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Audit Committee 

 
6th Report, 2000 

 
The New Scottish Parliament Building 

 
The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows— 
 
Introduction 
 
1. The Committee met on 19, 20 and 26 September; 3 and 24 October and 14 and 
28 November to consider the Auditor General for Scotland’s report on ‘The New 
Scottish Parliament Building: an examination of the management of the Holyrood 
project’.1 
 
2. Unusually, the Auditor General’s report was the result of an audit examination of a 
project that is still running.  It is normal for audits to be carried out once a project is 
complete and the expenditure has been incurred. The fact that the Auditor General 
undertook an examination of the Holyrood Project when it shall not be complete for 
well over two years is a sign of the seriousness of the concerns that have been 
expressed over the stewardship of the project and, particularly, the amount of public 
expenditure on the new Parliament.  It was these concerns which led the Convener of 
the Audit Committee to invite the Auditor General to undertake his examination. 
 
3. Another unique feature is that the project has been overseen by two accountable 
officers. This is because the authority responsible for the project changed partway 
through the project  - the Auditor General told us that he knew of no other such 
instance in the public sector.2 
 
4. Until June 1999, the authority responsible was the Secretary of State for Scotland 
(latterly the First Minister).  From June 1999 onwards it has been the Scottish 
Parliament Corporate Body (SPCB). These are the two bodies who are described as 
the clients.  For these two periods, the respective accountable officers have been Mr 
Muir Russell, Permanent Secretary at the Scottish Office/Scottish Executive and Mr 
Paul Grice, Clerk and Chief Executive of the Scottish Parliament. 
 
5. We took evidence from Mr Russell on 26 September  and 24 October.  He was 
supported by Dr John Gibbons, Chief Architect, Scottish Executive and Mr Robert 
Gordon, Head of the Executive Secretariat, Scottish Executive.

                                            
1 AGS/2000/2 
2 Column 310, Official Report 
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6. We took evidence from Mr Grice on 3 October. He was supported by Mr Martin 
Mustard, Project Manager, Holyrood Project.  Annexe B contains the oral evidence of 
all the evidence taking sessions together with associated written evidence.
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7. The Committee believes the new Parliament to be the most significant building in 
modern Scottish history. The challenge to all those who have been involved in this 
project has been to create a building of which we, as a nation, can be proud. Since 
the budget for this project comes entirely from public funds it is, of course, imperative 
that the highest standards of financial management are achieved. It is therefore an 
understatement to call this project an exacting assignment. 
 
8. The Auditor General’s report charts the progress of the Holyrood project from its 
inception in 1997 to around July 2000. It analyses the reasons for the increase in 
forecast project costs and how far the management processes applied to delivering 
the building were conducive to achieving value for money. Our report comments on 
the key issues which have arisen from  both  the Auditor General’s examination and 
from the evidence provided by the various officials who have been accountable for 
the management of the project. We concentrate on the following key aspects of the 
Holyrood project: 

 Project costs, cost reporting and fee incentives 

 Risk management and accounting for risk 

 The state of the project at handover in June 1999 

 The current state of the project 
 
9. Our main conclusions and recommendations are as follows: 

Conclusions 

 The Committee believes the new Parliament under construction at Holyrood to be 
the most significant building in modern Scottish history. The challenge for all 
those who have been involved has been to create a building of which we, as a 
nation, can be proud. Since the budget for this project comes entirely from public 
funds it is imperative that the highest standards of financial management are 
achieved. This project is an exacting assignment. (paragraph 7) 

 It was not helpful that, from the outset of the project, a misunderstanding in the 
public mind should have been created about the full costs of this project (ie the 
construction costs plus dependent costs). It was unnecessary and wrong not to 
disclose the estimated full costs once they were available. (paragraph 13) 

 There should have been much greater transparency in the cost reporting 
arrangements for this project. Reporting systems were unsystematic and did not 
adequately reflect the political dimension of this project leading to important cost 
information not being provided to the client and (on at least one occasion) the 
accountable officer. (paragraph 14) 

 Bearing in mind the exceptional and high profile nature of the project, we consider 
that the Accountable Officer at the Scottish Office should have been given 
information on cost estimates from the earliest stages. If that information was not 
forthcoming, then he – as the Accountable Officer – could have done more to 
seek it out. The evidence led the Committee to believe that Mr Russell was semi-
detached from the process. (paragraph 15) 

SP Paper 227                                             Session 1 (2000) 



Audit Committee 6th Report, 2000 

 

Conclusions (continued) 

 The risk assessment policies which were in operation prior to the agreement  of a 
cost plan were clearly insufficient and at odds with HM Treasury guidance. It is 
alarming that such fundamental variances in positions should exist on this matter. 
(paragraph 35) 

 The forecast construction costs of the Holyrood project increased from £62 million 
to £108 million after the transfer of client responsibility from the First Minister to 
the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body in June 1999. As a result of the quality 
of the evidence given, we are not in a position to say conclusively when the 
underlying causes of the increased costs projected in the late summer of 1999 
first arose. However we are persuaded that the redesign of the chamber that the 
SPCB instructed in June 1999 did not alter the forecast construction costs greatly 
although it did have a significant impact on the overall progress of the scheme. To 
our knowledge, no other fundamental changes were instructed by the SPCB in 
the period from handover to August 1999, when the risk of greatly increased costs 
was first identified. (paragraph 45) 

 We do not have confidence in the former Accountable Officer’s view that the 
project, when transferred in June 1999, was clearly sustainable within the budget 
set. (paragraph 45) 

 There should have been an independent review of the state of the project in June 
1999. This would have provided more positive assurance about the prospects for 
completion on time and on budget and would have usefully highlighted the 
remaining risks and uncertainties to be faced. (paragraph 47) 

 We disagree with the judgement taken by the Clerk and Chief Executive of the 
Scottish Parliament, once he became the Accountable Officer, not to inform the 
SPCB of the cost consultants’ estimate in August 1999 that construction costs 
could reach £115 million.  The SPCB was entitled to receive all relevant 
information  and it is unacceptable that this information was withheld from that 
body. (paragraph 22) 

 The Spencely report appears to have been a turning point for the project and 
there are several indicators of improved management now in place.  The 
Holyrood Progress Group has added an element of independent scrutiny and 
political control that was not previously evident. It is noted that there is now a  
settled design and cost plan in place. (paragraph 49) 

 We still have concerns about the impact of construction inflation and we have 
accepted the offer of the Clerk to the Parliament to report to us the details of the 
global figure showing the results of the major tenders and the extent to which it 
varies from the target in the cost plan.  The trend will be much clearer following 
the release of that information. (paragraph 54) 
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Recommendations 

 For future high profile projects we recommend that accountable officers within the 
Scottish Administration and other public bodies consider carefully their 
responsibilities to answer to Ministers and to the Parliament for the exercise of 
their functions. In the interests of good stewardship and public accountability they 
should, for any major project for which they are accountable, ensure that they are 
informed and can consider the consequences of the risk of increased costs 
becoming real as well as the likelihood of this occurring. Where the consequences 
may be so great as to undermine confidence in the viability or value for money of 
the project the accountable officer should consider informing Ministers, who may 
then inform the Parliament. (paragraph 24) 

 The Scottish Executive should conduct a review of its policy on fee incentivisation 
with a view not only to maximising value for money but also achieving best value. 
(paragraph 27) 

 The Scottish Executive should act to clarify the application of Treasury guidance 
on risk assessment and tackle the problematic yet critical issue of how risk 
assessment can be achieved in a robust manner but in a way which does not 
encourage cost inflation. As part of this review, we suggest that Ministers may 
wish to consider guidelines under which accountable officers present monitoring 
reports to them. We recommend that the Scottish Executive considers the issues 
pertaining to public reporting and overall public expenditure planning. We 
consider that the type of questions which need to be addressed include defining 
the circumstances where risk assessment figures should – as a matter of course - 
be reported to the Parliament, and hence made public. (paragraph 36) 

 For future major capital projects we recommend that the Executive, and other 
public bodies in Scotland, consider the appointment of independent scrutineers to 
reinforce project monitoring at critical stages. (paragraph 48) 

 

 
Project Costs and Cost Reporting 
 
10. It is the cost of the new Parliament that has attracted the most comment. The 
history of many large public projects is one of cost overruns and unfortunately 
Holyrood is no exception.3 

11. The estimated total costs have more than doubled. Essentially we now know that 
costs have increased because the scale of the building required has increased by 
almost 50 per cent; there has been delay which has added to costs and the initial 
forecasts did not sufficiently anticipate the cost of the high quality design now 
achieved and accepted.4 In short, the building that is now being constructed is very 
different to the one in the original brief of April 1998. The original date for completion 
(and occupation) was July 2001, while we are advised that April 2003 is now a 
realistic date for the building to be occupied.5 

                                            
3 Per Auditor General, Column 320, Official Report 
4 AGS Report Part 2 
5 Column 409, Official Report 
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12. We are concerned about the public reporting of the rise in costs of the building.  
Following the decision to procure a new building at Holyrood in January 1998, a 
construction cost budget was set at £50 million.  In fact the total estimated cost of the 
project was £90 million but this was not publicly disclosed for another 18 months or 
so. The current total project cost target is £195 million, including £108 million 
construction costs, and there are further costs of £14 million in connection with 
landscape and ancillary road costs for which the Scottish Executive is responsible. 

