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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
About this Report
This report provides an analysis of responses to the Scottish Government
consultation on draft regulations and guidance associated with participation requests
under the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015. The consultation took
place between 21 March 2016 and 22 June 2016 and posed 13 questions, all open
in nature.

Overview of Responses
A total of 102 responses were received. The majority (60) were from public sector
organisations. Organisational responses were received from local authorities, third
sector organisations, community organisations, NHS, community planning
partnerships, colleges, Police Scotland and other public sector bodies. The views are
of those who chose to respond to this consultation and may not necessarily
represent the views of a wider population.

Statutory Form
Requirement for a statutory form
The consultation asked if a statutory form should be required in the regulations and
the majority of respondents (73%) agreed. All groups responded similarly. There was
broad support across respondent groups. The importance of consistency and
accessibility for both community bodies and public service authorities was a common
theme that emerged, particularly relevant where a request may span more than one
local authority area. Also, that it would help community bodies frame requests. The
benefit to public bodies was seen as making assessment of requests more
straightforward and the positive impact this would have on timescales being met,
resources required and for reviewing the process and impact of participation
requests.
Those respondents against the requirement for a statutory form focused on the
negative impact on community bodies who want to make participation requests,
expressing concerns that it could provide a barrier to participation due to, for
example, language or literacy barriers, and that alternative methods should be
accepted. Also, there should be flexibility to develop locally tailored forms which may
enable better reflection of local communities and culture, as well as support
consistency between the variety of different public service organisations that can
receive such requests within a Community Planning Partnership.
No requirement for a statutory form
The consultation asked if it should be possible for a community body to put in a
participation request without using a form and 58% did not agree. However, some
group differences were noted, with a tendency for individual, Third Sector
Organisations and Community groups to agree there should be no requirement. This
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contrasts with their response tendencies to question 1. The importance of
consistency and the benefits that a statutory form would bring was stressed.
Respondents pointed towards the benefits of a consistent approach to help with
gathering information, assessing the request and making decisions. A number of
respondents commented that in exceptional or special circumstances the community
body should be able to submit a participation request without the use of a statutory
form. There was also recognition that community groups may need support to
complete forms.
For those in favour of no requirement for a statutory form, A perceived benefit was
the more flexible approach this would bring for community bodies, including
promoting an inclusive approach and preventing unnecessary obstacles to
participation. Also, it was suggested that this is a new process and flexibility may be
sensible in case of, as yet, unknown issues.
What information might a statutory form include
The consultation asked what information a statutory form should include and
provided an example. Although there was support for the provided example,
amendments were proposed which included that the form is an opportunity for the
community body to provide information about any support needs that would allow
them to participate. This could include issues to do with accessibility, language
support and help with understanding the process. Other suggestions included:
contact details, date of submission, constitution and governance structure of the
community body, knowledge and expertise within the community group, how
success would be measured, community description and details on any consultation
or engagement.
A concern was highlighted, however, that any additions to the form should be made
carefully to avoid creating a further barrier to making a participation request.

Involvement of multiple public service authorities – timescale to
respond
The consultation asked if 14 days was a reasonable amount of time for additional
public service authorities to respond to an invite from the lead authority to be
involved in the participation request. Fifty eight percent did not agree. However,
there was a tendency for individuals, Third Sector Organisations, Community Groups
to agree this was sufficient time.
The respondents suggested increases in the timescale ranging from 14 working days
to 3 months. The majority of responses suggested an increase in the time to respond
of between 20 and 30 days.
A variety of reasons were given in support of the need to increase the timescale for
additional public service authorities to respond. This included the requirement for the
decision to be made at Management Board/Council level and the time taken to
arrange this, staff absence and holiday periods, if significant issues are raised and
need discussed further and consistency with other legislation, e.g. Freedom of
Information requests.
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Promoting the use of participation requests
The consultation asked for specific ways that public service authorities should
promote participation requests. A common suggestion was that the public service
authority should have a designated webpage/portal to promote participation
requests. There was a wide range of other promotion mechanisms suggested , for
example social media, local press, community newsletters, using local organisations.
While there was widespread support for the need to promote participation requests,
some respondents commented that there were risks involved, in particular noting
that public service authorities‟ resources are already limited and increasingly
stretched.
A few respondents commented that regulations were not required. Whilst public
service authorities should promote the use of participation requests it should be
covered in guidance rather than regulations.

Supporting the use of participation requests
The consultation asked for specific ways that that public service authorities should
support participation requests. One frequent suggestion was for a single point of
contact. Also that the third sector and advocacy organisations should have a role to
play in the support provided to community bodies. The National Standards of
Community Engagement were mentioned with the suggestion that the principles
outlined in the National Standards should underpin participation request activity by
the public service authority.
While the majority of respondents were positive about the need to support
participation requests, some respondents commented that there were risks involved,
in particular noting that this could potentially be a significant resource requirement if
a public service authority was dealing simultaneously with many requests.
A few respondents commented that regulations were not required. Whilst public
service authorities should support the use of participation requests it should be
covered in guidance rather than regulations.

Additional support for specific communities
The consultation asked what types of communities could the regulations specify that
might need additional support. A number of respondents stated that the regulations
should specify groups with protected characteristics under the Equalities Act as they
may well be at a disadvantage in attempting to put forward participation requests. A
wide range of other communities were identified including those with language or
literacy difficulties, communities in deprived areas and many others who might need
additional support due to reasons of disadvantage or vulnerability.
It was highlighted, however, that there may be drawbacks to specifying particular
communities. There may be a risk of inadvertently excluding vulnerable community
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groups not on a list or a sense that a listed type of community is stigmatised. Support
should be available to all as required.
Once again, the issue was raised that additional support may be better covered
through guidance and encouraging good practice, rather than through regulations.

