together for the benefit of our young people. All
the evidence is that, when parents are effectively
involved in their children’s education, the outcome
for their children is better.
The bill complements our wider developments in
education policy, such as the ambitious, excellent
schools
programme,
devolved
school
management and “A Curriculum for Excellence”,
all of which are designed to provide more freedom,
trust and flexibility and less central control and
direction of education policy. The bill is a vital part
of the wider framework that we are developing for
Scottish education. Parents and their commitment
to their children add value to what we do. This is
about parents doing what they can, in their
circumstances, to support their children. That is
why the bill places duties on Scottish ministers to
promote parental involvement and on education
authorities to develop strategies for parental
involvement.
However, we want to reform how parents are
represented. As part of that, we will reform the
inflexible system of school boards brought in by
the School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988. The 1988
act was a creature of its time and the prevailing
political environment. In these days of devolution,
it is no longer appropriate for the Government to
tell parents how many people can sit on their
school board, who should be involved in meetings
or what should be discussed. Under the bill,
parents will have the power to decide locally on
the format that suits them and their school. That
local flexibility is the key element of the bill and
was welcomed by the majority of those giving
evidence to the Education Committee when it
considered the principles of the bill.
I am aware that some have greeted that
flexibility with a bit of alarm, envisaging parents’
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valuable time being taken up with deciding myriad
constitutions and formats. That is why I want to
assure members that parents will not be left
without good templates, advice and guidance on
how to proceed. We will develop a toolkit to enable
schools, parents and education authorities to work
together to decide on such matters. I anticipate
that that toolkit and the guidance that will
accompany the bill will be ready this autumn.
I thank those who have contributed to the
process of getting the bill to this point: the wide
range of individuals and groups who responded to
the consultation and gave evidence to the
Education Committee; the members of the
Education Committee; the clerking team; my bill
team; Robert Brown; and the parental involvement
field team, which has been working with education
authorities to improve understanding of what the
bill will mean in practice. All those individuals and
groups have contributed to the bill as it is today.
The consultation process enabled us to refine
the first draft of the bill. For example, there was a
clear call for head teachers to be given the right
and the duty to attend parent council meetings and
the bill has been revised to address that. There
was an element of misunderstanding about what
the body to represent parents in a school would
look like, so we clarified the two-tier relationship
between the parent forum—all parents at the
school—and the parent council, which is the body
that will represent parents in the day-to-day
business of the school. The parent councils of
denominational
schools
will
now
have
representation from the relevant denomination. In
the subsequent consultation on the appointment of
head teachers, we gave parents and others the
opportunity to input to that very specific section of
the bill.
I have said many times that the appointment of a
head teacher is crucial for a school and the
communities that it serves, yet it might happen
only once every 20 years or so for that school. We
know from our discussions with key stakeholders
involved in the process that the arrangements set
out in the 1988 act are no longer fit for purpose.
Employment legislation and procedures have
moved on since then and schedule 2 to the 1988
act has prevented authorities from making full use
of the modern recruitment processes now
available. Primary legislation is not the right place
to set out all the detailed appointments
procedures. The bill creates an enabling
framework for local authorities, which reflects both
employment legislation and the value added by
greater participation of parents. It establishes the
conditions that the appointments procedures must
satisfy and allows for future flexibility in appointing
senior staff. That will fit in with our wider education
leadership agenda.
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Critics have claimed that the lack of prescription
will reduce the involvement of parents, but we are
absolutely committed to ensuring a robust role for
parents
in
the
process;
securing
the
professionalism of the appointments process; and
enabling local authorities to develop appointments
arrangements that best suit their needs. Our aim is
to ensure that parents are involved at all key
stages of the process, not only the final interview
as at present. Earlier engagement in the process
will offer more meaningful involvement. As Robert
Brown indicated, we will introduce regulations later
in the year and issue guidance to optimise
parental involvement in those processes.
We now have a bill that will make a difference to
Scottish education and that is flexible enough to
stand the test of time. When Robert Brown opened
the stage 1 debate on the bill he said:
“the most potent influence on children’s education and
life prospects is their parents.”—[Official Report, 22
February 2006; c 23364.]

That is why the bill is important and why I
commend it to the Parliament. However, it is only
a start, as there is much more to be done to
implement it. I hope that a strong national voice for
parents in future education policy and the
representation of their interests will be a byproduct of all that we are doing.
I move,
That the Parliament agrees that the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill be passed.

16:25
Fiona Hyslop (Lothians) (SNP): The process
has been frustrating for many of us, but I hope that
the minister realises that, despite our reservations
about the importance of the bill and the priority
that should be given to it, the Scottish National
Party has approached it constructively by
scrutinising the bill and trying to introduce
measures to improve it when we thought fit to do
so.
The Parliament must decide when it is time to
legislate and time not to legislate; it must decide
what is best delivered through policy and what is
best delivered through law. The key element of
parental involvement in education will not be
delivered by law but by policy and enthusiastic
people—head teachers, council officials, parents
and, indeed, the teachers, who are hidden in the
shadows of the bill and do not get a mention.
Despite those facts and the reservations that we
expressed at stage 1, when we were concerned
that the ministers had rushed the bill’s introduction
without consulting on the appointments procedure,
SNP members will not stand in its way. It is not the
most important bill for the Parliament to consider.
In the minister’s portfolio alone, there are
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proposals for legislation on adoption and fostering,
on children’s hearings and much-needed
legislation on child protection. The idea that any of
that could or might have been delayed because of
this bill is of serious concern. Everybody who was
concerned with school boards recognised that
there was a need for modernisation, but there was
no clarion call from school boards, parents or
teachers for the bill to be one of the main objects
of the Executive’s concentration.
There has been much movement since the
proposals were first published and progress has
been made on a variety of issues. The two-tier
solution has addressed many of the concerns
about the democratic accountability of ensuring
that the parent forums had leadership that could
represent parents’ views, and the Executive has
listened to representations on early years
education. I welcome that, but the Executive
should also acknowledge that Opposition parties
have given it latitude and accepted that more
detail should be in guidance. There has been
dispute about whether we should have required
more detail in the bill, but we have given that
latitude in the good faith that, when the Executive
introduces the secondary legislation, it will pay due
regard to the proposals that the committee made
at stage 2.
The SNP will support the bill, but I emphasise
that the bill’s most important aspect is the
provisions on parents’ involvement in their
children’s education. If we are to effect a sea
change and ensure that the Scottish children who
currently underperform get a chance in education,
we must work with parents to achieve that. It will
not happen in isolation, because most of a child’s
education and experience does not happen within
school but is formed outwith school. Bringing
those parts together is a worthwhile aim.
I sincerely hope that the minister’s and the
councils’ education strategies will reflect those
points and that they will be part and parcel of the
bill’s implementation.
16:29
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton (Lothians)
(Con): Ministers will not be astonished to learn
that the Conservatives would have set about the
bill in a different way, especially given the results
of the consultation. At present, 97 per cent of
secondary schools and 88 per cent of primary
schools have school boards, and it would have
been our wish for the present system to be
modernised and brought up to date, rather than
engaging in what I would describe as a gale of
creative destruction.
As ministers will recall, only 13 per cent of those
who were consulted called for the abolition of
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school boards. The way in which the bill is being
imposed on schools in Scotland does not exactly
reflect the wishes of those who were consulted. It
does not even reflect the views of the Executive in
2004, when it republished the School Boards
(Scotland) Act 1988 with a new introduction, which
stated that boards were

pass today. The bill shows that the parliamentary
process works, that consultation works and that
legislation is improved as a result of what we do
here. I thank those who gave evidence to the
committee, those who lodged amendments and, of
course, the committee clerks, for all their support
throughout.

“in a unique position as a mechanism for the two-way flow
of information between parents, schools and education
authorities”.

