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Executive Summary 
Democracy Matters Phase 2 launched in August 2023. Over six months, communities 

across Scotland came together to consider what governance arrangements could look like 

where they live. A public consultation was open from 28 August 2023 to 28 February 2024, 

with participants invited to share their views through multiple channels. 

In total, 166 unique responses were received. The vast majority (159) were submitted 

directly to the Citizen Space consultation hub or emailed to the Scottish Government. In 

addition, the Scottish Community Development Centre (SCDC) and Development Trust 

Association Scotland (DTAS) coordinated and facilitated seven events across Scotland. 

Key Findings 

The main findings arising from the engagement event discussions and consultation 

responses were: 

• Arrangements for community decision-making should be flexible and responsive to 

the needs of the community and place.  

• Decision-making bodies should be a platform to influence decisions and shape 

services in a structured and meaningful way. They should be representative of their 

community, including groups with protected characteristics. 

• Ensuring accountability and building trust was seen as critical and could be done 

through transparent and accessible communication and effective planning, priority 

setting and evaluation.  

• Clear participative mechanisms should be in place to make decisions, with various 

approaches used to maximise accessibility and encourage participation. 

• A decision-making body should have a sustainable budget that can be directed 

independently. 

• Community capacity building and skills development will be important to enabling 

communities to deliver more. 

Powers 

There was a clear desire among participants for a greater say in community decision-

making and to have resources which can be directed independently without ringfencing. 

Some suggested that the powers devolved to communities should be limited initially and 

expanded as communities build their capacity to do more. 

A wide range of services were mentioned as areas that could have greater community 

involvement. Transport and environmental services were frequently raised, with some 

suggesting the communities could run local transport initiatives, repair roads, and maintain 

green spaces. Levels of desired community involvement varied from more influence to full 

service delivery.  

Some participants suggested that communities could pool resources to deliver services 

where economies of scale are desirable. Some expressed concerns that responsibilities 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/democracy-matters-phase-2-consultation-local-governance-review/


 

2 

currently held by other bodies could be passed to community decision-making bodies 

without providing sufficient resources to deliver services properly.  

Representation 

There was strong support among participants for community decision-making to be 

representative of the whole community and that there should be a concerted effort to 

include people with protected characteristics. Including young people from the community 

in decision-making was frequently suggested. There was also support for other community 

organisations to be represented on new decision-making bodies, such as Community 

Councils, faith groups and parent-teacher associations. 

It was suggested that representatives could be chosen via sortition to avoid self-selection 

and partisanship, but there was no clear consensus about the best selection method.  

The broad view of participants was that those serving their community should have 

responsibility for project delivery, have a visible presence in the community, and listen and 

respond to the views and needs of community members. 

Participation  

Seeing the impact of community governance and decisions leading to positive change was 

highlighted as a critical way to encourage participation in community decision-making. The 

importance of overcoming barriers to participation was also noted by many, with 

suggestions being made to mitigate issues around the location and timing of meetings, 

transport to meetings, arranging and paying for childcare, loss of work hours and 

inaccessible formats of meetings and documents. There was some support for attendees 

being renumerated in some way, either through cash payment, vouchers or paid childcare. 

Paid time off to volunteer was also suggested. 

The importance of offering a flexible range of participation methods, varying from face-to-

face outreach and holding citizens’ assemblies to online engagement, was also noted. 

Participants suggested that meetings should be accessible and in a format that makes 

people want to attend. For example, suggestions that a community event or a sports 

event, including food, refreshments or childcare could help to encourage participation.  

Boundaries 

There was little consensus about the boundaries for any new local decision-making 

arrangements. Participants frequently highlighted that the definition of ‘local’ can vary 

considerably among those who identify most with a community of place and can have a 

different non-geographical meaning for those in a community of interest. 

Accountability and Standards 

Many participants suggested that community decision-making bodies could be held 

accountable by ensuring that communication with communities is clear and accessible and 

that they develop community action plans that feature SMART objectives (specific, 

measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound). These plans would allow the wider 

community to measure, audit and have progress reports against the plan. There was also 

support for frameworks covering clarity of purpose, accountability, regulatory and legal 

issues to ensure trust in institutions. 
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Participants supported the standards outlined in the Democracy Matters discussion 

document: democratic legitimacy, accessibility, human rights, creativity, and impact.  

There was support for developing a community charter, which would be agreed upon by 

members of the public, community decision-making bodies, and other community groups. 

A charter could serve various functions, including clarifying the roles, responsibilities, 

duties, voting rights, communication expectations, and powers of different bodies. 

However, some were sceptical of how these standards could be upheld and noted that 

sufficient financial resources and expertise would be needed to design a charter and to 

monitor that it is being used effectively in practice. 

Funding community decision-making 

While there was support for community decision-making bodies to have direct funding from 

national and local government, participants expressed some scepticism about whether this 

was a realistic ask, given the current state of public finances. It was also noted that 

conditions are often placed upon community funding which limits it being spent effectively 

on local priorities. Participants also called for communities to have a funding model that 

allows them to take a long-term view and plan effectively. Conversely, some advocated for 

funding to remain with local authorities to prevent disagreement within communities over 

how money is spent.  

Other ways of raising revenue were suggested, including community control over certain 

taxes, for instance tourist and land taxes. There was also support for generating funding 

via commercial streams similar to how development trusts currently generate turnover, 

such as through renewable energy, social enterprise projects and community land 

ownership. 

There were varying views on how any budgetary powers could be used. Some supported 

participatory budgeting as a mechanism to make spending decisions, while others felt it 

could lead to division within a community if different groups were competing for funding. 

Support to develop skills and knowledge 

Participants highlighted a need for support and training to enable community decision-

making bodies to make important decisions, take on more responsibilities and deliver 

services effectively. A robust support framework was regarded as necessary, including 

appropriate training on issues such as communication, conflict resolution, fundraising, 

legal, anti-racism and equality, and safeguarding. 

Participants also suggested bodies should be able to employ staff to take on 

responsibilities such as administration, financial management, and HR and legal work, as 

well as to employ other roles that enable community development, such as youth work. It 

was also felt that if communities take on more responsibility, it is essential that roles 

currently done by paid staff should not be transferred to volunteers. It was suggested that 

existing public bodies could play a role in helping to build this capacity, but the current 

disconnect means communities do not feel listened to by public bodies. There was also a 

call for more significant investment in community development professionals across 

Scotland as critical bridges between institutions and communities.  
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Implications for public bodies  

There was recognition among participants that new community governance arrangements 

will change the role of public bodies and allow them to become more focused and 

streamlined as their responsibilities change. It was suggested that changes to governance 

arrangements would allow public bodies to take a more strategic approach to their work 

while also playing a more collaborative and facilitative role with communities. However, 

potential negative impacts arising from new community governance arrangements were 

also noted, such as increased bureaucracy and tensions between different levels of 

decision-making.  

Some also noted that there needed to be a clearly thought-out role for Community 

Councils in any future governance arrangements. 

Conclusion 

Reflecting on the experience and perspectives of participants, this report provides a high-

level summary of the themes evident in responses to Democracy Matters Phase 2. For 

more details, readers are encouraged to look at individual responses where permission 

was given for publication. 

Overall, the key message was that while there is support for greater community decision-

making in Scotland, participants also highlighted multiple considerations that need to be 

addressed to ensure a new layer of decision-making in Scotland works effectively. 
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1. Introduction 

Background 

In December 2017 the Scottish Government and COSLA launched the Local Governance 

Review to ensure Scotland’s diverse communities and different places have greater 

control and influence over decisions that affect them most. The Review is doing this by 

considering how powers, responsibilities and resources should be shared across national 

and local spheres of government, and with communities.  

In 2018 the Scottish Government launched the Democracy Matters engagement process 

alongside the community sector.  Community-led conversations across Scotland 

considered a small number of big questions about the role of communities in the future of 

local democracy. People from diverse backgrounds overwhelmingly wanted greater control 

and influence over those decisions that affect their community the most.   

Building on these findings, Ministers and the COSLA Presidential Team launched a 

second phase of Democracy Matters engagement in August 2023 for a period of six-

months. As part of this, communities across Scotland came together to consider what that 

control and influence should look like where they live. 

Democracy Matters 2 sought to generate deeper learning by engaging with communities to 

use a specific set of questions to consider what different governance arrangements could 

look like in different places.  The questions looked across all public services and the role 

that communities might play in their design and delivery to improve local people’s lives. 

Engagement was open to everyone across Scotland, and communities were encouraged 

to discuss and respond to the questions with their families, friends and neighbours.  

Participation was particularly sought from community representatives and equalities 

groups across island, rural and urban areas, to understand different perspectives.  

Engagement approach  

A public consultation was open from 28 August 2023 to 28 February 2024, with 

participants invited to share their views through multiple channels: 

• On the Scottish Government’s Citizen Space consultation hub, which enables 

anyone with an interest to submit a response. 

• The Scottish Government funded a range of equalities organisations including the 

Glasgow Disability Alliance, the Children’s Parliament, the Poverty Alliance, Black 

and Ethnic Minority Infrastructure Scotland (BEMIS), Forth Valley Sensory Centre 

and Making Rights Real to carry out engagement with communities of interest. 

• A total of 58 conversations were funded by small grants of up to £300 awarded to 

community organisations to enable them to facilitate their own events through 

funding the hire of a venue, professional facilitation, publicity, transport to the 

venue, verbal translation services, refreshments or organising a crèche. 

• Seven events were coordinated and facilitated across Scotland in the community 

engagement process, by Scottish Community Development Centre (SCDC) and 

Development Trust Association Scotland (DTAS). A final online session event was 
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held on 22 February 2024 where 10 participants from the facilitated events shared 

reflections with each other and further refined the ideas generated.  

Participant profile 

Democracy Matters Phase 2 received 166 unique responses. The vast majority - 159 

responses - were submitted directly onto the Citizen Space consultation hub or emailed to 

the Scottish Government. Of these: 

• 83 responses arose from conversations within communities hosted by, for example, 

community organisations, community councils, third sector organisations, and 

equality advocacy groups. 

• 46 organisations submitted their views.  

• 30 were sent by individuals who responded to the consultation. 

The other seven responses were reports on the facilitated conversations. While these 

were not submitted to Citizen Space, summary reports were considered in the analysis1. 

Information on the geographic profile of community conversations and the seven facilitated 

conversations is provided in Appendix A. 

Analysis approach 

The Lines Between was commissioned to provide a robust, independent analysis of the 

responses to the public consultation. This included producing summary reports for the 

seven facilitated conversations. 

The main purpose of consultation analysis is to understand the full range of views 

expressed. This report therefore provides a thematic analysis, presenting the themes 

identified in responses from most to least commonly mentioned. All themes, including 

views shared by small numbers of participants, are covered; an insightful view expressed 

by a very small number of participants is not given less weight than more general 

comments shared by a majority. Similarly, all responses have an equal weighting. We 

recognise this means a response from an individual has the same weight as the response 

from an organisation which may represent many members, but this approach ensures all 

views are presented. 

Qualitative analysis identifies the key themes across responses to each question, including 

any themes evident at multiple questions. The research team developed an adaptive 

coding framework for use during the coding process. 

While qualitative analysis of open-ended questions does not permit the quantification of 

results, to assist the reader in interpreting the findings, we use the following framework to 

convey the most to least commonly identified themes in responses to each question: 

• The most common / second most common theme; the most frequently identified. 

 
1 A pilot conversation was also held, with notes from this event submitted as a Citizen Space 
response. 
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• Several participants; another prevalent theme, but not the most common. 

• Some participants; a recurring theme. 

• A few/a small number of participants; a less commonly mentioned theme. 

• Two/one participants; a singular comment or a view identified in two responses. 

Where appropriate, quotes from a range of participants are included to illustrate key points 

and provide useful examples, insights and contextual information.  

Considerations 

When reviewing the analysis in this report, we would ask the reader to consider: 

• Public consultations invite everyone to express their views; individuals and 

organisations interested in the topic are more likely to respond than those without a 

direct or known interest. This self-selection means the views of participants do 

not necessarily represent the views of the entire population. 

• Reflecting the large number of people who took part, it is impossible to detail every 

response in this report. The level of detail provided across responses varied 

considerably and a few organisations shared lengthy submissions reflecting their 

specific subject matter expertise. These responses are referenced where possible. 

Full responses to the consultation, where permission for publication was granted, 

can be found on the Scottish Government’s consultation website. 

• Many participants submitted responses directly the Scottish Government which 

either followed a shorter set of questions designed for conversations (see appendix 

C) or did not align with the consultation questions. These responses have all been 

included, with analysts exercising their judgement about the most relevant place to 

include this material for analysis purposes. 

• There was significant overlap in views across the consultation questions, with 

participants often making points or raising suggestions under one question which 

more directly related to another question. Again, analysts ensured all information 

was included in the most relevant place for analysis. 

• The focus of the conversations and the depth of conversation on particular issues 

also varied significantly between responses, depending on the composition and 

interest of the groups and how they were facilitated.  

  

https://consult.gov.scot/
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2. Powers 
The first section of the Democracy Matters Phase 2 consultation invited participants to 

consider what powers communities should have. The most prevalent themes evident in 

responses mirrored the discussion in the Democracy Matters Phase 2 consultation paper, 

covering the power to act on behalf of a community, take over specific functions, direct 

budgets or employ staff, and collaborate with neighbouring communities and other bodies. 

Considerations for what powers communities should have overlapped across Question 1 

and Question 2, with some participants noting they were unsure what powers communities 

already had.  

Question 1: How could your community use the types of powers set out in the future 

scenario box to achieve its ambitions, now and into the future?  

Question 2: What other powers should be added, and are there some which should be 

retained by existing decision-makers? 