Making the Decision
Timescale for making a decision
The consultation asked how long should a public service authority have to assess a
participation request and give notice to the community participation body and was 30
days a reasonable amount of time. Fifty eight percent agreed that 30 days was a
reasonable amount of time.
It was commented that the initial assessment is designed to take people to the start
of a dialogue and 30 days should allow time for adequate consultation, discussion
and formulation of the response from the public service authority. Some, however,
did suggest that exceptions may be required.
For those who expressed a view that 30 days was not a reasonable amount of time,
the general opinion was that it should be longer, with only a small number of
respondents stating it should be shorter. The comments varied, but a couple of
themes emerged. Firstly, that more time would be needed where decisions needed
to be made by the authorities‟ relevant governing structures. Secondly, that more
time may be needed if there were complex cases which might involve multiple public
service authorities. Alternative timescales suggested included: t 30 working days;
between 45 to 60 days or even tailored depending on the nature of the request..
Those suggesting a shortened timescale considered it was sufficient time and that
the community participation body would want to get on with taking forward ideas and
engagement as quickly as possible.
Decision notice – additional information
The consultation asked if the decision notice should include information in addition to
that set out by the Act and regulations. Whilst a number of respondents had either no
comment or stated that the information contained within the regulations was
sufficient, a large number of respondents thought it was important that a decision
notice clearly explains the reasons for refusing a request. Suggestions were also
made for a number of other additions.
There was mention of the potential need for confidentiality, with concern expressed
that having full details of a participation request published and available for other to
see may put bodies off using them.
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Outcome Improvement Process – Additional information
Proposed Outcome Improvement Process – Additional information
The consultation asked what additional information should be published by the public
service authority regarding a proposed outcome improvement process. There was a
widespread view that the information contained in the regulations was sufficient with
a few commenting that adding further information could make the process unduly
bureaucratic.
A number of suggestions for additional information, however, were made which
included contact details, timescales, support available, the evaluative and monitoring
processes being used and a regular update on progress.
Modified Outcome Improvement Process – Additional information
The consultation asked what additional information should be published by the public
service authority regarding a modified outcome improvement process. A large
number of respondents expressed the view that the information contained in the
regulations was sufficient. A number of suggestions, however, were made which
included the reasons for the modification, the date on which the modification took
place and the timescale for the modified outcome improvement process.

Information in reports
The consultation asked what additional information the report of an outcome
improvement process should contain. A large number of respondents expressed the
view that the information as set out by the Act was sufficient.
However, a number of suggestions for additional information were made including
lessons learnt, changes that will continue to be made as a result of the participation
request and the views of the community participation body.

General Comments
The consultation provided the opportunity at the end for any other comment on the
draft Participation Request Regulations. Respondents used this to raise more
general issues relating to participation more broadly, as well as reiterating themes
and issues already covered in the specific questions. No new themes arose in
relation to the proposed participation request regulations.
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1.

Background and Context

About this report
1. This report provides an analysis of responses to the Scottish Government
consultation on draft regulations and guidance associated with participation
requests under the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015.
Background
2. The Christie Commission recommended that Government should seek to
strengthen communities‟ voices in shaping the services which affect them.
Evidence shows that involving people more regularly and more effectively in the
decisions that affect them leads to better outcomes, making the most of the
knowledge and talent that lies in communities. It also increases confidence and
fosters more positive relationships between communities and the public sector.
3. Participation requests are a new process which will allow a community body to
enter into dialogue with public authorities about local issues and local services
on their terms. Where a community body believes it could help to improve an
outcome it will be able to request that the public body takes part in a process to
improve that outcome. Community bodies might use the Act to discuss with
service providers how they could better meet the needs of users, to offer
volunteers to support a service or even propose to take over the delivery of the
service themselves. It will be for the public body, following an outcome
improvement process, to decide whether to make any changes to existing
service delivery arrangements.
4. Part 3 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 sets out the process
for how participation requests will work. In simplified terms:


A community body puts forward a participation request to a public service
authority asking them to take part in a process that will improve the outcome
set out by the community body.



The public service authority must agree to the request and set up a process
unless there are reasonable grounds for refusal. If it refuses the request, it
must explain the reasons.



At the end of the process the public service authority must publish a report on
whether the outcomes were improved and how the community participation
body contributed to that improvement.

5. More details on the Act can be found at:
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/People/engage/CommEmpowerBill
6. The Scottish Government consulted on draft regulations and guidance
associated with participation requests from 21 March 2016 to 22 June 2016. The
consultation can be found at: https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/communityempowerment-unit/participation-request-regulations
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Submissions and respondents
7. A total of 102 responses were received, with the majority of responses (60) from
public sector organisations.. The types of respondent are set out in Table 1 and a
list of the organisational respondents that gave permission for their response and
name to be published is available in Annex 1.
Table 1. Respondents by category
Category

Number

Individuals
Third Sector Organisations
Community Groups
Local Authorities
NHS
Colleges
Community Planning Partnerships
Other Public Sector

6
30
6
26
11
3
9
11
102

Proportion of total
responses
6%
29%
6%
25%
11%
3%
9%
11%
100%

8. The vast majority of responses were submitted via the online system, Citizen
Space, established for consultation responses. Where responses were submitted
by email or hard copy, Scottish Government officials entered them manually onto
the Citizen Space system to create one complete database of responses and to
aid comparison of views and analysis.
9. The full responses are published and can be viewed at:
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/community-empowerment-unit/participationrequest-regulations/consultation/published_select_respondent
Analysis and presentation of the information
10. The analysis of responses is presented by order of the questions raised in the
consultation paper. The analysis is based on the views of only those who
responded to the consultation. Qualitative terms (e.g. “a small number”, “a few”,
“several”, “many” etc.) have been used in places to indicate the prevalence of
opinion within the body of respondents to this consultation, however, it is
important to note that the views and extent of opinions cannot be taken to be
necessarily representative of the wider population.
11. The consultation contained 13 questions, all inviting an open response format
and four also included a closed (Yes/No) element. The analysis presents the
proportion of respondents who answered yes or no, where applicable, and the
range of views and key themes arising from the qualitative, open response
sections.
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12. The report summarises the themes and issues raised and provide an indication
of the range and depth of views, but is not intended to provide a compendium of
the consultation material, nor present every individual point made. The full text of
the responses can be viewed on the Scottish Government website.
13. The term “respondent” refers to one response, even if it represents the views of
more than one contributor.
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2.

ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES

Statutory Form
14. This sections presents the findings relating to questions 1 to 3 covering the
potential use of a statutory form.
Question 1: Requirement for a statutory form
15. Question 1 asked:
“Should the use of a statutory form be required in the regulations? (Yes/No)
Please give reasons for your response.”
Overall views
16. Almost all of the respondents (97%) addressed question 1. Of these the majority
(73%) answered yes, expressing the view that a statutory form for participation
requests should be required.
Table 2. Requirement for a statutory form by respondent
Respondent Group

Yes

%

No

Individuals
4
80%
1
Third Sector
18
62%
11
Organisations
Community Groups
4
67%
2
Local Authorities
22
85%
4
NHS
8
73%
3
Colleges
2
100%
0
Community Planning
6
67%
3
Partnerships
Other Public Sector
9
82%
2
Overall
73
74%
26
*Due to rounding the % total does not equal 100%

