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EDUCATION COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

12th Meeting, 2004 (Session 2) 
 

Wednesday 28 April 2004 

The Committee will meet at 10.30 am in Committee Room 3 

1. School closures: The Committee will consider issues arising from recent 
proposals for school closures. 

2. Procedures Committee inquiry into legislation procedures: The Committee 
will consider correspondence from the Convener of the Procedures Committee to 
the Convener of the Education Committee. 

3. Annual report: The Committee will consider its annual report for 2003-04.  

4. Child protection inquiry: The Committee will consider the evidence that has 
been taken and whether to invite further witnesses. 

Not before 11.30 am 

5. Budget process 2005-06: The Committee will take evidence from— 

Peter Peacock, Minister for Education and Young People 

6. Budget process 2005-06: The Committee will consider issues arising from its 
consideration of the budget process 2005-06. 

 
Martin Verity  

Clerk to the Committee  
Room 2.7, Committee Chambers 

Ext. 0131 348 5204  
 

************************************************** 
 

The following papers are enclosed for the meeting: 
 
Agenda item 1 
SPICE briefing note on school closures 
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Agenda item 2 
Papers on Procedures Committee inquiry into legislative 
procedures 
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Agenda item 3 
Draft annual report 
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Agenda item 4 
Summary of evidence in Child Protection Inquiry 
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Agenda item 5 
Paper copies of Powerpoint slide presentation 
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The following papers are enclosed for information: 
 
Agenda item 5 
Advisers’ budget paper (re-issue) 
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Rural School Closures 
 
1. Introduction 
1.1 This paper provides information to date on the debate on rural school closures.  
 
2. Background 
2.1 The closure of particular schools is a matter for local authorities, although 

regulations govern requirements for consultation and circumstances in which 
proposals should be submitted to Scottish Ministers.  The legal requirements 
regarding school closures, including requirements for consultation are 
summarised in SPICe briefing SB 04-23 School Closures. 

 
2.2 The issue of closing rural schools was considered in the first session by the 

then Education, Culture and Sport Committee on 27 June 2000 (Committee OR 
Col 1263-1274 27 June 2000).  This was initially in response to Petition 175 on 
the closure of six primary schools in Argyll and Bute. The petitioner asserted the 
proposed closure was based on incorrect material facts, which were presented 
by Argyll and Bute Council as: educational gains from larger peer groups; 
predicted falling rolls; and savings on the cost of maintenance. The petitioner 
questioned the lack of evidence in support of Argyll and Bute’s arguments for 
school closures. 

 
2.3 Cathy Peattie MSP presented a report to the Committee on Petition 175 at the 

meeting on 27 June 2000. The report pointed to the test of ‘proportionate 
advantage’, as outlined in a speech made by Brian Wilson on 20 March 1998.  

 
No school should close on financial grounds alone.  There must also be a credible 
educational justification for closure.  I am now inviting education authorities to apply a test of 
proportionate advantage to any proposed closure of a rural primary school.  In other words, 
do the educational and financial gains deriving from a closure stand up to scrutiny and do 
they outweigh the negative effects – on that rural community and the children and their 
families – which that closure will have? 
 
It is important that all those consulted on closure proposals feel that they have been listened 
to, and have the opportunity properly to assess the balance of arguments for and against. 
This will put an onus firmly on the education authority to demonstrate the case for closure, as 
well as on the community affected to demonstrate the case for retention. 

 
No rural school should be closed solely on cost grounds Scottish Office News Release 
0583/98, March 20, 1998. 

 
2.4 The report highlighted the need for an ‘open and accountable approach’ in 

consideration of rural school closures and that criteria for closure should be 
based on the test for proportionate advantage. The report recommended that 
COSLA develop a code of practice in relation to rural schools, which would 
cover building communities, community planning, community consultation and 
school closures.   

 
2.5 The Committee agreed unanimous support for the report, and agreed to ask the 

local authority to recognise the report and the points raised in it. At the 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/research/briefings-04/sb04-23.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S1/official_report/cttee/educ-00/edp00-22.pdf


Committee’s following meeting on 4 July 2000, members heard from Jamie 
Stone MSP regarding his report on issues facing rural schools.  Members 
agreed to submit both reports to COSLA and ask it to review its guidelines on 
school closures (Committee OR Col 1275-1284 4 July 2000). 

 
2.6 In October 2001, COSLA referred the matter to the Scottish Executive asking 

for a review of the legislation relating to school closures. The Executive replied 
to the Education, Culture and Sport Committee on 12 March 2003 indicating 
that they would consider the matter in the light of the School Estates Strategy 
(Committee OR 3525-3527 25 March 2003). 

 
2.7 On 25 March 2004 Euan Robson MSP stated that the Executive had no plans 

to change the current rules, but indicated that guidelines may be issued to 
clarify the rules for local authorities (OR 7120 25 March 2004).  

 
2.8 On 1 April 2004 Peter Peacock MSP confirmed that ‘following discussions with 

COSLA, we will prepare guidance for parents and local authorities, to raise 
understanding of the processes and the responsibilities of the respective 
parties’ (S2O-1886).  He stated that he would; ‘try and move the process along 
as quickly as I can.’ Furthermore, Peter Peacock referred to Brian Wilson’s test 
of proportionate advantage, stating that ‘local authorities should still have 
regard to it’ (OR 7401 ). 

 
3. Motions  
3.1 The following motions have been issued by Members in relation to school 

closures: 
 

• S2M-1003# Christine Grahame: Crisis for Borders Schools. Lodged 4 
March 2004, taken in the Chamber on 25 March 2004 

 The motion included the proposal that the Executive ‘reject rural school 
closure proposals which, if they proceed, will permanently damage fragile 
communities’ (S2M-1002).   

 
• S2M-1035 Robin Harper: Proposed Closure of Midlothian Primary 

Schools. Lodged on 10 March 2004. 
 The motion proposed the extension of the statutory consultation period of 

28 days ‘to enable local communities to fully explore and comment on the 
proposals.’ 

 
• S2M-1070# Rt Hon Lord James Douglas-Hamilton: Proposed Closure of 

Five Primary Schools in Midlothian. Lodged on 18 March 2004. 
 The motion included the proposal that the closure of the schools 

concerned was ‘unjustifiable on educational and social grounds’.  
 
• S2M-1086# Rhona Brankin: Proposed Midlothian Primary School 

Closures. Lodged 23 March 2004. 
 The motion proposed that in addition to the statutory framework, local 

authorities should be informed by the Scottish Executive’s policies on the 
importance of rural services to sustainable rural communities and the need 
to promote rural businesses.   



 
• S2M-1111# Fiona Hyslop: Presumption Against Closure of Rural Schools 

– Code of Guidance. Lodged 26 March 2004. 
 The motion included the proposal that the Executive, ‘as a matter of 

priority, produce a revised code of guidance on rural school closures’. 
 
4. Petitions 
4.1 In 2000, in response to PE 175 on school closures in Argyll and Bute, the then 

Education, Culture and Sport Committee considered the issue of rural schools 
generally, and requested that COSLA draw up a Code of Practice. 

 
4.2 PE 342 requested that guidance on closures be developed and was considered 

by the Education, Culture and Sport Committee in the context of their work on 
rural schools over the period 2001-03. 

 
4.3 In response to PE 701, considered on 21st January 2004 the Petitions 

Committee agreed to write to the Ministers asking for an update on the 
development of the guidance. 

 
 
Nicki Georghiou 
SPICe Research 
23 April 2004 
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28 April 2004 
 

Procedures Committee inquiry into legislation procedures  
 
 
1. Members will be aware that the Procedures Committee is conducting an inquiry 

into the procedures and practices that determine the speed at which Bills 
progress. Further information on the inquiry is attached. 

