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SHRC Commission Meeting

Wednesday 5th February 2014
Boardroom, Edinburgh

10:30am – 3pm
Present: Professor Alan Miller (Chair)

              Professor Kay Hampton


  Matt Smith


  Shelagh McCall
In Attendance:  Sharon Barbour (Minute Secretary)



  Clare Nicolson (Business Manager)


  Duncan Wilson (Head of Strategy & Legal)

                          Bruce Adamson (Legal Officer), Item 4.3
1. Minutes of previous meeting 
The minutes of the meeting held on Monday 13th January were approved.
2. Declarations of Interest

There were no declarations of interest.

3. Matters arising

· AM provided an update on the COSLA leadership meeting of 30 January which he attended. Councillor Harry McGuigan presented a paper on the relationship between COSLA and SNAP which was approved. Rory Mair and senior leaders within COSLA are to now secure a date to meet with the Commission to discuss the practical steps for implementing SNAP. 
· MS provided an update on the Strengthening Local Democracy Commission meeting which he attended on 17 January. During the panel session he focused on SNAP which was well received. 
· KH and DQ have agreed the focus of the immigration event which KH is to attend on 7 February. 

· KH confirmed that she has spoken with AH and the misunderstanding regarding the meeting held on 19 December has now been resolved.
· SMc and AM met with Elspeth McDonald last week, following on from the December meeting with the Justice Secretary. There is a strong commitment from the Scottish Government to properly explore safeguards. A Review/Reference group may be set up by a judge led review and the Commission may be asked to participate in this group. It was agreed that SMc should participate subject to the standard guarantees concerning SHRC independence.
· On 13 January SMc attended a Law Society of Scotland roundtable. Significant actors in the corroboration debate attended, to share views and discuss options for safeguards.  
· AM confirmed that the confidential item discussed at the January Commission meeting is being progressed and there should be a further report at the next Commission meeting.   
4. Background Information (for matters arising)
4.1 SNAP Update

DW provided an update on the first co-convenors meeting for SNAP Human Rights Action Groups which took place on 3 February. The meeting agreed the broad vision for how the separate Groups will work and broadly agreed with the proposed terms of reference and timeline. It was agreed that there should be flexibility in the process. It was also agreed that individual members of the action groups can pursue their advocacy/lobbying agendas outwith membership of the action groups, as being a member should in no way compromise their independence. During the co-convenors meeting questions were raised regarding resourcing, particularly how secretariat and finance will be resourced. It was also agreed that references to voting should be removed, as decisions should be reached by consensus. Co-convenors should meet periodically on a suggested quarterly basis to share experience across the different groups. 
The Commission discussed the outcomes of the meeting and how to progress, focusing on the key issues of whether the proposed role of the Commission is acceptable and what AM’s role should be across the groups.
The discussion at the co-conveners’ meeting included…..

· It was agreed that innovation forums should concentrate on methods not problems – ie how to deliver change. There should be a focus on rights holders and opportunities for engagement outside of the central belt. 

· It was suggested to extend and strengthen the potential membership of the Leadership panel from the current proposal, for example to include young people, faith groups and business leaders. Duplication of membership from action groups and leadership panel should be avoided if reasonably possible. This would most notably impact Dave Moxham of the STUC and AM.
· The issue of purdah in the run up to the referendum was raised, specifically how this will impact in SG decisions/actions re SNAP? 
· There was discussion on whether the Leadership Panel membership should be based on individual or organisational representation model. The Commission will also be required to firm up on the Terms of Reference before membership of the Leadership Panel can be finalised.
· The role of the Commission role in SNAP was discussed. There is a need for clarity in when the Commission is responsible for delivering actions and when it is monitoring or holding to account others. This will be crucial to avoid to any conflict of interest. AM outlined a number of accountability mechanisms, which will ensure objectivity. The Commission had the concept for SNAP and provided the evidence basis. Ongoing active facilitation is required by the Commission, as SNAP is a process. The Scottish Parliament mandated the Commission to promote best practice in human rights. As SNAP is still in the early stages, the Commission therefore has a significant involvement at the moment. 