%
20%
38%

Number
No
responded response
5
1
29
1

33%
15%
27%
0%
33%

6
26
11
2
9

0
0
0
1
0

18%
26%

11
99

0
3

Benefits of and reasons for the use of a statutory form
17. Among the perceived benefits of, or reasons for, the use of a statutory form, a
common theme emerged on the importance of consistency and accessibility.
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Benefit to community bodies
18. It was mentioned that the use of a statutory form would provide a degree of
consistency in the initial stages of participation requests being made. It would
provide clarity for the community bodies making the request around the level of
information required and help community bodies to frame their requests. As some
respondents noted this was important as the requests would have to address the
criteria set out in section 22 of the Community Empowerment Act.
19. It was suggested that the consistency of approach in terms of the documentation
to be submitted would be important to keep participation processes, which may
be subject to some local variation, as straightforward as possible for community
bodies. This would also be important for community bodies that span more than
one local authority area or wish to address issues and opportunities spanning
different public bodies. Community bodies should find it easier to navigate
through systems as it will be less confusing than if different forms are used by
different organisations.
20. A small number of respondents stated that a statutory form was necessary and
should be standardised across public bodies, to prevent „obstructive bodies‟
complicating the process for community groups. Concern was raised that without
the use of a statutory form, it may be easier for public service authorities to refuse
participation requests if they feel community bodies have not provided adequate
information about the request. A statutory form places all community bodies on
an equal footing, including those less experienced working with public bodies,
and ensures that all parties involved know what information is required to fairly
consider a participation request.
Benefit to public authorities
21. It was voiced that a standard format and process for participation requests would
assist the public service authorities in assessing and responding to the request.
The use of a standard form would also help to ensure clarity and consistency of
information provided to Public Service Authorities as required by the legislation to
be provided by the community participation body.
22. A number of respondents made references that a standard form would allow
public service authorities to assess requests within the timescales set out in the
legislation without the need to go back to the community participation body for
additional information. Frivolous applications could be more easily dealt with and
it would enable public service authorities to readily identify participation requests
from other correspondence.
23. Some respondents commented that a standard form would allow for information
to be shared more easily between public authorities who have to respond to the
request and dialogue would be correspondingly easier as it was on a shared
understanding of what was required.
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Other benefits
24. A number of respondents commented that the creation of a Scotland wide,
standardised approach to submitting participation requests would be beneficial as
it would create a benchmark for requests. This would enable more meaningful
comparisons (locally and across boundaries) when reviewing the process and
impact of participation requests. This could help highlight a need for further
information and awareness building across geographic and other communities
about available services.
Other comments
25. A range of other suggestions and issues were raised by respondents which
included:


There should be with scope for public service authorities to add to and
enhance the statutory form to reflect local circumstances, policies and
procedures.



Having a recognised form would also ensure that the process is distinct and
sits as a specific augmentation to existing engagement and participation
mechanisms already in place.



When providing community participation bodies with a statutory form, public
service authorities should also provide a guide detailing the Participation
Request process; how long the response will take, what are the next stages
etc. It would also be helpful if the form encouraged community bodies to
make informal contact with a public service authority before submitting a
participation request, in particular to clarify the outcome and improvement
process that will form the focus for the request.



The level of participation sought by communities will vary from those seeking
to involve themselves in the planning of services, to those with ambitions of
taking on the delivery of services and this should be reflected in a two part
form. Recipients of a completed form within public service authorities should
be able to easily identify the level of participation sought and provide the
correct guidance accordingly.



It is critically important that the form is accessible, easy to understand, and
that public bodies make adequate efforts to support applicants to complete
the form as necessary. The statutory form must be accessible in a range of
formats to meet the needs of those individuals and interest groups who are
most likely to be excluded from decision-making, outcome improvement and
service planning



The example statutory form which is included in annex B could be improved
in terms of accessibility (for example, the language used in the notes),
inclusion of more background information (for example, definition of a
community body, outline of process that will follow), and tailoring by public
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service authorities, for example, to include contact details for appropriate
individuals within those bodies.


One respondent noted that when the Community Right to Buy of the Land
Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 was first introduced it did not include an
application form. At a later date Scottish Government produced a standard
application form to provide clarity as to the information required and this has
greatly assisted this early part of the right to buy process.

The drawbacks of the use of a statutory form
26. 26% of those who answered Question One stated that a statutory form for
making a participation request should not be required.
27. Many respondents focused on the impact of having a statutory form on the
community bodies who want to participate. It was suggested that the use of a
statutory form would have a negative impact on community groups:


A badly designed form may put some community groups off and act as a
barrier for those wanting to participate, including where members have
disabilities.



Often disadvantaged communities are dissuaded by forms, especially if there
are difficulties with written English. Forms can make some communities feel
excluded and out of place.



To ensure that groups who may find it difficult to complete a form, such as
those with low literacy or where English is not their first language, alternative
application methods should be accepted.

28. A good number of respondents suggested that while a statutory form was not
required a non-statutory or model form could be used which could then be
adapted to meet local needs.
Other comments
29. Some respondents who did not agree with the use of a statutory form added
further commentary in their response. Some suggestions and issues raised by
respondents included:


The onus should be on the public body to facilitate the process of
participation, and therefore accept requests for participation in a variety of
formats and not have the format of this set by legislation.



Public participation exists in a range of policing and partnership so we should
be careful not to bureaucratise existing participation.



It would be preferable to develop a local form that could reflect local
geography, utilise language that is meaningful to communities, fit with local
culture e.g. Gaelic Language, be able to be adapted as knowledge and
14

experience of participation requests develops, contain local information on
where to access guidance and support and be integrated to associated local
systems that exist


Each Community Planning Partnership should have the scope to create a
locally relevant process to be applied consistently to all participation requests.
There should be transparency and systematic information provided for all
requests to ensure fairness as well as to demonstrate an audit trail to show
the correct process has been followed.



As there are many public service authorities that can receive a participation
request, a non-statutory form developed for use within a Community Planning
Partnership would allow for consistency between these different
organisations. A non-statutory form is appropriate provided it is not overly
onerous or complicated and does not prevent any community groups from
applying to make a request.



It is important for each public service authority to have a consistent form and
not to each have their own one which could lead to multiple forms for
community bodies to contend with. A further consideration is that there may
be conflict with other pieces of legislation which require information to be
gathered and recorded in specific formats.



The form which is included as annex B of the consultation could be improved
in terms of accessibility (for example, re language used in the notes),
inclusion of more background information (for example, definition of a
community body, outline of process that will follow), and tailoring by public
service authorities, for example, to include contact details for appropriate
individuals within those bodies.