Beneficial community powers 

Making decisions for the community 

There was considerable support for communities to have a greater say in issues affecting 

their local area. Although not all used the specific phrase, this often encapsulated the 

principle of subsidiarity, where public bodies, community decision-making bodies and the 

people who work for them must feel empowered to make decisions and resolve issues at 

the lowest possible level.  

Participants in some facilitated conversations highlighted that the geographies currently 

covered by public bodies are often too large and contain many disparate communities with 

different needs and priorities, suggesting these communities could be served better by 

smaller decision-making units. A few other participants expressed dissatisfaction with what 

they perceived to be increased centralisation of decision-making and location of services, 

for instance, having to travel long distances to receive medical treatment or believing that 

rural areas were not considered in decision-making. 

Therefore, many advocated for changes to the distribution of power at the local level, 

specifically for community decision-making bodies to have the power and autonomy to 

tailor local solutions to their specific needs and contexts, allowing for greater flexibility and 

responsiveness. For instance, Dumfries and Galloway Council suggested that a decision-

making body should have the flexibility to decide how best to use its resources, with no 

ring-fencing. Social Enterprise Scotland and others suggested that if people could make 

choices that positively impact their communities, it would encourage further engagement.  

“I like the idea of communities being given powers over the development of specific 

projects e.g. the redevelopment of a park that has been closed or has fallen into poor 

condition.” – Individual 

 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/democracy-matters-phase-2-consultation-local-governance-review/
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There was agreement that communities should be more centrally placed in local decision-

making. Participants felt this could be achieved by requiring public bodies to implement 

decisions made by community decision-making bodies, including community council 

representation in community planning partnerships or tendering processes, and making all 

decisions subject to referendum. For instance, those in the conversation hosted by 

Highland TSI felt digital voting via an app should be used to decide where money is spent.  

Some commented on how greater powers could be allocated to communities; community 

wealth building and place-making initiatives were felt to be helpful models that could be 

developed further. For instance, the Scottish Borders Council cited their place-making 

programme in four towns and over 50 communities across the region developing place 

plans. Others suggested that powers could be used to initiate community development 

plans and powers linked to the Community Empowerment Act could be more fully realised, 

such as taking on assets. For instance, Glasgow’s Empowerment Communities 

Consortium felt there was value in compulsory purchase powers for vacant and derelict 

land and buildings and to challenge the impact of developers looking to ‘land-bank’ for the 

future. The Common Weal’s response presented their preferred alternative approach to 

local governance that involves public ownership of core elements of the economy such as 

water, energy and transport.  

SCDC called for a local democracy bill to build on existing statutory duties for community 

engagement and empowerment that left ‘no doubt that the expectation is for these duties 

to deliver rights for communities to have significant and undisputable opportunities to 

influence the local implementation of service priorities.’ They also advocated introducing a 

‘democratic toolbox’ of core and optional powers. Core powers would be available to all 

communities and include more influence over local services and plans, reviewing or 

developing strong anchor organisations or networks and engagement duties on local 

authorities. Optional powers would be more related to specific services, functions or 

facilties communities should control.  

Some participants suggested that opportunities to use new powers could be small at first 

and grow as local capacity improved. One individual felt the Scottish Government could 

support development trusts in employing professionals to help them undertake larger-than-

usual projects. 

“Groups that start small shouldn’t hit a ceiling “that’s all that you can do”, but at the same 

time, shouldn’t be expected to jump in the deep end. There needs to be opportunities for 

people to start at the level they feel comfortable and develop.” - Conversation hosted by 

Carluke Community Development Trust 

Financial powers 

The next most prevalent theme regarding powers was the need for powers to manage 

budgets, finances, and resource distribution. There was considerable debate around how 

community decision-making should be funded, particularly the funds provided by central 

and local government, which is covered in detail in Chapter 8. 
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“Power to direct can enable our community budget to be focused on what we require in 

our community.” – Conversation hosted by Shine Your Life Community 

“There was general agreement that any new powers should involve the ability to direct 

spend, or to hold independent budgets. Community councils could be empowered by 

having better budgets, which could be akin to previous district councils in scale. 

Community councils could have powers to distribute a proportion of devolved locally 

authority budget to stimulate local projects.” - West Kilbride Community Initiative and 

Community Council 

“These communities could use powers to direct associated budgets for example for an 

improvement to infrastructure, better parking control and waste recycling.” – Conversation 

hosted by Dowanhill, Hyndland and Kelvinside Community Council 

It was frequently noted that if additional powers or functions are delegated to local 

communities, the same or greater funding as is currently needed should be provided to 

support delivery. Illustrating this point, Common Weal cautioned against what they termed 

‘policy dumping’, i.e. allocating greater responsibilities without sufficient resources to 

enable effective delivery. Various suggestions were made regarding how (and how much) 

money should be distributed to communities, including through third-sector interfaces, 

directly from local authorities or through community benefit funds. Similarly, a range of 

approaches were suggested to enable greater financial decision-making by communities, 

notably participatory budgeting, discussed in Chapter 4.  

Other participants commented on the need for powers to fundraise or for community 

decision-making bodies to be given borrowing powers. For instance, the Development 

Trusts Association Scotland (DTAS) and others suggested visitor levies or ‘tourism taxes’ 

to attractions or accommodation could provide a potential source of community funds. 

They also highlighted that development trusts or community councils in some rural areas 

currently administer renewable energy schemes which have become important sources of 

income.  

Collaborating with other communities or organisations 

Several participants identified the benefits of working closely with other communities or 

organisations. These included being better able to address perceived gaps in service 

provision, such as for minority groups or young people, generating economies of scale, 

and pooling and sharing skills and knowledge. Jambo! Radio CIC highlighted that some 

communities, such as ethnic minority groups, do not necessarily have a geographical 

basis but rather are communities of interest; therefore, it was necessary to work across 

multiple locations. 

Collaboration was also considered important for larger-scale initiatives requiring greater 

resources, such as running a community centre. Social Enterprise Scotland suggested that 

communities could collaborate to tackle larger challenges, maximising their collective 

impact. SCDC felt that communities should be given the power to review or develop 

stronger anchor organisations or anchor networks. They felt: 
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“This is essential to ensure that they are effectively represented by representative, 

accountable organisations and processes. In this sense, it is the bedrock of further local 

democratic development.” - SCDC 

The Common Weal advocated for a model that encouraged joint working, potentially even 

future mergers, between organisations. 

“[Our suggested community decision-making body should]… be free to set up a ‘Town 

Manager’s Office’… to give them the capacity to deliver the work programmes they 

develop. These would be delivered through a mixed model which would include working 

with the Regional Councils, Town Manager’s Offices, local voluntary organisations, social 

enterprises, development trusts and local businesses…In time the case for mergers 

between existing local authorities to create genuinely regional authorities should be 

explored.” – The Common Weal 

“However, DTAS, while recognising the benefits of collaboration, highlighted the need to 

ensure that larger scale multi-agency initiatives and collaboration continue to listen directly 

to communities. Local democratic bodies can be thought of as part of an extended 

network, able to collaborate to achieve mutual aims, and on larger projects such as 

economic, physical and health infrastructure. This networking allows for sharing of skills, 

best practice and knowledge. Currently, these networks do not function leading to 

examples where decisions made as part of City/Region deals for example, feel 

increasingly remote from the people they affect, do not work for local communities and are 

out of reach of public scrutiny. Collaborative arrangements would need to deal with the 

complexity of multi-level governance and build in transparency and accountability at all 

levels.” - DTAS 

Greater involvement in service delivery 

Participants described a desire for communities to have more control over a wide range of 

public services. However, it was not always clear whether communities wished to have 

complete control of these services or simply to have a greater say in decision-making and 

priority-setting.  

Transport and the environment were frequently mentioned. Transport suggestions covered 

enforcing parking restrictions, running community-led public transport, and repairing roads. 

Environment suggestions included managing parks and natural spaces, controlling fly-

tipping and litter, and allotments and waste management.  

Other suggested services where communities could play a greater role included housing 

and planning, health and social care including GP practices, youth activities and schools, 

community safety and licensing, managing libraries and leisure centres and providing 

enhanced community transport and services for older people. However, participants rarely 

gave details about how communities could be more involved in delivering these services or 

how they would operate in practice. The Poverty Alliance highlighted that poverty, racism 

and inequality were concerns in local communities and should be considered across all 

issues and service delivery. A small number wished for powers to take over assets or land 

management and to manage community hubs.  
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“The sight loss community could have powers to clearly state what is required in terms of 

their needs – this might be a national influence in terms of physical infrastructure, e.g. 

signage/train announcements/materials etc – everyday things that present barriers to 

participation.” – Forth Valley Sensory Centre 

“Having powers to raise local issues and suggest responses and solutions could involve 

general and specific powers. For example, we know that health and social care are under 

pressure and local people could discuss and plan local solutions to save travel and 

provide local initiatives. We have under-used community facilities and a population with 

lonely people who would benefit from being with others with similar interests.” - Individual 

Discussions on planning powers occurred during the Rutherglen, Skye and Duns 

facilitated conversations. Participants called for communities to have powers of veto over 

planning applications, greater control over investment development approvals, greater 

decision-making powers on wind turbine planning and greater planning powers for facilities 

such as nurseries, care homes, museums, parks and libraries. In the Easterhouse 

facilitated conversation it was suggested that more support could be given to housing 

associations through subsidies to support building of affordable housing and for local 

authorities to provide unused land to housing associations. 

Sharing powers 

Around a third of participants who commented on the distribution of powers described how 

community organisations and existing bodies could share power. Several suggestions 

were made, such as gradually devolving powers to communities over time, or community 

organisations working in partnership to deliver services. In these cases, it was not 

uncommon for participants to comment on the need for an improved relationship between 

communities’ existing decision-making bodies. This is discussed more in Chapter 5. 

“Might there be the possibility of existing decision-makers sharing power with a community 

mentor that may be a specific community led organisation or decision-making group 

identified through some kind of democratic process? The decision maker would meet on a 

structured basis with the community mentor that would be recompensed for their role. 

Together, they would explore the issue, potentially calling on other local expertise or 

knowledge, and agree an optimum response or line of discussion/debate which the 

decision-maker then takes to the formal decision-making meeting. Initiatives like Children 

and Young People's Cabinets may provide some experience or learning around how to 

practically share power.” – Foundation Scotland 

Retention of powers by public bodies 

Retain all substantive powers 

Where opinions were expressed about what powers should be retained by existing 

decision-makers, the prevailing view was that they should keep most or all powers. 

Reasons related to more significant or complex services or larger areas being better 

managed by larger bodies, or service delivery would be more reliable.  
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“There are some decisions that need to be taken by national or local authority 

organisations where they have the overview, regulatory framework, expertise and are 

aware of the big picture on issues that affect communities. The existing institutions that 

have this overview should retain it and be responsible for statutory provisions.” – 

Conversation hosted by Forth Valley Sensory Centre 

Some suggested negative impacts could occur if communities oversaw services. 

Examples included decisions being taken that were not in the interests of communities, 

such as funds being diverted from waste services, leading to bins not being emptied, or 

services being delivered by ‘well-meaning’ but ineffective or transient volunteers. Another 

reason was that elected decision-makers were democratically voted for and accountable.  

Only certain powers should be retained by public bodies 

Others felt that public bodies should only retain certain powers. Most commonly, major 

infrastructure such as utility management, broadband and cabling, and regional transport 

networks were cited as areas that should be retained. It was felt these required centralised 

planning and coordination that went beyond the scope of individual communities.  

A similar number felt wider financial powers should be retained, such as economic 

policies, taxation, budgeting and management of funding priorities and allocations. A few 

specified other services provided by public bodies that should be retained including 

housing, education, health and social care, licensing and public buildings. Where reasons 

were given, these included maintaining stability, consistency and prosperity, avoiding 

confusion and ensuring legislative compliance.  

No change needed  

Some expressed a view that the powers already available to community organisations are 

either adequate or not currently being used effectively. For instance, Uphall Community 

Council felt the present powers were sufficient. Those in the conversations hosted by 

Dumfries and Galloway LGBT, along with SURF, felt there were already too many powers 

at community level with insufficient funds to back up and use the powers they had. Three 

local authorities called for greater investment and focus on existing structures and 

initiatives instead of creating new community structures.  

No powers should be retained 

A small number felt that a principle of no powers being retained by public bodies should 

operate. For instance, the Common Weal suggested that to practice a culture of 

subsidiarity, the maximum relevant powers should be devolved to the lowest level of 

government, including tax-raising abilities and full financing from the central government. 

One individual felt that if no powers were specifically retained, it would prevent 

complacency, improve accountability, and ensure a better quality of service. Those 

participating in a conversation hosted by the Mental Health Foundation suggested that 

existing decision-makers should hold certain powers until communities are empowered 

and ready to assume them.  
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3. Effective representation 
Participants were invited to consider democratic representation. This chapter presents the 

analysis of responses to several questions which explored issues such as how to ensure 

community decision-making bodies reflect the diversity of their communities, how to select 

representatives and what the role of representatives should be. 

While responses to these questions overlapped considerably, it was clear participants 

were interested in greater diversity among local representatives, reflecting the range of 

community members’ experiences. Responses emphasised the importance of 

representatives with a deep community understanding, a passion for community 

improvement, and a desire to advocate for all community members. 

The importance of transparency and holding local decision-makers accountable were also 

consistently mentioned in responses to these questions. These issues are covered in more 

detail in Chapter 5. 

Question 3: When thinking about who might be part of new decision-making bodies, what 

are the best ways to ensure they truly reflect their communities and enhance equality? 

Question 4a: Thinking about your own community, what groups would you like to see 

represented through other selection methods?  