13. It is therefore a mistake to compare the current £195 million target with the 
original construction cost budget. The correct figure for comparison is £90 million and 
to use the £50 million figure is to compare apples with oranges.  However, because 
the original public reporting was incomplete it is understandable that this invalid 
comparison continues to be made. We share the Auditor General’s conclusion that it 
was not helpful that a misunderstanding in the public mind should have been created 
about the full costs of this project. In our view it was unnecessary and wrong not to 
disclose the estimated full costs once they were available. 

14. Cost reporting at the early stages of the project was unsystematic. Both 
accountable officers accept the Auditor General’s criticism of this aspect, though they 
say that without a settled design it was not possible to have been more systematic.6  
Nonetheless, on two occasions we examined, officials chose not to inform the client 
of crucial cost information. 

15. On the first occasion in November 1998, one month after the original due date for 
the client to approve the outline design, it looked as if the construction cost could be 
£69 million, almost 40 per cent over budget. Mr Russell’s evidence was that the 
nature of the project meant that there was an ongoing discourse between the design 
team and the project team in drawing up detailed plans for the building, with the 
project team’s job being to keep to the budget that had been set.7 The project team 
warned neither Mr Russell as the accountable officer nor the Secretary of State as 
client of the potential higher cost at this stage because, in their view,  it was the 
team’s job to make sure that this figure was brought down to the budget that had 
been agreed. 

16. We appreciate that with any major project at this formative stage there is a degree 
of ebb and flow in design (and therefore cost). Irrespective, we asked the 
accountable officer whether he and the Secretary of State should have been advised 
of the risk of higher costs in November 1998. This seemed to us to be an inescapable 
requirement, given the size of the potential increase compared to the budget, and the 
fact that the higher figure was the only information available at that time about the 
cost of the design, which the client had already broadly accepted. 

17. Mr Russell said that since these developments were in advance of tender 
documents of designs that would have led to money being spent, there was no 
question of there being a loss of accountability. Mr Gordon said there was a 
professional process that could be contained at project level of telling the design 
team to get the costs of the design down. Mr Russell said he would not expect to be 
involved in any crunch decision about what was or was not advised at the formative 

                                            
6 Column 367 & 396, Official Report 
7 Column 342 – 344, 440 and 441, Official Report  
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stage.8 He did not think that a misjudgement was made when he was not informed of 
this costing.9 

18. We disagree with this view. Bearing in mind the exceptional and high profile 
nature of the project, Mr Russell should have been given information on cost 
estimates from the earliest stages. If that information was not forthcoming, then he – 
as the accountable officer – could have done more to seek it out. The evidence led 
the Committee to believe that Mr Russell was semi-detached from the process. 

19. The client should undoubtedly have been made aware of the risk of rising costs 
when these first became apparent late in 1998 to allow – in the Auditor General’s 
words – “judgements to be made at the highest level regarding the stewardship of the 
project”.10  Because Mr Russell was not informed and did not take the initiative to 
obtain information on cost estimates he was not in a position to advise the Secretary 
of State as client on this significant development. 

20. A second occasion on which cost information was withheld was in August 1999. 
At this time, following the handover of client responsibility, the cost consultants 
predicted the construction costs could be as much as £115 million compared to the 
then  budget of £62 million.  Mr Grice, the accountable officer, was informed. But he 
chose not to inform the SPCB of the figure involved, although he did make them 
aware that cost reports had been received which were unacceptable. Mr Grice did 
not have confidence in the cost consultants report and he said that to reveal the 
figure to the SPCB “would have been, in a sense, almost irresponsible: it might have 
prompted the corporate body into action that was inappropriate”.11 The SPCB were 
given specific information about increased forecast construction costs only in 
February 2000.12 This was shortly before Mr Spencely13 completed his independent 
review on behalf of the SPCB, and by then much had changed about the project. 

21. The SPCB is responsible under law for providing the services that the Parliament 
requires.14   As a matter of good corporate governance the SPCB – as the client – 
was entitled to receive all relevant information including detailed figures where 
available. While the forecast costs in August 1999 suggested a problem for which 
there was no immediate answer we do not accept the view that by informing the 
SPCB this would have been tantamount to offloading the problem. It was still 
incumbent on Mr Grice and the project team to come back with possible solutions. 
22. While we disagree with Mr Grice’s judgement we note that, in contrast to the 
November 1998 cost report, in this instance it was the accountable officer who took 
the decision not to inform the client. 
 
23. Members of the public are rightly concerned about the way the project has 
progressed and it is politicians whom they will hold to account. We therefore consider 
that the reporting systems that were in place prior to the Spencely report did not give 
sufficient weight to the political dimension of this most public of projects. 
 

                                            
8 Column 345, Official Report 
9 Columns 345, 352, 340, Official Report 
10 AGS Report, paragraph 3.49 
11 Column 397- 399, Official Report 
12 Column 400, Official Report 
13 Report by John Spencely on the Holyrood Project 
14 Column 371, Official Report 

SP Paper 227                                             Session 1 (2000) 



Audit Committee 6th Report, 2000 

24. For future high profile projects we recommend that accountable officers within the 
Scottish Administration and other public bodies consider carefully their 
responsibilities to answer to Ministers and the Parliament for the exercise of their 
functions15. In the interests of good stewardship and public accountability they 
should, for any major project for which they are accountable, ensure that they are 
informed and can consider the consequences of the risk of increased costs becoming 
real as well as the likelihood.  Where the consequences may be so great as to 
undermine confidence in the viability or value for money of the project the 
accountable officer should consider informing Ministers, who may then inform the 
Parliament. 
 
Fee Incentives 
25. The increase in construction costs has led the total estimated fees to be paid to 
the project consultants to increase from £10 million to £26 million.16 We question the 
basis of the then Scottish Office’s decision not to pursue the options of fee incentives 
(including the option of capped fees). 

26. Although our witnesses said that they accept the concept of fee incentives, in their 
judgement they could not have negotiated the sort of incentive the Auditor General 
has suggested they should have applied in the Holyrood case17.  The form of 
competition model adopted reflected advice taken from professional architectural 
bodies and the implication was that the calibre of the designers attracted to the 
competition would have suffered had an alternative arrangement been put in place. 
But in practice the Scottish Office did not demonstrate any attempt to test the concept 
of incentives and how the market may have responded.18 In our view the Scottish 
Office could not properly have made the judgement that fee incentives were 
impracticable without specific evidence that tested the market view. 

27. Mr Russell considers that “in so far as there is a lesson for us to learn for the 
future about that, you may rest assured that we will learn that”.19  We consider that it 
is obvious that there is a lesson to be learned and we recommend that the Scottish 
Executive conducts a review of its policy with a view not only to maximising value for 
money but also achieving best value. 

Risk Management and Accounting for Risk 
28. We considered the type of contract which is being used to build the Parliament, 
namely construction management. This method clearly provides a degree of flexibility 
that other procurement methods do not possess. The decision to go down this route 
– combined with designer appointment – necessitated a robust appreciation of the 
risks to the project since so many of the risks were left with the client. 
 