Question 2: No requirement for a statutory form
30. Question 2 asked:
“Should it be possible for a community body to put in a participation request
without using a form? (Yes/No) Please give reasons for your response.”
Overall views
31. Almost all of the respondents (96%) addressed question 2. Of these the overall
majority (58%) answered no, expressing the view that it should not be possible
for a community body to put in a participation request without using a form. There
were, however, some differences in the way that different groups responded to
this question with a substantial majority of individuals, third sector organisations
and community groups responding yes.
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Table 3. No requirement for a statutory form by respondent
Respondent Group

Yes

%

No

%

Number
No
responded response
5
1
29
1

Individuals
Third Sector
Organisations
Community Groups
Local Authorities
NHS
Colleges
Community Planning
Partnerships
Other Public Sector
Overall

4
19

80%
66%

1
10

20%
34%

4
5
5
0
2

67%
19%
45%
0
25%

2
21
6
2
6

33%
81%
55%
100%
75%

6
26
11
2
8

0
0
0
1
1

2
41

18%
42%

9
57

82%
58%

11
98

0
4

32. Respondents were asked to explain the reasons for their answer, and most of
those who addressed the question did so, though a number referred to the
answer they had given in response to Question 1.
The drawbacks of not using a statutory form
33. As stated above, 58% of those who answered Question Two stated a form should
be used.
34. As under Question One a large number of respondents stressed the importance
of consistency and the benefits that a statutory form would bring. Respondents
pointed towards the benefits of a consistent approach to help with gathering
information, assessing the request and making decisions, especially when the
initial decision is about whether it is made by a Community Participation Body
and whether the request meets statutory requirements. A standard form would
also help to ensure that all requests are dealt with openly and fairly, can be
routed to the correct organisation/part of an organisation and is responsive to
local needs.
35. A number of respondents also mentioned that, while a form should be used, they
highlighted the importance of the support and assistance for community groups in
the completion of any necessary forms.
Other comments
36. For those supportive of the requirement for a statutory form, further suggestions
and issues raised included:


The example of what a statutory form may look like, as set out in Annex B to
the consultation, seemed simple and manageable for participation bodies to
complete. Guidance providing details and examples on how to fill in the form
would further ensure that the statutory form would not act as a barrier to
communities making requests.

16



If there is no form then it is possible that some community bodies may not
provide the information required, particularly if the requirements of a
participation request have not been well publicised by public bodies.



An electronic or paper trail will be vital for ensuring guidelines around
response times are upheld. Therefore forms submitted by email or post
should be the only method of participation request permitted.



Informal engagement with communities should not be discouraged or overbureaucratised



In practice, a two-stage process might be sensible. Guidance could
encourage community bodies to get in touch with an appropriate officer in a
public body to informally discuss the issues involved and whether a
participation request was the best course of action. If the community body
then decided a formal request should be submitted then this should be done
through a standard form.



Not requiring a statutory form will increase the likelihood of refusals. Although
some community bodies may not like forms, it will ensure that necessary
information is given in a standardized way that makes evaluation more
straightforward and equal. If not, it will be easier for public service authorities
to not assess applications adequately and fairly.

Benefits of, and reasons for, having no requirement for a form
37. Many respondents focussed on the benefits that a more flexible approach would
bring for community groups:


It should be possible for a community body to put in a participation request
using its own preferred method of communication. This should promote an
inclusive approach to receiving requests.



This is new and there is no experience of the problems that may arise in the
processes and procedures designed to ensure the rights and wishes of
community groups to participate in the decisions that affect them. Maximum
flexibility would perhaps be sensible.



Verbal and face-to-face communication can be easier for some people with
learning disabilities and is sometimes their preferred means of
communication. A more flexible approach and alternatives to a statutory form
should be available for groups who may find a statutory form challenging.
This should enable people from a range of different backgrounds and
experiences to benefit from the legislation. Any form should act as a guide to
make the process as open as possible for community groups to engage in.
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Other comments
38. Additional comments made by respondents who indicated that a statutory form
was not necessary included:


There may be advantages in allowing for a community body initiating the
process without using a form at that stage, in order to facilitate groups and
communities that are less confident to make use of the participation request
process. This could enable the start of a dialogue including discussion on what
support the community body needs.



As an initial expression of interest a letter or statement could be used at the
earliest stage. A form could then be used to focus thinking and formalise the
approach.



The community body should be required to submit their request in writing and
state that it is a participation request under the Community Empowerment
(Scotland) Act 2015.



Some partners highlighted the example of Freedom of Information Requests
(which can be submitted in any format and must be interpreted widely to fully
support the applicants) as an example of both the benefits and disbenefits of
not using forms – particularly differences in interpretation which may result in
delay for applicants or additional resource burden for authorities.



The guidance could stipulate that services must work with such bodies for a
sufficient period of time to help them develop their request and submit the
forms, perhaps following the completion of an expression of interest. A similar
process of informal discussion exists pre-submission of Community Asset
Transfer forms.



The onus should be on the public service to gather the standard information as
needed in the form directly from the community member or group. Considering
that the purpose of Participation Requests is to encourage participation among
communities who may not be traditionally heard or recognised, this flexibility
within the request process is reasonable.
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Special Circumstances for not using a statutory form
39. It was perhaps expected that the answers to this question would to a large extent
mirror the responses to Question One with those who had believed the use of a
statutory form should be required would express the view that it should not be
possible for a community body to put in a participation request without using a
form.
40. This was largely the case, however, a number of respondents who had
responded that the use of a statutory form should be required also expressed the
view in response to Question Two that it should be possible for community body
to put in a participation request without using a form. Many of those who
responded in this way commented that in exceptional or special circumstances
then the community participation body should be able to submit a participation
request without the use of a statutory fund. Respondents suggested that these
special circumstances could include issues such as visual impairment,
communication difficulties, access to technology, capacity or the content of the
request.
41. Respondents also suggested alternative means that a request could be made
such as through meetings or a telephone call should that remove the accessibility
barrier. One respondent suggested that it should be possible for community
organisations to have the form completed by someone advocating on their behalf.
Question 3: What information might a statutory form include
42. Question 3 asked:
“What else might a statutory form usefully cover beyond the example set out
in Annex B?”
Overall views
43. Almost all of the respondents (86%) answered question 3, though a number
replied with „no comment‟ and a number commented that they were content with
the example of a statutory form set out in annex B and offered no further input.
44. A good number of respondents commented on the content of the example and
suggested amendments to improve the form. This included changes and
additions to include: more information on contact details; date of the submission;
constitution and governance structure of the community body; how to measure
the success of the proposal; social media; description of their community; and
any community consultation and engagement undertaken by the community body
in support of the participation request.
45. A few respondents warned that any additions to the form should be made
carefully to avoid creating a further barrier to making a participation request.
46. It was suggested that the form provides an opportunity for the community body to
provide information about any support needs they have identified that would allow
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them to participate. This could include issues to do with accessibility, language
support and help understanding the process. The ability to raise such issues
early on will reduce the need for the community body to request support later on,
and mean that important information relating to the request and any support
needs is kept in one consistent location.
47. The form should allow community groups to attach additional evidence in relation
to the participation request. This could be for questions relating to their
knowledge, expertise, and experience and why they should be able to participate
in an outcome improvement process.
48. The importance of the language used in the form and that it needed to be more
user friendly and jargon free was widely supported. The guidance notes need to
better explain the process and definitions, as some community bodies may not
know to look at the guidance or legislation. Clear, concise explanation is needed,
along with user-friendly definitions of key terms used throughout the process. In
particular, clearer explanation is required surrounding terms such as outcomes,
provision of service, public service authorities, and what is a community body.
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Involvement of multiple public service authorities - timescale to respond
49. This section presents the findings relating to question 4 covering the timescale for
additional public service authorities to respond.
Question 4: timescale for additional public service authorities to respond
50. Question 4 asked:
“Is 14 days a reasonable amount of time for additional public service
authorities to respond? (Yes/No) If not, please suggest an alternative
timescale and explain reasons for the change.”
Overall views
51. Most of the respondents (89%) addressed question 4. Of these, the majority
(58%) answered no, expressing the view that 14 days was too short and more
time would be required under the regulations. However, there was a tendency for
individuals, Third Sector Organisations, Community Groups to agree this was
sufficient time.
52. The respondents suggested increases in the timescale ranging from 14 working
days to 3 months. The majority of responses suggested an increase in the time to
respond of between 20 and 30 days.
Table 4: Timescale for additional public service authorities to respond by
respondent
Respondent Group