The importance of diverse representation 

Questions 3 and 4a asked participants to consider the makeup of community decision-

making bodies. Many participants advocated for representation within decision-making 

bodies to reflect the diversity within their communities. They stressed that representation 

from a cross-section of the community would enhance equality, ensure decisions are 

based on a range of perspectives and show all community members that their voice is 

heard and considered.  

Participants highlighted that diverse representation would ensure decisions are inclusive 

and that all viewpoints are considered before instituting new actions or policies on behalf 

of the community. For example, Social Enterprise Scotland suggested that social 

enterprises are often deeply rooted in the needs of communities and can provide a 

platform for under-represented groups “amplifying voices that might not always be heard in 

traditional democratic processes”.  

“Ensuring meaningful representation across decision-making processes is vital in the 

creation of a system which works for the majority of citizens. Traditionally, organisations 

have been led by white, heterosexual men, with their needs being prioritised over others. 

This has led to continued disadvantage for women and minority groups… Increasing 

diversity across decision-making bodies is key.” – The Scottish Women’s Convention 

“Having people from as many households as possible is the best way to ensure true 

reflection and equality.” – Conversation hosted by Thriving Communities CLD and South 

Ayrshire Council 
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It was suggested that groups should reflect the communities they represent through 

widespread involvement, transparency, strict criteria, community outreach, and reviews. 

Dumfries and Galloway Council noted that its Commission on Representation and 

Engagement (Third Sector and Protective Characteristics) has a performance measure for 

encouraging under-represented groups into public life.  

“It would be helpful to signpost community decision-making bodies to a range of public 

policy documents and strategies to ensure they are making informed decisions based on 

current policy and programmes and to be aware of the wider public policy context. This 

could be done through guidance documents and best practice guides.” - Strathclyde 

Partnership for Transport (SPT) 

Including people with specific characteristics 

Ensuring diversity across age, gender, sexuality, disability and ethnicity were all cited as 

important to consider in achieving representation.  

A need for greater involvement of young people was a recurring theme across comments 

about representation in community decision-making. Participants considered young people 

to be the future of the community and noted that their unique views could add value to 

community decision-making processes.  

Some suggested educating children and young people about local democracy, citizenship 

and service to the community to help them feel more empowered to participate and so that 

they could develop relevant skills and expertise over their lifetime. It was also noted in the 

Duns and Easterhouse facilitated conversations that engaging with young people can be 

an effective way to encourage their parents to become more aware of and involved in 

community decision-making.  

“Groups such as young people should be included. We think this should be part of the 

school curriculum to change the culture around democracy. Involve young people in the 

decisions from the start, help them create a better future for themselves.” – Conversation 

hosted by Toryglen Community Hall 

“We don’t feel that enough young people are being asked to participate, perhaps they 

don’t take us seriously enough, but how can we do more in our community, if we are not 

invited or involved in the decision process?” – Conversation hosted by SYMBL CIC – 

Young People 

Consideration of other age groups, such as the elderly, working-aged people and school 

children was also mentioned by some; however, there was little detail in responses as to 

why these groups needed greater representation. In contrast, participants at many 

facilitated conversations emphasised that many members of existing community decision-

making organisations are older or retired and therefore supported greater diversity of 

participants.  

Many participants advocated representation from ethnic minority groups, refugees and 

those seeking asylum. Coalition for Racial Equality and Rights highlighted only 4% of the 

population in Scotland identify as from a minority ethnic background and therefore it was 
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easy for their views to be misrepresented or drowned out. A few participants highlighted 

that people who identify as coming from a minority group may not feel welcomed into 

community meetings. A few noted that tokenistic recruitment should be avoided and 

instead there should be an acknowledgement of the diversity of backgrounds and 

experiences among people who identify as being from an ethnic minority group.  

“We need to take into consideration that representation of different ethnic communities is 

vital. [Black and Minority Ethnic] communities should not be treated as monolithic. The lack 

of diversity affects the ability of decision-making bodies to engage meaningfully with all 

communities in Scotland.” - Coalition for Racial Equality and Rights 

“This question assumes that groups would want to be represented, however we know from 

working with equalities groups that representatives can experience disempowerment when 

they are the single representative voice in the room. It is more important that rather than 

‘select’ people, that there is a requirement to link with local or national bodies that 

represent experiences of different equalities groups.” - Argyll and Bute Council  

Other groups participants suggested need to be represented, in order of prevalence, were:  

• Women 

• Disabled people, those with long-term health conditions and with mental health 

conditions 

• A range socio-economic representation, such as people from diverse trades and 

professions 

• The LGBT+ community 

• Single parents 

• Faith groups 

• People with lived experiences of homelessness, addictions, and prison services 

 

“People should represent what they know. An example would be a homeless person 

should be part of the decision-making process. A drug user the same. Another example 

would be deciding what is minimum wage should include people on minimum wage. How 

many minorities are truly represented? Very few get the opportunity.” – Individual  

Representatives’ knowledge and experience 

Several participants suggested that representatives should have expertise or specific skills 

relevant to their sphere of influence, and knowledge about the communities they serve.  

“While striving for representation is important, it should be pursued strategically to ensure 

efficient reflection of community needs, not solely as a solution for perceived imbalances. 

Prioritise building representation based on experience, competence, and relevance to 

issues faced by the local community ("community of place") rather than solely on shared 

characteristics ("community of interest"). Avoid solely relying on socio-economic data for 

designing representation structures.” - Scottish Forum of Community Councils 
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Some participants described types of professional experience which would benefit the 

efficient functioning of community decision-making bodies. These included experience in 

environmental and local planning, transportation, education, health and social welfare, 

tourism, and budgeting. A few mentioned involving local businesses or landowners as they 

provide important income and community support structures.  

Representation of community organisations 

Several participants called for involving or recruiting representatives from existing 

community organisations. A range of opinions were expressed, from including 

representatives on new local decision-making bodies, to creating a new body comprised of 

these representatives as their organisations are already established and organised within 

the community. Others suggested that a new representative body could be lost among the 

many voluntary groups currently running in some communities. Existing groups that 

participants felt should be represented included other elected bodies such as community 

councils, resident associations and parent-teacher associations, and representatives of 

non-elected groups such as faith leaders, university staff and local health service staff. A 

few stressed the importance of including third-sector organisations and community groups 

that advocate for community members.  

“Several SURF consultees drew attention to the ‘messy’ nature of community groups. 

Examples were given of places with multiple community anchor bodies, including 

community groups of place and theme, including development trusts, community councils, 

community asset owners, community arts organisations, community-based housing 

associations, disability groups, ethnic minority bodies, social enterprises, tenants’ groups, 

and more. It was argued that supporting collaboration across these groups, exploring and 

working towards a shared vision for a local place as part of a wider partnership reflecting 

community demographics, would be more productive than creating a new entity and 

hoping it can attract and maintain a diverse membership.” – SURF  

Ensuring elected representatives from other levels of government were more actively 

involved in the local democratic processes was mentioned by a few, as was working more 

closely with representatives of local authorities.  

Selection methods  

Question 4b: What methods should these be?  

Question 4b asked participants what methods should be used to ensure the groups they 

would like to see included in decision-making are represented. There was no 

overwhelming support for any one method of selecting representatives, although some 

provided examples of methods which could be used. The importance of selecting or 

ensuring representation from equalities groups was often reiterated. Some suggested 

quotas or sortition alongside other forms of selection, such as election, to ensure 

representation from specific groups. Another suggestion was to use census data to clearly 

understand community demographics to ensure equal representation. Others did not 

advocate for specific selection methods but stressed the need for diverse representation of 

the whole community. 
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“Require decision-making bodies to reflect the makeup of the community, e.g. reflect the 

gender balance, age profile, income levels, ethnic diversity as far as possible and to have 

some guidelines as to how they could be more accessible to different circumstances.” - 

Individual 

Sortition, as used in citizens’ assemblies, was supported as a selection method by a few 

participants. They noted that this would ensure a decision-making body reflects the local 

population. Those who supported sortition also supported those who are selected being 

paid for their time and contribution.  

“Potential for sortition to select a cross-section of the community and ensure inclusion of 

people from all groups and those underrepresented currently. Although self-selection 

brings issues (including lack of representation in some groups), sortition could select 

people whom do not wish to be part of a decision-making body, so there may have to be 

an element of self-selection from the pool of people gathered. People could be elected 

from across different parts of the community as representatives.” - Individual 

Citizen Assemblies and Citizen Juries were also suggested as useful mechanisms to 

select people as well as offering specific ways to engage people (see Chapter 4 for further 

discussion of these methods). For example, the Scottish Youth Parliament suggested in 

their response that members of these panels could be chosen at random and Mull 

Community Council suggested revolving membership:  

“A fixed term for community members in the “hot seat”, in/out, short and sweet, do your bit 

for the community.” – Conversation hosted by Mull Community Council 

Regarding elections for representatives, UNISON cautioned that high levels of community 

participation could be challenging to achieve, noting community councils did not always 

secure enough nominations to require elections. Members of the facilitated conversations 

felt linking voting for community representatives with local authority elections could raise 

their profile and encourage participation. A few participants suggested that a 

representative board be created, recommending that the board be a mix of elected and 

selected officials and be made up of local leaders or community members who are already 

involved and contributing.  

Avoid self-selection 

A few participants described the disadvantages of selection methods that rely on self-

selection and shared examples where few community members were interested in 

participating, allowing other people to ‘walk into’ positions. They expressed concerns that 

processes like this were inappropriate, fearing it could lead to decisions that were not 

representative of the views of, or in the interest of, the larger community. Similarly, 

concerns were expressed in a few facilitated conversations that the wrong method of 

selection could lead to special interest groups dominating a body. 
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“Our community council is made up of volunteers. Membership depends on people putting 

themselves up for election. If there are fewer volunteers than posts, they are all accepted 

without even a vote. If there are more, then the community is able to vote. Candidates can 

provide a supporting statement but often don't, so the choice is a) limited to the available 

pool of volunteers and b) based on very little information apart from personal knowledge of 

the person. If additional powers were to be given to that group, there would need to be 

more attempt to encourage a diversity of candidates and perhaps also some guidelines 

about what skills or experience would be required.” - Individual  

The role of representatives  

Question 5a asked participants to envision what elected local representatives could do for 

their community. A further Question 5b focused on what could incentivise people to 

participate in community decision-making; this is included in Chapter 4. 

Question 5a: What would the role of local elected representatives be?  

Working on behalf of the community 

Many participants wanted elected representatives who would consult with and respond to 

the concerns of their community. This included speaking on behalf of those who are less 

powerful and advocating for the community to higher levels of government. Some noted 

the importance of possessing community knowledge to enable representatives to 

accurately express local needs and wants. Suggested qualities of representatives included 

being open and honest, aware of their remit, management-focused, and having humility. 

“They need to listen to their community, know their community well - who is in the 

community and is representing it - and that way they can know what sort of services they 

can provide.” – Conversation hosted by the Mental Health Foundation 

Many also called for representatives to gather and represent their community’s opinions  

accurately; participants did not want representatives to make decisions in a vacuum.  

“If they are elected in such a way that they better reflect the makeup of the community, 

then their role could include seeking and representing the views of the community and 

being the liaison between them and regional tiers of council.” – Individual 

Participants suggested ways in which community engagement could be carried out, such 

as consultation and open-door meetings. In most cases there was a desire for 

representatives to go to the community and not expect the community to go to them. Good 

communication was described as the starting point for understanding communities’ wants 

and needs. Some participants articulated the role of representative as an advocate, 

speaker or the voice of the people, pushing against unpopular decisions and to be free 

from political bias. 
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“A voice for the unheard.” – Conversation hosted by Dumfries and Galloway LGBT Plus 

“To represent the views of the community and challenge the status quo.” – Conversation 

hosted by Toryglen Community Hall 

“To be a voice for all the people rather than a political party that does not necessarily 

represent everyone.” - Individual 

Others described the role of an advocate-representative or a guide, i.e. to help 

communities navigate relationships with higher levels of government and introduce 

community members to the democratic process. One participant viewed advocacy as a 

way to support local community development by showcasing improvements and 

highlighting what is available for locals and visitors in their area. Another participant 

suggested that representatives could ensure that different minority groups were 

represented and consulted. 

Project delivery 

As participants felt that community decision-making bodies should deliver projects to 

benefit the community, some thought that representatives should have ideas about how to 

improve their community and be responsible for delivering those improvements. These 

included: 

• Environmental improvements. 

• Technological. 

• Technological advancements, such as district heating. advancements, such as 

district heating. 

• Setting up community hubs, like tool libraries. Setting up community hubs, like tool 

libraries. 

• Extending hours of key services. 

• Running community services like parks and public gardens.  community services 

like parks and public gardens.  

“The role of local elected representatives could be to make decisions, within their own 

sphere of competence, and within the limits of an overarching local outcome improvement 

plan. This could be carried out with overarching guidance on delivery but without 

interference and direction from bodies higher up in the hierarchy.” - West Lothian Council 

“Elected representatives of development councils would be tasked with delivering the 

vision and plan arrived at by the local citizens’ assembly.” - Electoral Reform Society 

A few noted that local representatives should monitor and evaluate the successes or 

failures of community projects, with one participant noting that representatives should be 

responsible for the success or failure of the projects they proposed. The Common Weal, 

however, emphasised that local representatives should not be treated like procurement 

managers who are responsible to higher levels of government. They suggested that the 
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projects facilitated by representatives must stem from community consultation and be in 

the community's best interest.  