The bill is not just about modernising and
replacing—it is not about abolishing school
boards, but about modernising and replacing
school boards with the new parent forums and
parent councils. As Fiona Hyslop has rightly
stressed throughout the debate, the bill is also
about parental—

If school boards were able to attract such
favourable coverage from the Executive two years
ago, why is there now such a wholesale push for
their abolition?
Since
the
Scottish
Schools
(Parental
Involvement) Bill obtained a parliamentary majority
at stage 1, we have bent over backwards to
improve it. However, with the best will in the world,
we cannot escape the conclusion that parental
rights to participate in the appointment of head
teachers will not be as strong as they were before.
Parents were represented in equal numbers with
local authority officials, and they had a key role to
play in the appointment of head teachers. The bill
will not continue that. At question time on 7
September 2005, the First Minister said:
“Of course the new bodies might lose one or two
powers”.—[Official Report, 7 September 2005; c 18944.]

I accept that parents will be involved in an
advisory capacity, but they will not have the
statutory rights and the clout that they have today.
I respect the minister’s views but, although we
give maximum support for parental rights, the
Executive’s policy in that regard is such that we
cannot support the bill. We believe that it weakens
parental rights and that, like an apple in
fermentation, it is good only in parts. As I
mentioned at an earlier stage, we would view a
diminution in the statutory role of parents as a
retrograde step. In spite of all the minister’s
endeavours, we will be unable to support the bill.
16:32
Iain Smith (North East Fife) (LD): I will start
with my convener hat on, rather than my party hat,
and thank the Education Committee for the
constructive way in which the bill has been dealt
with throughout the process—other than during
the debates in the chamber, perhaps. The process
has been very constructive, and it has been
helpful in ensuring that the legislation that we will
pass this evening will be better than the bill that
was sent to the committee.
I thank the Minister for Education and Young
People and his team for the part that they have
played, from the original consultation proposals
that were published last year, to the bill that was
presented to the committee, to the bill that we will
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David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands)
(Con): Will the member give way a second?
Iain Smith: Certainly.
David McLetchie: The member says that the
bill is not about abolishing school boards. I refer
him to section 18, which is entitled “Abolition of
School Boards”.
Iain Smith: It is not about the abolition of school
boards; it is about the abolition of the School
Boards (Scotland) Act 1988, which—
David McLetchie: No, it is not.
Iain Smith: Let me finish. That act set up a very
rigid system for parental representation in schools,
which is not appropriate for all schools and does
not allow all schools to do the best they can with
the opportunities that ought to be available. The
bill replaces those school boards with a new
structure that will allow more flexibility and let
schools
develop
what
best
suits
their
circumstances and needs. That is a positive step
forward. This is not about diminishing the rights of
parents in any way. In fact, the bill significantly
enhances the rights of parents through the
establishment of the parent forums and through
the flexible arrangements that will be in place for
the parent councils that will replace the school
boards.
The bill is also about parents’ involvement in the
education of their children in the wider sense. The
most important aspect of the bill is the fact that it
places a statutory duty on the Scottish Executive
and education authorities to promote the
involvement of parents. That is not just about their
involvement in the parent forums and parent
councils; it is about their involvement in the
education of their children. That is a significant
new statutory duty on education officials at local
authority and Executive level, which could have a
major impact on the quality of education. We could
all take issue with one or two matters.
It is important to have a clear timetable soon for
implementing the bill and to have the guidance
and the toolkit, so that existing school boards have
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a clear idea of the process for managing the
change to the new set-up. Many people opposed
the abolition of school boards, without knowing
exactly what would replace them, through fear that
something would be removed. When the
legislation is in place, it will allow parents to see
that the opportunities of the legislation are much
greater than the threats that many people have
promoted. Indeed, the Scottish School Board
Association, which was a major critic of the draft
bill, has said while the Parliament has been
considering the bill that the bill provides great
opportunities for more parental involvement in
schools.
The bill is good. The act that it will become might
not be the most important legislation the
Parliament has passed, but it is necessary. It has
been claimed that school boards could be
modernised, but because the process was tied
down by legislation, what school boards did could
be amended only through primary legislation. That
was nonsense. The bill will allow much more
flexibility and provide a much better approach for
parents.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: We now move
to the open debate. I call Robin Harper, who has
two minutes.
16:36
Robin Harper (Lothians) (Green): I will restrict
my remarks. My colleagues in the Scottish Green
Party and I are glad to see the bill. My response to
Fiona Hyslop’s criticism that the bill might be
getting in the way of other legislation on children
and young people is that it is a pity that the bill
was not introduced earlier—perhaps three or four
years ago—so that the quality of responses to
legislation that is coming our way would be even
better. That is not a reflection on the quality of
responses, but the bill will certainly facilitate the
full involvement of parents in all aspects of
education, including the preparation of legislation.
From my reading of the submissions, I think that
Children in Scotland will be pleased with the bill.
Its only disappointment might be that amendment
2 was not agreed to. The Commission for Racial
Equality made recommendations and described
problems that parents experience, such as
“a sense of disenfranchisement, the sense of not having
anything to offer and discomfort and isolation”,