Yes

%

No

%

Number
No
responded response
3
3
24
6

Individuals
Third Sector
Organisations
Community Groups
Local Authorities
NHS
Colleges
Community Planning
Partnerships
Other Public Sector
Overall

3
14

100%
58%

0
10

0%
42%

5
6
1
0
5

83%
23%
9%
0%
56%

1
20
10
2
4

17%
77%
91%
100%
44%

6
26
11
2
9

0
0
0
1
0

4
38

40%
42%

6
53

60%
58%

10
91

1
11

Reasons against a 14 day timescale for additional public service authorities to
respond
53. Most respondents who answered „no‟ provided their reasoning which included:


The additional authority might require a Management Board/Council level
decision whether or not they wished to participate. 14 days is insufficient time to

21

allow the process to be completed and would need a considerable time
extension.


A 14 day response time could be difficult to maintain during holiday periods,
periods of organisational change, staff absence or where some negotiation on
bodies that are in scope needs to take place



For consistency, the response time should be equivalent to other legislation such
as the 20 days provided for in Freedom of Information legislation



14 days, whilst a reasonable target, may not be long enough to let the public
service authority (PSA) receive and assess the application then send it to another
PSA, if necessary, before arriving at a decision



If the request raises significant issues for the public service authority, it would be
useful for the public service authority to be able to extend the 14 day period to
arrive at a decision on the request. This would require the provision of a
reasoned, written notification to the Community Participation Body within say,
seven days.



We believe giving additional public service authorities three weeks instead of two
will allow bodies to thoughtfully evaluate applications and conduct the necessary
planning and research needed to adequately consider the request.

Promoting the use of participation requests
Question 5
54. This section presents the findings relating to question 5 covering promotion by
public service authorities of participation requests.
55. Question 5 asked:
“What, if any, are the particular/specific ways that public service authorities
should promote the use of participation requests?”
56. Almost all respondents (97%) answered this question.
Overall views
57. There were a range of responses and commentary provided by the respondents.
However, the majority of respondents suggested that the public service authority
should have a designated page/portal to promote participation requests on their
websites.
58. Respondents also suggested that public service authorities should use a variety
of other mechanisms to promote participation requests, these included promotion
through:


Social media
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Local press and/or local radio
Community newsletters
Information available in community spaces, e.g. posters in libraries‟
community and leisure centres
Community councils
The Third Sector Interface and other partner organisations
Community focussed third party and umbrella body websites and newsletters
Roadshows and community based events
Community Learning and Development practitioners
Surgeries held by local elected members, MSPs and MPs
Customer service charter

59. Suggestions were also made as to how the promotion of participation requests
might work, e.g. public service authorities should publicise successful examples
of participation requests to show community groups what is involved and confirm
that public bodies are engaging with the participation request process. Also that
any promotion should identify and support that can be provided and signpost to
relevant third sector organisations that may be able to assist community bodies in
preparing their applications.
60. A number of respondents suggested during the development of local policy and
service design and delivery by the public service authority there should be a
requirement on public bodies to promote the use of participation requests. It was
also commented that public service authorities should ensure a high level of
awareness within their own staff teams, particularly those who work directly with
communities, third sector organisations or other community advocates.
61. A further proposal was that there needs to be a nationally supported and
resourced strategy for promoting participation requests and the Scottish
Government may wish to consider advertising Participation Requests so that they
are more widely known about.
62. While the majority of respondents were positive about the need to promote
participation requests, some commented that there were risks involved, in
particular noting that public service authorities‟ resources are already limited and
increasingly stretched. The proper and thorough undertaking of participation
requests by public service authorities should take precedence over the promotion
of requests by public service authorities. Also certain forms of promotion may
inadvertently encourage communities to engage via participation requests rather
than more relevant existing processes.
63. A few respondents commented that regulations were not required. Whilst public
service authorities should promote the use of participation requests, there should
be no particular/specific ways that public service authorities need to do this.
Guidance could cover promotion rather than regulations.
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Supporting the use of participation requests
Question 6
64. This section presents the findings relating to question 6 covering support by
public service authorities of participation requests.
65. Question 6 asked:
“What are the ways that public service authorities should support community
participation bodies to make a participation request and participate in an outcome
improvement process that should be set out in the regulations?”
66. Almost all respondents (94%) answered this question.
Overall views
67. It was widely suggested that a single point of contact would be helpful in
supporting community bodies to make a participation request. The focus at this
stage would be on developing a request and completing and submitting any
necessary forms. At this point, additional support needs may also be highlighted
including interpretation support, advocacy and help making the request in a
different, more suitable, format.
68. A number of respondents suggested that the third sector and advocacy
organisations should have a role to play in the support provided to community
bodies in making a request and during the process. In particular it was suggested
that Third Sector Interfaces were well placed to play this supporting role and
would also be independent of the authorities.
69. The National Standards of Community Engagement were mentioned by a
number of respondents and the principles outlined in the National Standards
should underpin participation request activity by the public service authority. The
principles highlighted were:


Support: working with the community body to identify and overcome barriers
to participation.



Sharing information: ensuring that the community body has access to the
information that it needs to participate effectively, provided in good time and in
formats that are accessible.



Improvement: working with the community body to develop actively the skills,
knowledge and confidence of all the participants to a level that enables them
to participate effectively. The precise nature of the capacity building support
required would be the subject of negotiation.