Concerns about partisanship  

Some participants supported a desire for local political representatives to be apolitical, 

working instead for the community's best interests rather than a political party, over 

multiple questions. Term limits and accountability were two ways participants suggested 

overcoming partisanship. New Town and Broughton Community Council felt the place of 

elected councillors and their role in a new system of local democracy had not been 

adequately considered in the consultation document.  

“Concern is expressed that national party affiliations of elected members might influence 

local decision-making, potentially prioritising partisan interests over community needs. 

Local decisions should be based on what truly benefits the community, regardless of party 

politics.” - Scottish Forum of Community Councils 

“Elected members should focus more on the needs of local people over their party when 

engaging with the community.” – Conversation hosted by the Scottish Youth Parliament 
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4. Encouraging participation and community 

engagement 
Many questions in the consultation paper and community conversations focused on how to 

increase participation in local democracy. This section presents multiple themes evident in 

responses and conversations about whether and how to incentivise participation, removing 

barriers to participation, and the types of events or activities that could increase community 

engagement. 

Incentivising participation 

Question 5b asked participants to consider how people could be incentivised to participate 

in decision-making. While this followed questions about representatives, many participants 

considered the question more generally and reflected on how the wider community and 

elected and selected representatives could be encouraged to participate. 

Question 5b: What would incentivise other people to take on/be part of decision-making?  

Demonstrating evidence of change 

Many participants thought that people would feel incentivised to participate in community 

decision-making if they believed their actions would have an impact. Participants noted the 

importance of seeing progress or change happening in their community. Some suggested 

that greater education and instruction on how democracy works and how leaders can 

contribute to their communities may show people they can have an impact. Others noted 

that lack of participation and apathy could stem from a sense of hopelessness or inability 

to make impactful changes. They suggested that participation would improve if community 

members felt empowered to make the changes they need and want and then saw 

evidence that their involvement informed change.  

“Make it simple. Demonstrate how it works by showing results. Listen to people and what 

they have to say.” – Individual  

“Really important that communities see actions, not words. We are too fed up with too 

many groups, all discussing things but not actually doing what they say is good practice! 

It's too disheartening to be part of groups who all talk about what needs to be done but 

actually don't put those things into practice.” - Cutting Edge Theatre 

“The main incentive therefore needs to be evidence of actual change for the better at a 

local level because of new decision-making powers. The current apathy is not the fault of 

individuals but is a result of disempowerment and disengagement as current processes 

seem to not result in the changes people would like to see, and a system which renders 

people too busy struggling to make ends meet and care for their families to have time to 

be as involved in their communities as they’d like. Creating a virtuous circle of good, 

accessible, decision-making processes and tangible change will strengthen the incentive 

to participate.” - DTAS 
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Reducing barriers to participation 

Participants frequently highlighted several barriers that hindered or prevented community 

involvement in community decision-making. They suggested that creating the right 

conditions to encourage engagement was a key feature of effective dialogue. In both 

responses and facilitated conversations, participants noted that participation barriers 

needed to be addressed, especially for groups that are typically under-represented such 

as those listed in the analysis of Questions 3 and 4a, and that support should be given to 

community groups. They suggested that a concerted effort was needed to overcome 

apathy and cynicism in many communities. 

Several highlighted barriers such as the time commitment, access to the location, the 

language of the published material, and the secondary costs associated with taking part 

due to transport, childcare, or loss of work hours. Many participants suggested that local 

representatives should be paid to negate some of the costs of participating. Participants in 

a conversation hosted by LEx Scotland highlighted the need to address barriers caused by 

poverty and ensuring people on benefits were not sanctioned if paid for their input. 

Participants noted that financial support could also incentivise engagement; examples 

included paying people, providing vouchers to cover the ’gift of time’, covering expenses 

including care costs, and allowing paid time off work. 

“Elected members are remunerated, whereas community councillors are not. In terms of 

possible incentives, is there a suggestion that remuneration would be offered to any new 

local decision body? Clarity on this would be helpful.” – Argyll and Bute Council 

Other forms of support suggested by participants to overcome barriers included offering 

childcare or paid carers, providing transportation to meetings or events, holding events in 

accessible facilities, and scheduling meetings and events different times or locations and 

in various formats. It was felt this would allow people to contribute in ways most suited to 

them and facilitated more diverse representation according to those attending the 

Dumfries facilitated event. Others emphasised the importance of translation services and 

easy-read versions of documents to improve accessibility. Participants in the facilitated 

conversation in Pitmedden cited the Army Reserves as a good example of people being 

given time off work to perform a vital service, and suggested providing time off work for 

community involvement should be viewed in the same constructive way. 

“Providing childcare services and flexible meeting times can be instrumental in 

encouraging young mothers' participation in decision-making processes… Providing 

transportation and accessible support for members with disabilities is crucial to ensuring 

equal access to all individuals. In addition, it is imperative to ensure that those who require 

such support have access to an interpreter to facilitate communication. These measures 

align with a commitment to promoting inclusivity and diversity in all aspects of community 

decision-making.” - One Page Miracle/ Community Conversation hosted by Bullying 

Recovery and Awareness CIC Conversation  

North Lanarkshire Partnership Strategic Leadership Board highlighted that the Council’s 

Equalities Board was undertaking work to examine barriers to participation for equalities 

groups to establish a baseline of information to identify improvement actions to increase 
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participation. After that, awareness raising and development work would be delivered 

through Community Boards to identify and agree improvement actions. 

“All documents should be available in plain English and in formats that suit the needs of all 

members of the sensory loss community. Information should also be available in signed 

video clips, but these clips should not include too much abstract information. BSL needs 

context and background. Sharing of information in the Deaf community is best done face 

to face with interaction.” – Conversation hosted by Forth Valley Sensory Centre 

A few participants also stressed the importance of creating a welcoming atmosphere and 

using language people understood. Participants in the Making Rights Real event felt 

participation in decision-making could be improved by embedding testimonials at the root 

of decision-making, ensuring people’s stories would be heard. Members of Community 

Wellbeing Collective called for empathy, love and unity to help shift mindsets. 

“We also felt that it was important that this structure embedded practices that ensures all 

members of an association feel included, safe, without fear and that able to contribute 

directly to decision-making”. – Conversation hosted by Glasgow Allotments Forum 

“Another key value is the importance of interrogating and building shared language. In one 

conversation, participants shared that even when they were invited to a local Health and 

Social Care board as a third sector organisation, the language and jargon used was highly 

exclusionary and they neither felt welcome nor included despite being ‘at the table.” – 

Conversation hosted by Science Ceilidh  

Approaches to community engagement 

Across the consultation questions and facilitated conversations, participants considered 

and suggested a range of approaches which could be used to reach, engage and involve 

community members. The need for a range of flexible and inclusive approaches was 

frequently highlighted. Question 7 addressed the value of community events and is 

covered later in this chapter. 

Question 8: What other mechanisms would help achieve high levels of community 

participation in local decision-making processes?  

Use a flexible range of approaches 

Participants provided many ideas about approaches to increase participation in community 

decision-making processes. Their wide-ranging suggestions included face-to-face 

engagement, digital or online methods, voting and other forms of democratic deliberation 

such as citizen’s assemblies or jury-service type models. The Electoral Reform Society 

noted citizens’ assemblies allowed in-depth discussions to be held over perhaps several 

blocks of two-day sessions, that could be reconvened to assess progress and provide a 

report. 

In several facilitated conversations participants discussed sortition or Citizen Assemblies 

and highlighted the need to ensure accountability and impartiality. Members of the 

conversation hosted by Forth Valley Sensory Centre felt citizen juries were a good idea, 
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while Ythan Community Council thought they could add another layer of bureaucracy 

which slowed progress.  

“They allow people to understand each other, while not always agreeing, and effectively 

counter the divisive nature of party and council chamber politics and the impact of social 

media polarisation. They tend to produce a set of proposals that citizens feel they own and 

are proud of, and the assembly see themselves as champions of.” - Electoral Reform 

Society 

Other themes included providing a variety of ways to contribute to allow people to choose 

to engage with the methods that suited them, going to where people were via community 

outreach, using a paid facilitator, and building capacity amongst decision-makers. 

Digital participation 

Participants frequently supported using digital methods to engage people in local 

democracy. Specific examples included using social media, webinars, online surveys and 

voting, online noticeboards, blogs and vlogs, and websites. A few suggested a shared 

online platform or website could be used to promote local organisations and bodies, 

showcase projects or groups and share knowledge. Online voting was felt to have the 

advantage of anonymity, though a few raised privacy and security concerns. However, 

those in the conversation hosted by Mull Community Council thought older people would 

prefer phone calls to online communications. Some participants also suggested using of 

digital platforms and voting apps to enhance accessibility. 

“Set up a local democracy website so that local Councillors and Community Councillors 

need to give a 250-to-500-word statement about why they are standing. Have Community 

Council meetings online and have them recorded on the local democracy website. Give 

the website the functionally to allow Councillors and Community Councillors to post videos 

every six months. Create a requirement that committee papers are uploaded to the local 

democracy website at the same time as they are published on the Council website.” – 

Individual 

Outreach and face-to-face engagement 

Targeted approaches, through engaging in youth and community outreach, were often 

highlighted by participants as a valuable mechanism to engage groups in community 

decision-making. A range of venues where this could occur were suggested, including 

libraries, schools, places of worship, community centres, care homes, clubs and societies, 

allotments, and retail centres. These were seen as taking the debate directly to people, 

who may not have the time or ability to participate otherwise. It was highlighted that 

venues perceived as too formal, such as offices or public buildings, could be off-putting for 

some. Participants in the facilitated conversation in Rutherglen suggested being creative 

with available spaces and discussed an event held in an underpass connecting two 

different communities, which was very well attended despite being held in a space 

traditionally avoided. 
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“The role of faith institutions locally can be utilised to inform locals about issues relevant to 

the decision-making processes e.g., decision-making bodies can collaborate with faith 

groups to facilitate information sessions and discussion groups etc.” - Conversation hosted 

by BEMIS 

Face-to-face opportunities to participate were also commonly mentioned, with suggestions 

these could include town hall gatherings, seminars, focus groups, door-to-door 

discussions, and meetings. For instance, Social Enterprise Scotland noted social 

enterprises often offer volunteering opportunities, workshops and events that can 

encourage participation and develop skills related to active citizenship such as project 

management, public speaking and leadership. Participants in the Ripple Project’s hosted 

conversation thought door-to-door contact was the best way to ensure everyone was 

represented.  

For some participants, the physical presence of elected representatives in the community 

was important. A few suggested holding regular open surgeries or question-and-answer 

sessions to allow community members to speak to their representatives directly. One 

suggested open surgeries be tied to community event days. Others wanted 

representatives to have an office within the community where they could be found if 

needed. Similarly, participants in a few facilitated conversations suggested a requirement 

that representatives publicly present themselves, their views and how they plan to vote on 

any pertinent community matters so that the community has a chance to understand who 

is representing them. Participants noted that this would allow representatives to be held to 

account and their work on behalf of the community to be more visible.  

“They should have an office in their community which they are by-law required to spend 40 

hours a week, where they can work through digital and physical means to improve the 

community they work for. With keeping a physical presence in an easily accessible office 

for the public it ensures that they are held accountable and the community knows there is 

somewhere they can go if they seek change for something.” - The Feel Good Womens 

Group 

Participatory budgeting 

Some, including the Language Hub and Aberdeen City Council, viewed participatory 

budgeting as a helpful way to involve community members in setting budget priorities and 

determining local provisions. This is a democratic process where citizens decide how to 

spend part of a public budget. The Corra Foundation highlighted that they had allocated £5 

million in 2022/23 via participatory grant-making approaches and provided various 

examples of this.  

Conversely, some concerns around participatory budgeting approaches were noted. 

Participants in the facilitated conversation in Dumfries felt that the competitive nature of 

the process causes projects and organisations to pitch against each other. This puts 

communities in the position of having to make ‘the worst possible choices’, for example, 

whether to fund a food bank or a women’s aid refuge. ‘Participatory strategizing’ was 

suggested as an alternative, where people vote for priorities, rather than one specific 

project over another. However, other consultation participants noted that communities 
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voting on issues could be inequitable as it may result in the biggest or most popular 

groups receiving more funding.  

Other types of engagement 

Other approaches mentioned less frequently included creative methods such as theatre, 

music and storytelling, using local media or newsletters and running projects co-designed 

with communities. Creative Lives noted the wider benefits of creativity on people’s lives, 

arguing the Culture Strategy for Scotland and its action plan could usefully work to 

“strengthen, transform and empower through culture”. Participants in the Dumfries 

facilitated event noted that humour could also help people engage, citing TV programmes 

such as ‘Have I Got News for You’ as a good way to introduce people to topical issues. 

The Children’s Parliament suggested a ‘Democracy Day’ where children learnt about and 

were involved in voting processes. They viewed this day as a special, celebratory occasion 

that could create improved and happier communities. They also advocated for pupil 

Councils or Parliaments that are fair and equal in their approaches and where ideas are 

taken seriously and raised with school and community leaders e.g. headteachers sharing 

ideas at community council meetings.  

“If we learn more about voting, children will be able to make informed decisions.” – 

Children’s Parliament 

Gradually increase involvement 

Building confidence over time or adopting a step-by-step approach to involving people 

were also suggested as ways to enhance community participation in local democracy. 

Involving people at an early stage of a process, such as when designing events or plans or 

providing easy small ways to take part initially, could help increase motivation to become 

more involved. As noted earlier, a few suggested it could be helpful to educate children 

and young people on how to become involved in local democracy and provide them with 

tools to do so. Developing relationships, offering training, services or volunteering 

opportunities and apprenticeship-style placements were suggested to encourage 

engagement over time.  

Community events  

Question 7 specifically asked participants to reflect on the value of community events.  

Question 7: Are community events a good way to involve local people in scrutinising 

progress and setting future direction?  