29. We were interested to find out what practical experience officials in the project 
team had of construction management so that we could take an objective view as to 
whether there was the right skills mixture in place to manage this highly complex 
project.  We were disappointed that in response to the request we made on 26 
September for specific information on this subject, this information was only received 

                                            
15 Public Finance and Accountability Act 2000 sections 14 and 15 
16 AGS Report, paragraphs 3.30 – 3.36 
17 Column 347, Official Report 
18 Columns 347 and 348, Official Report 
19 Column 347, Official Report 
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on 3 November.  On the basis of the evidence received by the Committee, we were 
not convinced that the project team did contain the necessary experience in 
construction management. 
 
30. On a related point, we note that Mr Russell made a point of saying that the 
Treasury’s guidance was met when the project management was being put 
together.20  We observe that this contrasts with the way Treasury guidance was not 
adhered to in respect of risk assessment (see below). 
 
31. Risk management is about having a systematic process for evaluating and 
addressing the impact of risks, and having the right skills to identify and assess the 
potential risks. The Auditor General identified that HM Treasury guidance was that 
from the outset risks should be clearly identified together with their potential impact 
on the project in terms of time, cost and performance and that the estimated cost of 
project should comprise the base estimate and the risk allowance. Furthermore the 
risk element must be specific and based on proper systematic analysis rather than a 
more general contingency fund.21 
 
32. Mr Russell and Dr Gibbons argued that in this instance the Treasury guidance 
was not appropriate on the basis that what may have been set on one side as a risk 
allowance would have become known to the design team and would, in all likelihood, 
become the upper, working limit of the project. In their view the Treasury guidance 
could encourage inflation in public sector projects even though it was designed to do 
the opposite. They ruled out the option of hidden, client-controlled contingencies on 
the basis that such a concept – in the public sector – is an anathema to openness 
and accountability.22 
 
33. We challenge this view from Mr Russell and Dr Gibbons that the application of 
Treasury guidance could encourage inflation. The Treasury guidance is intended to 
ensure that all factors are properly taken into account, both those costed in the base 
budget and those which might give rise to additional costs in the future.  It is for the 
client, acting on professional advice, to control the cost estimates in the budget and 
to decide whether at any stage risk factors should be transferred into the base 
estimate. 
34. The importance of this issue is highlighted by the shortcomings of the risk 
assessment that has been in operation for this project. We note that the 10% 
contingency chosen by the Executive proved wholly inadequate since there was an 
increase of forecast construction costs of 24% (from £50 million to £62 million) just in 
the relatively short period when the Scottish Office/Executive was responsible. 
35. We are concerned that the risk assessment policies which were in operation prior 
to the agreement of a cost plan were clearly at odds with Treasury guidance. It is 
alarming that such fundamental variances in positions should exist on this matter. 

36. We recommend that the Scottish Executive acts to clarify the application of 
Treasury guidance on this matter and tackle the problematic yet critical issue of how 
risk assessment can be achieved in a robust manner but in a way which does not 
encourage cost inflation. 

                                            
20 Column 332, Official Report 
21 AGS Report, paragraphs 3.54 and 3.55; Columns 305, 306 and 320 
22 Columns 352 and 357, Official Report 
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37. As part of this review, we recommend that the Scottish Executive consider issues 
pertaining to public reporting and overall public expenditure planning.  We consider 
that the type of questions which need to be addressed include defining in  what 
circumstances risk assessment figures should – as a matter of course -  be reported 
to the Parliament, and hence made public. Furthermore what are the implications for 
overall public expenditure planning if all projects are to be costed only on base 
estimates, ie excluding any risk allowance?  We consider that such an approach 
carries the obvious threat of poor choices being made on the basis of unreasonably 
low costs and programmes having to be adjusted to accommodate emerging cost 
overruns within overall cash limits. 

The state of the project at handover in June 1999 

38. When the SPCB took over responsibility for the project on 1 June 1999, the 
official construction cost estimate was £62 million. In August 1999, three months after 
handover, the cost consultants predicted the construction costs could be £115 
million, though there was uncertainty about that estimate. In June 2000, a year after 
handover and taking into account significant changes in both the requirement and the 
design, a revised construction cost estimate of £108 million was set. 

39. The Auditor General was not able to give a positive assurance that the project 
was handed over in a very good order. There were three main reasons that informed 
his judgement.  Firstly, he cited the fact that two major milestones had already been 
missed by the Scottish Office – the agreement of a design scheme and a cost plan. 
Secondly, there was disagreement between the various parties (the project team, the 
design team and the cost consultants) about what was the best budget figure for the 
project. Thirdly, the fact that the project was in serious difficulties in August 1999 
raised questions as to the state of the project’s health three months earlier at the time 
of the handover.23 

40. Mr Russell told us that in his opinion the project was “viable and in good health”24 
at the time of handover. While Stage D – the detailed plans – were not signed off 
before the statutory handover date, Mr Russell contended that to a very large extent 
the project had been ‘closed down’ so that it was on the point of being put in for 
planning permission and historic buildings approval. Dr Gibbons told us that the 
project team felt that they could have moved to a finalised cost plan within four weeks 
of the date of handover.25 

41. On the basis of Mr Russell’s and Dr Gibbon’s evidence, then, the detailed 
Stage D plans were only narrowly missed. Nonetheless, they were missed. Given 
that the project was to be handed over to a new client – the SPCB – we regard it as a 
failure that these plans did not ensure that the major milestones identified by the 
Auditor General were in fact achieved in good time before the transfer. 

42. Looking at the progress of the project after transfer, Mr Russell’s view is that all of 
the increase from £62 million to the current construction cost estimate of £108 million 
is in respect of changes introduced after the transfer.26  In oral evidence he stated he 
thought it was reasonable to sustain his position that the design was set to go 
through and work, “but that things that were very big in their impact came along very 
                                            
23 Columns 322 and 323, Official Report 
24 Column 359, Official Report 
25 Columns 340, 349, 359 and 360 Official Report 
26 Letter of 2 October 2000 
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quickly — right then, bang, in June — and changed the dynamic of what people were 
doing”.27  In light of the evidence taken, the Committee found no grounds upon which 
to endorse this statement. 

43. Mr Grice was more equivocal in his assessment of the project that the SPCB 
inherited. As to whether the project was ‘doable’ he said that “it might have been, but 
I cannot say that with any certainty”28 and he said that he had never used the term 
robust to describe the £62 million figure.29 

44. We looked carefully at why the £115 million forecast in August 1999, three 
months after handover, was greater than the inherited £62 million budget. The 
Spencely report shows that risk factors were a large part of the £115 million forecast, 
and excluding these risk factors the underlying construction cost estimate in August 
and September 1999 was between £76 million and £94 million30. When we returned 
to this point in the final evidence taking session, Dr Gibbons stated that four factors – 
changes to Queensberry House, the alteration of the circulation route, the volume 
increase and the foyer’s complex roof – accounted for this underlying rise in the 
quantity surveyors’ estimates detailed in the Spencely report.31 

45. The fact that this sort of design change and development was underway shortly 
after the handover suggests to us that there was at least the possibility of an inherent 
weakness in the status of the design at handover. Despite careful questioning, we 
have been unable to obtain evidence from any witness showing conclusively when 
the underlying causes of the increased costs projected in the late summer of 1999 
first arose, i.e. before or after the handover. On the basis of the evidence we heard, 
we do not have confidence in the former Accountable Officer’s view that the project 
when transferred in June 1999 was clearly sustainable within the budget set.  Our 
judgement is based on the following factors: 

 Certainly, some of the increase in forecast construction costs of the project can be 
attributed to changes that the SPCB, as client, introduced after June 1999.  
However we are persuaded that the redesign of the chamber that the SPCB 
instructed in June 1999 did not alter the forecast construction costs greatly 
although it did have a significant impact on the overall progress of the scheme. To 
our knowledge, no other fundamental changes were instructed by the SPCB in 
the period from handover to August 1999, when the risk of greatly increased costs 
was first identified. 

 In November 1999 the SPCB ordered what became a redesign of much of the 
building, to satisfy a newly identified requirement for extra space in the 
Parliament.  This will have had a marked impact on forecast construction costs.32  
We have difficulty, however, in attributing the overall increase of 75 per cent in 
forecast construction costs after June 1999 to the 10 per cent extra space 
required for the redesign in November 1999. 