70. The need for more resources was highlighted. This was in terms of the additional
resources required for public service authorities to support community bodies
throughout the process and community bodies in making the request and during
any outcome improvement process. It was suggested that this could potentially
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be a significant resource requirement if, for example, a local authority was
dealing simultaneously with many requests.
71. A few of the respondents suggested that any support requirements should be
dealt with by non-statutory guidance rather than regulations, and that different
approaches may be more or less suitable in differing public sector authorities.
The Regulations should not be overly prescriptive about the levels and methods
of support that should be provided to community participation bodies because the
levels of support required will vary significantly depending on:


The level of experience, existing capacity within the community participation
body and other sources of support that may be available from elsewhere



The nature and scale of the Outcome Improvement Process – for example, it
is anticipated that considerably more support will be required if the
Community Participation Body is looking to take over service delivery
responsibility.

72. Several respondents commented that the regulations might require the public
service authority to identify and discuss with individual community participation
bodies at the outset the levels and nature of support that they require and would
find beneficial. Being prescriptive around how this support should work by
including it within the regulations may constrain the level and type of support
available rather than more innovative approaches which could be developed with
the community participation body.
Additional support for communities
Question 7
73. This section presents the findings relating to question 7 covering the types of
community that may need additional support to form participation bodies, make
participation requests and participate in the outcome improvement process.
74. Question 7 asked:
“What types of communities could the regulations specify that may need
additional support? Please give reasons for your response.”
75. Almost all respondents (92%) answered this question.
Reasons for specifying particular types of communities who may need
additional support
76. There was support from some for the Regulations to specify groups with
protected characteristics under the Equalities Act as they may well be at a
disadvantage in attempting to put forward participation requests.
77. Other respondents were more specific and mentioned communities could include
those with language or literacy difficulties, for example communities in which
English is commonly not the members‟ first language. Also people with
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disabilities were mentioned by a number of respondents as requiring additional
support due to their disability.
78. Deprivation and socio-economic disadvantage was also mentioned as
communities in more deprived areas may often need more assistance to form a
community participation body and then engage a public authority in the
participation request process.
79. Other communities or community groups highlighted as potentially in need of
additional support due to reasons of disadvantage or vulnerability included:














The elderly who may have specific needs related to ageing
Community Councils
Groups of people who suffer from health problems which could prevent them
from making requests without support
Parents and families
Refugees
Gypsy travellers
Young people
People with mental health issues
Homeless people
Tenants groups
Groups in super sparse areas with less direct access to public bodies staff
members
Un-constituted community bodies
Dispersed rural communities

80. A variety of reasons were given for these groups requiring additional support. It
was suggested that disadvantaged communities are more likely to have fewer
skills, less confidence and less well-developed and connected community
organisations. Without support in place for these communities, the function of
participation requests will be undermined as many communities will not be in
such a strong starting position to contribute effectively to improving outcomes.
81. It was thought that there is a risk that participation requests, at least in the early
stages, may come only from community bodies that are already well-placed to
participate (e.g. they have the skills and resources needed to work with a public
service authority and make a formal request). These bodies might not be those
representing communities that are suffering from inequalities or disadvantage.
That is why there will need to be additional support for those communities who
are experiencing greater inequality of outcome and higher levels of deprivation,
which will require to be resourced.
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Reasons against specifying particular types of communities who may need
additional support
82. A number of respondents commented on potential difficulties that they believe
may arise if the regulations specify communities that may need additional
support. This included:


Support should be assessed and decided locally and there is a danger if a
generic approach, particularly in rural areas, of excluding community
participation bodies that may not be listed



Participants may at risk of being stigmatised through being identified in the
regulations as a community which may require additional support



Almost all communities will require additional support at some stage, it isn‟t
appropriate to make sweeping assumptions about certain community types



The regulations should not be prescriptive in this area. The broad commitment
should be to provide additional support to all of those who may need it in order
to participate effectively.

83. It was suggested by these respondents that this may be better covered through
guidance and encouraging good practice, rather than through regulations. It was
also suggested that encouraging a wide range of approaches may lead to more
innovative approaches being developed.
84. Some respondents suggested that if regulations specify which communities
should be targeted then additional funding should be made available for public
service authorities in order to resource this on a larger scale than they are
currently able. Concerns were expressed that without more resource then the
regulations may reinforce inequalities in access to and influence on public
services across different communities as only those who have the most power
and capacity will be able to exercise this right.
Making the decision
85. This sections presents the findings relating to questions 8 and 9 covering the
timescale for making a decision and any additional information that should be in a
decision notice.
Question 8: Timescale for making a decision
86. Question 8 asked:
“How long should the public service authority have to assess the participation
request and give notice to the community participation body? Is 30 days a
reasonable amount of time? If not, how long should the period for making a
decision be? Please give reasons for your response.”
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Overall views
87. Most respondents (87%) addressed question 6. Of these the majority (58%)
answered yes, expressing the view that 30 days was a reasonable amount of
time. The exception here was from local authorities, where a majority did not
agree.
Table 5. Timescale for making a decision by respondent
Respondent Group

Yes

%

No

%

Number
No
responded response
4
2
23
7

Individuals
Third Sector
Organisations
Community Groups
Local Authorities
NHS
Colleges
Community Planning
Partnerships
Other Public Sector
Overall

4
13

100%
57%

0
10

0%
43%

3
10
7
2
8

50%
40%
64%
100%
89%

3
15
4
0
1

50%
60%
36%
0%
11%

6
25
11
2
9

0
1
0
1
0

5
52

56%
58%

4
37

44%
42%

9
89

2
13

Reasons for 30 days being reasonable
88. From the comments provided by those supporting that 30 days was a reasonable
timescale it was clear they considered this as a reasonable period given that the
initial assessment is designed to take people to the start of a dialogue. It should
allow time for adequate consultation, discussion and formulation of the response
from the public service authority.
89. However, some suggested that, although 30 days was a reasonable amount of
time, there may need to be exceptions to this, including:


There should be the ability to extend the time frame by mutual agreement
between the public service authority and the community participation body



Should additional information be requested from the applicants, the clock
should stop until this has been received



Depending on the need to involve another Public Service Authority(s) and the
extent of its complexity, a clause giving the option to extend this would be
desirable



There may be circumstances where a request is made that is time critical and
to wait 30 days would mean that the request was no longer valid