 
2. The Education Committee, during its consideration of Stage 2 of the Education 

(Additional Support for Learning) (Scotland) Bill, asked the Convener to write to 
the Convener of the Procedures Committee on the question of the short time 
which is allowed between the publication and consideration of amendments. A 
copy of the Convener’s letter is attached.  

 
3. The Convener of the Procedures Committee has written to Committee Conveners 

to invite them to submit written evidence to the inquiry by Wednesday 5 May and 
to draw his letter to the attention of members. A copy of his letter is attached. 

 
4. Comments were made by the Deputy Minister in the Stage 3 Debate on the 

Education (Additional Support for Learning) (Scotland) Bill about the length of 
time between the deadline for lodging of amendments and consideration of 
amendments in committee and the chamber. An extract from the Official Report 
is attached. 

 
5. Members are invited to make any further comments for the Convener to submit to 

the Procedures Committee’s inquiry. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Martin Verity        
Clerk to the Committee  
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Committee News Release 

CPROC 02/2004 Thursday 12 February 2004 

  

1.1.1 PROCEDURES COMMITTEE LAUNCHES INQUIRY 
INTO LEGISLATION PROCEDURES  

1.1.2   

  

The Procedures Committee is undertaking a major inquiry into the procedures and 
practices that determine the speed at which Bills progress through the 3-Stage 
process from introduction to passing.  

Convener of the Committee, Iain Smith MSP said:  

“ This will be a major piece of work for the Committee. We plan to review the 
whole way that Bills are timetabled to ensure that there is sufficient time throughout 
the process for proper scrutiny of Bills to be carried out. The Committee is keen to 
get written evidence from as wide a range of people as possible who have 
experience of engaging with the Parliament in relation to a Bill."  

In particular, the Committee will be considering:  

• whether sufficient time is available for evidence-taking at Stage 1, 
particularly when more than one committee is involved;  

• whether sufficient time is available during Stages 2 and 3 for members (and 
outside interests) to prepare amendments for lodging, to consider 
amendments lodged by others and to debate amendments at meetings of 
committees and the Parliament;  

• whether the current minimum intervals between Stages are appropriate;  

• whether committees involved in considering a Bill after it is first introduced 
have sufficient opportunity at later Stages to consider the impact of 
amendments; and  

• to what extent the timetable should be determined by the Executive (or the 
member-in-charge of the Bill), the Bureau, committees or the Parliament as 
a whole.  

The main focus will be on Executive Bills, which have generally been subject to 
more timetabling pressure. However, the scope of the inquiry extends to other types 



 

 

of Public Bill – Committee Bills and Members' Bills – and will also take into 
account the effects of any procedural changes that may be proposed on specialised 
types of Bill such as Consolidation Bills and on Private Bills.  

Written evidence is invited from any MSP, person or organisation with an interest 
in or previous involvement in, the passage of a Scottish Parliament Bill. Evidence 
should be submitted, preferably in electronic form (MS Word preferred), to the 
Clerk to the Procedures Committee, procedures.committee@scottish.parliament.uk 
or at The Scottish Parliament, George IV Bridge, Edinburgh EH99 1SP. Please keep 
submissions to a maximum of 6 sides of A4 if at all possible. A brief summary of 
the main points at the beginning or end would be helpful.  

Evidence submitted may be published by the Parliament, in electronic or paper 
form. If you do not wish your submission to be made public, please request this 
clearly at the start of the submission giving your reasons. Any such request will be 
considered by the Committee.  

The initial deadline for written evidence is Wednesday 31 March 2004. Please 
indicate whether you would be prepared also to give oral evidence to the Committee 
if invited to do so. It is expected that oral evidence will be taken in late March and 
during April, with a view to completing the inquiry, if possible, before the summer 
recess.  

 

  

For further information, the media contact is: 

Sally Coyne: 0131 348 6269 (RNID Typetalk calls welcome)  
E-mail: sally.coyne@scottish.parliament.uk 

For specific committee information contact:  

Lewis McNaughton, Assistant Clerk to the Committee: 0131 348 5178 
E-mail: lewis.mcnaughton@Scottish.parliament.uk  

For public information enquiries, contact: 0131 34 85000  

For general enquiries, contact 0845 278 1999 (local call rate)  
Text phone: 0131 348 5415/ 0845 270 0152 (local rate) (RNID Typetalk calls 
welcome)  
Email: sp.info@scottish.parliament.uk 
Visit our website at: www.scottish.parliament.uk 

 

Back 

 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Education Committee 

 

lain Smith MSP      Room 3.5 PHQ  
Convener                                     George IV Bridge 
Procedures Committee                Edinburgh  
Room 3.03 PHQ  
George IV Bridge  
Edinburgh  

       
  Tel: 0131 3485792  

 
 9 March 2004  

Dear lain,  

The Education Committee, at its last meeting on 3 March 2004, noted with interest the 
Procedures Committee’s inquiry into Legislative Process. The Education Committee is 
currently considering the Education (Additional Support for Learning) (Scotland) Bill at Stage 
2 and has asked me to write to you.  

The Education Committee feels that more time between the publication of the grouping of 
amendments to a Bill and the date of the Committee meeting which is to consider them, 
would make for better debates. The Committee is conscious of the late working both by 
Parliamentary staff and by Executive staff which is required to make groupings available and 
to brief Ministers.  

The Committee is also of the view that it would be beneficial if subject Committees  and 
Executive Ministers had more time to consider amendments and would welcome appropriate 
procedural changes to give this effect.  

Yours sincerely,  

Robert Brown  

Convener



 

 

 

 
 
     



 

 

Extract from the Official Report of the parliamentary debate on the Education 
(Additional Support for Learning) (Scotland) Bill, 1 April 2004.  

 

 

17:23 

The Deputy Minister for Education and Young People (Euan Robson): In the 
customary manner, I take this opportunity to extend my thanks to all those who have 
contributed to the development and preparation of the bill. I am grateful to the bill 
team, not only for the amount of work that they have put in, but for tirelessly 
supporting Peter Peacock and me throughout the process. 

We need to consider the length of time between the deadline for lodging of 
amendments and consideration of amendments in committee and the chamber. 
When bills are as complex as this one, it is important that there be enough time for 
proper consideration of amendments. I remember one occasion on which my officials 
had to leave Victoria Quay at 2.30 on the morning of a committee meeting. That is 
not acceptable and we should change the process. The situation is the same for 
members, who have but a short time to consider amendments. 

I thank the Education Committee for its balanced, constructive and thorough 
approach and input to the bill and I thank the committee’s officials for all their hard 
work. Peter Peacock and I thank all the organisations and individuals that have 
helped to shape the bill. 
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The Annual Report of the Education Committee for the Parliamentary 

Year 11 June 2003 to 6 May 2004 
 
The Committee reports to the Parliament as follows— 
 

Introduction 

1. In order to determine the priorities for its forward work programme, the 
Committee took evidence from stakeholders on school discipline, school 
transport guidelines, funding of youth organisations, the Scottish Youth 
Parliament, child protection reform and developments in the School 
Qualifications Authority. The Committee also agreed that one of its prime 
functions was the thorough scrutiny of proposed legislation and the Scottish 
Executive’s future budget proposals.  

Inquiries and Reports 

2. The Committee is currently conducting an inquiry into child protection.  In 
order to avoid duplicating the work undertaken by the Scottish Executive and 
City of Edinburgh Council in their recent reports into this issue, the Committee 
has concentrated on assessing the progress being made by the Scottish 
Executive in the implementation of the seventeen recommendations made in 
their report “It’s everyone’s job to make sure I’m alright.”   