Participants generally agreed that events could allow a large selection of views to be 

heard. In explaining their support, they noted that events were less formal than committee 

meetings and created a way for people who did not usually participate to become involved.  

Some described community events they were already running. A range of community 

event types were suggested, including multicultural celebrations, fairs, children’s 

workshops, barbeques, music events, outings, cultural or sports events, art classes, road 

shows, open meetings, festivals, galas, street parties and coffee mornings. SYMBL CIC 

and others called for more events for young people organised by young people.  
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“RTPI Scotland encourages and supports the implementation of public engagement 

through community events. The Place Standard Tool, jointly designed by NHS Health 

Scotland, the Scottish Government and Architecture and Design Scotland, is a staple of 

contemporary community-led planning in Scotland and relies heavily on community 

events.” - Royal Town Planning Institute Scotland 

Benefits of community events  

Community events were described as helpful ways to improve knowledge and 

understanding of community members, build cohesion and provide accountability. 

Participants noted that events provided a forum for people to learn more about their 

communities and issues affecting them and collaborate to devise solutions.  

“Bringing people together in a face-to-face community venue setting to review past 

progress and discuss future plans is an ideal. Robust academic research indicates face-to-

face meetings are much better for supporting collaboration, mutual understanding, 

engagement and relationship-building than video calls.” - SURF 

Events were also felt to create a sense of involvement, shared identity and help develop 

relationships. Those in the conversation hosted by One Page Miracle/Community 

Conversation by Bullying Recovery and Awareness CIC felt events were an excellent 

platform for people to come together, foster a sense of belonging, make friendships, 

exchange ideas, identify ongoing issues and propose solutions to address them.  

Maximising attendance 

Several participants felt that events would be well-attended if they were effectively 

managed and designed, fun, engaging, collaborative and well-advertised. The need for 

events to be welcoming and accessible was also highlighted. To incentivise attendance, 

Eat Sleep Ride CIC suggested that events should be like those people would usually go 

to. They gave examples of a meal shared with others, or the use of music or sports, as 

ways to help put people at ease. Other suggested approaches included using a skilled 

facilitator, focusing on single issues, enabling participants to consider the issues in 

advance, avoiding adversarial or negative discussions and striking the right balance 

between being informal enough for people to attend but formal enough to make decisions.  

Some cautioned that events must be purposeful for communities to see their value. They 

shared examples of poor consultation approaches that diminished credibility and 

dampened community enthusiasm. These included valid concerns being ignored, ‘tick box’ 

exercises designed to produce the desired outcome, or the loss of valued community 

support or services despite campaigning by local people.  

Disadvantages of community events 

Some were not in favour of using community events in decision-making processes, 

arguing they were not representative, could lead to conflict or that people may not have 

time, or want, to attend, particularly if they did not already feel part of their community. 

West Lothian Council preferred the use of constituted groups such as Citizen Assemblies, 

arguing that community events were not appealing to most people, nor transparent. They 
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also cautioned, along with others, that running community events required resources often 

not currently available.  

“I believe they do not reach enough people in the community. For example, young people 

or ethnic minorities (dependent on location) do not often attend community events either 

due to lack of interest or other factors.” – The Feel Good Women’s Group 
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5. Accountability and standards  
A significant proportion of the consultation paper and facilitated conversations focused on 

various aspects of how community decision-making bodies can achieve a strong mandate, 

ensure accountability and demonstrate high standards in how they operate. Many 

participants suggested that that inclusive and accessible processes are needed to ensure 

community members are listened to and that regular feedback is given. It was also felt that 

there should be equal representation in community groups and adequate support. These 

themes have all been addressed elsewhere in this report. 

This chapter presents multiple other themes raised by participants about accountability 

and standards. These include the need to define local boundaries, the importance of 

transparent and effective communication, priority setting and evaluation processes, time-

bound decision-making bodies, standards, and the value in designing a charter to ensure 

a positive relationship between community decision-makers and other public and decision-

making bodies.  

Question 6: What do you think are the best ways to ensure new decision-making bodies 

are accountable to their community?  

Question 9: What else should this process include to provide new community decision-

making bodies with a strong locally agreed mandate? 

Question 6 and Question 9 explore how new decision-making bodies could effectively 

represent the interests of their communities and remain accountable to them. Participants 

felt it necessary that boundaries were clearly defined. This would make it clear which 

geographic, or interest, areas were served by the new community decision-making bodies, 

and that cross-boundary working was facilitated for larger projects. Strong two-way 

communication mechanisms were considered important, as was the need to apply robust 

priority-setting and evaluation processes.   

Boundaries and defining communities 

The consultation paper noted that many participants in the first phase of Democracy 

Matters told the Scottish Government that boundaries, locally agreed mandates and 

setting priorities were interrelated. This attracted further comments on boundaries in 

participant’s responses and facilitated conversations.  

Defining local boundaries 

Many participants commented on the need for boundaries and terminology to be defined, 

particularly the word ‘local’. Discussion centred on geographical boundaries, though there 

was no consensus on how these should be determined. It was also noted that local can be 

considered in terms of communities of interest and communities of place; the conversation 

hosted by Forth Valley Sensory Centre noting local to participants meant services and 

organisations for the deaf community as well as the area where they lived.  

One suggestion made by SCDC to define or refine boundaries was to consider the 

common bonds that bring and hold people together in a community with sufficient social 
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capital to function well. Another suggestion from Aberdeen City Council highlighted local 

authorities’ experiences devising Community Council boundaries and that further 

consultation could ensure community expectations aligned with proposed boundaries.  

“There was a suggestion that parish boundaries are still helpful and recognisable, and 

another that high school catchment areas are a helpful scale, but these would need to be 

negotiated. Some advocated for going to an even more granular level of neighbourhoods 

within a ward.” - DTAS  

Collaborative working across boundaries 

The need for local areas to work together across boundaries was also highlighted, such as 

for larger projects or common issues. Participants explained this could involve 

communicating or partnering with groups or other organisations in neighbouring areas. A 

few participants suggested that skills audits could usefully facilitate skill-sharing between 

communities. A few others highlighted the mobilization of communities during the 

pandemic to provide vital services as successful examples of working across boundaries. 

It was also noted that joint arrangements were more likely to be required in rural areas. 

However, risks in collaborative approaches were also commonly highlighted. For instance, 

it was noted that conflict and competition could occur between groups, inequalities may 

worsen due to some areas having greater access to resources, or overlapping plans could 

cause confusion regarding responsibilities. One suggested way to coordinate local plans 

could be for local authorities to retain democratic oversight; Scottish Borders Council 

called for plans and decisions made by communities to be integrated within local authority 

and Scottish Government’s decision-making processes.  

Transparent and effective communication 

The importance of community decision-making bodies ensuring transparency and good 

communication with people in their community was frequently highlighted by participants. 

Suggestions to promote transparency included ensuring people knew how and when to 

contact community decision-makers, using accessible language and formats for 

communication, making minutes and reports publicly available or livestreaming meetings, 

and using community auditors.  

It was also seen as necessary to have a close relationship between decision-makers and 

community members, such as being easily contactable or participating in question-and-

answer or meet-and-greet sessions. While some suggested this should be done through 

mailing and digital outreach, a small number wanted representatives to proactively seek 

feedback to ensure underrepresented groups had their voices heard and needs met. The 

importance of an open dialogue with elected representatives was also noted.  

Some comments about communication with communities mentioned that dialogue should 

begin as early as possible and remain open as plans or projects are developed and 

delivered. Those attending the facilitated events emphasised the need to commit to 

obtaining a range of views and opinions and not make assumptions regarding people’s 

level of understanding of an issue.  
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“Genuine listening and an open mind and prepared to change direction if that what the 

community is asking for. Open-ended surveys rather than those that lead towards the 

answer favoured by the person or group setting the survey.” – Individual  

“Communities should be enabled to engage and make alliances with actors and 

organisations within the political system in order to help them influence and achieve 

positive change.” - SCDC 

Participants commented on the need to consider citizens' views in decision-making and 

provide good feedback. Suggested communication methods included holding regular open 

meetings in community venues, attending groups people already used, undertaking 

surveys, providing newsletters, or using social media. For instance, the Children’s 

Parliament suggested a TV show run by the Council called ‘You Said, We Did’, shown 

weekly to demonstrate how children’s ideas for change had been responded to. 

Optimising online communications for smartphones was mentioned, as was the need not 

to rely solely on digital methods.  

“Publicise (could be included in facilitator’s remit) via social media, local press, local radio, 

leaflets, open events, open meetings especially for single topics, attendance at local busy 

events with captive audiences.” – Conversation hosted by Campbeltown Community 

Council 

“Using a mini census to help inform decisions on who is selected; hold elections in 

schools; create a youth forum to enable the disengaged youth and school leavers (16 to 

30) to participate. Groups are given time and increased skills and capacity to use new 

powers to feedback on specific and unrepresented needs and wants, for example. through 

advocacy groups that represent people who need support to have their voices heard.” - 

Greener Kirkcaldy (submitting on behalf of Greener Kirkcaldy and Nourish Support Centre) 

Some advocated for greater information sharing. Types of information sought included 

easily accessible guides and resources tailored to the diverse needs of community groups, 

full cost-benefit analyses and financial projections for proposals, or ways to report issues 

with ideas suggested by participants including feedback post-boxes or apps to report 

repairs or flytipping. Accessible databases or websites and service points in communities 

were also suggested.  

A few participants cautioned against consultation fatigue. They shared suggestions on 

how feedback on activities could be achieved, such as having a visible constitution, 

reporting on numbers attending public events, explaining how views had been addressed, 

and reasons for deviated plans. 

Effective priority-setting and evaluation processes 

Clear terms of reference and SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, relevant and time-

bound) objectives were considered good ways to ensure community decision-making 

bodies continued to have a mandate and worked effectively. Participants suggested 

SMART objectives should be used as the basis for review and to evaluate progress. Other 

suggested ways to ensure the legitimacy of community groups included using pilots or 

minimum participation quotas, continuing only if these were successful, and considering 
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wider boundaries for decision-making bodies such as transport or housing. Voting was 

commonly suggested as a way for community members to participate in decision-making 

and was considered a good way of ensuring accountability. For instance, voting could 

decide which representatives would serve on other local groups or represent the 

community in other levels of decision-making, or which projects could be taken forward.  

“MSYPs said an inclusive and meaningful priority setting process included community 

consultation, anonymous voting on issues, good financial decisions, clear communications 

and going into schools to speak with young people.” – Conversation hosted by the Scottish 

Youth Parliament 

Community action plans and place plans were felt to be effective mechanisms for 

developing proposals with communities. Annual reviews or audits were also suggested to 

provide evidence of performance and progress for individual decision-makers and bodies. 

Those attending the facilitated conversation in Mull suggested a national body could train 

and pay community members as auditors who could then provide feedback to the Scottish 

Government. Others felt that decision-making bodies should demonstrate effective use of 

resources and how they adapted to changing community needs. Participants attending the 

facilitated conversation in Dumfries called for a culture of constructive challenge where 

ideas are tested to ensure they are as effective as possible before implementation. 

“Community action plans are an established and effective mechanism to develop 

proposals from the grassroots about what communities wish to happen in their locality and 

are a good example of deliberative and participative democracy in action. More recently 

Local Place Plans have taken this process a step further and are aligned to council 

development plans.” - DTAS 

“Transparent and accessible local planning processes are key to opening up discussion 

around how aspirational communities can be, but aspirations have to be managed 

alongside expectations at every step of the way.” – Scottish Community Alliance 

Some commented on the need to challenge poor performance, for example through 

regular elections or constraints, to ensure mistakes can be avoided. However, one 

individual called for consideration of the impact of informal scrutiny, and ways to protect 

community group members from negative feedback.  

Dumfries & Galloway Cycling (or Bike Users) felt there should be a mechanism to hold 

public bodies to account – a theme also highlighted in the facilitated events. Participants in 

those events called for mechanisms to scrutinise public spending and give feedback on 

performance or progress. They felt this would result in greater value for money, as public 

bodies would be more likely to consider the views of those in the community and make 

better decisions.  
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Timebound re-elections and renewal ballots 

Question 10: Are there ways to ensure new bodies are still wanted – for example by 

making them time-bound and subject to renewal ballots? 

Question 10 asked participants specifically about timebound re-elections and renewal 

ballots and there was considerable support for these approaches. Suggested terms 

ranged from one to six years, or for the duration of the initiative or plan being worked on. 

The preferred term among some who attended the facilitated events was two or three 

years. Some noted that terms could be staggered to ensure continuity of service and that 

limited terms of office could help bodies remain relevant, accountable and legitimate, or 

that renewal ballots could be triggered by low voter turnout in elections. Voting for 

members, with representation reviewed regularly and the possibility of co-opted members, 

was felt necessary to some. 

“The local community should be responsible for setting time-bound limitations, where the 

community deems this necessary, balancing democratic legitimacy with practical resource 

considerations.” - SURF 

Trust and governance 

During discussions, many participants emphasised that effective decision-making and 

local mandates could be achieved through adequate governance arrangements. While 

more detail is provided in the following sections about standards and Community Charters, 

several participants commented more generally on steps they felt would create trust in 

decision-making bodies. 

Commonly mentioned aspects included the need for clarity, accountability, and regulatory 

and legal frameworks. A few recommended clear terms of reference and roles and 

responsibilities, including Community Development Alliance Scotland and South Ayrshire 

Council – Thriving Communities – Communities Learning Development. Less frequently 

mentioned governance aspects included considering risk management and willingness to 

take risks, vision and timescales, conflict resolution mechanisms and organisational 

sustainability. To illustrate, one individual felt risk management was important but not to 

the point where it stifled innovation, and Argyll and Bute Council felt any locally agreed 

action plans should address risk appetite and “how much the community is willing to lose 

by trying something new”.  