There is always the possibility that the participation of a particular community
body in a particular process might require a change in Council policy, which
would need to go to committee and would require a longer lead time
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Reasons for 30 days not being reasonable
90. Almost all of those respondents who expressed a view that 30 days was not a
reasonable amount of time to give notice to the community participation body of
its decision believed it should be longer than 30 days. Only a very small number
felt it should be shorter. A couple of themes emerged; firstly that decisions
needed to be authorised via authorities‟ relevant governing structures (e.g.
elected Councillors or the Management Board); secondly that there may be
complex cases which might involve multiple public service authorities. Both
situations would lead to more time likely to be required.
Governance structures
91. In particular some local authority respondents highlighted that the nature of the
decision would require to be taken by elected members and 30 days would be
unlikely to be met by the current arrangements that they have in place.
It was suggested that the timescale be increased to 45-60 days. Also, that
integration with the typical statutory routines - committee meetings cycle - should
be considered and mitigated where possible with schemes of delegation to speed
up the process.
Complex Cases
92. It was widely commented that, while 30 days may be enough time for simple
cases, if the case was more complicated then regulations should be flexible to
provide for longer than 30 days, with proposals to increase this to 42-60 days, 30
working days or else have a tailored timescale depending on the nature of the
request It was also suggested that the timescale should be able to be increased if
the community participation body agreed to an increase in the timescale for a
response.
93. It was suggested that public service authorities may need time to explore the
request with the community participation body, partner agencies and other bodies
with an interest in the outcome to understand any background behind a request
and carefully consider the best way to progress. Also, complex cases may be due
to the request being dealt with by multiple public service authorities and
suggested that the time to respond should be increased to ensure proper
consideration and planning is given to each request.
94. It was highlighted that there were risks associated with implementing a timescale
which is too tight. There is a danger that participation requests could be refused
because public service authorities have not had enough time to properly consider
the request and plan. It may also lead to frustration on the part of the Community
Participation Body where the timescale is missed.
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Less Time than 30 days
95. A couple of respondents suggested that 30 days was too long and public service
authorities should be required to respond quicker. It was considered that a
shorter period would still would provide sufficient time for public service
authorities to assess participation requests. Also, the Community Participation
Body would likely want to be able take forward its efforts, ideas and engagement
as quickly as possible.
Decision notice – additional information
Question 9
96. This section presents the findings relating to question 9 which asked if there were
any additional information requirements that should be included within a decision
notice.
97. Question 9 asked:
“Are there any additional information requirements that should be included in
connection with a decision notice? Please give reasons for your response.”
98. Most respondents (84%) answered this question.
Overall views

99. A number of respondents had either no comment or stated that the information
contained within the regulations was sufficient. These respondents expressed the
general view that the requirement to provide the community participation body
with the decision notice and to publish this on a website was sufficient. If the
decision is to refuse the request then the reasons for this will have to be given. If
the participation request is agreed then information on the process and the
involvement of the community participation body will have to be outlined. There
is also provision for the community participation body to propose changes to the
outcome improvement process.
100. A large number of respondents commented that it was important that a
decision notice clearly explains the reasons for refusing a request. Respondents
also made a number of suggestion for additional information that such a decision
notice could contain, including:


Contact details within the public service authority to provide clarification if
required



Information on what the community can do if they are dissatisfied with the
decision to refuse and if the public service authority has established any
internal review process or the ability to use the public service authorities
complaints‟ procedure
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Signposting to additional sources of support and guidance to improve the
application



Information on any decision making panel to encourage accessibility and
transparency



An invitation to receive fuller feedback



Information on how the public service authority will mitigate the relevant
issues of inequality raised by the community body in the participation request



The reasons for what constitutes “reasonable grounds for refusal”



Any specific policies or criteria that have been applied as part of their decision
making process

101. If the decision notice was agreed, suggestions were also made about
additional information that such a decision notice could contain, including:


What is available for that participation (financial and practical) so the
community participation body can plan ahead to take part properly



Brief details of next steps, i.e. contact details and a timescale for initial
contact/meeting



Information on how the community body will be supported to participate in the
outcome improvement process or where community bodies can seek external
support



Full details of the request, the community body and contact details so that
other members of that community may seek further information from the
community body or seek to become involved if it is an issue which affects
them

102. One respondent suggested that it would be helpful if an open online portal
was created containing an accessible archive of previous applications, supporting
information and decision notices. This will assist communities in refining future
applications and sharing good practice However, A couple of respondents
mentioned the potential need for confidentiality. It was suggested that having full
details of a participation request published and available for other to see may put
bodies off using them. A community body should be able to request to be listed
anonymously.
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Outcome Improvement Process – Additional Information
103. This section presents the findings relating to questions 10 and 11 covering the
additional information that may be required in relation to the outcome
improvement process.
Question 10: additional information in relation to the outcome improvement
process
104.

Question 10 asked:

“What other information, if any, should the regulations specify should be
published in relation to the proposed outcome improvement process? Please give
reasons for your response.”
105.

Most respondents (80%) answered this question.

Overall views
106. A widely expressed view was that the information contained in the regulations
was sufficient and a few commented that adding further information would make
the process unduly bureaucratic. However, a number of suggestions were made
for additional information by several respondents, including:


The contact details of a single point of contact for the group in the lead public
service authority to ensure straightforward engagement with the community
body



The timescale for the outcome improvement process should be published to
help keep the community informed and reassured that progress was being
made



Information on the support available for the community participation body to
participate



The evaluative and monitoring processes being used, to show how the impact
of the process is being monitored and measured



An outcome improvement may take place over a long period of time and so
regular updates should also be provided by the public service authority

107.

Further suggestions included:



A summary of representations received and detail of how the process now
differs from that originally proposed described previously by the public service
authority under section 25 of the Act



Public service authorities should state how learning will be captured, shared,
and incorporated into future planning. Publishing details of how learning will
be captured will increase transparency and accountability and make it more
likely that community bodies feel they have control over the process
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Information relating to the outcome improvement process should, like the
Participation Request form and guidance, be available in a range of formats
and Plain English



The business sector will have interests that will have to be taken into account.
For example, in the case of Business Improvement Districts. In a BID, if there
is a request for participation in a local service, issues may arise where a local
authority has already entered into a service agreement with a private sector
partner



Every process should include a public event, probably led by the community
organisation, to ensure the process involves, as much as possible, the wider
local community directly affected by the service provision



The sanctions that could be applied where stated outcome improvements do
not happen and detail of how communities can raise lack of progress in an
outcome improvement process



Official signatures should be required from all parties involved to show that
that all partners were involved and are in agreement regarding the outcome
improvement process



Information on how inequalities are being/have been addressed through the
outcome improvement process.

108. The issue of confidentiality was highlighted again with a couple of
respondents commenting that there is an assumption in the draft, that the
community participation body making the proposal wants it publicised. This might
not always be the case. In certain exceptional circumstances e.g. where the
group represents a small and potentially vulnerable group of service users, who
are concerned about privacy, we suggest they should be entitled to at least ask
for their involvement to remain private and confidential.
109. One respondent commented that the draft regulation requiring public service
authorities to publish every detail of the proposed process seemed unduly
prescriptive and would likely to lead to unnecessary bureaucracy.
Question 11: additional information in relation to a modified outcome
improvement process
110.