                                            
27 Column 366, Official Report 
28 Column 378, Official Report 
29 Column  383, Official Report 
30 Report by John Spencely on the Holyrood Project, paragraph 4.2.3 
31 Column 427, Official Report 
32 AGS Report paragraph 2.33, Column 388, Official Report 
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 Mr Grice provided written evidence33 giving the reasons for the £46 million 
increase in the forecast construction costs from £62 million (June 1999) to £108 
million (current). His advice is that £25 million (54 per cent) is attributable to 8,000 
square metres increased space and additional design complexity, and he 
confirmed that the SPCB authorised this increase. But it is not clear when the 
extra space compared to the original briefed area was first instructed or emerged 
within the developing design. 

46. Accordingly we can see the force of the Auditor General’s conclusion that it was 
unfortunate that there was no independent review of the status and health of the 
project at handover. In his evidence the Clerk to the Parliament accepted there was a 
case for an independent review.34 For him, the most important assurance was that 
the entire project team was transferred across. While he was never unhappy with the 
project team and their skills, more recently it has been necessary to restructure the 
team to provide more dedicated client control and in response to lessons learned 
about reporting and risk management.35 

47. We consider that there was a need for the SPCB to have satisfied themselves – 
independent of the project team – of the state of the project for which they had 
inherited responsibility. The handover process that took place was informal. The 
client and the accounting officer who relinquished responsibility made no formal 
assessment of the status of the project and its prospects for successful completion.  
In particular, the risks associated with the failure to reach major milestones on time   
(an agreed design scheme and a cost plan) were not highlighted.  The new client and 
accounting officer made no independent assessment.  An independent review would 
have given more positive assurances about the prospects for completion on time and 
on budget as well as providing a more comprehensive assessment of the remaining 
risks and uncertainties. For these reasons we conclude that there should have been 
an independent review of the state of the project in June 1999. 

48. We believe there is an important lesson here for other public bodies managing 
significant projects. We accept that many of the risks and uncertainties arising from 
the Holyrood project may be regarded as being very specifically related to the 
particular, unique circumstances of the project. But all major capital projects carry 
risks, even if they are not exactly the same ones present in the Holyrood case. We 
are mindful that there have been several, recent instances where the cost of 
buildings funded by the public purse have significantly overshot cost estimates. As 
such, we recommend that the Scottish Executive and other public bodies in Scotland 
consider the appointment of independent scrutineers to reinforce monitoring at critical 
stages in the development of significant capital projects. 

The current state of the Holyrood Project 

49. We believe there are several indicators of improved management now in place for 
the Holyrood building project. In our view the Spencely Report was the turning point 
for the project and the SPCB have put into effect all of the Spencely 
recommendations regarding project management. We regard these 
recommendations and the proposal to  establish a clear link between the SPCB and 
the project team as being the most important. In response to this latter 

                                            
33 Letter 18 October 2000, Annexe B 
34 Column 383, Official Report 
35 Columns 370, 383, 390,391 and 410 
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recommendation, the Holyrood Progress Group was established. We consider that 
this innovation has added an element of independent scrutiny and political control 
that was not previously evident. 

50. Other important positive developments are that the architectural design and the 
cost plan are now settled.  While the Auditor General stopped at the point at which 
the Progress Group came into being he is confident that the project is on a much 
sounder footing than it was before.36 The Clerk to the Parliament is confident that a 
good management set-up is in place and we welcome his acceptance of all the 
Auditor General’s recommendations concerning the management of the project. We 
are encouraged that he was able to report to us that a number of them had been or 
would have been implemented in any event.37 

51. The general view is that the £195 million (SPCB) budget remains tight particularly 
due to uncertainties over the extent of construction inflation. Mr Grice acknowledged 
that there are “no guarantees with this project”38 and there is still the possibility that 
the £195 million may be exceeded. 

52. The SPCB will be in a much better position to assess the question of inflation and 
the impact on the budget by Christmas 2000. Two major packages estimated at £23 
million will have been tendered and should provide a good indication of any trend.  
The SPCB and the Progress Group are monitoring the situation very carefully.  
Procuring on a global basis also provides some guard against inflation factors in 
Edinburgh. 

53. Should there be unforeseen difficulties, such as building delays, one of the main 
advantages of the construction management contract now is that it gives flexibility.  
The construction manager’s role is to find ways of gaining in other places if the 
project slips in a certain area. 

54. Whilst it may be possible to keep to the agreed  budget, we recognise that the 
picture is far from clear. We have therefore accepted Mr Grice’s offer to provide us 
with details of the global figure showing the results of the major tenders and  the 
extent to which it varies from the target in the cost plan. 

 
 
 

                                            
36 Column 324, Official Report 
37 Letter of 18 October 2000, Annexe B 
38 Column 391, Official Report 
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AUDIT COMMITTEE  
  

MINUTES 
 

12th Meeting, Session 1 (2000) 
 

Tuesday 12 September 2000 
 
Members Present: 
 
Brian Adam     Scott Barrie  
Cathie Craigie     Miss Annabel Goldie  
Nick Johnston (Deputy Convener) Paul Martin 
Euan Robson     Mr Andrew Welsh (Convener) 
Andrew Wilson 
 
Apologies were received from Lewis Macdonald. 
 
The meeting opened at 2.04 pm.  
 
Preparation for Inquiry into Holyrood Project (in private): The Committee agreed to 
receive the report in private session at its next meeting, immediately followed by a public 
presentation by the Auditor General for Scotland.  The Committee agreed that the 
accountable officers for this project should be invited to give oral evidence. 
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AUDIT COMMITTEE  

  
MINUTES 

 
13th Meeting, Session 1 (2000) 

 
Tuesday 19 September 2000 

 
Members Present: 
 
Brian Adam    Scott Barrie  
Cathie Craigie    Miss Annabel Goldie  
Nick Johnston (Convener)  Margaret Jamieson 
Paul Martin     Euan Robson   
Karen Whitefield    Andrew Wilson     
 
Margo MacDonald and Linda Fabiani also attended. 
 
Apologies were received from Andrew Welsh. 
 
The meeting opened at  1.45 pm. 
 
Inquiry into the Auditor General for Scotland’s Report, “The new Scottish Parliament 
Building – an examination of the management of the Holyrood Project” (in private):  
The Committee received copies of the Auditor General for Scotland’s Report. 
 
Presentation by the Auditor General for Scotland: The Auditor General for Scotland 
made a presentation to the Committee on his Report.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SP Paper 227                                             Session 1 (2000) 



Audit Committee 6th Report, 2000 – Annexe A 

AUDIT COMMITTEE  
  

MINUTES 
 

14th Meeting, Session 1 (2000) 
 

Wednesday 20 September 2000 
 
Members Present: 
 
Brian Adam    Scott Barrie  
Cathie Craigie    Miss Annabel Goldie  
Nick Johnston (Convener)  Margaret Jamieson 
Paul Martin     Euan Robson   
Andrew Wilson     
 
Apologies were received from Andrew Welsh and Karen Whitefield. 
 
The meeting opened at  5.35 pm. 
 
Inquiry into the Auditor General for Scotland’s Report, “The new Scottish Parliament 
Building – an examination of the management of the Holyrood Project” (in private):  
The Committee considered the Auditor General’s Report and agreed to take items 1 and 3 
of its next meeting in private. 
 
The Committee agreed to take evidence from the Auditor General for Scotland and the 
Permanent Secretary of the Scottish Executive on 26 September 2000.  It also agreed to 
take evidence from the Clerk to the Scottish Parliament on 3 October 2000.  Furthermore, 
the Committee agreed that it would consider which other individuals, if any, it wishes to take 
evidence from in due course. 
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AUDIT COMMITTEE  
 

MINUTES 
 

15th Meeting, Session 1 (2000) 
 

Tuesday 26 September 2000 
 
Members Present: 
 
Brian Adam    Cathie Craigie   
Nick Johnston (Convener)  Margaret Jamieson 
Paul Martin     Euan Robson   
Karen Whitefield   Andrew Wilson 
 
Also Present: Linda Fabiani and Margo MacDonald      
 
Apologies were received from Scott Barrie, Annabel Goldie and Andrew Welsh.  
 
The meeting opened at  2 pm. 
 
Committee Business (In Private): The Committee considered how it wished to consider 
the evidence taking session. 
 