“New bodies or structures would have to be clear on how they function and decide their 

purpose… To move towards this, existing structures that work well in communities could 

be built on, such as Local Area Forums and community sector anchor organisations. 

Current bodies should be assessed by communities to identify what they are achieving to 

measure their purpose going forward.” – Scottish Community Alliance 

“Checks and balances should not be overly burdensome, and support should be in place 

to ensure community organisations can meet any requirements.” – SCDC 
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A range of specific suggestions were each made by one or two participants about how to 

oversee staff and volunteers working for community decision-making bodies. These 

included: giving these bodies a mandate to control corruption; new board members 

receiving inductions on all aspects of governance; and ensuring that only paid staff work 

for community bodies to ensure accountability. While some proposed using volunteers, 

others highlighted limitations, such as volunteer burn out, the inaccessibility of 

volunteering, and challenges of relying on volunteers. Participants in the facilitated 

conversation in Pitmedden also noted the need to be mindful of representatives who are 

‘empire-building’ i.e. come to protect their own domain and budgets. 

The need to generate trust so community members would wish to participate in decision-

making was mentioned by some. This could be done through:  

• Transparent communication, as outlined above. 

• Creating a respectful and dignified framework, with evidence of listening and 

responding to views. 

• Involving trusted community members. 

• Controlling vested interests and private companies.  

Several noted a need for transparency and accountability in funding decisions. 

Participants recommended financial plans of community decision-making bodies should be 

explicit and well regulated, with their expenditure monitored. To support this, there were 

calls for governance structures to be put in place and for accounts and bank statements to 

be publicly available. 

Participants suggested that continuity and support arrangements would be needed for any 

groups which struggled, for instance, public bodies could investigate and advise or take 

back control of services. Dissolution of community decision-making bodies could occur as 

a last resort. One participant suggested a national local government commission for 

problem solving purposes.  

Some identified potential challenges which could impede effective accountability. 

Examples included the potential to ‘rig’ online voting, narrow representation of board 

members if opportunities to serve were poorly publicised, missing deadlines to make legal 

challenges or inadequate performance measurement. Members of the conversation 

hosted by Voluntary Groups Sutherland felt it should be an offence for community groups 

to break their contract with their community. 

Standards 

The consultation paper and facilitated conversations covered a specific aspect of 

accountability and good governance: the standards that should be expected of community 

decision-making bodies and their members. 
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Question 12: Are the standards set out in the future scenario box [i.e. democratic 

legitimacy, accessibility, human rights, creativity, and impact] the right set of standards to 

provide reassurance that new community decision-making bodies will be effective and 

treat everyone with dignity and respect?  

Agreement with suggested standards 

Many participants agreed that the five proposed standards would help promote the 

effectiveness of community decision-making bodies and respectful behaviour. Others 

reiterated the need for clear, rigorous standards and treating everyone with dignity and 

respect to establish trust and confidence in community bodies.  

“Earning community trust and confidence is crucial for the success of any new local 

decision-making body. This requires clearly defined standards that are consistently 

adhered to, demonstrating a commitment to ethical and effective decision-making.” – 

Social Enterprise Scotland 

Of the five proposed standards, participants most commonly endorsed human rights, 

emphasising the importance of inclusivity and equal opportunities for participation in 

decision-making. A human rights approach was seen as key to recognising and removing 

structural barriers to participation and ensuring a diversity of representation, which some 

also advocated for. The CLD Standards Council, calling for a stronger equality and rights-

based focus, suggested linking the standards to the Human Rights Bill for Scotland.  

The accessibility standard was next most frequently mentioned, with some seeing 

accessibility as key to enabling broad community participation, as outlined above in 

Chapter 4. A small number specifically supported standards relating to impact, democratic 

legitimacy, and creativity. 

“CRER would agree with a human rights approach which allows equal opportunity to 

participate and recognises structural barriers, including those which impact minority ethnic 

communities.” – Coalition for Racial Equality and Rights 

“Standards must reflect the diverse range of our community and take into account the 

diversity of the local community.” – Conversation hosted by Eskdalemuir Community 

Council 

Suggestions for developing standards 

Proposals for other standards community decision-making bodies should adhere to 

according to participants included fair treatment, transparency and opportunity for 

challenge and feedback. A few felt the standards should be underpinned by a legal 

framework, with support mechanisms built in, as prioritised by the National Standards of 

Community Engagement. Some participants suggested the standards be further 

developed with community involvement and input or advocated for a co-design approach 

with key stakeholders from local groups. The importance of communities being able to 

adapt standards to local contexts and review and change these over time was also 

emphasised. 
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“These are a good set of standards and there needs to be a starting point for this but there 

could be a process of developing these with communities over time and informed by the 

experience and learning of new ways of community governance.” – Electoral Reform 

Society 

Some suggested drawing on pre-existing expertise, policies, and standards to develop the 

standards and increase public confidence in community bodies. Suggestions included:  

• National Standards of Community Engagement. 

• Councillors’ Code of Conduct. 

• Ethical Standards in Public Life etc. (Scotland) Act 2000. 

• Model Code of Conduct for Members of Devolved Public Bodies. 

• Community Councils standards, community cohesion and equality strategies. 

• OSCR regulated charitable community bodies’ standards. 

• National Occupation Standards (NOS) for Community Development. 

• International Standards for Community Development Practice. 

“Specialists within the Council could provide support regarding drafting standards. It would 

also be beneficial to look at the existing standards for Community Councils and build on 

them to make them fit for this purpose. It is important not to waste resources by 

reinventing things; use existing expertise and local knowledge to make sure standards are 

relevant and robust.” – Conversation hosted by Forth Valley Sensory Centre 

Scepticism about the value of standards  

A few participants disagreed with the suggested standards but did not elaborate why. 

Others expressed doubt that the standards would be put into practice or positively impact 

the effectiveness of community organisations, ensure respect towards community 

members or improve participation. One organisation, for instance, felt a lack of diversity in 

community bodies would prevent the voices of ethnic minority groups from being heard. 

Others, including The CLD Standards Council, stressed that effective community 

engagement would not be possible without funding and resources.  

“The group was not sure if there are ever any guarantees on effectiveness and respect, 

time would tell.” – Conversation hosted by The Language Hub 

Additional measures needed  

Regarding ensuring standards are adhered to and representatives and communities are 

treated with dignity and respect, some participants called for community decision-making 

bodies to be given advice and support on various issues. Areas for consideration 

suggested by participants included HR and procurement, as well as support structures and 

documentation including: guidance materials, benchmarks, frameworks, guidelines, rules 

or standing orders, codes of conduct, charters, and training on a range of issues 

mentioned in Chapter 7.  
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“There needs to be deeper understanding on inclusivity, active listening etc. Given 

communities are expected to consult widely and with equality, there also needs to be 

some understanding of biased sampling and partisanship in collection and interpretation of 

results... Communities may compete for similar resources and may cause harm by 

exacerbating inequality. Is there a place for a more structured framework to address these 

dangers? This may become a busy and fractious undertaking for community development 

officers and would benefit from clear guidelines and indeed rules.” – Conversation hosted 

in Helensburgh 

There were also calls for regulation, monitoring and evidencing compliance with standards, 

through public performance reporting, for example. Others suggested establishing 

safeguards, accessible complaints procedures, whistleblowing processes, or a system of 

sanctions where standards are not being met. Foundation Scotland also suggested that 

mediators or community development specialists could provide a more realistic and robust 

view on the kinds of support that community bodies might require. 

“There must be clear provision for safeguards on personal behaviour, bearing and 

demeanour, directed, naturally, to ensure respectful intercourse. The coda here is the 

absolute need to ensure that a Community Council Executive undertaking is protected 

against abuse-led takeover by special interest groups or activists, live or by way of social 

media.” – Individual 

“Any new bodies [should be held to the] same standards of conduct as are expected by 

councillors, and members of other public bodies… any alleged breaches of the Code 

would be subject to independent investigation by the Ethical Standards Commissioner, 

and adjudication by the Standards Commission for Scotland (with the legal powers to 

impose sanctions should a breach be established).” – Argyll and Bute Council 

Designing a charter to ensure positive relationships 

Question 13 focused explicitly on exploring views on whether a charter would be a good 

way to ensure a positive and effective relationship between community decision-making 

bodies and other public bodies. 

Question 13: How could a charter be designed to best ensure a positive relationship 

between community decision-makers and their partners in national and Local Government 

and the wider public sector?  

Developing a charter 

There was considerable support for a collaborative and co-design approach to designing a 

charter, with participants highlighting the need to work with all stakeholders including the 

public, community members, decision-makers, businesses, community groups, local 

interest groups, public sector bodies, third sector organisations, trade unions and partners 

in local and national government. Participants expressed the view that this level of 

collaboration would secure buy-in and a sense of ownership from all parties and 

strengthen relationships between them. Methods proposed to inform the development of a 

charter included Citizen Assemblies or juries, social media opinion polls, surveys, one-to-
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one meetings with local leaders, public meetings, community conferences, and 

participatory workshops and events.  

Some emphasised the importance of developing the charter with openness and 

transparency to build trust and respect in both the charter and the wider community 

decision-making body. Having an accessible development process and charter was also 

identified as essential by some participants; suggestions were made to advertise widely 

using accessible spaces, language and consultation formats in line with considerations of 

inclusivity outlined earlier in this report. Similarly, there were calls to ensure a diverse 

representation when designing a charter. 

“They should use plain language in multiple formats, make it accessible to everyone, as 

well as digital and in-person formats…. The charter needs to simplify our democratic 

levers and make politics accessible and understandable.” – Conversation hosted by 

Cranhill Cakes and Conversation at Christmas 

Gartmorn Dam Country Park Development Trust advocated for the charter development to 

be facilitated by a neutral body. Other suggested forms of support for charter design 

included financial resources, expertise, and information and guidance on designing and 

using charters in practice. Some highlighted the potential to draw on best practices from 

other countries, UK-based development trust and businesses, or align with existing 

constitutions, frameworks, and charters, such as the Verity House Agreement, Place 

Principle, PANEL human-rights principles, Volunteer Charter, and Community Wealth 

Building charters. 

“Look at similar charters around the globe to see what ideas could be copied. Pass on all 

suggestions to a consultation body that can address all legal implications and possibilities 

so a charter is realistic and can actually be implemented.” – Conversation hosted by The 

Language Hub 

“A Community Charter will have considerable resource implications across multiple stages, 

from consultation and development to promotion and practical implementation. More 

significantly, public bodies and local community actors must have the necessary capacity 

to meet their new responsibilities in a timely and effective manner.” – SURF 

A small number commented on timeframes, stating that charter development should be 

time-bound, revisited at future points, or that communities should be supported to 

understand and set realistic timelines for community decision-making. A few felt it would 

be helpful for the charter principles to be nationally co-ordinated and aligned. Reasons for 

this included that it would provide a foundation of principles to build on or help ensure a 

charter reflects the national policy framework, allowing community action to be framed 

within broader local and national strategic objectives. Suggestions included the 

Community Empowerment Scotland Act 2015, The New Scots Strategy, the National 

Performance Framework/Scotland’s Wellbeing Framework, Sustainable Development 

Goals, and the PANEL principles (Scottish Human Rights Commission). However, as with 

wider standards, some emphasised the need for flexibility and for local communities to 

adapt the principles to their bespoke needs and changing views.  
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“The same charter with uniform, practical details being applied to the whole of Sutherland 

would be unrealistic. Local needs need to be considered.” – Voluntary Groups Sutherland 

Charter content 

Many participants commented on charter content. Most commonly, it was suggested that a 

charter should clarify the roles, responsibilities, duties, voting rights, the need for timely 

communication using a variety of channels, and powers of different bodies. One individual 

suggested including organograms, showing ‘who does what, in what capacity, and who the 

key points of contact are’”. 

“We suggest a charter is based on defined responsibilities of the community councils 

versus those of the Local government/regional councils and how each side is expected to 

support the other.” - Conversation hosted by Renfrewshire Effort to Empower Minorities 

There were mixed views about the weight of voice that should be given to the different 

parties within a charter. Some emphasised an equal partnership, others felt a charter 

should emphasise the shift in power to new community decision-making bodies, and 

others highlighted the importance of being explicit about the limitations of new community 

groups’ powers or responsibilities.  

“A charter should support and ensure that the new decision-making bodies are regarded 

as partners by and at all levels.” – Conversation hosted in Helensburgh 

“A charter would have to clearly set out the limits of the decision-making powers that a 

new community decision-making body shall have and matters that are retained by existing 

partners... to have a positive relationship, each body needs to have an understanding of 

what is expected of the other – in terms of activity, outcome and behaviour.” – Argyll and 

Bute Council 

Volunteer Scotland stressed that any new liabilities assumed by community groups 

needed to be fully transparent within a charter. A small number also felt that establishing 

shared goals and detailing the aims and expectations of collaboration between the 

different decision-making bodies was crucial for positive working relationships and 

achieving objectives.  

“Some time after assuming control (of a community toilet) a community was informed that 

the building contained asbestos, and that they were now liable for regular legionella 

testing. This information was not disclosed at the time of transfer, potentially leaving 

volunteers and the general public at considerable risk… We would recommend the 

Community Charter include a transparency and accountability principle to ensure a clear 

and informed transfer of power into the hands of communities from partners.” – Volunteer 

Scotland 

Regulation 

Several participants agreed that issues of regulation, mechanisms of accountability, 

performance measurement, and processes for complaints, conflict resolution, and 
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sanctions should be set out in the charter. For instance, participants at the Making Rights 

Real event emphasised the need for whistleblower mechanisms to raise and address 

issues such as racism, as well as ensuring people had access to internationally 

recognised rights-based accountability mechanisms. Some wanted guidance or a 

framework to follow where relationships become contentious or clear consequences for 

non-compliance with the charter. However, one individual felt “a charter that focuses on 

aspiration and what a great relationship would look like is more engaging than a list of 

rules of how all the possible imagined transgressions will be punished!” 

