
Breakout session 2 
Facilitated by Sarah Boyack MSP 
 
In attendance:  

• Mark Han-Johnston, Self-Directed Support Scotland  
• Angela Anderson, St Andrews Community Council  
• Penelope Fraser, St Andrews out of hours group 
• Elspeth Critchley, Scottish Borders Self Directed Support Forum  
• Tom Kinnaird, Benarty Community Council & Forum 
• Sarah Tolley, Transition Edinburgh 
• Joe Ochei, CBM Community Council 

 
Notes: Kate Smith, Scottish Parliament staff 
 
General introductions and experiences of being involved in PR’s  
 
CBM Community Council – working with our local community on community 
activities, community planning, seeing how it all fits in with the local community, 
integrating the community to look after each other  
 
Benarty CC – includes 4 ex - mining villages in an area of high deprivation. Working 
to advance the community. Good community spirit, traditional values, mainly white 
and working class, low income, negative experiences of being involved in PR’s with 
two attempts turned down. 
 
Experience of local authority who gave a good presentation which was very 
promising. Well attended and lots of optimism. Wider community lacked confidence 
and had trepidation that Fife Council would relinquish control. Majority feeling in the 
local community that it could do better at running a particular asset (local park). It is 
our local park and we have no other. It is held dearly by local community. Council 
Officer explained the process. Two PR’s submitted one for the Fife regional park, 
refused and one for the country park. Both were refused by Fife council for the 
reason that they were not the controlling authority and they could not tell us who 
was. 
 
St Andrews CC and St Andrews Out of Hours Service – single issue to retain the 
out of hours service and major injuries unit in NE Fife. Joined together with majority 
of CC’s in NE Fife to launch a PR alongside St Andrew’s University students. PR 
agreed but issues with how it has been carried forward. Found process extremely 
challenging and are now working with SG to improve the process.  
 
It would have been helpful to have representatives from community and frontline 
staff who should be involved at the start at impact assessment process. Workshops 
in 206/2017 no medics present. A flawed options appraisal process. No proper 
consultation with the people of NE Fife. Hiccup with PR process which held us back. 
Fife council said PR should be dealt with by NHS, who said it should be dealt with by 



the Integrated Joint Board. The IJB said only Fife Council could deal with it. It was 
difficult to get information from the NHS & IJB about PR requests.  
 
Local authority did not have information was easily available. Eventually PR 
accepted but it has not transpired as was agreed. It was raised that IJBs and H&SC 
Partnerships were not listed as public bodies. 
 
 
Self-Directed Support Forum – single issue. Sought a proper consultation from the 
local authority on social care legislation and how support is denied in Scotland. 
Seeking choice and control over individual self-directed support. PR agreed but not 
yet in place. Sought to influence outcome improvement process.  
 
Local authority had clear information on the website, but the process is not widely 
known. The process was daunting and has been put on hold due to COVID. 
 
Transition Edinburgh – interested in hearing other’s experiences and how to get 
involved in decision making. 
 
SDS Scotland – supporting groups across Scotland and promoting PR process to 
be used by organisations to get involved in local decision making. For example, in 
Shetland an arts organisation, could go straight to PR but advised to go to 
organisation and appeal to be involved in effective discussion about local issues. 
Mostly working in a health and social care context. 
 
Experience of many groups submitting PR’s that are well thought through, with clear 
outcomes and aim. Local authorities struggle to respond appropriately. 
Organisations had to write 2 or 3 times to get an acknowledgement for the request. 
In one case had to write to the Chief Social Work Officer to get a proper response. 
Issues with responses, timescales and understanding. For example, with Local 
Officers not understating the role of an EQIA and how the request relates to the 
Community Empowerment Act. This is echoed around the country. We still see 
Community Councils who do not know about PR’s and AT’s. We need to highlight 
this. 
 
General views on participation requests (PRs) 
 
There was a mix of experiences. Some people had found the information initially 
available, the process daunting.  Some found the whole process extremely 
challenging with major flaws. Some had been successful but not been able to 
progress due to COVID or the subsequent involvement was not as promised. Others 
had been refused and had not been provided with a full reason for refusal. 
 
Issues included:  lack of awareness in the community and in organisations of PR’s, 
difference between PR’s and AT’s; lack of awareness and understanding of Local 
Authority Officers; differences between local authorities in promotion and access to 
PR’s. Some local authority websites are good, and others have nothing; different PR 



forms used by public bodies in the same region – (Fife Council and Fife NHS use 
different forms); request barred because it was sent on the wrong form. Local 
authority not listening to the community and steamroller decisions through. 
 
 Appeals process for rejected PRs 
 
All participants agreed there should be an Appeals process and that this should be 
managed by an independent board. It should be open and transparent. An 
independent person to oversee this process, for example from a different region. 
 
General views on the Community Empowerment Act legislation 
 
There was agreement that the legislation itself is very useful, however how it is being 
delivered on the ground is not good. There is also a lack of awareness and 
understanding in the general public and in community councils, some people talked 
of the lack of confidence in communities in submitting a PR and trepidation that local 
authorities would relinquish control. This was a job for some groups to get their 
community on board (in submitting a PR). Unfortunately, in some cases this had 
proved to be correct. 
 
Recommendations for improvement 

• Training for public bodies and local authorities in the legislation 
• Culture change – getting public organisations to welcome input from the 

community and to act on what they hear.  
• Training for Local Authority Officers 
• Public authorities should be held to account in responding to the legislation. 
• An independent board to assess PR’s 
• Elected members, delegated powers to council officials  
• An Appeals process 
• Public awareness campaign, rights, and processes 
• Awareness raising of the difference between AT’s and PR’s and of PR in 

general 
• Advertising 
• Consistency in forms 
• Transparency in decision making 
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