which are not restricted to people from ethnic
minorities. The Executive is right to leave
obligations to regulations and to keep them
flexible.
The same applies to the debate on the final
amendment, which was on the appointment of
head teachers. Employment legislation constantly
changes and it is essential to have legislation that
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allows flexibility, to permit continued adaptation to
changing conditions.
I am happy to support the bill.
16:38
Mr Kenneth Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab):
Despite the Education Committee’s constructive
and productive efforts and the equally openminded approach of the Executive, which listened
to some of the early concerns that were expressed
and accordingly lodged amendments, the
Opposition parties have shown a lack of support
for the bill—I think that the SNP showed grudging
acceptance—which disappoints me.
In particular, I am dismayed at Lord James
Douglas-Hamilton’s description of the bill as
spiteful. I have always thought him one of the least
spiteful members of the Parliament, but his remark
is revealing. Most of us suspect that the initial
school boards legislation was motivated by
dogma—the political drive to create a device by
which schools could opt out of the comprehensive
system. Lord James’s remarks confirm that, as it is
clear that he believes that the only motivation for
abolishing school boards is to be equally politically
spiteful. I suggest that to think that is to misread
the bill and the intentions behind it.
The bill is a practical measure that is designed
to introduce some flexibility in what has been an
overly prescriptive and rigid system. It is less
focused on the nature or form of parental
representation than it is on finding the best way to
involve parents at all levels in their local school’s
work.
We should take the opportunity to thank the
many thousands of parents who have served on
school boards. In my area, school boards have
been very successful and conscientious in
carrying out their duties and their efforts have
been productive, but that has not been the case
everywhere. Those of us who are familiar with the
formal election processes to school boards know
that they can be daunting and that they have
clearly been off-putting for many people.
The bill will end the artificial divide between
parent-teacher associations and school boards. I
thank the Scottish Parent Teacher Council and
Judith Gillespie for her evidence to the committee.
It is simply wrong to create the idea that a person
is welcome in a school if they have something to
offer in the way of fundraising but that people have
little to contribute to the good running of the
institution or to pupils’ learning unless they are
elected to the school board.
The most important measure in the bill is not
that which focuses on the nature of parental
representation, the abolition of school boards or
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the creation of school councils, but the duty on
ministers and local authorities to involve parents in
the education of their children to a greater extent.
That is what will make the difference in our
children’s achievement and attainment levels and
where the clear benefits of the bill will be seen.
I commend the bill to the Parliament.
16:40
Phil Gallie (South of Scotland) (Con): I did not
intend to speak in this debate, but I want to say
that I cannot recall being charged with any degree
of nastiness in anything that I have done in 26
years as an elected representative. Such charges
have been made today to which I must respond.
Adam Ingram suggested that I was chasing lurid
tabloid headlines. To be honest, that is a case of
the pot calling the kettle black. He may have
noticed that I have refrained from seeking
personal publicity of late; I emphasise that I did not
seek such publicity when I lodged my amendment.
The reason for the amendment’s late
appearance is that constituents and other groups
were disappointed and thought that the matter
should have been addressed in the bill and by the
committee. They felt strongly that the previous
school board legislation had got things right on the
issue in question. That is why I presented the case
that I presented.
If members who serve in this chamber, which we
are told is part of a new parliamentary democracy,
cannot stand up and honestly state their views
without receiving personal abuse, that is
degrading.
The Deputy Presiding Officer: We now move
to winding-up speeches, which I must keep tight—
indeed, I will have to cut them back slightly.
16:42
Dr Elaine Murray (Dumfries) (Lab): The fear to
which Iain Smith referred has been caused by
misinformation that was primarily put about by the
Conservative party about the bill’s provisions and
intentions. As Ken Macintosh rightly said, the
primary purpose of the Conservatives’ previous
legislation, which established school boards, was
to encourage schools to opt out from local
education authority control. As I said in an earlier
debate, the legislation was not successful in
achieving that aim, but school boards were
successful in encouraging parents to become
more involved in the running of their children’s
schools.
Mr Brian Monteith (Mid Scotland and Fife)
(Ind): Will the member take an intervention?
Dr Murray: No. I am sorry, but I have only three
minutes.
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I agree that the bill is not just about sweeping
away the previous legislation—it is about building
on it and modernising and reforming it to provide a
more flexible arrangement that will allow parents
to decide how they would like to be involved in
school arrangements. The current school boards
can be retained if that is what parents want, but
the structure of the parent representative body can
be changed if it is felt that that is more appropriate
to the school.
I am surprised at what Lord James DouglasHamilton said. In support of amendment 1, he said
that parents rather than the Government should
shape how things develop. That is entirely what
the bill is about.
I recently attended a forum on discrimination in
my constituency. It was specifically said in one
workshop that school boards are not inclusive. In
fact, I was asked to go to the Executive to suggest
that the legislation be reformed. I was pleased to
tell the audience that the Executive had already
taken the matter on board and that reform was
imminent.
As the minister said, the bill is a start in
increasing parental involvement in children’s
education. Legislation alone cannot deliver
increased involvement, but it can provide a
framework.
I am pleased that the SNP supports the bill, but I
wonder why SNP members think that other pieces
of legislation have been delayed. I am certainly not
aware of other pieces of legislation that have been
held back because of it.
Fiona Hyslop: Will the member take an
intervention?
Dr Murray: No. I am sorry, but I have only a
minute left.
James
Douglas-Hamilton
mentioned
appointments. As the minister said, parents will be
involved much earlier in the process of selecting
head teachers, so they will have greater influence,
but it must be recognised that head teachers are
the employees of local authorities and that
responsibility for their appointment rests with local
authorities. However, it would be an unwise local
authority that went against the wishes of the
parent council, as that would hardly bode well for
the operation of the parent council in future.
Like many members, I was disappointed by Mr
Gallie’s speech. I will not be verbally abusive
towards him, but I feel that his last-ditch
intervention—in which he tried to revive the
spectres that haunted the Parliament in its early
days around the discussions on the abolition of
section 2A—was most unfortunate. If his
constituents had raised the matter as a concern at
that time, the Conservatives should have lodged
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an amendment at stage 2 and had the matter fully
discussed then.
I am pleased to support the bill.
16:45
David McLetchie (Edinburgh Pentlands)
(Con): No amount of tinkering with the bill today
can disguise the fact that it is an unwanted and
unnecessary piece of legislation that is motivated
by malice and designed to destroy a structure for
parental involvement and representation in the
governance of our schools that was one of the
many great achievements of the last Conservative
Government. The very existence of the bill ignores
the evidence of the Scottish Executive’s own
consultation exercise, which overwhelmingly
demonstrated that there is no justification and little
support for it. It typifies an attitude of mind that
ignores the big issues that Scottish education
faces and, instead, prefers to dismantle a system
that is working well.
There is not a shred of evidence to suggest that
the new parent councils will increase parental
involvement either in the overall life of the school
or in the education of the parents’ children. Parent
councils are a very poor substitute for school
boards and parent-teacher associations, and the
so-called, much-trumpeted new rights in the bill
are no more than the enactment of existing good
practice. Crucially, the powers that are enjoyed by
school boards in relation to senior staff
appointments have been emasculated.
The big issues in Scottish education relate to
poor attainment levels in the basics of literacy and
numeracy; indiscipline and violence against
teachers; falling school rolls; the closure and
merger of schools against the wishes of parents;
the artificial limits that are now placed on primary
school intakes; the rise in composite classes; the
elimination of parental choice; the running down of
special needs schools in the face of what can be
described only as a mania for mainstreaming; and
the lack of diversity in our system, which, for
example, denies Steiner schools a place in the
state school system. Those are the big issues that
Scottish education faces, but they are the issues
that the Scottish Executive will not tackle. The
Executive says that it wants to run the best small
country in the world. Well, it will not achieve that
by being the best small-minded Government in the
world.
The bill is petty, pathetic and perverse, and it
should be rejected by the Parliament.
16:48
Mr Adam Ingram (South of Scotland) (SNP):
As the minister will be aware, SNP members have
been sceptical about the benefits to be gained
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from the bill. It still appears to us to be too much
about changing structures rather than changing
attitudes and working practices. In particular, we
believe that the emphasis on parental involvement
in schools should be about building a partnership
between parents and teachers, so that the support
for learning that is provided to our children at
home as well as in schools is of the highest
possible order and will enable pupils to take full
advantage of the educational opportunities that
are offered by our school system.
The changes that the bill proposes will, in
themselves, do little to draw in the parents of the
persistent 20 per cent of children who appear to
derive little benefit from their schooling in terms of
attainment or preparation for the world of work. It
is a moot point whether legislation of this kind can
achieve the culture change that is badly needed.
Although the minister has bowed to pressure to
include reference to parental involvement in the
early years, which should help with the transition
from nursery to primary school, I do not believe
that he has gone far enough. We believe that the
absence of a duty on education authorities to
promote such involvement is a missed opportunity.
We will have to return to the building of
relationships between parents, early-years staff
and teachers if and when the Executive gets
around to presenting us with a strategy for the
early years and child care. We should be looking
at effecting a culture change in that area of policy
and attacking the vicious cycle of poverty,
