
PE1631/H 
Minister for Community Safety and Legal Affairs submission of 2 August 2017 
 
Further to my submission of 13 June 2017, I am writing to provide some updates. 

In my submission of 13 June, I indicated that initial start-up costs to implement digital 
recording of Child Welfare Hearings (CWHs) might be around £585,000.  This was 
based on information in Lord Gill’s report on the review of the civil courts.  This 
suggested that equipping a court fully for digital recording could cost up to £15,000.  
We also assumed that such equipment would be needed in 39 rooms (one for each 
sheriff court). 

The Scottish Courts and Tribunals Service (SCTS) have now told me that an 
approximate cost to install their standard digital audio recording (DAR) solution into a 
courtroom is around £10,000 including VAT.  This would equate to £390,000 for 39 
courtrooms. The reason why costs are lower than the estimates provided in Lord 
Gill’s report is that installations are now completed in-house with cabling provided by 
a third party, whereas previously all aspects of DAR installations were outsourced.  

The SCTS have stressed that as rooms in a court building other than courtrooms 
may be used for various purposes, a DAR installation in anything other than a 
courtroom is not recommended given the potential impact on equipment integrity and 
security.   As the SCTS indicated in their submission of 29 March 2017, CWHs may 
be held in private and are not always held in traditional courtrooms. They are 
sometimes heard in chambers or other meeting rooms within the court.  

In my submission of 13 June, I mentioned that there would also be running costs in 
relation to maintenance, storage and retention and transcripts.  The SCTS have 
indicated that costs for maintenance and storage and retention could only be 
ascertained once the volume of CWH digital audio recordings was known.  On 
transcription, this is currently costed at £97 per hour excluding VAT.   

As I indicated previously, my view is that regardless of costs, it would not be 
appropriate to have digital recordings of CWHs as they are not structured as 
evidential hearings and recording them might increase their formality and make the 
parties more entrenched.  

On a different point, I mentioned that my officials would raise at the sub-committee of 
the Family Law Committee (FLC) on case management whether court rules should 
make provision for a form to produce a record of proceedings in CWHs.   The sub-
committee is also taking account of research on case management which the FLC 
has commissioned and published.   Recommendation 3 of this research, on page 31, 
makes reference to a note sheet used in some courts designed to ensure information 
flows between sheriffs in situations where scheduling meant the same sheriff was 
not able to remain with the case. 

The intention is that the sub-committee will report to the FLC for the FLC’s next 
meeting on 23 October.  Given this, I will write to you again after the meeting on 23 
October to provide an update on the suggestion that court rules should make 
provision for a form to produce a record of proceedings in CWHs.   

 

http://www.scottishciviljusticecouncil.gov.uk/docs/librariesprovider4/flc-meeting-files/flc-meeting-papers-08-may-2017/paper-4-2a-case-management-in-family-actions---research-report-by-dr-richard-whitecross-and-dr-claire-lindsay.pdf?sfvrsn=2