· The health and social care action group has developed its own momentum and set up without the direct involvement of the Commission. This prompted discussion as to whether other groups couldn’t also develop in this way. The Commission’s role as co-convenors may change as the process develops. The Commission should be involved at the start, but may incrementally withdraw from the role of co-convenor. The Commission would remain members of the groups. 

· It was noted that responsibilities for delivery have to lie with members of the action groups themselves (the co-convenors cannot take responsibility for delivery. The approach and lessons learned from the Commission’s role in the Historic Abuse InterAction process can also be applied to the SNAP process.
· As far as possible, the Commission should perform a critical friend function  .  It should assist with highlighting best practice. SNAP is two layered: to support the duty bearers and stand up for the rights of the disaffected. Outcomes must have maximum impact. The national InterAction held each year on 10 December will involve disaffected groups, to address their living experiences and to measure whether SNAP is progressing/delivering on actions. 
4.2 2013/14 Quarter 3 Project Progress Report

CN outlined the key headlines of the quarterly project progress report for SP2/OP1. This included a project milestone path for the 11 projects and breakdown of running costs. The Commission is currently at minimal risk of significant underspend or overspend in its projects. The next report will be due at the May 2014 Commission meeting.
4.3 ICC and Human Rights Council Briefing

BA presented the key facts of his briefing regarding Commission engagement at the forthcoming annual meeting of the International Coordinating Committee of NHRIs (ICC) taking place in March during the 25th session of the UN Human Rights Council. As both events are significant in terms of fulfilling the Commission’s role as an NHRI, the Commission could benefit by sending a bigger delegation.  It would represent good value for money to enable networking with key partners and learning about best practice from other NHRIs. Commissioners would be nominated for specific roles. BA outlined the benefits of Commissioners also attending side meetings and bilateral meetings. Commission staff can provide support to the Commissioners for identifying key people and key themes to assist with effective networking. Additionally, BA strongly recommends that the Commission makes a statement at the Thursday session of the Human Rights Council on the rights of the child. There would be tremendous value in reaching out to a domestic audience via an online presence. 
4.4 Outline of Operational Plan 2

DW provided an outline of the Commission’s second Operational Plan under its second Strategic Plan. It specifies the projects and other activities which the Commission will undertake between 2014 and 2016 in pursuit of the Strategic Priorities set out in the Commission’s Strategic Plan of 2012-2016. It was agreed by all that the outline represents a logical framework and the pictorial diagram helpfully assists the Commissioners to understand the key elements in order to approve the outline.
The next presentation of the Operational Plan will be at the March Commission meeting to include a risk register and full costs attached.   
4.5 ICC Engagement

It was agreed that if AM sends suggestions to the ENNHRI Secretariat in response to requests for NHRI contributions, this should be flagged up to the Commissioners. 
4.6 Commission Meetings Calendar

It was agreed to postpone the date of the March Commission meeting from Mon 3 March. It will now take place on Mon 24 March. It was also agreed not to hold a Commission meeting in April. 
4.7 Commissioner Ambassadorial Opportunities

SMc and AM will attend the Justice Committee meeting on 18 February.
It was agreed that the Commission attending the Scottish political party conferences in March/April would not be a proportionate use of time and resources. An alternative option would be to seek invites by the political parties to present on SNAP. It was also suggested that a parliamentary engagement plan on SNAP should be developed (this will be discussed at the next SNAP Co-Convenors meeting).  Additionally, Commissioners presenting papers on SNAP at conferences including STUC and COSLA,  could become a key outreach activity. Networking events of organisations such as the SCDI will also be useful to bear in mind when promoting the business and human rights elements of SNAP.
4.8 Commission Monthly Briefing Lines to Take

There was no further comments to add.
5. Any Other Business

None
Date of next meeting in Edinburgh, Monday 24 March 2014
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