3. The Committee appointed Rhona Brankin to act as a reporter on school 
transport policy and safety issues.   This inquiry is still underway and a report 
will be submitted to the Committee on completion.  This inquiry arose from the 
further consideration of issues originally brought to the previous Committee’s 
attention in two petitions on school transport guidelines.  Although the Scottish 
Executive has now issued new guidelines on school transport Committee 
members considered that some issues required further consideration. 

4. The Committee considered the Education (Additional Support for 
Learning) (Scotland) Bill. The purpose of the Bill is to modernise and 
strengthen the system for providing the additional support needs of all 
children and young persons who face barriers to learning.  During Stage 1 
consideration of the Bill Committee members undertook school visits, a 
meeting with parents and the Committee considered the results of stakeholder 
focus groups facilitated by Children in Scotland and Contact a Family. The Bill 
was passed on 1 April 2004.  

5. The Committee is currently considering the School Education (Ministerial 
Powers and Independent Schools (Scotland) Bill. The purpose of the Bill is to 
provide Scottish Ministers with powers that will assist them to meet their 
statutory duty to endeavour to secure improvements in the quality of school 
education provided in Scotland.  The Committee has received written 
evidence and is currently of taking oral evidence.   The Committee plans to 



Draft 
have completed its Stage 1 consideration and reported to Parliament by mid- 
June 2004. 

6. The Committee is currently engaged in its scrutiny of the Scottish 
Executive’s 2005-06 budget proposals.  Advisers have been appointed to 
assist the Committee in this process.  A seminar has been conducted by the 
advisers to assist the members in their scrutiny of the more complex technical 
and financial aspects of the overall budget proposals before concentrating on 
the elements relating to educational funding. Oral evidence will be taken prior 
to the Committee’s production of the final report to the Finance Committee. 

Subordinate Legislation 

7. The Committee considered items of subordinate legislation this year and 
took evidence from the Scottish Executive on each instrument. 

Petitions 

8. The Committee considered one petition from UNISON concerning the 
Nursery Nurses pay dispute.  Following the Committee’s initial consideration 
of the petition the Committee asked the Scottish Executive to be kept fully 
informed of any significant developments in the dispute and agreed to review 
any progress in the autumn.  

Meetings 

9. The Education Committee met weekly throughout the year. The 
Committee met 27 times from 11 June 2003 to 6 May 2004.  Of these 
meetings, 6 were held predominantly in public, 21 were wholly in public and 
no meetings were wholly in private.  Of the 78 items of business taken, 6 
items of business were taken in private of which 3 were to consider draft 
reports, 2 were to appoint committee advisers and 1 to consider the payment 
of expenses to a witness.  

10. All the meetings of the Committee were held in Edinburgh. 
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Child Protection Inquiry: Summary of Evidence 
 
1. This paper represents a summary of the evidence (oral and written) that the 

Committee has received to date as part of its inquiry into the Scottish Executive’s 
implementation of the recommendations contained in the report “It’s Everyone’s 
Job To Make Sure I’m Alright”, published in November 2002. 

 
2. The Committee has a further evidence session planned for 26 May 2004 

including evidence from the Minister.  
 
3. Members are invited to discuss: 
 

i. the evidence that the Committee has received to date and any emerging 
themes; and 

ii. whether they wish to call any further witnesses. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Martin Verity        
Clerk to the Committee  



 

 

Child Protection Inquiry 
 

Summary of Evidence 
 

1. Introduction 
 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the oral and written evidence 

received by the Education Committee to date on the Child Protection Inquiry. The 
summary is not intended as a draft Report but is intended to generate discussion 
around the key themes for the draft report and to assist in identifying the need for 
further evidence.  

 
1.2 The aim of the Inquiry was “to examine the implementation by the Scottish 

Executive of the recommendations contained in the report “It's Everyone's Job To 
Make Sure I'm Alright”, published in November 2002.” 

 
1.3 Oral evidence was received from the following witnesses:  
 

17 March: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/education/or/ed04-0901.htm 
Scottish Executive officials 
Social Work Services Inspectorate (SWSI) 
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education (HMIE) 
Health Department  
Association of Chief Police Officers Scotland (ACPOS) 
 
24 March:http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/education/or/ed04-1001.htm 
COSLA 
Association of Directors of Social Work (ADSW)  
Scottish Social Services Council  
Scottish Care Commission  
 
31 March:http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/education/or/ed04-1101.htm 
UNISON 
Scottish Children’s Reporter Administration (SCRA)  

 
1.4 Written evidence was received from Aberlour Child Care Trust, British 

Association of Social Workers, Children 1st, Children Are Unbeatable, Children 
In Scotland, Church of Scotland, East Fife Women’s Aid, East Renfrewshire 
Council, Fostering Network In Scotland, Glasgow City Council, Headteachers 
Association of Scotland, North Ayrshire Child Protection Committee, North 
Lanarkshire Council, Alan Ross, Scottish NHS Confederation, Scottish 
Secondary Teachers’ Association, Scottish Out of School Care Network, Stirling 
Council and YouthLink Scotland is available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/education/edc04-01/ec04-cpi-00.htm 

 
1.5 The summary is broken down into key headings, related to the 

recommendations where appropriate. Given the volume of headings that has 
been received each respondent’s views have not been summarised, rather 
illustrative examples of views have been given. The headings are: 

 
 Section Page 
   



 

 

Information Sharing 3 3 
Child Protection Committees 4 4 
Standards 5 5 
Multi-Disciplinary Inspections 6 5 
Training 7 6 
Resources 8 8 
Staff Resources 9 9 
Employee Reference Checks 10 11 
Key Risks 11 12 
Children’s Hearings 12 14 
Future Action 13 15 
Other Issues 14 17 

 
2. Executive Priorities  
 
2.1 The Executive’s response to the “It’s Everyone’s Job..” report was to announce 

a 5 point action plan in November 2002. This included a 3-year reform 
programme and the establishment of a reform team at the Executive.   Priorities 
for the first year of the reform programme’s work were set as: 

 
i. the development of a framework of multidisciplinary standards for child 

protection  
ii. a children’s charter, to set out what every child has the right to expect in 

order to be properly protected  
iii. outline proposals for multidisciplinary inspections 
iv. guidance on the role and responsibilities of child protection committees 

 
2.2 The Executive’s written submission also highlighted a number of other relevant 

actions being taken by other Executive departments, for example in relation to 
information sharing and children’s hearings. 

 
2.3 Of those witnesses who commented there seemed to be general agreement 

that the priorities were right. A number of witnesses had been part of the 
Steering Group overseeing the work of the reform team. There were some 
comments that action in certain areas needed to become a greater priority. 
These are outlined throughout the remainder of the summary and in the section 
Future Action at the end.   

 
Timescales of Reform Programme  
 
2.4 The Executive have committed to a 3-year child protection reform programme. 

The Executive outlined that there had been discussion about the balance 
between long-term and short term actions. 

 
“We took some short-term action by providing support for helplines, but we felt that we 
needed to take enough time to talk to a wide range of stakeholders to ensure that we 
deliver real improvements on the ground. To make the real difference that we want to 
make, we need time to engage with people. Some people would say that three years is 
far too short a time, but we felt that anything longer would not show the urgency that 
we attach to the issue”. (17 March Col 1099) 

 



 

 

2.5 Glasgow Child Protection Committee expressed concern that the 3 year 
timescale may not be realistic. While they acknowledged significant progress 
can, and should be made, within 3 years, they did not believe this task would be 
completed in this time frame. 