“A core aspect of any charter should be a statement of subsidiarity… to ensure powers are 

not hoarded or centralised by central government, and local communities undermined in 

their decision-making. Mechanisms of accountability, such as access to freedom of 

information requests, as well as committee scrutiny should be considered to protect the 

autonomy of local government.” – The Common Weal 

The need to monitor compliance with the charter or suggested ways of ensuring 

adherence were raised by several participants. These included: regular reviews, reporting, 

and performance measurement, a regulatory body, establishing formal contracts, robust 

legal frameworks, or making the charter statutory. However, Foundation Scotland 

expressed concern that legally binding charters might waste resources by “replicating 

ineffective systems of bureaucracy.” Aberdeen City Council also stressed that: “care 

should be taken to ensure that [a charter] is not seen as a means of existing local or 

national government imposing control on new bodies.” 

Other charter content 

Some, including Voluntary Groups Scotland, called for a focus within the charter on ways 

of involving the community and increasing democratic involvement. Suggestions for how 

this could be done were frequently made, but they align closely with those already 

described in Chapter 4.  

A small number commented that issues linked to providing specialist advice, resourcing, or 

frameworks for calculating funding arrangements should be set out in the charter. In a 

conversation hosted by Carluke Community Development Trust, participants highlighted 

the need for clarity around funding sources and the responsibilities placed on communities 

accepting this.  

“It may be that the new body requires support from professional services in the Council… 

A charter or service level agreement or contract could set out what would be provided and 

what the resourcing terms of that agreement are.” – Argyll and Bute Council 

Ensuring positive working relationships 

The relational dynamics, structures, and communication processes needed to support 

community decision-making were raised by some. To build relationships and ensure 

successful collaboration between the different bodies, participants called for: transparent, 

cooperative, open, respectful, supportive, and accountable interactions; an understanding 

of the pressures and concerns of others; and strong communication based on timely 

responses, a shared language, avoidance of the use of jargon, information sharing, and 
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feedback loops. Training, a relationship manager, and spaces and forums for stakeholders 

from different bodies and levels of decision-making to come together were also identified 

by participants as necessary to facilitate positive working relationships.  

“A positive relationship will only be attained if all parties and decision-makers and their 

partners agree to work with each other and respect the views, opinions and decisions 

made within such groups.” – Ythan Community Council 

“It would not be the charter itself that ensures behaviour… this will be based on the 

personalities and conduct of those involved. Therefore, it would be very important for all 

members of bodies subject to the charter to also (complete) something like co-production 

training. This better enables a positive culture of working together where all are equally 

informed, and have a baseline skill level, of behaviours and ways of working.” – Argyll and 

Bute Council 

Scepticism about the value of a charter 

While many participants were positive, some expressed scepticism about the value of a 

charter or felt this was unnecessary. Others doubted the potential for positive working 

relationships between community decision-makers and their partners in national and Local 

Government and the wider public sector, or highlighted barriers to these. These included: 

resistance to change; complex or unproductive relational dynamics; competing democratic 

mandates, responsibilities, and accountability between partners; and the risk of tokenism 

without sufficient additional resourcing, buy-in from different parties, or practical application 

of the charter. 

“A charter is, by itself, insufficient to ensure a productive partnership between community 

decision-makers and their partners… To be meaningful, additional engagement and 

strategic co-ordination with local decision-making bodies will require an investment in 

capacity from Councils. This investment does not occur in a vacuum, with council services 

under enormous and increased financial pressure.” – Scottish Borders Council 
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6. Funding community decision-making 
Participants were asked to consider the resources required for community decision-making 

bodies to be successful. This included both monetary and non-monetary resources and 

support. This chapter presents an analysis of comments about how bodies could be 

funded; this was the focus of Q11 but was also the second most prevalent theme in 

responses to Q14a about other forms of support. More information about other support 

requirements is in the next chapter.  

Question 11: How do you think community decision-making bodies should be resourced?  

Funding from central or local government 

The most prevalent view among participants was that new or existing community 

governance bodies should receive funding from public bodies and central or local 

government. Some participants representing a range of organisational types suggested 

public funding, or grants be given to specific community projects. For instance, Glasgow’s 

Empowerment Communities Consortium highlighted around £500,000 of funding was 

delivered by Glasgow City Council to Development Trusts annually. Others called for a 

devolved or decentralised funding model, to provide community decision-making bodies 

with a percentage of government budget streams, such as council tax revenue or money 

from developers. Participants felt this model would empower communities to make 

decisions and encourage collaboration between partners.  

“Local councils share finance and support with community groups through budgets rather 

than funding which encourages competition rather than collaboration.”– Conversation 

hosted by Greener Kirkcaldy and Nourish Support Centre 

However, several raised challenges in providing public funds in the current climate of 

service cutbacks and the cost-of-living crisis. Some shared concerns that this would draw 

resources from frontline service delivery and further deepen inequalities. Another view 

expressed by some participants was that funding should be independent of local 

authorities, as they are already too stretched in resourcing their statutory duties. 

The Phase 1 reports were also clear that funding is vital to support any proposed changes. 

Yet it was pointed out that budgets for community capacity building were being cut back 

(leaving more deprived communities less supported), as well as reductions in the kinds of 

funding and budgets where decision-making could be devolved – and remember this was 

in 2018, so the financial situation has worsened considerably. And it is one thing to 

empower communities to take over community halls or other facilities but what happens if 

they run out of funds – including because the council cuts hit the level of income they 

expected?” – UNISON Scotland 

Concerns were also raised about the limitations of funding provided by local or central 

government. Participants expressed a view that too many conditions are attached to the 

funding given to local authorities by the Scottish Government, or to local authority money 

provided to community organisations. It was suggested that the funder holds the power, 

which means the resource is not always spent on issues that are local priorities, or in ways 
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which recognise or make the most of other relevant local activity. These were seen as 

essential reasons for communities to have more freedom over how money which ends up 

in the community is spent. Other reasons given by participants on why spending decisions 

should be made locally rather than at a regional or national level included tense 

relationships between different levels of government and the need for community decision-

making bodies to have the financial freedom to prioritise community concerns and 

challenge government decisions. 

However, some other participants advocated for control of some or most budgets to 

remain at higher levels of government, for the reasons of: economies of scale; as a safety 

net; to avoid fracturing the community where there are contentious budgeting decisions; to 

protect public services; to enable national redistribution of funds; and to avoid variations in 

service provision between communities. 

“Some groups… suggest funding comes direct from [Scottish Government] to local bodies 

and bypasses councils completely. This can be read within a setting of current 

dysfunctional relationships between community groups and councils, with community 

groups often on the receiving end of cuts, or insecure funding... Some communities feel 

that they are competing with councils for scarce resources.” – DTAS 

“Councils should get money to deliver services where economies of scale are desirable, 

professionalism is necessary, and local/fragmentation is wasteful.” – West Lothian Council 

Provide adequate funding for community groups 

Another prevalent theme raised by participants was the need to provide adequate funding 

for community groups, or why this was vital. These included to: 

• Recognise and cover the costs of the work they already do. 

• Attract and retain staff. 

• Secure buy-in from community bodies. 

• Cover start-up, equipment and technical costs. 

• Ensure good governance, promote sustainability, increase capacity and enable 

organisations to be effective. 

• Ensure bodies can promote equal opportunities for participation by, for instance, 

paying for translators or volunteer expenses.  

“Community bodies already run on such limited capacity and when they are not resourced, 

much of this capacity has to be put towards funding applications. This detracts from the 

energy that could be put back into the community.”– Conversation hosted by Wester 

Hailes Community Trust 

“It must be funded to establish the resource pool needed… If the intention is to open a 

new “transformative” chapter in ‘local democracy’, do not make the mistake of thinking that 

the fanfare can be nurtured by resourcing on the cheap.” – Individual 
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Some expressed a view that without adequate and sustainable funding, any new 

measures would be perceived as tokenistic, a means of cutting pre-existing services, or 

would set up community decision-making bodies for failure.  

“Changes must not be used to save money by cutting pay and terms and conditions for 

vital public service workers. Change should be for improved democracy and for improved 

quality services, not for delivering local services ‘on the cheap’.” – UNISON Scotland 

“There is some cynicism from community organisations that efforts to devolve further 

decision-making to communities could be exploited by local authorities to facilitate service 

cuts. If this legislation is about true community empowerment, it is vital that communities 

are able to access sustainable funding to support such activity, and to meaningfully 

engage with their wider community.” – Volunteer Scotland 

“Some consultees expressed concern that new local governance legislation may give 

community groups new democratic powers, but with no additional resources to manage 

them… local people would have their expectations raised, but when the newly empowered 

community groups can’t meet them through lack of resources to follow through on 

aspirations, these groups would get blamed for failure and inaction.”– SURF 

Other funding sources 

Funding through taxation was raised by several participants, including raising current taxes 

and alternative options. Suggested potential new forms of taxation spanned council tax 

supplements, local taxes on tourist accommodation, roads and land, community taxes, or 

wider reform of Scotland’s taxation system where local taxes are distributed upwards. 

However, participants in a conversation hosted by Voluntary Groups Sutherland felt that 

extra local taxation is likely to be unpopular. Social Enterprise Scotland and The Common 

Weal also highlighted the need to consider the potential impacts on communities and 

individuals, particularly those on low incomes, of any taxation changes and to ensure 

resources are distributed fairly.  

“Taking the experience of the ‘Local Tax Commission’…(and) create a funding system for 

local governance based on local collection and retention with a layer of redistribution at the 

national level…In highly successful European states such as Norway, all taxes are 

collected by the local authorities and a proportion of that then paid up into central 

government rather than funding being gifted downwards from a powerful centre." – 

Electoral Reform Society.  

“Requires careful consideration of potential impacts on residents and securing community 

support. These taxes could be collected across an area that hosts several local 

communities' groups with these new powers, allowing for wealthy communities to 

contribute to those struggling economically.” – Social Enterprise Scotland 
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Additional funding sources mentioned by participants included: 

• Fundraising events, philanthropy, corporate donations and sponsorship, and grants 

from funders such as the National Lottery. In a community conversation in 

Helensburgh participants advocated for better awareness raising of grant 

opportunities.  

• Raising money locally through community benefit trusts, tourism revenue, wind 

turbines and renewables, credit unions, democratic finance projects, social 

enterprise projects, or community land ownership schemes. Suggested advantages 

included enabling the autonomy of community decision-makers and circulating the 

funds within the community, ensuring the benefits remain local. Again, there were 

calls to ensure that any monies raised locally are distributed fairly. 

“Community benefits from renewables have played a major role in funding the activities of 

some communities…. Consideration should be given to the remoteness of urban 

communities, and some rural communities, from these projects and resources, perhaps 

through contributing a proportion of these funds to (a) national community wealth fund with 

a formula for distribution that levelled the playing fields, particularly for communities 

experiencing deprivation.” – DTAS 

Challenges with, and barriers to, direct fundraising by communities were also outlined. 

These included objections to the siting of renewable energy generation in local areas, the 

potential for corruption, and possible conflicts of interest associated with sponsorship or 

advertising. Social Enterprise Scotland felt this source of funding should only be used to 

establish community bodies, rather than relied on long-term, to “avoid threatening the 

democracy that is trying to be established.”  

Some called for community bodies to be able to draw on a variety of funding sources. 

They emphasised a bespoke funding approach to take account of the scope and purpose 

of bodies and local contexts, assets, and needs.  

“The resourcing of community decision-making bodies in part depends on the purpose 

they are serving and the scope of their decision-making. Community decision-making 

arrangements linked to community benefit funds are resourced through that fund. 

Similarly, if there was a Citizens Assembly or Community Health Panel linked, for 

example, to physical and mental health and seeking to improve the delivery of NHS 

support in the area, that should be funded through the NHS.” - Foundation Scotland 

Funding models 

Some advocated for implementing specific funding models or highlighted problems with 

current approaches. Sustainable, fair or participatory funding models were called for. 

Potential issues described by participants included short term and constraint-based 

funding which would make it difficult for communities to take a long-term view, make best 

use of resources, attract staff, engage in genuine co-production and relationship building, 

focus on emergent outcomes. Audit Scotland noted effective community empowerment 

would require an understanding of how best to focus scarce resources. 
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“Commit to the principles of Fair Funding… (this) incorporates… longer-term funding of 

three years or more; Flexible, unrestricted core funding, which enables organisations to 

provide security, plan effectively, and fulfil good governance requirements; Sustainable 

funding that includes inflation-based uplifts and full costs, including core operating costs; 

funding that accommodates paying staff at least the Real Living Wage; accessible, 

streamlined, proportionate, and consistent approaches to applications and reporting, 

timely process and payments, and partnership between the funder and fundee,” – The 

CLD Standards Council 

“One of the biggest challenges…is short term funding which has to be heavily prescribed 

(in order to get the funding) which does not allow genuine co-production and relationship 

building to happen, nor more emergent outcomes which weren’t predicted at the very 

beginning. We have been working with the Ideas Fund to develop more participatory 

funding models which fund communities directly to lead research (flipping the traditional 

model) which can be more longer-term, focused on capacity building, and is highly 

relational.” – Conversation hosted by Science Ceilidh 

While Ythan Community Council felt funding should be allocated according to population, 

not perceived needs, others called for budget levels to be based on level of community 

need or tailored to bodies’ reach, activity, and level of responsibility. 