Evidence Taking Session: The Committee took evidence from –  
 
Mr Robert Black, Auditor General for Scotland 
 
Mr Muir Russell, Permanent Secretary, Scottish Executive 
 
Mr Robert Gordon, Head of Executive Secretariat, Scottish Executive  
 
Mr John Gibbons, Chief Architect, Scottish Executive 
 
on the Auditor General for Scotland’s report “The New Scottish Parliament Building – and 
examination of the management of the Holyrood Project”.  
 
Consideration of Evidence (In Private): The Committee considered the evidence taken. 
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AUDIT COMMITTEE  
  

MINUTES 
 

16th Meeting, Session 1 (2000) 
 

Tuesday 3 October 2000 
 
Members Present: 
 
Brian Adam    Scott Barrie 
Cathie Craigie   Miss Annabel Goldie   
Nick Johnston (Convener)  Paul Martin   
Euan Robson    Karen Whitefield    
 
Also Present: Margo MacDonald 
      
Apologies were received from Margaret Jamieson, Andrew Wilson and  
Mr Andrew Welsh.  
 
The meeting opened at 2:01 pm. 
 
Committee Business (In Private): The Committee considered how it wished to handle the 
evidence taking session. 
 
Evidence Taking Session: The Committee took evidence from –  
 
Mr Paul Grice, Clerk and Chief Executive of the Scottish Parliament 
 
Mr Martin Mustard, Project Manager, Holyrood Project Team 
 
on the Auditor General for Scotland’s report “The New Scottish Parliament Building – an 
examination of the management of the Holyrood Project”.  
 
Consideration of Evidence (In Private): The Committee considered the evidence taken so 
far and agreed to invite Mr Muir Russell, Permanent Secretary, Scottish Executive, to give 
further oral evidence. 
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AUDIT COMMITTEE  
  

MINUTES 
 

17th Meeting, Session 1 (2000) 
 

Tuesday 24 October 2000 
 
Members Present: 
 
Brian Adam     Annabel Goldie  
Nick Johnston (Deputy Convener) Paul Martin   
Euan Robson     Karen Whitefield  
Andrew Wilson 
 
Also Present: Margo MacDonald   
    
Apologies were received from Margaret Jamieson and Andrew Welsh.  
 
The meeting opened at  2:02 pm. 
 
Committee Business (in private): The Committee considered how it wished to handle the 
evidence taking session. 
 
The New Scottish Parliament Building: The Committee took evidence from  
 
Mr Muir Russell, Permanent Secretary, Scottish Executive 
 
Mr Robert Gordon, Head of Executive Secretariat, Scottish Executive  
 
Dr John Gibbons, Chief Architect, Scottish Executive 
 
on the Auditor General for Scotland’s report “The New Scottish Parliament Building – and 
examination of the management of the Holyrood Project”.  
 
Consideration of Evidence (in private): The Committee considered the evidence taken 
and agreed to consider a draft report in private at the next meeting on 14th November.  
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AUDIT COMMITTEE  
  

MINUTES 
 

18th Meeting, Session 1 (2000) 
 

Tuesday 14 November 2000 
 
Members Present: 
 
Brian Adam     Scott Barrie 
Cathie Craigie    Margaret Jamieson 
Nick Johnston (Deputy Convener) Paul Martin  
Mr Lloyd Quinan     Euan Robson   
Karen Whitefield    Mr Andrew Welsh (Convener) 
    
Apologies were received from Miss Annabel Goldie.  
 
The meeting opened at 2.01 pm. 
 
The New Scottish Parliament Building (in private): The Committee considered its draft 
report and agreed to reconsider a revised draft report at its next meeting.  
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AUDIT COMMITTEE  
 

MINUTES 
 

19th Meeting, Session 1 (2000) 
 

Tuesday 28 November 2000 
Members Present: 
 
Brian Adam     Scott Barrie 
Cathie Craigie    Margaret Jamieson 
Nick Johnston (Deputy Convener) Paul Martin  
Mr Lloyd Quinan     Euan Robson   
Karen Whitefield     
    
Apologies were received from Miss Annabel Goldie and Mr Andrew Welsh.  
 
The meeting opened at 2.04 pm. 
 
The New Scottish Parliament Building (in private): The Committee considered the 
revised draft report and agreed it subject to specified amendments being made.  
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Insert Official Report as follows:- 
 
13th Meeting 2000, Tuesday 19 September 2000, Col 299 to 314 (all OR) 
15th Meeting 2000, Tuesday 26 September 2000, Col 315 to 368 (all OR) 
16th Meeting 2000, Tuesday 03 October 2000, Col 369 to 414 (all OR) 
17th Meeting 2000, Tuesday 24 October 2000, Col 415 to 446 (all OR)  
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15th Meeting, 2000 (Session 1), 26 September – Supplementary Written Evidence  
 
LETTER FROM THE CLERK OF THE COMMITTEE TO MR JAMES MELDRUM, 
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES, SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE.  
28 SEPTEMBER 2000. 
 
At the Audit Committee meeting on Tuesday, 26 September, Muir Russell agreed to provide 
notes on a number of issues that were touched on during the evidence taking session on 
the Auditor General for Scotland’s Report on the new Scottish Parliament Building. 
 
I thought it would be helpful to put in writing the areas on which the Committee is expecting 
to receive clarification.  These are: 
 
 Details of the person specification and recruitment method adopted for the replacement 

project manager 
 The skills and experience specifically relating to construction management projects 

available within the project management  
 An analysis of the underlying causes for the increase in the construction costs and how 

far they arose before or after handover, with reference to the cost analysis expressed in 
the Spencely report 

 The lessons that have been learned from Scottish Executive resulting from the Holyrood 
project. 

 
Since the Committee will be meeting on 3 October, members would find it very useful to 
receive the Executive’s responses in advance of this meeting.  
 
Callum Thomson 
Clerk to the Audit Committee 
28 September 2000  
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16th Meeting, 2000 (Session 1), 03 October 2000 – Supplementary Written Evidence 
 
LETTER FORM MR MUIR RUSSELL, PERMANENT SECRETARY, SCOTTISH 
EXECUTIVE TO THE CLERK OF THE COMMITTEE.  
02 OCTOBER 2000. 
 
When the Audit Committee took evidence from colleagues and me on Tuesday, 
26 September I said that I would write to deal further with 4 points that had been raised 
during the Hearing.  These were the arrangements for the appointment of a new project 
manager in January 1999, the details of the experience of the project team, the extent to 
which enhancements to the project took place before and after transfer of responsibility at 
the beginning of June 1999 and any general lessons to be learned from the project.  I deal 
with these each in turn below. 
 
Appointment of Project Manager 
 
As Dr Gibbons and I told the Committee, we were able to minimise the gap following the 
resignation of the former project manager because the project team was clear about the 
type of person and experience needed for project manager in the circumstances of this 
project and a suitably experienced person was available to transfer to this role.  He was at 
that time project manager on the interim Parliament project (the Mound), performing 
successfully in that role, so he was a known quantity.  
 
His appointment to that post followed a decision to establish separate project management 
for the interim Parliament project, to ensure its successful delivery and to enable the 
Holyrood project team to concentrate on the main project itself.  He was appointed after 
discussion with a number of project management companies on how best to secure the 
capability to move the interim Parliament project forward quickly, and was seconded from 
Project Management International Plc, of which he was and remains an employee, with 
reimbursement made to the company. 
  
Size and experience of Project Team 
 
As we explained at the Hearing the Project Team during the latter stages of our stewardship 
contained some 20 people, and you are aware from the Audit Scotland report that its 
formation was in line with recommended good practice with a project sponsor, project 
manager etc.  It was always clear that the team would be built up and its skill match 
adjusted as required to fit the circumstances of the developing project.  But from the outset 
the relevant architectural, quantity surveying and project management and procurement 
experience was available.  The team was augmented to deal with the work arising from the 
construction management procurement route (we covered at last week’s meeting the logic 
of proceeding in this direction) by the appointment of two quantity surveyors, one of whom 
had direct experience of a major construction management project.  Construction 
management has of course evolved as a variation on the management contracting 
procurement model.  Other members of the team (including the project manager) had 
extensive experience of management contracting, as well as contract management 
generally (for obvious reasons very important in running the construction management 
model). In addition through the appointment of our main consultants EMBT/RMJM, DLE and 
Bovis the team included very considerable experience of construction management both in 
the UK and overseas.  
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Building enhancements 
 
I said that I would provide further clarification of the extent to which changes that led to the 
construction cost estimates produced in late 1999 concerned matters decided before the 
transfer.  This is of course partly a matter for the Accountable Officer for the Parliament, and 
Mr Grice will deal with changes made after the transfer.   
 