Question 11 asked:

“What other information, if any, should the regulations specify should be
published in relation to the modified outcome improvement process? Please give
reasons for your response.”
111.

Most respondents (77%) answered this question.
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Overall views
112. As for question 10, there were a large number of respondents expressed the
view that the information contained in the regulations was sufficient.
113. A number of suggestions for additional information were made by multiple
respondents, including:


Reasons why the outcome improvement process was modified for clarity and
transparency



The evaluative and monitoring processes being used to understand how the
impact of the process is being monitored and measured



The date upon which the modification took place



The timescale for the modified outcome improvement process

114.

Respondents also made a number of other suggestions, including:



A summary of representations received and detail of how the process now
differs from that originally proposed described previously by the public service
authority under section 28 of the Act



The outcomes from any new processes should be monitored to evaluate
progress against delivery



The contact details of the responsible officers in the lead public service
authority to ensure straightforward engagement for the community
participation body



Official signatures should be required from all parties involved to show that
that all partners were involved and are in agreement regarding the modified
outcome improvement process



Information on how inequalities are being/have been addressed through the
outcome improvement process



Who the community participation body was representing e.g. how many
people, how did they engage with the group to seek views?

Information in Reports
115. This section presents the findings relating to question 12 covering the
additional information that may be required in relation to reports on the outcome
improvement process.
Question 12
116.

Question 12 asked:

“Section 31 sets out the aspects that the report of the outcome improvement
process must contain. What other information, if any, should the regulations
require the report include? Please give reasons for your response.
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117.

Most respondents (80%) answered this question.

Overall views
118. A large number of respondents expressed the view that the information
contained in the regulations was sufficient. A few respondents commented that it
may be too soon to properly ascertain whether the outcome has been improved.
119. A number of suggestions for additional information were made by multiple
respondents, including:


Any improvements that need to be made for future outcome improvement
processes and identify key lessons that need to be applied. This evaluation
approach is important in developing this approach



Highlight changes/improvements that are going to continue or be made as a
result of the process and indicate why and over what timeframe any further
improvement to outcomes would be expected



The views of the community body should be included in the published report
as this would offer transparency in relation to each request

120.

Respondents made a number of other suggestions, including:



Authorities should be required to include in the report details of any
arrangements they consider appropriate to measure, monitor and publicise
future improvement of the outcome



It should detail any additional supports that were put in place to enable
participation to demonstrate how inclusive the process was



Record any changes made in response to the participation and /or issues
raised in participation which were not able to be addressed



Greater emphasis on how the improvement process has addressed inequality



The report could also indicate where community participation has increased
as a result of the Participation Request, or where additional unanticipated
benefits have arisen



Information on how the community can remain as an active participant and
partner in continuing to ensure the outcomes improvement

121. A few respondents commented on the need for additional resources required
to produce the outcome report. It was suggested that there is a risk that the
additional requirements will divert staff away from engagement with community
groups if the output is focused on the production of published reports.

35

Question 13
122.

Question 13 asked:

“Do you have any other comments on the draft Participation Request (Procedure)
(Scotland) Regulations 2016?”.
123. Respondents used this question to raise more general issues relating to
participation more broadly, as well as reiterating themes and issues already
covered in the specific questions. No new themes arose in relation to the
proposed participation request regulations.
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Annex 1
ORGANISATIONAL RESPONDENTS
The consultation received 102 responses. Of these 96 were received from
organisations and 6 from individuals. Organisational Respondents that gave
permission for their organisations name to be published are listed below.
Scottish Health Council, part of Healthcare Improvement Scotland
Highland Community Planning Partnership
The Moray Council
National Third Sector GIRFEC Project
Renfrewshire Council
Scottish Independent Advocacy Alliance
Scottish Borders Council
The Hub Dumfries and Galloway
Community Planning West Dunbartonshire
Renfrewshire Community Planning Partnership
Highlands and Islands Enterprise
Renfrewshire Council
Fife Council
South Lanarkshire Council
The National Trust for Scotland
Community Land Advisory Service
PAS
Scottish Allotments and Gardens Society
Highland Third Sector Interface
Glasgow City Council
Trust Housing Association
NHS Grampian
Aberdeenshire Council
Glasgow Clyde College
Scottish Property Federation
South West Scotland Transport Partnership (SWestrans)
Community Planning Aberdeen
South Ayrshire Council
East Renfrewshire Council
North Ayrshire Council
Midlothian Council
Mastrick, Sheddocksley and Summerhill Community Council
Angus Community Planning Partnership
Audit Scotland
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport
Police Scotland
Perth and Kinross Council (Community Planning Partnership)
NHS 24
Newtonhill, Muchalls & Cammachmore Community Council
NHS Health Scotland
Shetland Partnership
Scottish Ambulance Service
Scottish Commission for Learning Disability (SCLD)
Perth & Kinross Association of Voluntary Service
West Lothian Council
Forth Valley College of Further and Higher Education
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The Chartered Institute of Housing
Crosshouse Action Now Community Company Ltd
Development Trusts Association Scotland / Community Ownership Support Service
Scottish Community Development Centre
East Dunbartonshire Council
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar
Midlothian Voluntary Action
The Coalition for Racial Equality and Rights
Glasgow Voluntary Sector Racial Equality Network (GVSREN)
Aberdeen City Health and Social Care Partnership
NHS Lothian
Colleges Scotland
Community Learning and Development Standards Council for Scotland
Glasgow & West of Scotland Forum of Housing Associations
CVS Inverclyde
Scottish Natural Heritage
NHS Grampian
NHS Dumfries and Galloway – DG Health and Wellbeing
Renfrewshire Community Planning Partnership
YouthLink Scotland
Aberdeen Civic Forum
Aberdeenshire Alcohol and Drug Partnership
Highland Council
NHS Highland
Upper Tweed Community Council
Health and Social Care Alliance Scotland
Dumfries and Galloway Council
Aberdeenshire Community Planning Partnership
Historic Environment Scotland
Cairngorms National Park Authority
EVOC
East Ayrshire Council
Coupar Angus Social Capital Audit & Democracy Experiment (CASCADE)
Federation of Nithsdale Community Halls
Greater Glasgow and Clyde NHS Board
Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National Park
Dundee Third Sector Interface
Dundee City Council
Renfrewshire Council
Linlithgow and Linlithgow Bridge Community Council
North Lanarkshire Council
Scottish Refugee Council
Orkney Islands Council
Glasgow Centre for Population Health
Health and Social Care Alliance Scotland
NHS Ayrshire & Arran
NHS Tayside
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