
Association for Scottish Public Affairs (ASPA)

Impact and operation of the Act to date

It is worth stating at the outset that nothing in the evidence submitted to the committee has changed our view 

on the Lobbying Act and its implementation. We remain of the view that it is a solution in search of a problem, 

as the committee acknowledges (paragraph 53) might be the case. We accept that the Parliament is not going 

to reverse the regulations, and therefore we have engaged positively in the review process, making positive 

suggestions as to how the Act, and the regulations, might be improved.

We restate our view that the regulations should provide a level playing field, should not burden registrants with 

unnecessary administration, and should remain free of charge to comply with. We also restate our strong 

belief that investment is required by the Parliament in making the user experience more efficient - at present 

workability is far less straightforward than it should be.

We note the evidence provided to the committee on administrative impact from NFU Scotland and Poppy 

Scotland, which makes clear that the burden on those complying with the register is not in any way 

insignificant. The original financial memorandum at the time of the act did indicate that staff time required to 

comply would be between 0 and 24 hours, per six month period. Our assessment is that, in the event, whilst 

that assessment has been shown to be relatively accurate, too many are having to spend too long completing 

registrations, and the time taken to do so is nearer the top than the bottom of that assessment for many. That 
time can be contained by improving the user experience, and by not extending the scope of the regulations to 

heighten the administrative demands on those complying with them.

The status quo or legislative reform

We welcome your recommendation that the Government should undertake a full impact assessment of the Act 

and provide this to the Parliament. Alongside that, we would suggest that a full analysis of the returns made to 

date is provided - to further inform Parliament of the impact of the Act. 

We note from your draft report that any extension of the Act to cover communications other than face to face 

meetings is still unsupported by any evidence of there being a problem to uncover, and must be informed by 

the impact assessment you recommend. Our view remains that further extension to include phone calls and 

email, for example, would add significantly to the administrative burden without any commensurate increase in 

public benefit from the legislation. There has not been, as you acknowledge, a public clamour for access to 

the register as it is presently implemented, and no reason to suggest that extension would create either 

increasing public demand or public benefit. 

We note that in your draft recommendations (paragraph 107) you propose the possibility of introducing 

financial disclosure requirements based on a minimum threshold or a banding system. We remain strongly of 

the view, as set out in our evidence, that this kind of information is very difficult in practise to identify, 

impossible to verify as accurate, and often meaningless in impact. Specifically, we would highlight that the 

introduction of a banding or threshold system would amplify the problems with identification. Given that 

lobbying activity definition and segregation is so difficult to achieve, how would you verify that the information 

provided, which fell just short of a particular band, was accurate? The introduction of banding and thresholds 

in our view, far from making financial disclosure less problematic, would in fact make the problems and 

weaknesses of such a suggestion all the more evident. 



We see good evidence emerging from your enquiry for the reporting period being shortened to three months 

from six. In many cases, that shorter period will actually reduce administrative burden. We would welcome 

the standardisation of reporting periods, which we believe will further encourage timely compliance. 

We welcome your focus on reviewing the “requested meeting” exemption and continue to suggest that the 
constituency exemption is worthy of re-examination. 

ASPA is supportive of the general direction the Committee has taken in recommending a full impact 

assessment on the legislation. We are strongly of the view that the Government was right in making clear 

during the passage of the legislation that lobbying is a good thing, and which makes a positive contribution to 

the effective working of the Scottish Parliament. We welcome that sentiment being repeated during your 

evidence sessions, including by the Minister.
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