deprivation and low educational attainment that
blights the lives of one in five Scottish children.
That said, we acknowledge the fact that
ministers have addressed many of the
weaknesses in the original bill proposals. Despite
the somewhat over-the-top attacks from the
Tories, most stakeholders, including the Scottish
School Board Association, are at least reconciled
to the changes that the bill will make to parental
involvement mechanisms. It would therefore be
churlish of us to turn our scepticism into opposition
to the bill. We wish it well for the future.
16:51
The Deputy Minister for Education and
Young People (Robert Brown): This afternoon,
we have been through the final stage of a
legislative process that began, as these things
often do, with anxieties and concerns about our
purpose, and, indeed, opposition from some
quarters. However, as many members have said,
the process has refined the bill as we have gone
through the consultation on the draft bill and later
through the committee process. We have ended
up with a high degree of consensus and
recognition that the bill is dynamic and flexible
enough to meet the needs of different
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communities around Scotland, and to make a real
difference to parents and young people.
I welcome the SNP’s support for the bill, even if
it is a little grudging.
It is very clear that young people benefit from
parental interest and involvement in their futures
and in their education in particular. As many have
said, the legislative process is the beginning, not
the end. The culture change that we want will
come out of what happens thereafter. With the
guidance and toolkit that are in preparation, the
legislation will provide the skeleton, but life will be
breathed into it if it engages the interest and
enthusiasm of parents throughout Scotland during
the transition year of preparation for the new
framework and during the years to come.
I encourage schools, parents and education
authorities to take this opportunity to look anew at
the way in which parents are involved and
represented. I encourage them to use the flexibility
that the bill will offer, to be creative, to build on the
work and success of the school boards, and to
look wider, to consider the weaknesses of the
current system, the reasons why relatively few
parents get involved, the challenges and barriers
to greater parental involvement, and to make
arrangements that are more participative, more
inclusive, more outward looking and, dare I say it,
more fun.
Some schools and education authorities are
already doing quite exciting things. For example,
at a primary school in the Borders that does not
have a school board, the head teacher set up a
school interest group to work towards improving
partnership, to support the school through social
and fundraising events and to act as a consultative
group. There is a primary school in Angus—again
without a school board—that developed a parent
support group through advertising in the paper and
sending letters home with the children. Again, that
group sought to promote co-operation between
parents and teachers in an informal and flexible
way.
Just as different styles of education and pupil
engagement can motivate and excite pupils, so
can different styles of parental involvement
engage parents. The range and potential
informality of the new parent councils should be a
big bonus that is capable of attracting the best of
the school board and PTA traditions and
something else besides.
As we are all aware, the bill is not just about
representation. I am thinking of the secondary
school in Edinburgh that identified the fact that
parents and children have worries about the
transition from primary to secondary school and
took steps to address those worries. I am also
thinking of the primary school in North Lanarkshire
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that spotted the need to make parents feel
welcome in the school and evolved a welcoming
reception area with facilities and information
specifically aimed at parents.
Those are small things in themselves, but they
are important and go to the heart of what the bill is
about—and they are the kind of things I want to
happen throughout Scotland. There should be not
just pockets of good practice in individual schools,
but innovative and relevant ideas that come from
the people who know best about the needs of their
children. The bill will place a duty on education
authorities to take a strategic approach to parental
involvement, to ensure that those sorts of
examples are not unique to particular schools. The
challenge and excitement of parental involvement
should be firmly on the agenda across the board.
Fiona Hyslop: Will the minister give way?
Robert Brown: I am sorry, but I do not have
time in this brief summing up.
If the bill is passed, the Executive will provide
support and direction for parents, school staff and
education authorities.
As the bill will not be fully commenced until
August 2007, the Executive’s intention is to use
the intervening year to work with stakeholders to
ensure that the transition is as smooth as possible.
The field team will continue to work with individual
education authorities to encourage the sharing
and spread of good practice and practical support.
As it travelled around Scotland, the field team saw
the mood among authorities and parents shift, as it
has in the Parliament, from one of weariness and
apprehension at the prospect of change to one of
anticipation and eagerness to get going.
I must confess that I was disappointed by the
Conservative party’s opposition to the bill. Frankly,
the unusually baleful press release that came from
Lord James Douglas-Hamilton—at least, it was in
Lord James’s name—was unworthy of the
generous spirit that he normally brings to such
matters. In this modern David Cameron age, the
Tories will need to keep control of these
Thatcherite—or perhaps Gallie-ite—press officers
if they want to be taken seriously in our debates.
The bill will give parents serious opportunities
and provide them with far more rights than are
available under the current highly regulated and
centralised structures. The Executive is about
liberating parents to work most effectively for the
best interests of their children; the Conservatives
are about restricting, regulating and controlling
them. The Tories are about scaremongering,
doom, gloom and populist headlines; we are about
engagement, involvement, empowerment, trusting
parents and, as I said before, fun. The key to the
success of the bill lies with parents, who will be
able to grasp the opportunities and the
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encouragement that the bill gives them. We
believe that parents and education authorities will
rise to the challenge.
The bill is part of our wider jigsaw of education
reform and improvement, to give more children a
better start and greater opportunities in life. We
are providing better schools, more teachers, better
training and the dynamism of real parental
involvement in the education of their children.
I commend the motion to the Parliament.
The Presiding Officer (Mr George Reid): As
we have finished one and a half minutes early, I
will suspend the meeting until 16:59.
16:57
Meeting suspended.
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Decision Time
17:05
The Presiding Officer (Mr George Reid):
There are two questions to be put as a result of
today’s business. The first question is, that motion
S2M-4271, in the name of Peter Peacock, that the
Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill be
passed, be agreed to. Are we agreed?
Members: No.
The Presiding Officer: There will be a division.
FOR
Adam, Brian (Aberdeen North) (SNP)
Arbuckle, Mr Andrew (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)
Baird, Shiona (North East Scotland) (Green)
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Ballance, Chris (South of Scotland) (Green)
Ballard, Mark (Lothians) (Green)
Barrie, Scott (Dunfermline West) (Lab)
Boyack, Sarah (Edinburgh Central) (Lab)
Brankin, Rhona (Midlothian) (Lab)
Brown, Robert (Glasgow) (LD)
Butler, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (Lab)
Byrne, Ms Rosemary (South of Scotland) (SSP)
Canavan, Dennis (Falkirk West) (Ind)
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh North and Leith) (Lab)
Craigie, Cathie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (Lab)
Crawford, Bruce (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perth) (SNP)
Curran, Frances (West of Scotland) (SSP)
Deacon, Susan (Edinburgh East and Musselburgh) (Lab)
Eadie, Helen (Dunfermline East) (Lab)
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness East, Nairn and Lochaber) (SNP)
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill) (Lab)
Gibson, Rob (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Gillon, Karen (Clydesdale) (Lab)
Glen, Marlyn (North East Scotland) (Lab)
Godman, Trish (West Renfrewshire) (Lab)
Gordon, Mr Charlie (Glasgow Cathcart) (Lab)
Gorrie, Donald (Central Scotland) (LD)
Grahame, Christine (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Harper, Robin (Lothians) (Green)
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)
Henry, Hugh (Paisley South) (Lab)
Home Robertson, John (East Lothian) (Lab)
Hughes, Janis (Glasgow Rutherglen) (Lab)
Hyslop, Fiona (Lothians) (SNP)
Ingram, Mr Adam (South of Scotland) (SNP)
Jackson, Dr Sylvia (Stirling) (Lab)
Jackson, Gordon (Glasgow Govan) (Lab)
Jamieson, Cathy (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley)
(Lab)
Jamieson, Margaret (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) (Lab)
Kerr, Mr Andy (East Kilbride) (Lab)
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)
Leckie, Carolyn (Central Scotland) (SSP)
Livingstone, Marilyn (Kirkcaldy) (Lab)
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)
Lyon, George (Argyll and Bute) (LD)
MacAskill, Mr Kenny (Lothians) (SNP)
Macdonald, Lewis (Aberdeen Central) (Lab)
MacDonald, Margo (Lothians) (Ind)
Macintosh, Mr Kenneth (Eastwood) (Lab)
Maclean, Kate (Dundee West) (Lab)
Macmillan, Maureen (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
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Martin, Paul (Glasgow Springburn) (Lab)
Marwick, Tricia (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)
Mather, Jim (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)
Matheson, Michael (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Maxwell, Mr Stewart (West of Scotland) (SNP)
May, Christine (Central Fife) (Lab)
McAveety, Mr Frank (Glasgow Shettleston) (Lab)
McFee, Mr Bruce (West of Scotland) (SNP)
McMahon, Michael (Hamilton North and Bellshill) (Lab)
McNeil, Mr Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow Kelvin) (Lab)
McNulty, Des (Clydebank and Milngavie) (Lab)
Muldoon, Bristow (Livingston) (Lab)
Mulligan, Mrs Mary (Linlithgow) (Lab)
Munro, John Farquhar (Ross, Skye and Inverness West)
(LD)
Murray, Dr Elaine (Dumfries) (Lab)
Neil, Alex (Central Scotland) (SNP)
Peacock, Peter (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)
Peattie, Cathy (Falkirk East) (Lab)
Pringle, Mike (Edinburgh South) (LD)
Purvis, Jeremy (Tweeddale, Ettrick and Lauderdale) (LD)
Radcliffe, Nora (Gordon) (LD)
Robson, Euan (Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (LD)
Rumbles, Mike (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD)
Ruskell, Mr Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green)
Scott, Eleanor (Highlands and Islands) (Green)
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)
Smith, Iain (North East Fife) (LD)
Smith, Margaret (Edinburgh West) (LD)
Stevenson, Stewart (Banff and Buchan) (SNP)
Stone, Mr Jamie (Caithness, Sutherland and Easter Ross)
(LD)
Swinburne, John (Central Scotland) (SSCUP)
Swinney, Mr John (North Tayside) (SNP)
Turner, Dr Jean (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (Ind)
Wallace, Mr Jim (Orkney) (LD)
Watt, Ms Maureen (North East Scotland) (SNP)
Welsh, Mr Andrew (Angus) (SNP)
White, Ms Sandra (Glasgow) (SNP)
Whitefield, Karen (Airdrie and Shotts) (Lab)