 
2.6 On the other hand there were some specific areas where witnesses felt shorter 

timescales would be more beneficial, for example, multi-disciplinary inspections 
and information sharing. These issues are considered in more detail under 
points under the relevant headings.  

 
3. Information Sharing 
 
3.1 Recommendations 1 and 15 of the “It’s Everyone’s Job…” report focus on 

information sharing and integrated assessment. Many witnesses recognised the 
need to improve information sharing and develop tools for integrated 
assessment. 

 
3.2 The Executive outlined work they are taking work forward on information 

sharing through the Modernising Government Fund and the development of a 
framework for a single integrated assessment. Professor Baldwin of Dundee 
University will be a leading a working group on the single integrated 
assessment and they hope to consult on the framework in December. Various 
organisations, including ACPOS are involved in the Executive’s developmental 
work.    

 
3.3 Although a number of witnesses recognised that some progress had been 

made they stressed the need for strong leadership and urgent action from the 
Executive on information sharing issues. North Ayrshire Child Protection 
Committee was disappointed at the lack of progress in developing the single 
integrated assessment approach and information sharing.  ASDW felt that, “The 
national approach to the assessment framework requires urgent attention and 
further development” (24 March Col 1168). While they have discussed the 
issues with the Executive and were glad to see work being taken forward they 
also felt that the Executive needed to put a greater amount of investment into 
information sharing for children as it has done for older people, e.g. a dedicated 
team was established to take forward work on the single shared assessment for 
older people.  

 
3.3 The SCRA  also recognised that timescales were an issue but that this was a 

complex issue:  
 

“All the right moves are being made. There needs to be a combination of effort, from 
people being able to sit down and share information locally about individual children's 
needs, to an ability, locally, to share management information and tools that make 
people work together. One of the other key areas is ensuring that the technology is a 
tool to make that happen, rather than a problem that prevents it from happening. A lot 
of work has been done on linking up the different systems that have been developed 
over the piece. That work takes time—it will take longer than the people who hoped 
that it would not take long thought it would take” (31 March Col 1244)  

3.4 ACPOS also pointed out the need for quality and consistency in the collation 
and interpretation of information throughout the country.  

 



 

 

National Database  

3.5 COSLA and ADSW felt that the lack of a national database of vulnerable 
children needs to be addressed.  ADSW felt this would improve the joining up of 
information across agencies. In particular:    

“Such a database may well help in dealing with families that move across areas as one 
of the risk factors is families that move becoming homeless.” (24 March Col 11665) 

 
Data Protection  
 
3.6 A number of witnesses, for example, Stirling Council, ADSW and UNSION felt 

there needed to be greater clarity and guidance on the issues of data protection 
and confidentiality.  As SCRA said, 

 
“..there should be an increase in understanding among the agencies so that we can cut 
out misunderstandings about what information cannot be shared, while ensuring that 
people are absolutely clear, in different situations. Again this area is complex but we 
are going in the right direction”. (31 March Col 1244) 

 
3.7 ACPOS said that the Data Protection Act only limits a very small amount of 

information that can be shared: 
 

“Although it is frequently said that the Data Protection Act 1998 prevents us from 
doing certain things, the reality is that it prevents us from doing very little. There are 
strong caveats built into it in relation to the prevention or detection of crime. The 
prevention of crime is a very broad catch-all and its position is not to be abused, but if 
we have concerns about the well-being of a child and we think that there is potential 
to use information, we have a duty to gather information and to provide it to the 
appropriate organisations and the agencies that need to be informed.” (24 March Col 
1141)  

 
4. Child Protection Committees  
 
4.1 Recommendation 2 of the “It’s Everyone’s Job…” report recommended that 

Child Protection Committees (CPCs) should improve access to help for children 
who have been abused or neglected. Recommendation 4 recommended that 
the Executive should review the role and remit of child protection committees. 
Recommendation 5 recommended that local authority Chief Executives, in 
consultation with other services, should review the structure, membership and 
scope of their local CPC. The Executive’s written submission notes that an 
announcement of the model for CPCs will be made in Spring 2004 which will be 
followed up with guidance and implementation work.  

 
4.2 Some witnesses felt there needed be greater clarity about the role and 

accountability of Child Protection Committees. As UNISON stated:  
 

“….our concern is that the committees have no power to compel. The process is 
only advisory. The policy that is introduced at high level does not come into action 
at a lower level in terms of delivery on the ground. We need to know that some kind 
of structure is in place that enables the agencies to make requests and demands of 
each other and there needs to be some line of accountability if those demands are 
not met”. (31 March Col1233) 

 
4.3 This point was echoed by the SCRA: 



 

 

 
“It needs to be made clear that those who attend the committee have authority 
delegated to them by senior leadership to commit their agency. The objectives – 
the child protection strategy- need to be clear, as does the accountability for 
delivery.” (31 March Col 1244)  

 
4.4 SCRA also felt the role of Child Protection Committees in child fatality reviews 

and in reviewing significant cases could be a lot clearer. Aberlour Child Care 
Trust thought that voluntary agencies are not well represented on the 
Committees. Glasgow Child Protection Committee felt that Child Protection 
Committees are not properly resourced and funds need to be made available 
from the Executive. 

 
5. Standards  
 
5.1 Recommendation 3 of “It’s Everyone’s Job…” recommended the development 

of a framework of multidisciplinary standards for child protection. The Executive 
published the framework for standards on 22 March 2004. Work will continue 
over the next two years to determine how the standards are applied in practice 
and how they need to be fine tuned. 

  
5.2 Witnesses generally approved the standards document as a general 

framework. However, it was recognised that further work would be necessary in 
translating these into measurable standards.  

 
5.3 There had been some initial concern that standards would not be measurable. 

COSLA welcomed the fact that the Executive took comments about this on 
board and agreed to work further in refining the standards to ensure they can 
be inspected and measured. COSLA recognised that this approach would take 
longer but this was “preferable to having aspirational statements”. (24 March 
Col1174) 

 
6. Multi-disciplinary Inspections  
 
6.1 The Executive are developing proposals for multi-disciplinary inspections. 

Graeme Donaldson of HMIE has been appointed to set up a team to take work 
forward in this area. It is intended that pilots will be established by the end of 
the year. However, the Executive could not give a definitive date for when the 
pilot inspections would be fully rolled out. 

 
6.2 There was discussion about the factors that multi-disciplinary inspections would 

need to take into account. For example, differences in cultures, remits, levels of 
resourcing, accountability arrangements and methodologies. As HMIE stated: 

 
“There will have to be a lot of discussion quite early in the process about common 
aims, consideration of common outcomes for children and the importance of keeping 
the children in mind rather than our own particular interests and baggage. 
Consideration must be given to the inspection instruments that are required for that 
and it must be done without individual agencies defending their own approaches and 
ways of doing things” (17 March Col 1129) 

 
6.3 For some, such as ASDSW, there was concern about the length of time it may 

take to develop proposals and felt there is an urgent need to develop audit 



 

 

tools.  However, while the issue of timescale was important it was recognised 
this was a complex area that would require detailed discussions.  HMIE felt it 
was important that time was taken to ensure that an appropriate system was 
developed.   

 
6.4 The Executive stated that although multi-disciplinary inspections would not be 

up and running in the near future there were still other ways they could monitor 
agencies practices. For example, the Executive have asked for letters of quality 
assurance from key agencies by May 2004. Furthermore, the Child Protection 
Team will be working with agencies to implement the standards and ministers 
still have formal powers of intervention. 

