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Dear Ms Henderson 

Parliamentary accountability 
 
Following your appearance at the end of January, I write to you concerning two matters: the 
Committee’s plans for further and future scrutiny, and a request we have made to Kate 
Forbes, as relevant Scottish Government Minister, to consider the question of the agency’s 
status.  
 
On the latter point, I have highlighted to the Minster the evidence from our 29 January 
meeting and outlined a focus around three key questions— 
 

 How well does Non-Ministerial Department status work, particularly if Scottish 
Ministers set challenging policy targets that can significantly affect the day-to-day 
operations of RoS? 

 Would it be clearer if Scottish Ministers had to answer directly to the Parliament for 
both policy and operational aspects? 

 Or are there continuing benefits to NMD status? 
 
At the UK level, as you may be aware, questions have been raised about NMDs. For 
example, in 2013 the Institute for Government called for the abolition of NMDs as a status for 
public bodies. Furthermore, the HM Treasury guidance, Managing Public Money, stated: 
“Only rarely is a non-ministerial department the right choice as NMDs have limited 
accountability to Parliament”. But arm’s length bodies have diverse structures and 
characteristics; and an individual assessment would likely be the best approach, particularly 
when the body is operating in a devolved Scottish setting.  
 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11920&mode=pdf


The Committee has asked, therefore, that the Scottish Government consider the question of 
the agency’s status; that is, whether the model of an NMD is the one best suited not only to 
the operations of RoS but for its oversight and policy direction. Twenty years since 
devolution, it would seem timely to reflect on this matter and contemplate whether a model 
adopted since 1999 remains the best vehicle for the needs of a modernising national land 
register in terms of accountability, governance, service delivery, customer focus, statutory 
targets, digital agenda, and overall purpose.  
 
Regarding the Committee’s own intentions for further and future scrutiny, our plan is to— 

 Seek further written detail from you for progress on:  
o land register completion target dates; 
o registration processing times; 
o customer satisfaction ratings; 
o business case for considerable increase in consultant costs; 

 Seek regular updates on those four areas; 

 Invite you and Accountable Officer to come to the Committee on an annual basis; 

 Ask for regular written updates from you as and when any significant issues arise 
e.g. any changes to the fees regime or in the approach to the agency’s borrowing 
from the Scottish Government.  

   
I hope this information may be helpful and look forward to working with you more closely in 
the future. 
 
Kind regards 
 

 
 
Gordon Lindhurst MSP 
Convener 
 