AGAINST
Aitken, Bill (Glasgow) (Con)
Brocklebank, Mr Ted (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Brownlee, Derek (South of Scotland) (Con)
Davidson, Mr David (North East Scotland) (Con)
Douglas-Hamilton, Lord James (Lothians) (Con)
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and Upper Nithsdale) (Con)
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)
Gallie, Phil (South of Scotland) (Con)
Goldie, Miss Annabel (West of Scotland) (Con)
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)
McGrigor, Mr Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
McLetchie, David (Edinburgh Pentlands) (Con)
Milne, Mrs Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)
Monteith, Mr Brian (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Ind)
Petrie, Dave (Highlands and Islands) (Con)
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)
Tosh, Murray (West of Scotland) (Con)

The Presiding Officer: The result of the division
is: For 92, Against 17, Abstentions 0.
Motion agreed to.
That the Parliament agrees that the Scottish Schools
(Parental Involvement) Bill be passed.
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Amendments to the Bill since the previous version are indicated by sidelining in the right
margin. Wherever possible, provisions that were in the Bill as introduced retain the original
numbering.

Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
[AS PASSED]

5

An Act of the Scottish Parliament to make further provision for the involvement of parents in
their children’s education and in school education generally; to provide for the establishment of
councils to represent the parents of pupils attending public schools; to abolish School Boards; to
make further provision as regards the appointment of teachers; to make further provision as
regards the content of the development plan for a school; and for connected purposes.

Involvement, ambitions, objectives and performance
1

Duty of Scottish Ministers and of education authorities to promote involvement of
parents in school education etc.
(1)

It is the duty of the Scottish Ministers to promote the involvement of the parents of
pupils in attendance at public schools in the education provided to those pupils by the
schools.

(2)

It is the duty of an education authority to promote the involvement of the parents of a
pupil in attendance at a public school in the authority’s area in the education provided
by the school—

10

(a) to that pupil, and

15

(b) to its pupils generally.
(3)

20

2

Strategies for parental involvement
(1)

25

30

Except where the context otherwise requires, in this Act “education” means school
education and includes such provision as is made by an education authority in fulfilment
of their duty under section 1(3)(b) of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) (duty to
secure the provision of adequate facilities for social, cultural and recreative activities
and for physical education and training).

Each education authority must prepare a document, to be known as their “strategy for
parental involvement”, containing their general policies for implementing their duties
under sections 1, 5, 11 and 12 (including, without prejudice to that generality, such
implementation in the case of any pupil who is a child looked after by a local authority);
and the complaints procedure established by the authority under section 15 must be set
out in the document.

(1A) In preparing their strategy for parental involvement, an education authority are to have
regard to how that strategy will promote equal opportunities.
SP Bill 45B
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2
(2)

An education authority—
(a) are from time to time to review their strategy for parental involvement, and
(b) are to revise that strategy whenever they conclude that it is appropriate to do so.

(3)
5

In developing or reviewing their strategy for parental involvement an education
authority must seek and have regard to the views of—
(a) the parents to whom those duties relate,
(aa) pupils in attendance at public schools in the authority’s area,
(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area, and
(c) any other person who appears to the authority to have an interest in their
implementation of those duties or of the duty under section 15(1).

10

(4)

The document is to be included (whether or not it has been revised since last so
included) in the authority’s annual statement of improvement objectives.

(5)

In section 5(2) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (requirement
for annual statement of education improvement objectives to include an account of the
ways in which the authority will seek to involve a pupil’s parents in promoting the
education of the pupil), at the beginning of paragraph (a) there is inserted “(prepared
under section 2(1) of the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Act 2006 (asp 00) as
part of the authority’s strategy for parental involvement)”.

(6)

The reference in subsection (1) to a child who is looked after by a local authority is to be
construed in accordance with section 17(6) of the Children (Scotland) Act 1995 (c.36)
(duty of local authority to child looked after by them).

15

20

3

Ambitions and objectives for a school
In section 6(1)(a) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (which,
for the purpose of securing improvement in the quality of education which a school
provides, requires the preparation of a development plan for the school)—

25

(a) after the words “the objectives” there is inserted “and strategy for parental
involvement”, and
(b) for the words “and sets objectives for the school” there is substituted “, sets
objectives for the school (including objectives as to the involvement of a pupil’s
parents in the education provided to the pupil and to the school’s pupils generally)
and contains a statement of the education authority’s ambitions for the school”.

30

4

35

40
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Review of school performance
In section 7 of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (which
provides for the defining of measures and standards of performance as respects the
quality of education provided by schools and for the quality of education provided by a
school to be reviewed from time to time having regard to those measures and standards),
at the end there is added—
“(3) Without prejudice to the generality of subsections (1) and (2) above, in those
subsections “quality of education” includes the extent to which a pupil’s
parents are involved in the education provided to the pupil.”.
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3

Parent Forums and Parent Councils
5

5

Parent Forum and Parent Council
(1)

The parents of the pupils in attendance at a public school constitute (and are collectively
to be known as) the “Parent Forum” of the school.

(2)

A Parent Forum may be represented by a body (to be known as a “Parent Council”)
established by them under section 6 for the school.

(3)

The education authority are—
(a) to promote the establishment of, and
(b) to support the operation of,
a Parent Council.

10

(4)
6

Subsection (3) is subject to section 16(12).
Scheme for establishment of a Parent Council

(1)

For the purposes of section 5(2) and (3)(a) the education authority are to notify in
writing the members of the Parent Forum of a public school in their area of the
authority’s intention to prepare a scheme for the establishment of a Parent Council for
the school, inviting them to indicate, within such reasonable period as they are to specify
in the notice, a preference as to how the council is to be constituted and what its
constitution is to be; and the notice is to suggest alternatives in that regard framed in
accordance with such guidance as may be issued by the Scottish Ministers but to state
that those alternatives are offered only by way of example.

(2)

But notification under subsection (1) is to include an invitation to indicate, instead of
any such preference as is mentioned in that subsection, a preference either—

15

20

(a) that no such scheme should be prepared, or
(b) that any such scheme prepared should be prepared by a person other than the
education authority.

25

(3)

Having regard to such preferences as are indicated by virtue of subsection (1) and in so
far as practicable giving effect to the preference of the greatest number of the members
responding, the authority are, when the period specified under that subsection has
expired, to prepare the scheme, to send a copy of it to each member and to make such
arrangements as are necessary to implement it.