 
7. Training  
 
7.1 Recommendation 7 of the “It’s Everyone’s Job…” report recommended that the 

Scottish Executive should strengthen the current arrangements for the 
development and dissemination of knowledge about abuse and neglect. In 
particular is should identify (amongst other things) the delivery of staff training 
across all disciplines or agencies. 

 
7.2 There was broad agreement from witnesses that training, and in particular 

multi-agency training was important.  Developments in training that have taken 
place since the publication of the report in November 2002 were outlined by a 
number of organisations were outlined. For example,  

 
i. SWSI outlined that the minister announced that training on child protection 

will be a mandatory requirement in social workers’ post-registration training 
and learning. A group has been given the task of establishing how much 
training will be given. 

ii. Within the Executive, a group has been given the task of developing a 
training plan for social services staff. The SWSI outlined that an early 
analysis of some of the information suggests that most local authorities in 
Scotland conduct some training, that most training is multidisciplinary and 
that there is a greater emphasis on risk assessment than on risk 
management. They stated there is a need to focus some of the resources 
that are currently being spent on training, so that the outcome is more 
effective. 

iii. The SWSI has had discussions with colleagues in health and education 
about increasing and clarifying the multidisciplinary component of training, 
but those discussions are at an early stage. 

iv. The Executive has asked each NHS board to develop a training plan on 
child protection issues and to consider the different levels of training, from 
basic awareness-raising training for every member of staff up to more 
specialised training. Interagency training also takes place, which is usually 
organised through the child protection committees. 

v. The Association of Chief Police Officers Scotland (ACPOS) has 
established a training portfolio within its child protection working group to 
examine and improve national training at the Scottish Police College and 
locally within forces.  

vi. HMIE outlined that child protection training is not mandatory for teachers 
at present. While training in this area is increasing there are no plans at 
present to make it mandatory.   



 

 

 
7.3 A key issue identified was to ensure that staff received the right kind of training. 

As SWSI stated:  
 

“There are issues involved in deciding what child protection training is. Clearly, specific 
information about matters such as human growth and development and 
communicating with children is very useful, but social workers also need to know about 
such matters as risk assessment, risk management and therapeutic work with children 
who have been abused.” (17 March Col 1126) 

 
7.4 ACPOS said that within the Police more emphasis had been put on 

investigation skills training.  
 

“One of the major areas that we have picked up on and addressed is ensuring that 
those who are working in child protection have the proper skills. First and foremost, 
that is about investigatory skills, and officers are now trained to be detective officers. In 
the past, the first consideration for officers in that area was that they should be given 
child protection training. We now ensure that they have adequate investigatory skills 
because, in child protection matters, that is the core skill that the police bring to the 
table.” (17 March Col 1139) 

 
Multi-disciplinary training  
 
7.5 ACPOS stated that within the police multi-agency training has mainly been at a 

local level. They felt there is a need for a generic approach across the country 
so that the messages are being given out are the same.  As they stated: 

 
“The only issue that I will raise with regard to multi-agency training is that, in the past, 
work has been done in isolated pockets and has been dictated by the local area. 
Everyone would like there to be a generic programme that would inform local multi-
agency training across the country and would build on the training that everybody 
receives in their own organisation. That would help to reinforce the messages from 
social work, education and other partner agencies, such as the health service, that 
people pick up during their training. It is important to ensure that the messages that are 
received do not conflict with one another—we have found that to be the case in the 
past. The multi-agency training at a local level should not tell people anything new; it 
should bring them up to date and encourage them to work out the basic principles that 
they will need to follow in order to work together while retaining their own identities.” 
(17 March Col 1146) 
 

7.6 The ADSW welcomed the Executive’s action looking at social services training 
but felt there was a need to develop a standardised approach to multi-
disciplinary training. The Scottish Social Services Council noted that a great 
deal of work is required on work-based, internal, informal and interagency 
training. They felt child protection committees have a particular role in this area. 

 
7.7 The Church of Scotland recognised the importance of multi-disciplinary training 

but felt that there was no evidence that such training is yet impacting on the 
voluntary sector to any great extent. Aberlour Child Care Trust also stressed the 
need for the voluntary sector to be involved in both receiving and providing 
training. They suggested “perhaps there should be a specific grant to enable 
staff to take part in multi-agency training and to free those with expertise to 
deliver training” (written submission). 

 



 

 

8. Resources  
 
8.1 Issues of resources in terms of finance and staff were frequently raised by 

witnesses. The Executive outlined some of the different sources of funding for 
children’s services in general: 

 
“We have been delivering additional resources for children's services over and above 
the general grant allocations for councils and health boards. We have done that in a 
variety of ways. We have provided additional resources to support effective preventive 
work for the very young—the 0 to 3-year-olds—through sure start Scotland. That age 
group is particularly important in the context of child protection. From next year, we will 
increase those resources to £50 million a year. Given that, for many years, they were 
at £19 million, quite a steep increase has been made over the past couple of years. 
The changing children's services fund is another source of additional resource above 
the general grant allocations. The fund supports change and reform in children's 
services. We have added to the changing children's services fund guidance so that 
child protection is explicitly expressed as a key outcome and objective. The fund's 
resources are increasing to £65.5 million next year. (17 March Col 1103)  
 

8.2 The Executive felt that in some cases there had been inefficient use of 
resources between agencies and duplication of funding. They felt it is important 
that agencies seek to ensure that they make the best use of their current 
resources  However, there were some concerns was expressed about the level 
of resources by a number of organisations. COSLA highlighted that many 
councils spent more than their GAE allocations on children’s services. UNISON 
felt that the “key issue of resources has not been sufficiently addressed by 
those responsible for driving forward the outlined recommendations” (written 
submission).  

 
8.3 Concern was also raised, for example, by COSLA and ADSW about the short 

term nature of the Changing Children’s Services Fund which militated against 
sustainability and diverted resources away from core services. As ADSW 
stated:  

 
“….we are concerned that such initiatives can make a negative impact on core 
services. Not only do they draw frontline staff away from child protection but these 
projects are often not targeted at the most vulnerable children, which frustrates the 
best use of scarce social work resources.” (written submission)  

 
8.4 ADSW also felt that the temporary nature of funding affected recruitment as it 

was more difficult to recruit people for temporary contracts.  
 

Prioritisation of resources  
 
8.5 ADSW expressed some concern that there seemed to be greater amount of 

resources going into youth justice initiatives. While they recognised this was 
important they felt that early intervention is the best way to prevent anti-social 
behaviour happening in the first place.  

 
“There is very good research to show that early intervention is probably the best way in 
which to deal with issues such as antisocial behaviour. We know that antisocial 
behaviour does not come out of thin air; it is often a result of problems in families and 
communities. We therefore see focusing on the early intervention agenda as important. 
It is a bit of a challenge to meet the youth justice agenda as well, especially with limited 



 

 

resources. That is not to say that the youth justice agenda is not important—we all 
agree that it is very important—but we feel that early intervention is key”.  (24 March 
Col 1168) 

 
Pooling resources  
 
8.6 Recommendation 11 of the “It’s Everyone’s Job…” report recommended that 

the Executive should advise on how agency resources can be pooled and what 
systems may best be deployed to ensure the most effective joint commissioning 
of services on behalf of children.  

 
8.7 The Executive outlined they are developing revised guidance for children’s 

services plans. The guidance will be broad and will cover more than just child 
protection, although child protection will be a key part of the planning.  They 
hope to produce guidance by the summer to allow agencies to take the 
guidance into account for the following financial year.  