Audit Scotland's report sets out the overall changes that took place to the project and the 
reasons for increases in costs, both in relation to the quality of project and to its size.  The 
report takes as a baseline the original £50 million construction cost figure and relates 
alterations back to that figure in the calculations carried out.  Taking Audit Scotland's 
analysis, the difference between £50 million and the £62 million figure for the project's 
estimated construction costs at the time of transfer is £12 million.  This is accounted for by 
an increase in the briefed gross area of 6,000 square metres.  This increase took place for 
3 reasons - to provide further staff accommodation that it had been concluded would be 
required in the light of the consultative steering group's thinking about the way the 
Parliament would work, to increase the "balance" areas (as the Auditor General's report 
makes clear) and to provide more space for a larger formal entrance recommended by the 
design team in the light of their development of the initial design concept.  The rest of the 
increase to the current construction cost estimate of £108 million (and the figures set out in 
the Spencely report covering the rest of 1999 and 2000) is in respect of changes introduced 
after the transfer.     
 
Lessons 
 
The Auditor General's report highlights that it is unusual to conduct an audit of a project of 
this kind while it is still in progress.  It is only when it is complete that it will be possible to 
take stock fully of the lessons to be learned from it. I acknowledge that there are a number 
of areas where differing views might be held, but the main message I sought to convey to 
the Committee was that the project was under control and the Project Team were making 
considerable efforts to ensure proper stewardship of public money.  The comments made 
and questions raised by the Auditor General will of course be addressed to the extent that 
they are of general application, but I do not believe his report challenges this broad 
conclusion.  I am satisfied that a proper assessment was made of the procurement route.  I 
consider that project management arrangements were satisfactory.  I explained to the 
Committee the general approach to risk that was taken in initial estimates and referred to 
the specific issues dealt with in Annex B and the Auditor General’s conclusions on that.  I 
agree, as I made clear to the Committee, that formalised risk assessment techniques are 
appropriate, particularly once a certain stage in the definition of a project has been reached, 
but I remain of the view that, at the early stages of this project, the key task facing the 
project team was to aim to live within the announced cost estimate and to address changes 
to that only as and when it was clear that they could not be avoided. 
 
A M Russell 
Permanent Secretary 
Scottish Executive 
02 October 2000  
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17th Meeting, 2000 (Session 1), 24 October 2000 – Supplementary Written Evidence  
 
LETTER FROM THE DEPUTY CONVENER MR NICK JOHNSTON MSP TO  
MR PAUL GRICE, CLERK AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE, SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT. 
10 OCTOBER 2000 
 
I am writing to thank you and your colleague, Mr Martin Mustard, for your attendance before 
the Audit Committee on Tuesday.  You agreed to provide the Committee with notes on a 
number of issues that were raised in the course of the meeting.  I thought it would be useful 
if I put these issues in writing: 
 
 a breakdown of the costs which can be attributed to the factors which you said were 

responsible for the construction costs rising from £62 million to £108 million 
 
 details of when you were made aware that the new Parliament was being built using a 

construction management contract and what you were told about the respective merits 
and demerits of this approach 

 
 confirmation and any written evidence that the SPCB did consider undertaking an 

independent review of the project around the time of the handover from the Scottish 
Executive 

 
 confirmation and any written evidence of whether the SPCB considered housing the new 

Parliament on a split-site basis 
 
 details of how the reporting mechanisms for the project were established and how they 

operated, particularly with regard to cost reporting to the SPCB 
 
 details of the tenders for major project contracts, particularly how the figures relate to the 

pre-tender estimate for each contract 
 
 your response to the Auditor General for Scotland’s recommendations which are on 

page 8 of his report.   
 
The Committee will next be meeting on 24 October when it expects to take further evidence 
from the Permanent Secretary at the Scottish Executive.  It would be very helpful to receive 
your reply in order that members have time to consider it before that meeting.   
 
I have copied this letter to the Auditor General for Scotland. 
 
Nick Johnston MSP 
Deputy Convener 
10 October 2000 
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LETTER FROM MR PAUL GRICE, CLERK AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE, SCOTTISH 
PARLIAMENT TO THE DEPUTY CONVENER, MR NICK JOHNSTON MSP. 
18 OCTOBER 2000. 
 
Thank you for your letter of 10 October.  At the meeting of the Audit Committee on 
3 October, I agreed to provide you with additional information in seven areas, as listed in 
your letter.  The responses are as follows, in sequential order:- 
 
 1. Rise in Costs 
 

I am advised by our cost consultants that the rise in construction costs from £62 
million to £108 million is attributable to the following changes authorised after the 
handover:- 
 
  £m

 Increased Space (8,000 sq m) and additional design 
complexity 

25

 Queensberry House 3

 Enhanced Specification 10

 Security Enhancement 3

 Extension to programme due to delay 5

 TOTAL £46m
 
The consultants, however, have cautioned that this analysis represents only a broad 
attempt to allocate costs under general headings.  It is, for example, particularly 
difficult to precisely separate costs attributable to extra space requirements and 
enhanced specifications. 
 
 

 2. Procurement Method 
 
I was aware of the "Construction Management" method of procurement at the time 
that the SPCB assumed responsibility for the project in June 1999.  However, I could 
not claim fully to understand the significance until I attended an ad hoc briefing of the 
SPCB by Dr Gibbons later in June or in July 1999.  Both the advantages and 
disadvantages of this type of procurement were explained by Dr Gibbons.  Under the 
terms of the transfer order, the SPCB was obliged to assume responsibility for the 
Construction Management contract.  Nothing has happened since to change my view 
that the method of procurement provided the flexibility necessary to accommodate 
the changes required to meet the Parliament's needs. 
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 3. Independent Advice 

 
The SPCB did not consider an independent review of the project at the time of 
handover.  In my evidence to the Committee, I clarified (Col 412) that the assistance 
the SPCB considered was in the form of independent advisers.  My recollection is 
that this matter was raised on more than one occasion but the only documentary 
evidence I can trace is the minute of the SPCB meeting of 29 June 1999 where the 
possibility of a "facilitator" to provide an external view of the project was raised.  No 
further action seems to have been taken. 
 

 4. Split Site 
 
The possibility of a split site was discussed at the SPCB meeting on 16 November 
1999.  By that time, demands for additional space and facilities had emerged and the 
SPCB recognised that the stage was being approached where the current capacity 
would not be capable of assimilating all new demands.  The request for a feasibility 
study reflected the SPCB's firm view that every endeavour should be made to 
maintain a Parliamentary campus on the Holyrood site. 
 

 5. Reporting Procedures 
 
In June 1999, shortly after SPCB assumed responsibility for the Holyrood Project, the 
Project Sponsor presented proposals on reporting procedures in SPCB (99) 
Paper 21.  These were: 
 

- that reports should be on a monthly basis 
- that they should be considered at meetings separate from normal 

SPCB meetings 
- that they should cover 
- programme and progress against programme 
- financial report 
- issues register 
- change control report 
- communications. 
 

SPCB agreed these proposals at its meeting on 29 June 1999 and reports were 
submitted on this basis until the Spencely review was initiated earlier this year. 
 
At its meeting on 28 September 1999, the SPCB agreed to hold ad hoc weekly 
meetings to discuss Holyrood issues.  Reports for these meetings were prepared on 
an "as required" basis. 
 
New reporting arrangements were introduced following the establishment of the 
Holyrood Progress Group. 
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 6. Major Tenders 
 
I agreed to provide information on the results of the major tendering exercises 
currently in train.  None of these exercises is yet complete and it is likely that 
commercial confidentiality would prevent the disclosure of individual contract prices.  
But I would hope, by about the turn of the year, to be in a position to provide you with 
a global figure showing the results of the major tenders (likely to include sub- and 
super-structures East and MSP cladding), together with the extent to which it varies 
(plus or minus in percentage and value terms) from the target in the cost plan.  I trust 
this will be sufficient for your purposes. 