(4)

But if the preference of the greatest number of the members responding before the
period so specified has expired is as mentioned in—

30

(a) paragraph (a) of subsection (2), subsection (3) is to be disregarded,
(b) paragraph (b) of subsection (2), subsection (3) is to be disregarded and provided
that the majority of the members so responding and indicating that preference can
agree as to which person other than the authority is to prepare such a scheme, that
person may proceed to do so and to send a copy of it to each of the members of
the Parent Forum, inviting the member in question to indicate, within such
reasonable period as the person may specify in the invitation, whether the member
agrees that the scheme should be implemented.

35

40

(5)

If the majority of the members who respond timeously to an invitation under subsection
(4)(b) indicate agreement, the person who prepared the scheme may make such
arrangements as are necessary to implement the scheme.
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(6)

The arrangements mentioned in subsections (3) and (5) must include the preparation of a
constitution for the Parent Council.

(7)

A Parent Council is established when first constituted by virtue of arrangements made
under subsection (3) or (5); and is, as soon as practicable thereafter—
(a) to intimate to—

5

(i)

the headteacher,

(ii) the members of the Parent Forum,
(iia) pupils in attendance at the school, and
(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,

10

that it has been established,
(b) to provide them and the education authority with information as to who the
members of the council are and as to how to communicate with it,
(c) if the education authority did not prepare the constitution of the council, to
provide the education authority with a copy of that constitution, and

15

(d) to provide the headteacher with a copy of that constitution.

20

(8)

A Parent Council is to be known as “the [name of school] Parent Council” unless the
Parent Forum otherwise determines, in which case it is to be known by whatever name
the Parent Forum may specify.

(9)

Intimation under subsection (7)(a)(ii) or (iii) is to include a note of the functions of the
Parent Council under subsection (1) of section 8 and, where applicable, under subsection
(1A) of that section.

(10) The preceding provisions of this section are subject to sections 7 and 16(12).
7
25

Restrictions as to composition and chairing of a Parent Council
(1)

Subject to subsection (2), the members of the Parent Council established for a school
must be members of the school’s Parent Forum or (but only if and in so far as the
constitution of the council so admits) persons who are co-opted to the council by the
persons who for the time being are its members.

(2)

In the case of a denominational school, the constitution of the council must provide for
at least one of the council’s members to be so co-opted and to be a person nominated by
the church or denominational body in whose interest the school is conducted.

(3)

In subsection (2), “denominational school” means a school—

30

(a) transferred to an education authority under section 16(1) of the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) (transference of denominational schools to education
authorities), or

35

(b) provided by an education authority under section 17(2) of that Act (provision by
education authority of denominational schools etc.).
(4)
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Only a person who is a member of a school’s Parent Forum may chair a Parent Council
established for that school.

Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
8

5

Functions of a Parent Council
(1)

The functions of the Parent Council established for a school are—
(a) to support the endeavours of those managing the school—
(i)

5

to raise standards of education in the school,

(ii) to secure improvements in the quality of education which the school
provides, and
(iii) to develop to their fullest potential the personality, talents and mental and
physical abilities of the pupils attending the school,
(b) to make representations—

10

15

(i)

to the school’s headteacher and to the education authority about the
arrangements in the school for promoting the involvement of parents in the
education of such of those parents’ own children (of whatever age) as
attend the school and of its pupils generally,

(ii) to the education authority about the arrangements in their area for
promoting the involvement of parents of pupils attending schools in that
area in the education of such of those parents’ own children (of whatever
age) as so attend and of those pupils generally,
(c) to promote contact between—
(i)

20

the school,

(ii) the Parent Forum,
(iii) parents of prospective pupils of the school,
(iiia) pupils in attendance at the school,
(iv) the community, and

25

(v) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this paragraph,
(d) to report on the council’s activities to the members of the Parent Forum, as often
as appears to the council to be appropriate but in any event—
(i)

not more than 12 months after the council is established, and

(ii) after that first report, at intervals of not more than 12 months,
30

(e) to ascertain the views of the members of the Parent Forum as regards—
(i)

the standards of education in the school,

(ii) the quality of education which the school provides,
(iii) the exercise by the council of its functions, and
35

(iv) such other matters as appear to the council to be of interest or concern to
the Parent Forum,
(f) to collate those views and report them to—
(i)

the headteacher of the school,

(ii) the education authority, and
40

(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this paragraph,
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(g) to review from time to time its constitution, and
(h) with the requisite consent, to amend (or replace) the council’s constitution
whenever it appears to the council to be necessary or expedient to do so.
5

(1A) In addition to the functions specified in subsection (1), the Parent Council established
for a primary school is to promote contact between—
(a) the Parent Forum of the school, and
(b) such providers of nursery education to prospective pupils of the school as appear
to the council appropriate.

10

(1B) For the purposes of subsection (1A)(b), a person is a provider of nursery education if
providing education to pre-school children (within the meaning of section 1(4B) of the
Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44)).
(2)

The Parent Council may, whether or not it has ascertained and collated the views of the
members of the Parent Forum as regards a matter mentioned in paragraph (e) of
subsection (1), make representations to—
(a) the headteacher of the school,

15

(b) the education authority, or
(c) such other person as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,
as regards that matter.
20

(3)

But before making representations under paragraph (c) of subsection (2) to Her
Majesty’s inspectors the Parent Council––
(a) must have made those representations under paragraph (b) of that subsection and
received a reply under section 11(6)(a), and
(b) except in a case where it considers it inappropriate to do so, must have made those
representations under paragraph (a) of that subsection and received a reply under
section 11(6)(b).

25

(4)

Where by virtue of subsection (3) Her Majesty’s inspectors receive representations from
a Parent Council they are to have regard to those representations (in so far as it is
reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out their functions and are to reply to the
council.

(5)

In subsection (1)(h), “requisite consent”—

30

(a) is consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum has been sent a copy
of the proposed amendment or replacement with an invitation to the member in
question to indicate, within such reasonable time as the council may specify in the
invitation, whether the member agrees to that amendment or replacement, and

35

(b) is the consent of the majority of such members of the parent forum as respond
timeously to that invitation.
(6)
40

If, by virtue of subsection (1)(h), the Parent Council amends (or replaces) its
constitution it must as soon as reasonably practicable provide—
(a) the education authority, and
(b) the headteacher,
with a copy of the constitution as amended (or of the new constitution).
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The Scottish Ministers may by order amend any of subsections (1) to (1B) so as (either
or both)—
(a) to add to the functions for the time being described,
(b) to alter any of those functions.

(8)

5

Subject to any other provision made by this Act, the Parent Council may do anything
which is calculated to facilitate the exercise of those functions including, without
prejudice to that generality—
(a) entering into contracts and agreements (other than in relation to land), and
(b) appointing a person to be clerk to the council.

(9)

10

A person (other than a member of the Parent Council) who is appointed by virtue of
subsection (8)(b) may be paid by the council.

(10) The members of the Parent Council do not incur personal liability for anything done, or
purportedly done, in the exercise of those functions if it was done in good faith.
(11) In the exercise of those functions the Parent Council is to have regard to any guidance
issued to it, for the purpose mentioned in subsection (12), by the education authority.

15

(12) The purpose is of ensuring that any duty which the authority has—
(a) under statute, or
(b) by virtue of any rule of law,
is duly complied with.
(13) The Parent Council is to comply with any reasonable request made to it by the
headteacher of the school or by the education authority for information relating to its
exercise of those functions.

20

(14) A Parent Council ceases to exist when the school for which it is established is
discontinued or amalgamated with another school.
25

9

Meetings of a Parent Council
(1)

Except in so far as the headteacher of, and the Parent Council established for, a school
otherwise agree, the headteacher has both the duty and the right either—
(a) to attend, or
(b) if the headteacher so elects, to be represented at,
any meeting of that council.

30

(2)

Subject to subsection (3), meetings of a Parent Council are to be open to the public.