 
8.8 ACPOS felt that agencies have to work towards the aim of pooling resources, 

although agencies still needed to be clear of their own role.  ASDW stated at 
the local level, many councils through the children’s services planning 
processes and committee level, re beginning to look at aligning budgets, 
integrating services etc.   

 
9. Staff Resources 
 
9.1 There was discussion about the recruitment and retention of staff who have a 

role in dealing with child protection, particularly social workers.  
 
9.2 In terms of shortages of social workers the SWSI highlighted that the overall 

problem is one of growth as the numbers of posts have been increasing. There 
are geographical variations in vacancy rates and there is also some evidence 
that there are greater vacancies in children and families teams. 

 
9.3 Information on the Executive’s social work recruitment campaign was given. 

Action taken has included the introduction of the new social work honours 
degree and the fast track post-graduate scheme. According to SWSI the fast 
track scheme has been particularly successful and over-subscribed.  COSLA 
and ADSW welcomed the work and resources the Executive have put into the 
social work recruitment campaign. However, ADSW would like to see further 
support for local authorities to tackle the critical issues of staffing shortages, 
and in particular, the retention of staff in children and families work.   

 
9.4 It was recognised some aspects of the recruitment campaign were long term in 

nature. UNISON were concerned that the 4 year honours degree was the only 
way in which it was possible to qualify as a social worker. They felt that 
applicants should be able to enter in years 2 and 3: 

 
“We understand that is the intention, but speaking to people in academic institutions, 
we get the impression that they are not as keen on multiple entry systems as we and 
the Scottish Executive are”.  (31 March Col 1218) 

 



 

 

9.5 Although they did not have any issues with the post-graduate fast track they 
stressed the need for a variety of entry points. They felt there is a need to make 
more use of people already working in social care e.g. social work assistants.  

 
9.6 It was also recognised that there was a need to retain existing staff and to 

ensure they are provided with adequate support. ASDW and COSLA 
highlighted some action local authorities have been taking in this respect. 
ASDW said:  

 
“Major growth will not happen straight away, so councils have pursued separately 
several initiatives to provide more attractive opportunities for staff, including a range of 
continuing professional development and in-house support. Most councils offer further 
specialist training and a range of support and shadowing options for staff, but there is 
no doubt that front-line staff in child protection continue to experience serious problems 
that may not be satisfactorily resolved for some time”. (24 March Col 1157) 
 

9.7 While ASDW recognised that in other areas of social work services, unqualified 
staff can be used if they are given good support. However, that is simply not 
possible in child protection work, in which there are key issues around 
assessment and the management of support for families in those 
circumstances. 

 
9.8 UNSION also felt there were workload issues that managers had to consider. 

They stressed that the Scottish Executive must encourage all people who are 
involved in children’s lives to get involved in the process. In this way it may 
make the workload on key social workers more manageable. 

 
9.9 COSLA have established a Task Group on Recruitment and Retention in Social 

Care which is currently looking ways in which staffing shortages can be 
addressed together with pay and reward and morale issues so that councils can 
learn from each other.  

 
Targeting of action  
 
9.10 There was discussion about the particular difficulties of recruiting social workers 

in children and families teams and in the child protection area more generally.   
 
9.11 ASDW felt that there was an issue of how work in this area is perceived and 

valued. For example, some jobs in the youth justice sphere may be perceived 
as being more attractive with greater resources. UNISON felt that: 

 
 “Although the new ring fenced projects are in many ways welcome, they have shifted 
people away from core services, because they offer the same reward for what is 
perceived to be less stress and pressure”.  (24 March Col 1222) 

 
9.12 ACPOS highlighted how attitudes to child protection work within the Police had 

been changing over the past few years. In the past it was seen as a low status 
area, primarily for women police officer to be involved in. However, child 
protection is increasingly an area in which officers want to work. As they stated:  

 
“It is reassuring that there has been a change over the past couple of years in the 
police service—big changes, from my point of view—and that we are starting to value 
the people who do that kind of work. If we can value those people, their longevity in 



 

 

those roles will increase and there will not be the burn-out levels that there used to be 
in the police service.” (17 March Col 1143)  

 
10. Employee Reference Checks  
 
10.1 Witnesses were asked about procedures for employing staff in the wake of the 

Soham case. The Executive outlined that the Minister has ordered a review of 
the situation in Scotland in the wake of the report. Executive officials were 
working on this at the moment.  

 
Disclosure Scotland  
 
10.2 ACPOS felt that the Disclosure Scotland procedures are robust but felt as it is a 

new system over time may be certain areas that will be tightened up. They 
outlined how the Police intelligence system links into the work of Disclosure 
Scotland.  

 
10.3 Concerns were expressed by some witnesses about the length of time taken to 

receive information back from Disclosure Scotland. ASDW said that it should 
take a maximum of 3 weeks but at the moment it is about 8-10 weeks. This 
concern was echoed by COSLA who stated:  

 
 “ Employers are waiting for up to 10 weeks for checks to come back, so councils are 
faced with the dilemma of potentially putting children at risk by employing people 
without full vetting information, or preventing vulnerable children from accessing 
services because staff:child ratios are not met”.(written submission) 

 
10.4 Youthlink Scotland also thought that delays in checks coming back can result in 

loss of initial interest from potential volunteers. According to the ASDSW the 
reason that they have been given from Disclosure Scotland is the increased 
volume of enquiries that they have to deal with.   

 
10.5 The Scottish Social Services Council claimed that sometimes there was 

duplication in requests for information on the same person by a number of 
different agencies. They suggested that regulations should be amended so that 
sharing information by Disclosure Scotland could be allowed on certain 
occasions.  

 
10.6 The Care Commission stated that it was important to remember that the 

Disclosure Scotland is not the only source of checks and that it was important 
for employers to check other references too. Youthlink Scotland also highlighted 
that multi-checking is an issue for those volunteering in more than one agency. 
They state that the reasons for this, and potential solutions, need to be 
explored. 

 
10.7 HMIE said that position of checking references in schools varies. All new 

teaching staff are checked with Disclosure Scotland although this is not 
retrospective. Education authorities should check non-teaching staff through 
Disclosure Scotland.: 

 
“Also, a number of volunteers, such as parents, come into contact with children and 
that contact should be supervised, but whether such volunteers go through disclosure 



 

 

checks is not consistent across the country. Some education authorities insist on the 
checks, but some do not.” (17 March Col 1125) 

 
11. Key Risks  
 
11.1 Recommendation 12 of the “It’s Everyone’s Job …” report noted the need for a 

new approach to tackling risks and the needs of the most vulnerable. This 
should include an integrated assessment and action plan.  

 
11.2 Witnesses were asked what they thought the key triggers and risks areas that 

agencies dealing with children needed to be aware of. The Executive felt that 
drug-misusing parents, domestic violence and neglect were key risk factors.  