 
 7. Recommendations 
 

As explained in my evidence (Col 410), I regard  AGS's recommendations as very 
helpful.  That said a number had been or would have been implemented in any 
event.  I attach a list of the recommendations, annotated to indicate the action taken 
on each. 

 
I trust that the above satisfactorily addresses the Committee's concerns.  I remain at your 
disposal to provide any further information or explanations that the Committee may require. 
 
I am copying this letter to the Auditor General for Scotland. 
 
P E Grice 
Clerk and Chief Executive 
18 October 2000
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LETTER FROM THE DEPUTY CONVENER, MR NICK JOHNSTON MSP TO  
MR MUIR RUSSELL, PERMANENT SECRETARY, SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE.  
26 OCTOBER 2000. 
 
I am writing to thank you and your colleagues Mr Robert Gordon and Dr John Gibbons, for 
your attendance at the Audit Committee meeting on Tuesday 24 October. This was the final 
evidence taking session held by the Committee on the report by the Auditor General for 
Scotland, “The New Scottish Parliament Building – an examination of the management of 
the Holyrood Project”. The Committee intends to consider a draft report on 14 November. 
 
During your evidence to the Committee you undertook to provide some additional 
information relating to the experience of the project management team, namely; 
 
• the specific details, including values, of construction management projects on which 

members of the project team had previously worked 
 
I would appreciate it if you could provide the above information by Friday 3 November. 
 
I have copied this letter to Robert Black and Jim Meldrum.  I should be grateful if you would 
copy your response to Mr Black and the Clerk of the Audit Committee. 
 
Nick Johnston MSP 
Deputy Convener 
26 October 2000 
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LETTER AND MEMORANDUM FROM MR MUIR RUSSELL, PERMANENT SECRETARY, 
SCOTTISH EXECUTIVE TO THE DEPUTY CONVENER, MR NICK JOHNSTON MSP. 
03 NOVEMBER 2000. 
 
Thank you for your letter of 26 October, following the Hearing of the Audit Committee on 
24 October during which I said I would pass to the Committee information on the 
composition of the Holyrood Project Team, what they had done and their experience within 
Government and the professional sector. 
 
I now attach notes on this.  They set out the Project Team's structure, the arrangements for 
its supervision and the roles played by those in it.  I have also included relevant details of 
the experience of staff members in the team, including as requested the values of some of 
the projects with which they have been involved.  In your letter you refer specifically to 
construction management projects.  This particular type of procurement of a building project 
is covered specifically in the attachment.  As I indicated in my earlier letter, other experience 
of project management and of related ways of procuring building projects is also relevant to 
this sort of project, and the core team assembled, both in its professional and administrative 
components, have a variety of relevant experiences in the management of building projects 
to bring to bear.   
 
As I said in my earlier letter also, and in response to Miss Goldie's questions to me about 
this on 24 October, the position of Bovis, and indeed the other consultants, is also very 
relevant here: they are all firms of the highest international reputation with a very substantial 
depth and breadth of experience in all aspects of the construction sector and all types of 
procurement of large building projects.   
 
I am copying this letter to the Auditor General and the Clerk of the Audit Committee. 
 
A M Russell 
Permanent Secretary 
Scottish Executive 
03 November 2000 
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HOLYROOD PROJECT ORGANISATION SUMMER 1999 
 
 
 
 
 
  

PROJECT OWNER 
Robert Gordon 

HOLYROOD BUILDING STEERING GROUP
R Gordon, Chairman 
J Gibbons, Chief Architect 
A Brown, Director of Administrative Services 
P Grice, Constitution Group 
M Batho/E Ure, Finance Group 
B Doig 
M Mustard 
J Reville 
E Kinsey ARCHITECTURAL ADVISOR 

John Gibbons 

DIRECTOR/SPONSOR 
Barbara Doig 

RESOURCES  
AND  

PLANNING 
 

Jim Reville 
B2 

CLIENT CUSTOMER/ 
SERVICES  

CO-ORDINATION 
 

Brian McGarry* 
C1 

Personal Assistant 
Ginny Spencer 

CONSTRUCTION AND 
PROCUREMENT  
CO-ORDINATION 

 
Jim Fairclough 

B3 

PUBLIC 
 RELATIONS 

 
 

Eric Kinsey 
C1 

PROJECT  
MANAGER 

 
 

Martin Mustard 
(Scondee) 

Instructions/Liaison with 
Design Team and 
instructions to Construction 
Manager 
 
Building Programme 
 
All statutory issues 
 
Professional appointments 
and associated contract 
management, including 
fees 
 
Programme budgeting and 
control of spend on works 
packages 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff            Grade 
 
Paul             Project  
Curran             Manager 
   
 
Willie            Project 
Heigh*            Manager
   
 
Jacqui            Personal 
Lamb            Assistant 
   

Visitor Centre (on site) 
 
Visits 
 
Exhibitions/Models 
 
Publicity/Media 
 
Filming 
 
Photography 
 
Publications Editing 
 
Liaison with Parliament 
Visitor Centre and 
Shop  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff                   Grade 
 
Shona  
Lines             B1 
 

Project Brief 
 
Change Control 
 
End user/customer 
requirements 
 
Services requirements 
 
Areas - planning 
 
Reporting/Steering 
arrangements 
 
Client reporting 
arrangements 
 
Disabled/Access  
 
Signage 
 
Interim Parliament 
Accommodation 
 
Liaison with Facilities 
Management  
 
Staff                      Grade 
 
John  
Glen               B2
   
John  
Gordon               B1 
 
Ann-Marie  
O’Neill               A3 
 

Financial monitoring and 
reporting and  control of 
payments  
 
Tracker system 
 
Base-line briefing 
 
Official communications 
(Parliamentary Questions 
and Ministerial/MSP 
correspondence) 
 
Newsletter contributions; 
Art strategy 
 
Budget Centre Liaison 
Officer/Training Liaison 
Officer 
 
Central returns, etc 
 
Liaison with Parliament 
Finance Office. 
 
 
 
Staff                         Grade 
 
Maurice  
Williams                     B1 
 
Shona  
Montgomery              B1 
 
Vicky  
O'Donnell                  B1        
  
Stephen  
Young                   A1 

Construction Manager 
Liaison 
 
Client procurement of 
works packages for 
building and 
landscaping 
 
Site management 
 
Archaeology 
 
Demolition 
 
Green Issues 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff             Grade
 
John  
Paterson             B1 
 
David  
Gilmour            A3 
 

*Limited availability until around August as work on interim Parliament wound down.



Audit Committee 6th Report, 2000 – Annexe B 

Background Details For Holyrood Project Team 
 
Project Sponsor 
 
Barbara Doig 
 
Academic Qualifications 
 
BSc Honours Degree (Geography) 
 
Previous Experience 
 
(Head of Victoria Quay Project Team – 2 years, Head of Accommodation Division – 
3 years) 
 
Project Sponsorship and Project Ownership of major building projects in The 
Scottish Office estate (Victoria Quay and St Andrew’s House). 
Successfully delivering a range of building related and research projects to time, cost 
and quality. 
 
Responsible for significant programmes of building and fitting out works; the 
development of The Scottish Office Accommodation Strategy for 72 properties; and 
strategic management of the associated financial resources (c.£23m current and 
£1m capital). 
 
Leadership as Head of a large Division of 80 staff; leader of the core Victoria Quay 
Project Team and sponsor/co-ordinator of some 200 people delivering various 
building elements.  Creating new teams for specific projects eg temporary 
accommodation for the Scottish Parliament. 
 
Working with a wide range of professionals who are involved with building – eg 
architects, quantity surveyors, mechanical and electrical engineers, project 
managers, interior designers, accessibility auditors, public art commissioning agents, 
facilities managers; and with the range of external interests – eg planners, 
environmentalists, professional bodies, pressure groups. 
 
Dealing with media concerns with buildings and accommodation; and with the public 
interest in major buildings (giving talks, tours). 
 
Acting as intelligent client for a wide range of construction, fit-out, goods and building 
services, and the associated contract management. 
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Project Management Team 
 
Martin Mustard, BA, MAPM, BIFM (Senior Project Manager) 
 
Academic and Professional Qualifications 
 
BA Degrees in Fine Art and Psychology. 
 