(3)

During consideration of any matter which a Parent Council is satisfied should be dealt
with on a confidential basis, the only persons entitled to attend are—
(a) members of the council; and
(b) a person attending the meeting in accordance with subsection (1).

35

10

Financial powers of a Parent Council
(1)

A Parent Council may—
(a) raise funds by any means other than by borrowing,
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(b) receive gifts,

and may expend any sums so received at its discretion.

5

10

(2)

A Parent Council is to keep proper accounts in relation to any sums received by it under
subsection (1).

(3)

A Parent Council is not to acquire any interest in heritable property, whether by
inheritance, gift or otherwise.

(4)

Where a Parent Council ceases to exist, any property belonging to it passes to the
education authority; but (except where the council has ceased to exist by virtue of
section 8(14)) the authority is to use any such property for the benefit of the school.

(5)

Subsection (4) is subject to section 16(5).
Duties, reports, appointments and complaints

11

Duties of education authority and headteacher to a Parent Council etc.
(1)

An education authority are to give advice and information to a Parent Council
established for a school in their area when the council reasonably requests it from them
on any matter.

(2)

An education authority are to take such steps as appear to them to be appropriate to
ensure that the headteacher and staff of each school in their area—

15

(a) are available to give advice and information to a Parent Council established for
the school on what is being done by those managing the school to promote
parental involvement in education there, and

20

(b) in giving such advice and information act in a manner consistent with the
authority’s duties under this Act.

25

(2A) In addition to giving advice and information in terms of subsection (2)(a), the
headteacher of a school must, if requested to do so by a Parent Council established for
that school, give advice to the council on any matter falling within the headteacher’s
area of responsibility.
(3)

30

An education authority are, in respect of each financial year, to determine for a Parent
Council established for a school in their area, an allocation of such money within the
authority’s budget as appears to the authority, after consultation with the council,
reasonably to be required by the council for meeting—
(a) its administrative expenses (including, without prejudice to that generality, any
expenses incurred by virtue of section 8(8)(b)),
(b) the expenses of training its members, and
(c) its other outgoings in carrying out the functions assigned it by or by virtue of this
Act.

35

40
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(4)

An education authority may provide a Parent Council established for a school in their
area with services or accommodation.

(5)

An education authority are to inform a Parent Council established for a school in their
area about the school’s arrangements for consultation between parents and teachers; and
without prejudice to the generality of paragraph (b) of section 8(1), the council may
make representations under that paragraph, concerning those arrangements, to the
authority or to the headteacher.

Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
(6)

9

Where (whether or not under that paragraph)—
(a) an education authority receive representations from a Parent Council established
for a school in their area, the authority are to have regard to the representations (in
so far as it is reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out their functions
and are to reply to the council, or

5

(b) a school’s headteacher receives representations from the Parent Council of the
school, the headteacher is to have regard to the representations (in so far as it is
reasonable and practicable to do so) in carrying out the duties of that post and is to
reply to the council.
10

12

Duties of education authority to parents generally
(1)

An education authority are to give advice and information to any parent of a pupil in
attendance at a public school in their area when that parent reasonably requests it from
them on any matter relating to the education provided to that pupil.

(2)

An education authority are to take such steps as appear to them to be appropriate to
ensure that the headteacher and staff of the school—

15

(a) are available to give such advice and information to the parent in question, and
(b) in giving it act in a manner consistent with the authority’s duties under this Act.
13
20

Headteacher’s report to Parent Council, Combined Parent Council or Parent
Forum
(1)

The headteacher of a public school must at least once a year report—
(a) to any Parent Council established for the school,
(b) if a Combined Parent Council has been established for schools which comprise
the school, to the Combined Parent Council, or
(c) if no Parent Council or Combined Parent Council has been so established, to the
Parent Forum,

25

evaluating the performance of the school and stating what the headteacher’s objectives
and ambitions for the school are.
(2)

Without prejudice to the generality of subsection (1), the headteacher is, in making the
report, to have regard to—
(a) the school’s development plan and in particular the objectives for the school
which the plan sets and the statement of ambitions for the school which it
contains,

30

(b) the report most recently prepared under section 6(4) of the Standards in Scotland’s
Schools etc. Act 2000 (asp 6) (report as to what has been done, over a period of
twelve months, in implementation of that plan),

35

(c) the measures and standards of performance defined and published most recently
under section 7(1) of that Act (review of school performance), and
(d) the equal opportunity requirements.
(3)
40

The report under subsection (1) is to be made in whatever way the council or forum
reported to may reasonably request and a summary of it is to be prepared by the
headteacher.
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14

Procedures for appointment of headteacher or deputy and participation of a
Parent Council
(1)

5

The headteacher is to secure that each member of the Parent Forum receives a copy of
that summary.

An education authority are to inform—
(a) the Scottish Ministers, and
(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area,
about the authority’s procedures (in this section referred to as their “appointment
process”) for filling any post, other than on an acting basis, of headteacher or deputy
headteacher of a school and also (forthwith) about any change they make, whether or
not by virtue of subsection (3)(b), to their appointment process.

10

(2)

The appointment process must entail involvement in it of any Parent Council established
for the school to which an appointment is to be made.

(2A) A person who is not a member of a Parent Council may, at the request of the council,
assist it in discharging its functions in connection with the appointment process.

15

(2B) An education authority are to make such arrangements as appear to them to be
appropriate to ensure that training which will be of assistance in the discharge of
functions in connection with the appointment process is made available to—
(a) members of any Parent Council;
(b) any person assisting a council under subsection (2A).

20

(3)

The Scottish Ministers may (either or both)—
(a) by regulations, impose requirements which an appointment process must satisfy,
(b) by notice, require an education authority to make such changes to their
appointment process as may be specified in the notice.

25

30

15

Complaints procedure
(1)

An education authority are to establish a procedure by which a person, or someone
acting on a person’s behalf, may make complaints (or other representations) in relation
to the exercise by the authority of, or failure by them to exercise, any of their functions
under this Act in respect of the person.

(2)

Before establishing a procedure under subsection (1), the authority must consult—
(a) the parents to whom their duties under sections 1, 5 and 12 relate,
(b) any Parent Council established for a school in their area,
(c) any Combined Parent Council established for schools in their area, and
(d) any other person who appears to the authority to have an interest in their
implementation of those duties,

35

on the authority’s proposals in that regard.
(3)
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The authority are to keep the procedure so established by them under review and must
vary that procedure whenever they consider it appropriate to do so.
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11

The authority are to give such publicity to that procedure, including that procedure as
varied under subsection (3), as they consider appropriate and must give a copy of the
procedure to any person who requests it (at no cost to that person).
Combined Parent Councils

5

10

16

Establishment etc. of Combined Parent Council
(1)

With the requisite consent, the members of the Parent Forums of two or more schools in
the area of an education authority may decide that a body (to be known as a “Combined
Parent Council”) should be established for both, or as the case may be all, of the schools
(in this section and in section 17 referred to as the “represented schools”).

(2)

In subsection (1), “requisite consent”—
(a) is consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum in each of the
represented schools has been given written notice of the proposed decision with
an invitation to the member in question to indicate, within such reasonable time as
the proposer may specify in the invitation, whether the member agrees that the
decision be taken, and

15

(b) is the consent of, in each of those schools, the majority of such members of the
parent forum as respond timeously to that invitation.
(3)

It is immaterial, for the purposes of this section, whether as respects any of the
represented schools a scheme for the establishment of a Parent Council is being, or has
been, prepared or a Parent Council has been established.

(4)

Except that any such Parent Council ceases to exist when the Combined Parent Council
is established.

(5)

Where by virtue of subsection (4) a Parent Council ceases to exist, any property
belonging to it passes to the Combined Parent Council.