 
Drug misusing parents  
 
11.3 The Committee heard much evidence about the increasing numbers of children 

born to drug misusing parents. Although it was recognised that the level of drug 
misuse by parents had grown over the last 10 years it was difficult to assess 
how much it had grown by. However, as the Social Work Services Inspectorate 
(SWSI) stated: 

 
“Some 1,000 babies were born to drug-misusing mothers in 2001, which is one in 
every 56 to 57 births in Scotland. Between 40,000 and 60,000 children in Scotland 
have a drug-misusing parent and between 10,000 and 20,000 children in Scotland 
currently live with a drug-misusing parent. That is a significant problem for us. The 
number of children who are born to drug-misusing parents doubled in the four years to 
2000-01. (17 March Col 1120) 
 

11.4 Both SWSI and the ASDW felt there was a need for culture change in 
professionals working with drug misusing adults so that they were alert to the 
issues that are involved for children. To an extent this has been happening with 
the publication of reports such as Hidden Harm: Responding to the Needs of 
Children of Problem Drug Users The SWSI thought there was a need to train 
drug workers about children.  As they said: 

 
“Significant issues arise, particularly to do with the need for preventive measures to 
help babies that are born to drug-misusing parents. The inspectorate has recently been 
in discussion with a host of Executive departments that have an interest in the issue; in 
particular, with the substance misuse division of the Scottish Executive Health 
Department. We have been discussing what I think has to be a new agenda for 
children who are born to drug-misusing parents”. (17 March Col 1121) 

 
11.5 The Scottish Children’s Reporter Administration and the SWSI felt there needed 

to be more research in this area. The Aberlour Child Care Trust suggested that 
some caution was needed in making direct links between drug misuse and child 
protection. As their said evidence stated: 

 
 “research from the USA supports the notion that it is the environmental and social 
factors, levels of deprivation and own childhood experience which have the greatest 
impact upon the drug using parent’s ability to care, protect and parent rather than the 
fact they are using drugs. We also know from our experience that becoming drug or 
alcohol free does not always equate with improved parenting or reduced risks”. (written 
evidence)  

 



 

 

11.6 Other key risks cited included: 
 

i. alcohol misuse  
ii. chaotic households” where social work services find it hard to sustain 

intensive support 
iii. domestic abuse is also another factor- this normally covers multiple 

issues. 
iv. mental illness and post natal depression 

 
Assessing Risk  
 
11.7 A number of witnesses felt it was difficult to assess the relative risks as it varies 

amongst individual families. ADSW and SCRA for example felt that good 
individual assessment was critical. As ADSW said it is:  

 
 “..Not always possible to anticipate which families are the most dangerous, although 
there are good indicators, such as a history of criminal violence, domestic violence, 
mental health problems, partners moving on, numbers of partners and step-parenting.” 
(24 March Col 1159) 

 
11.8 Particularly in relation to babies of drug misusing parents SCRA said: 
 

“The key point is the need for a proper assessment of the cases of such young 
children; indeed, of the cases of babies before they are born. A lot of expertise has 
been built up in the health service: a lot is going on, but it needs to be brought together 
and people need to be clearer about what they should be looking at.” (31 March Col 
1238) 
 

11.9 UNISON felt a key issues was to get all the relevant professionals together to 
determine the risk. As they stated, “We must ensure that people other than 
social workers are party to risk assessments because we cannot place 
responsibility on one individual.”  UNISON also felt that: 

 
“Another issue is that we need a risk assessment model that the Scottish Executive 
feels local authorities should use. By that, we do not mean a tick-box model. Many risk 
assessments simply involve ticking boxes, but people and families are much more 
complex than that. We need, rather than the plethora of ways in which risk assessment 
is done at present, a model such that everyone is singing from the same hymn 
sheet……. The model should be based on research and the best available information 
and it should be updatable. I am aware of a range of risk assessment models, some of 
which put social circumstances higher than interpersonal circumstances. We can 
argue about such points; there is no perfect system, but we need a model that lays out 
what people are talking about when they talk about risk assessment.” (31 March Col 
1216) 
 

11.10The SCRA outlined they are developing a decision making framework for 
reporters that will look specifically at risk assessment although they recognised 
this was a complex area to consider: 
 
Allan Millar “We are developing a comprehensive decision-making framework for 
reporters, which will break new ground by applying across the whole range of concerns 
that we deal with, including offending, child protection and behavioural issues. We are 
working with the police and social work colleagues to improve referral and information 
arrangements”. (31 March Col 1236)  



 

 

 
Jackie Robeson: “Alan Miller mentioned the fact that we are developing a decision-
making framework that will look specifically at risk assessment. In areas where we are 
dealing with persistent offending, we have piloted and developed those tools in order 
to get them right. Our interests are the identification of risk and the assessment of that 
risk. We are trying to ensure that, if risk is identified across the broad spectrum of risk 
that affects children, it comes to us and we locate the proper agencies to carry out 
assessments of which we can co-ordinate an overview. That is quite a complex area 
for us to look into.” (31 March Col 1237) 
 

12. Children’s Hearings  
 
12.1 Recommendation 14: of the ‘It’s Everyone’s Job Report...’ relates to Children’s 

Hearings. It states that the Executive should review the grounds for referral to 
the Children's Hearing's system.  The Executive stated that the forthcoming 
review will be considering how to improve the operation of the system and how, 
and the grounds for referral, fit with other support services for children. Timing 
was to be confirmed. There is also ongoing joint work with the SCRA and the 
ADSW about the content and format of reports.  

 
12.2 The ASDSW stated there have been issues about the number of referrals, and 

the demands placed on already-pressed staff groups. They are looking at that 
with the SCRA: 

 
 “to determine at what point we should intervene; what the thresholds should be; and 
whether all cases need to go through the children's hearings process or if some can be 
dealt with at an earlier stage and, if so, how”. (24 March Col 1153) 

 
12.3 The SCRA felt that one of the key issues is that the integrated nature of the 

hearings system is retained but there was a need to be clearer about outcomes 
for children.  

 
“One of the crossover issues is the need to ensure that we have the right links in place 
between the wider area of work on child protection- much of which is to do with 
prevention and support and the more formal system of the children’s hearings system”. 
(31 March Col 1246) 

12.4 Recommendation 14 suggests that the grounds for referring a child to a 
children’s hearing should be brought closer to the wider grounds on which local 
authorities engage with children in need. The SCRA expressed some concern 
with this: 

“Our concern is that there has to be a step change between the broader grounds on 
which local authorities and other services offer support on a preventative basis and the 
tighter basis on which the local authority, or in effect the state, ought to intervene 
compulsorily in the life of a family. If the state does that, perhaps even to the extent of 
removing children from the care of their parents, the grounds on which it does so have 
to be pretty clear. It is important also to see the issue not just as one of legal 
thresholds, but as one of ensuring that a wide range of support and preventive 
services are available. Far more children can be helped in their families than through 
the children's hearings system.” (31 March Col 1237) 
 

13. Future Action  
 



 

 

13.1 The Executive’s written submission highlighted areas that would be progressed 
in the remainder of the reform programme. They also welcomed the 
Committee’s comments on other areas to be addressed. Some witnesses 
highlighted areas they thought the Executive should focus on in the remainder 
of the reform programme or should be given a higher priority now. These are 
highlighted below. 

 
Public Image/Public Information 
 
13.2 Comments were made about the need to improve the public profile and image 

of social work in general and of child protection work in particular. Comments 
were also made about the need to improve information on how concerns about 
children can be reported. The Executive’s written submission states that a 
reform programme project in these areas is just commencing. Furthermore this 
will complement work on-going at the local level by Child Protection 
Committee’s in raising awareness.  

 
Public Image  
 
13.3 Some witnesses felt this would assist in improving public confidence and 

awareness of the system. This in turn would also ensure that child protection 
was seen as a community responsibility, not just a responsibility of social 
workers. While the ADSW recognised the need for public accountability they felt 
that social workers suffered from a blame culture. They also felt there needed to 
be a more responsible attitude by the media in promoting a more positive image 
of social work. 

 
13.4 UNISON felt there need to be a public recognition that social workers are 

working with risk. 
 