Trained in Project Management as a distinct discipline at Civil Service College. 
Member of Association for Project Managers and British Institute of Facilities 
Management. 
 
Previous Experience 
 
During 20 year career in Civil Service up to 1995, was Project Manager for 
numerous IT projects including the Migrant Worker Information system on behalf of 
the European Commission, Pensions On Line System and the Benefits Agency 
Operational Strategy System. As Head of Benefits Agency Estates Major Capital 
Works Team, delivered Agency’s property construction and refurbishment 
programme with annual budget of £73m, and project value ranging from £3m to 
£95m, the main projects in the programme being the DSS HQ in Newcastle at a 
value of £50m and a PFI redevelopment project, also in Newcastle, to the value of 
£95m.  These projects employed a range of different types of construction contracts 
including Management Contracting of which the Construction Management form of 
contract is a variation. 
 
Joined Project Management International plc in 1995 as Senior Project Manager.  
Projects have included the completion of the Scottish Office HQ building, Leith, 
Edinburgh (£45m), refurbishment of New Register House, Edinburgh (£3m), 
Edinburgh Park Leisure Centre and Nursery (£5m). Delivered training courses on 
Project Management and Risk Management to clients such as Fife Council and 
Polish Airways Authorities. 
 
Seconded to Scottish Office in 1998 as Project Manager for the Scottish Parliament 
Interim Accommodation project (£6m+) and, on transfer, to the Holyrood Building 
Project from January 1999. 
 
Paul Curran, ARICS, MAPM (Project Manager) 
 
Professional Qualifications 
 
Chartered Quantity Surveyor (ARICS) and Member of Association of Project 
Managers (MAPM). 
 
Previous Experience 
 
Project Quantity Surveyor with PSA from 1990 to 1992 on wide range of public 
sector and MOD projects ranging in value from £1m to £20m. 
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Employed with Schal International Management, who were one of the pioneers of 
the Construction Management procurement route, as Project Manager between 
1992 and 1996.  This included a period at Schal International Headquarters in 
London addressing across a number of projects the scope for use of a variety of then 
innovative procurement routes including PFI, Management Contracting, Total Facility 
Management and Construction Management.   
 
With Turner & Townsend Project Management from 1996.  Project Manager in 
variety of projects including co-ordination of Strategic Property Plan for Royal Bank 
of Scotland (£40m per annum), and pharmaceutical facilities and HQ buildings (each 
between £7m - £10m).  An assistant Project Manager (one of a team of 4) in the 
construction (£250m) of the Hyundai plant in Fife.  The original intention was that the 
Hyundai project would be administered on a Management Contracting basis.  
However it was considered appropriate to follow a Construction Management route 
(i.e. direct contractual relationships between client and individual building 
contractors) until the Management Contract was signed.  This Construction 
Management phase extended to almost 12 months due to the breakdown of 
negotiations with the original Contractor, and included much of the procurement and 
construction of the facility, following which the (overall £1.1bn) planned development 
was mothballed due to international economic conditions. 
 
Seconded to Scottish Office in January 1999 for Holyrood Project and has remained 
on secondment to SPCB to present day.  
 
William Heigh, BSc, ARICS, MAPM, (Project Manager) 
 
Professional Qualifications 
 
Chartered Quantity Surveyor (ARICS) and Member of Association for Project 
Managers (APM). Degree in Quantity Surveying 
 
Previous Experience 
 
Quantity Surveyor & Design Team Co-ordinator with PSA and SERCO from 1990 to 
1996.   
 
Project Manager with Project Management International from 1996. Projects include 
capital expenditure project for the Scottish Police College at Tulliallan (Project 
Manager for final phase: £1m), the Byre Theatre, St. Andrews (assistant Project 
Manager: £5m) and a major retail development in Princes Street, Edinburgh (Project 
Manager: £5m).   Experience of a wide range of forms of contract including 
Management Contracting. 
 
Seconded to The Scottish Office in January 1999 to take over as Project Manager 
for work on the Scottish Parliament Interim Accommodation project at the Mound 
(total cost over £6m). Working on Holyrood Parliament since August 1999 with 
specific remit for Client/Design Team co-ordination including 
IT/Broadcasting/Security/FM requirements, User Brief Change Control procedures 
and Space Planning. 
 

SP Paper 227                                             Session 1 (2000) 



Audit Committee 6th Report, 2000 – Annexe B 

Public Relations Team 
 
Eric Kinsey 
 
Member of Victoria Quay Project Team with responsibility for appointment of 
consultants, procurement of supplies and services, fit-out of the building, finalising all 
contracts and ensuring snagging works.  Also staff moves and organisation of visits.    
Previous procurement experience with Scottish Prison Service and experience in 
Ministerial Private Office. 
 
Shona Lines 
 
Member of Victoria Quay Project Team with responsibility for fit-out and staff moves, 
and organisation of visits to the building. 
 
Client Customer And Services Co-ordinators 
 
Brian McGarry 
 
Deputy Project Sponsor/Team Leader – Scottish Parliament Interim Accommodation 
project; Scottish Office project sponsorship oversight of major capital building 
projects undertaken by the National Institutions (including the Museum of Scotland); 
former Personnel Manager in Scottish Office. 
 
John Glen 
 
Former Personnel Manager in Scottish Office with special interest in needs of the 
disabled. Also experience in Sponsorship of NDPBs including Policy and Financial 
Management Reviews and in Project Work in relation to the development and 
introduction of the Personnel Computer System - CEDS - and the introduction of the 
GP Fundholding Pilot scheme in Scotland. 
 
John Gordon 
 
Former RAF air traffic control operator; Quality Control/Assurance administrator; 
member of contracts/consultancy teams for projects in Middle East. 
 
Ann-Marie O’Neill 
 
Former Administrative Officer in Scottish Office and Royal Museum of Scotland 
(RMS) with particular experience in Personnel Management, Personnel Policy, 
Training and Recruitment, including contracts.  Worked in the RMS when the new 
Museum of Scotland was being built and participated in recruitment of frontline staff. 
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Resources and Planning Team 
 
Jim Reville 
 
Former Executive Officer in Scottish Office with particular experience in 
Accommodation (Finance), Audit and Ministerial Private Offices. 
 
Maurice Williams 
 
Former Executive Officer in the Scottish Office with particular experience in the 
Parliament Accommodation Division (Finance), the Scottish Prison Service (Human 
Resources) and the Personnel Division. 
 
Shona Montgomery 
 
Former Executive Officer in Scottish Office with particular experience in 
the Constitution Group and the Personnel Division.   Also spent period on 
secondment to the Local Government Boundary Commission for Scotland. 
 
Vicky O'Donnell 
 
Former Admin/Executive Officer in Scottish Office with particular experience in the 
Personnel and Accommodation Divisions and in the Press Office. 
 
Stephen Young 
 
Former clerk in Clearing Department of a major Scottish Bank. 
 
 
Construction and Procurement Co-ordination Team 
 
Jim Fairclough 
 
Member of Scottish Parliament Interim Accommodation project team with 
responsibility for appointment of Design Team and establishment/secretariat of end 
user group network; previously member of St Andrew’s House Refurbishment Team 
and Victoria Quay Project Team with particular responsibility for appointment of 
Design Team (SAH project) and procurement of services and supplies (VQ project). 
 
John Paterson 
 
Former Administrative Officer in Scottish Office with particular experience in the 
Accommodation and Personnel Divisions.  Has obtained external qualifications in 
field of Facilities Management. 
 
David Gilmour 
 
Former Administrative Officer in Scottish Office with particular experience in the 
Accommodation Division and the Constitution Group. 
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LETTER FROM THE DEPUTY CONVENER, MR NICK JOHNSTON MSP, TO PAUL 
GRICE, CLERK AND CHIEF EXECUTIVE, THE SCOTTISH PARLIAMENT. 
28 NOVEMBER 2000. 
 
I am writing in connection with your letter of 18 October, to confirm that the 
Committee wishes to receive the information you referred to concerning the results 
of the major tendering exercise for the Holyrood project.  
 
The Committee would be grateful to receive this information by the end of January 
2001. 
 
Nick Johnston MSP 
Deputy Convener 
28 November 2000 
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