(6)

If a decision is made under subsection (1), the education authority are—

20

25

(a) to prepare a scheme for the establishment, by the Parent Forums, of the Combined
Parent Council,
(b) to send a copy of that scheme to each of the members of the Parent Forums, and
(c) to make such arrangements as are necessary to implement the scheme.
30

(7)

The arrangements mentioned in subsection (6)(c) must include the preparation of a
constitution for the Combined Parent Council.

(8)

A Combined Parent Council is established when first constituted by virtue of
arrangements made under subsection (6); and is, as soon as practicable thereafter—
(a) to intimate to—

35

(i)

the headteachers of the represented schools,

(ii) the members of the Parent Forums,
(iia) pupils in attendance at the represented schools, and
(iii) such other persons as it appears to the council appropriate to include for the
purposes of this subsection,
40

that it has been established,
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(b) to provide them and the education authority with information as to who the
members of the council are and as to how to communicate with it, and
(c) to provide each of the headteachers of the represented schools with a copy of that
constitution.
(9)

5

The Combined Parent Council is itself to determine the name by which it is to be
known.

(10) Intimation under subsection (8)(a)(ii) or (iii) is to include a note of the functions of a
Combined Parent Council as set out in section 8(1) and applied by subsection (11) (of
this section).
(10A) Where one or more of the represented schools is a primary school, intimation under
subsection (8)(a)(ii) or (iii) is also to include a note of the functions of a Combined
Parent Council as set out in section 8(1A) and applied by subsection (11) (of this
section).

10

(11) Sections 2(3)(b), 7(1) and (4), 8(1) to (13), 9 to 11 and 14 apply, with the necessary
modifications, in relation to a Combined Parent Council and the represented schools, as
they apply in relation to a Parent Council and the school for which the Parent Council is
established.

15

(11A) Subsection (11B) applies where a Combined Parent Council is being established and one
or more of the represented schools is a denominational school (within the meaning given
by section 7(3)).

20

(11B) The constitution of the Combined Parent Council must provide for—
(a) the church or denominational body in whose interest a represented school is
conducted, or
(b) where there is more than one such church or denominational body, each church or
body,

25

to nominate at least one person to be a co-opted member of the council.
(12) Sections 5(3) and 6(1) to (9) cease to apply in relation to any school on the making of a
decision under subsection (1) by the members of Parent Forums which include the
Parent Forum of the school but apply again to the school (either or both)—
(a) on its withdrawing from the represented schools,

30

(b) on the Combined Parent Council established by virtue of that decision ceasing to
exist.
(13) A Combined Parent Council ceases to exist when, by virtue of a school—
(a) being discontinued or amalgamated with another school, or
(b) withdrawing from the represented schools,

35

the “represented schools” no longer comprise more than one school.
17

Withdrawal from represented schools
(1)

With the requisite consent, the members of the Parent Forum of a school for which a
Combined Parent Council is established may decide that the school withdraws from the
represented schools.

(2)

The reference in subsection (1) to “requisite consent”—

40
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(a) is to consent obtained after each member of the Parent Forum of the school has
been given written notice of the proposed decision with an invitation to the
member in question to indicate, within such reasonable time as the proposer may
specify in the invitation, whether the member agrees that the decision be taken,
and

5

(b) is the consent of the majority of such members of the Parent Forum as respond
timeously to that invitation.
Miscellaneous and general
18
10

Abolition of School Boards
(1)

The School Boards (Scotland) Act 1988 (c.47) is repealed.

(2)

A School Board appointed under section 1 of that Act ceases to exist when that section
is repealed; and any property belonging to the Board then passes to the education
authority.

(3)

An appointment under section 6(10) of that Act (appointment to be Clerk to a Board)
terminates when section 1 of that Act is repealed.

(4)

In paragraph 7 of Schedule A1 to the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (persons who are
not to be members of appeal committees for consideration of any reference involving a
question whether a child is to be placed in a specific school or excluded from a school),
for the words “School Board” substitute “Parent Council or Combined Parent Council”.

(5)

In section 6(2)(a) of the Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 (persons to be
consulted as regards preparation of school development plan), for the words “School
Board” substitute “Parent Council or Combined Parent Council”.

15

20

19

Guidance
(A1) The Scottish Ministers must issue guidance—
(a) to education authorities, as respects the discharge by those authorities of their
functions under sections 2 and 6, and

25

(b) to Parent Councils and Combined Parent Councils, as respects the discharge by
those councils of their functions under section 8 (or as the case may be under that
section as applied by section 16(11)).
30

35

(1)

The Scottish Ministers may issue guidance to education authorities, Parent Councils and
Combined Parent Councils as respects the discharge by those authorities and councils of
their respective functions under any section not mentioned in subsection (A1).

(2)

Any such authority or council must have regard to any guidance issued to them or it
under this section.

20

Interpretation
(1)

40

Unless the context otherwise requires, expressions used in this Act and in the Education
(Scotland) Act 1980 (c.44) have the same meaning in this Act as is given to them by
section 135 of that Act except that “pupil” includes a child who is under school age only
if that child is in attendance at a primary school (whether or not in a nursery class in
such a school).
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(2)

21

Transitional provisions etc.
(1)

The Scottish Ministers may by order make such incidental, supplemental, consequential,
transitional, transitory or saving provision as they consider necessary or expedient for
the purposes, or in consequence, of this Act.

(2)

An order under subsection (1) may amend or repeal any enactment (other than any
provision of this Act).

5

22
10

15

In this Act, “equal opportunities” and “equal opportunity requirements” have the same
meanings as in Section L2 of Part II of Schedule 5 to the Scotland Act 1998 (c.46).

Orders and regulations
(1)

Any power of the Scottish Ministers to make an order or regulations under this Act is
exercisable by statutory instrument.

(2)

Subject to subsection (3), a statutory instrument containing any such order or
regulations, other than an order under section 24(2), is subject to annulment in
pursuance of a resolution of the Parliament.

(3)

A statutory instrument containing an order under—
(a) section 8(7), or
(b) subsection (1) of section 21 if the order is by virtue of subsection (2) of that
section,
is not made unless a draft of the instrument has been laid before, and approved by
resolution of, the Parliament.

20

(4)

23

Repeals
There are repealed, to the extent specified in the second column of the schedule to this
Act, the enactments mentioned in that schedule.

25

24

30
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Without prejudice to section 24(2), an order or regulations under this Act may make
different provision for different cases or classes of case and for different purposes.

Short title and commencement
(1)

This Act may be cited as the Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Act 2006.

(2)

This Act, except this section, comes into force on such day as the Scottish Ministers
may by order appoint; but different days may be appointed for different provisions, for
different areas, for different purposes or for different cases or classes of case.

Scottish Schools (Parental Involvement) Bill
Schedule—Repeals

15

SCHEDULE
(introduced by section 23)
REPEALS
5

Education
(c.44)

Enactment
(Scotland) Act

Extent of repeal
1980 In section 70(1), the words “a School Board,” in
both places they occur.
Section 87B.
Section 87A.
In section 135(1), the definition of “school board”.

10

Self-Governing
Schools
(Scotland) Act 1989 (c.39)

etc. Section 74.
In section 80(1), the definition of “the 1988 Act”.
In Schedule 10, paragraph 10.

Children (Scotland) Act 1995 (c.36)
15

Education
(c.43)

(Scotland)

Act

In Schedule 4, paragraph 46.

1996 Sections 28 to 31.
Schedule 4.

20

Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Sections 26 to 31.
Act 2000 (asp 6)
In section 58(1), the definition of “the 1988 Act”.
Schedule 1.
In schedule 2, paragraph 4.
School Education (Amendment) Section 2.
(Scotland) Act 2002 (asp 2)

25

Local Government in Scotland
Act 2003 (asp 1)

Section 50.
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