“Another thing would be to have explicit recognition of what working with risk means: it 
means that even if something is assessed as being 90 per cent safe, there is still a 10 
per cent chance that it will go wrong. There will still be circumstances that are 
completely unpredictable. That is an important issue for a lot of social workers, who 
feel that they are not given recognition for working with that risk, for taking their 
concern home and thinking about it all the time.” (31 March Col 1215) 

 
13.5 Some organisations, including Glasgow City Council and Children in Scotland 

felt that the Executive should take more of a lead on developing a public 
information campaign. North Ayrshire Child Protection Committee regretted that 
the Scottish Executive has not taken a more of a lead in this matter. They 
stated “the Executive has recently established a public information group. To 
date no work has been done in this area and the timescales are too long”. 
(written evidence) 

 
Public information  
 
13.6 Recommendation 2 of “It’s Everyone’s Job…” recommended improving public 

information, about access to help for children at risk, through the Child 
Protection Committees. 

 



 

 

13.7 There was consensus amongst some organisations that reporting concerns 
about children has to be made as simple as possible.  Children in Scotland felt 
that this requires both public education and the establishment of a simple, well 
publicised point of contact. Children 1st and Stirling Council felt there was a 
need to establish a national child protection helpline. As Children 1st stated: 

 
“A national child protection helpline should be established so that members of the public 
make one call to one number, an initial diagnosis is made and then immediate referral to 
the respective local authorities for child protection cases”. (written evidence)  

 
Child Fatality Reviews  
 
13.8 A number of organisations also felt that action should be taken on 

recommendation 6 of Its Everyone’s Job to Make Sure I’m Alright – reviewing 
child fatalities. The Executive’s written submission states that a project is being 
scoped to be part of Phase 2 work in the reform programme. A key issue 
highlighted by witnesses was the need to ensure consistency in the process.  
As COSLA stated: 

 
 “This would be a helpful piece of work as there is often an element of hysteria 
surrounding such cases and local authorities as well as other agencies would welcome 
a consistent, objective approach which applied equally to the deaths of children in local 
authority care, hospital or within the criminal justice system” (written submission)   

 
13.9 UNISON felt that that the nature of the inquiry and the circumstances in which 

appear in front of those inquiries needed to be examined. They felt that in the 
O’Brien inquiry staff had no safeguards and some of them were treated very 
badly. Because the inquiry did not have any status, staff had no recourse.  

 
“If we had guidelines on how to make an across the board and consistent response 
when such matters are perceived to have gone wrong, everyone would know where 
they stood.” (31 March Col 1229) 

 
Attitudes towards children 
 
13.10 Children in Scotland felt it was important that the Executive addresses the 

need to promote a cultural shift in changing attitudes towards children. As they 
stated, “It is hoped that more of an emphasis in the next stage of reform is 
placed on changing attitudes towards children” (written evidence). 

 
13.11 This was partly related to the issue of hitting of children which some of the 

written evidence mentioned. Children are Unbeatable! thought there is a need 
to establish a culture in which hitting children is never acceptable. This requires 
both public education on positive discipline and legal reform to give children the 
same legal protection from assault as adults. 

 
13.12 Children in Scotland also felt that children must have the same legal protection 

from assault within the home as adults currently do and parents must be 
supported in using non-violent methods of discipline.  They felt this must be 
included in the Scottish Executive’s child protection strategy. 

 
Family Services  
 



 

 

13.13 Some witnesses, for example Children in Scotland and Children 1st felt that 
family services provision in general could be improved. Aberlour Child Care 
Trust noted that family centres cited in areas of deprivation are being developed 
in England and Wales. They felt the voluntary sector is well placed to develop 
family centres because they provide a comprehensive range of services but are 
also non-stigmatising and non-threatening.  Children 1st also felt that family 
group conferencing is an effective method to deliver services in an innovative 
way and in the best interests of the child. It is a voluntary, family centred and 
structured decision making process. Children 1st felt this model should be 
extended across Scotland and should be a mandatory pre-condition to any life 
changing decisions for a child.  

 
14. Other Issues 
 
Kinship Care  
 
14.1 A few witnesses felt there needed to be more support for the area of kinship 

care.  As ADSW stated:  
 

“Provision is patchy. There are variable systems of personal and financial support, 
which is a big issue. Our view has been that the Scottish Executive should take the 
lead in reviewing the arrangements and in proposing a uniform approach. We would be 
happy to work with the Executive on that” (24 March Col 1162)  

 
14.2 The SWSI stated that research will be conducted on this are which should help 

in identifying the scale of the issue and what services are required. 
 
Integrated working  
 
14.3 COSLA felt that there needed to be a more integrated approach to the child 

protection agenda within the Executive. They stated:  
 

“..it is unfortunate that the integration agenda is still its infancy at a national level and 
there is a danger that it will now develop separately from the Child Protection Reform 
Programme because of the demarcation of workload within the Executive”. (written 
submission) 

 
14.4 COSLA would like to see more general meetings between the people involved 

in different sections of the agenda. 
 
Children’s Charter 
 
14.5 Children in Scotland welcomed the Executive’s commitment to highlighting 

children’s rights at this stage in the reform programme. As they stated, “The 
charter, if used effectively, could be a very useful tool in raising awareness of 
the need to protect children and young people.” (written submission) 

 
Defamation  
 
14.6 One written response noted that the “It’s Everyone’s Job…” report revealed a 

low level of self referrals in the sample of children. They felt that any further 
disincentives to reporting must be avoided. One such disincentive was the 
threat of a defamation action being raised once a complaint has been made. 



 

 

They felt that the Scottish Executive should ensure that children reporting 
abuse in private should not have to risk being sued for defamation for doing so. 
A petition on this issue was submitted to the Public Petitions Committee in 
October 2002.  

 
 
Kate Berry 
SPICe 
20 April 2004  
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EYP 
Objectives
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The EYP Targets
Target 1: Integrated care packages for 15,000 vulnerable children
Target 2: Reduction in persistent young offenders
Target 3: Increase in Gaelic medium education
Target 4: Better attendance in deprived areas
Target 5: Increase nutritional value and take-up of school meals
Target 6: Implement McCrone
Target 7: Increase teacher numbers to reduce class sizes in specific 
areas and aid primary transition
Target 8: Build/ refurbish schools
Target 9: New community and health- promoting school approach
Target 10: Improved attainment
Target 11: Reduced levels of failure
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Local Authority Education 
Funding (1)

The Education and Young People budget is 
£407 million for 2004-05, 1.6% of the total 
Executive budget

The Education spend under local authority 
revenue budgets is £3.3 billion
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Local Authority Education 
Funding: Detail (2)

Breakdown of the £3.3 billion:
Revenue expenditure in 2001-02 on primary education was £1.1 billion, 
or £2,700 per pupil.  Increase per pupil from 2000-01 = 9%.
Revenue expenditure in 2001-02 on secondary education was £1.2 
billion, or £3,900 per pupil.  Increase per pupil from 2000-01 = 9%. 
Revenue expenditure in 2001-02 on special education was £270 million, 
or £33,000 per pupil.  Increase per pupil from 2000-01 = 13%.
Other revenue expenditure of about £650 million resulted in a total local 
authority education expenditure in 2001-02 of £3.3 billion.  Increase per 
pupil from 2000-01 = 8%. 
Capital expenditure not funded from revenue in 2001-02 on primary and 
secondary schools was £133 million, or £181 per pupil.  Increase per pupil 
from 2000-01 = 12%. 
Capital expenditure not funded from revenue in 2001-02 on special 
schools was £2.3 million, or £280 per pupil.  Increase per pupil from 2000-01 = 
17%. 
Source: EXPENDITURE ON SCHOOL EDUCATION IN SCOTLAND, 2003
2nd December, 2003 A Scottish Executive National Statistics Publication
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