“Take account of the circumstances of the community decision-making body. We’d expect 

this to mean that areas like north Edinburgh that experiences significant multiple 

deprivation would receive more than more affluent areas.” – R2 

Non-monetary resourcing 

Many participants suggested non-monetary ways of resourcing community-decision-

making bodies, which is explored in more detail in the next chapter. However, it was 

acknowledged that funding needs to be available to pay for much of this other support. 

“When capital funding is made available... it doesn’t usually have revenue funding 

attached to pay for administration. Consequently, volunteers must do all the work – 

monitoring, writing reports etc. This can be an unfair burden on a small community. 

Likewise, funding is often not sufficiently supported with appropriate expertise… it risks 

being frittered away on small short-term schemes that are less likely to yield beneficial 

results than a strategic programme of projects over a longer term.” – Conversation hosted 

by Dumfries & Galloway Cycling  

However, a small number of respondents, including Aberdeen City Council and UNISON 

felt that it was unsustainable to expect local authorities to provide services to community 

bodies at no cost without any additional funding or highlighted possible detrimental 

impacts on staff of increased workloads. 
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7. Support to develop skills and knowledge 
As well as the consultation paper asking participants what support communities might 

need, those attending facilitated conversations were also asked what skills and knowledge 

for local democracy could be developed and shared. This chapter presents a range of 

approaches which were considered beneficial in supporting community decision-making. 

Question 14a: What types of support might communities need?  

Training and capacity building 

The importance of training and capacity building was commonly raised across responses. 

For instance, this issue was the most prevalent theme raised in Question 14a. In addition, 

a sense of being underqualified was also felt to hinder people from participating in 

community led initiatives. Training and knowledge were felt to have the potential to 

improve confidence and enhance work-related skills and experiences.  

Suggested types of training or mentoring that community representatives would benefit 

from according to participants included management and leadership, conflict resolution, 

fundraising, legal, anti-racism and equality, safe-guarding, communication, and critical 

thinking. As an example of work in this area, Aberdeen Community Planning Partnership 

highlighted they were delivering training to community members on how to use the Plan, 

Do, Study, Act project management approach to build the capacity of groups to test their 

ideas.  

Members in the conversation hosted by BEMIS noted that investment in capacity-building 

initiatives, with cascaded learning, could assist community groups in understanding not 

only the impacts of decisions but also challenging and taking steps to mitigate adverse 

impacts. 

“Resourcing is not only in relation to finance but also relevant training and capacity 

building to understand local issues, demographic set up, digital support, partnership and 

collaboration arrangements with relevant community groups, faith institutions, training 

providers where relevant: e.g. equality training, community learning and development, 

policy areas. Conflict resolutions, etc. “– Conversation hosted by BEMIS 

“Specific training and support would ensure that decision-making bodies treat everyone 

with dignity. This may include anti-racism training, trauma-informed training, disability 

rights training, children’s rights training, and ‘disagreeing well’ training.” – Corra 

Foundation 

Some suggested that adjusting decision-making to focus on community needs, building 

capacity, and developing ongoing communication takes time and resources. Those 

participating in the Mental Health Foundation’s conversation felt better decisions were 

made when people were more equipped and had gained experience.  
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“Even if a body has an initial mandate from one section of the community it still must 

persuade the whole community to buy into its plans. The mandate must be reinforced, and 

this process may take years in some cases. That needs staff time and resources.” 

Conversation hosted by Dumfries & Galloway Cycling (or Bike Users) 

Participants commonly highlighted the need for greater resources and capacity building to 

ensure new powers could be used effectively. For example, the North Ayrshire Community 

Planning Partnership expressed a view that additional resources were needed to 

understand the legalities of devolved powers and highlighted that the strengths and 

limitations of community members' capacity should be considered to ensure tangible and 

realistic actions are set. The Community Learning Development (CLD) Standards Council 

cautioned against volunteers taking on roles previously carried out by paid staff if new 

responsibilities were devolved to communities, as this may create legal challenges. Others 

highlighted that if communities had more responsibility, they would need to consider and 

mitigate potential risks. For instance, making sure community groups had liability 

insurance would be one way to offset risks.  

“A general power of competence for communities could be effective, if appropriately 

defined. A power to take over responsibility for some public services could potentially allow 

greater local control. However, if this is done, these services must be properly funded.” – 

Aberdeen Community Planning Partnership  

Some attendees at various facilitated conversations noted that representatives or 

volunteers may not have enough training or financial expertise to control budgets locally. 

They felt that a lack of support infrastructure could make maintaining and managing 

funding challenging. Participants gave examples of situations where services or 

responsibilities had been handed over to communities without sufficient budgets or 

training, for example, making them too complex for a group of volunteers to manage. 

Overlapping with the calls for better engagement with young people, participants at most 

facilitated conversations also noted the need to train young people to enable them to 

participate effectively. They felt that engaging people at a young age would help to build a 

culture of participation, support the future stability of local organisations, allow young 

people to become familiar with processes, and get to know the best forums and people to 

share their voices and concerns with. Suggestions included: 

• Including democracy, local democracy, how government functions and decision-

making in the curriculum.  

• Incorporating civic and work experience placements in the curriculum. 

• Increasing confidence and empowerment by ensuring young people know they 

have the power to affect change and have an influential voice on the issues where 

they want more impact, such as the environment. 

• Giving young people school credit for getting involved in the community. 

 

A few participants noted the varying levels of capacity for community development across 

Scotland, with calls for a greater focus on areas of multiple deprivation which were seen as 
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being at a particular disadvantage. Participants expressed a concern that the proposals 

could exacerbate economic inequality unless mitigating actions were taken. Suggestions 

included additional support and efforts being made, for instance, to ensure access to paid 

job opportunities and build capacity. 

 “Exacerbating inequality was raised in SURF’s consultation event as an unintended 

consequence of enhanced local democracy, as affluent communities ‘ready’ to handle 

greater responsibilities will benefit, while deprived areas lacking in community group and 

volunteering activity will not. As the 2023 Scottish Household Survey notes, people in 

high-income households are more likely to volunteer than those in low-income 

households. This trend is also clear from areas ranked among the 20% most deprived in 

the Scottish Index of Multiple Deprivation, where 37% of survey respondents had 

volunteered in the past 12 months, compared to 51% in the 20% least deprived areas. 

SURF’s primary concern is that an organic shift in powers to the community level, without 

any associated capacity building support in deprived areas, will lead to a situation in which 

communities in more affluent places can lever this shift to make positive change, but 

communities in more deprived places cannot. The overall outcome could be a bigger 

inequalities gap between places, contrary to national aspirations. An investment in 

community development capacity building targeted at deprived places, involving the 

training and resourcing of effective local practitioners, could help to deliver ambitions for 

local democracy, without causing unintended consequences around place inequalities.” - 

SURF 

Employing paid staff 

As noted in Chapter 2, participants often described the need for bodies to employ staff. 

Two commonly mentioned areas included secretariat-type roles to cover organisational 

administration and financial management, or roles that enabled community development, 

such as community, research, youth or development workers. These roles were seen as 

helpful to establish and coordinate community decision-making activity, apply for and 

maximise funding opportunities, or provide support, advice, guidance, and expertise 

around issues such as legal matters, IT, accounting, finance, strategic planning, and 

human resources. Other suggestions included employing those directly involved in service 

provision, such as contractors, maintenance and technical staff or wardens.  

It was noted that employing staff could be demanding, and communities may need support 

with this, for instance, with recruitment processes, HR advice, or managing payroll. Some 

felt community members should be employed, thereby contributing to local employment 

and enhancing accountability. A specific point raised by The Electoral Reform Society was 

that paying a representative body of volunteers could be one way to ensure access to 

excluded groups.  

“Each community that we work alongside in the Place programme has a Community 

Coordinator who supports the community. Often, communities participate in the 

recruitment for this post, and in helping direct the resource need – for example, whether a 

part-time or full-time position might be needed. Communities tell us that they value this 

approach.” – Corra Foundation 
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Another suggested way to enhance participation was to use paid staff members with 

expertise in local democracy such as community development workers. SCDC felt that due 

to a reduction in the community development workforce over the past decade, efforts 

should focus on building capacity in disadvantaged and marginalised communities to 

promote equitable support.  

Those who commented on employing people with expertise suggested that staff could 

serve as bridges between communities and others, in roles such as Champions, 

researchers or mediators. Members of the conversation hosted by One Page Miracle/ 

Community Conversation by Bullying Recovery and Awareness CIC suggested these 

could serve as community connectors raising awareness of participation opportunities, 

whilst those in the Language Hub’s conversation felt there should be more people in 

communities who understand young people’s way of thinking and act as a mediator 

between them and adults.  

“There will always be inter-competition between active community groups and activists in a 

local place, as well as complex relationships between the grassroots and local authorities, 

and dominant personalities wielding outsize influence in their places. A skilled and trusted 

community development practitioner can help to mediate between community parties, 

encourage wider participation from the community, and support collaboration towards 

community aspirations.” - SURF 

Access to expertise 

Access to expertise such as HR, legal, accounting, finance, marketing, strategic planning 

and IT were also suggested resources that community groups would benefit from. Specific 

professionals who were mentioned as being able to support groups included Gaelic 

officers in rural and remote areas, councillors and MSPs to assist with interpreting policy 

documents, and active travel personnel or police who could support projects or advise on 

potential difficulties arising from proposals. However, issues and concerns around a lack of 

support were also highlighted. For instance, Volunteer Scotland felt the fragmentation of 

Community Learning Development personnel into either working with adults or children 

meant fewer were available for developing community groups. Voluntary Groups 

Sutherland felt banks could no longer provide adequate support to grassroots 

organisations.  

Knowledge and skills exchange 

Sharing skills and knowledge was seen by participants as beneficial to community 

decision-making bodies. Suggestions included sharing document templates, attending 

each other’s meetings, peer-to-peer learning, learning exchanges and data sharing. 

Learning from other agencies and professionals, particularly about best practices and 

strategies for leading change, was also considered helpful. Aberdeen Community Planning 

Partnership described its community planning website, which gives communities access to 

a wide range of data and case studies. DTAS suggested leveraging anchor organisations 

to support communities with knowledge exchange and the need to enable staff and 

elected members to network across Scotland and beyond.  
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“Communities benefit significantly from peer support from other communities, and which of 

course often happens organically. However structured opportunities for learning/exchange 

visits are highly valued and practice for this is already established within Scotland's vibrant 

communities sector. We sometimes run 'Inform and Inspire' sessions that enable 

communities with experience of community benefit to share practice and learning and 

which are highly valued.” – Foundation Scotland 

Support from public bodies 

Public bodies could play a valuable role in supporting community groups according to 

participants, and there was a sense that this is often missing at present. Comments 

included the need for public bodies to develop a culture of listening, be more responsive 

and involve communities in decision-making. This is covered in more detail in Chapter 8. 

Suggested types of input, expertise and support that public bodies could provide included 

knowledge of democracy and community engagement methods, technology use, local 

community profiles and strategic priorities. 

Practical support 

Some felt that providing access to practical support was helpful, with IT equipment and 

support being most suggested, e.g. web design and training. Providing access to buildings 

or premises would also be beneficial. Other types of support mentioned included 

translation, printing, transport, and administration support. To illustrate, Eat Sleep, Ride 

CIC highlighted providing free transport would remove a significant barrier to participation.  
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8. Implications for public bodies 
The consultation paper asked participants to consider the implications of introducing 

community decision-making bodies for existing public bodies. This chapter presents and 

analysis of responses to Question 14b and Question 15. However, several participants 

focused on how communities might change due to new local bodies; these comments 

have been included in relevant themes throughout this report. This chapter, therefore, 

focuses specifically on potential impacts on public bodies. 

Question 14b: How could giving this support change the role of councils and public sector 

organisations?  

Question 15: Are there specific additional powers and resources which would help public 

sector organisations to work effectively in partnership with new community decision-

making bodies? 

How public bodies might change  

Participants frequently suggested that as public bodies' responsibilities were reduced and 

communities took on more decision-making power, public bodies could become more 

flexible, streamlined, and efficient. This could happen because local people would be more 

easily able to solve issues affecting them, freeing up public bodies’ time for enhanced 

collaboration and providing more effective support, resulting in improved outcomes for all. 

“Giving this support could transform the role of councils and public sector organisations, 

taking pressure off them by putting the communities at the core of local problem-solving 

and decision-making. So much wasted time and effort is put into councils attempting to 

solve local issues which community bodies, and the local residents at the helm of them, 

could provide solutions to immediately as a result of being local experts on the goings on 

of their community.” – Conversation hosted by Wester Hailes Community Trust  

Community councils 

Several participants commented on the role of community councils, with positive and 

negative views expressed. It was felt that community councils should have featured more 

heavily in the consultation or to be considered as more central to community decision-

making. Calls were made for community councils to have an expanded remit, for greater 

communication about their work, to have access to an investment fund, and to be 

supported by a clerking system. A few noted the Community Council Schemes would need 

to be updated and agreed. Conversely, other participants expressed a view that existing 

community councils are ineffective, have insufficient resources and powers, and that 

consideration needed to be given to their future.  

“What is to happen to existing community councils? They are not mentioned in the 

document. Are they to disappear – in areas served by a new body, or altogether? Or is the 

assumption that they will quietly fade away?” - Crossmichael & District Community Council 
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A closer, more collaborative relationship with communities 

Some community groups felt that public bodies would be required to take greater 

consideration of a community’s views, to enable them to better understand local needs. It 

was also suggested that public bodies could engage more with communities and be more 

proactive in representing their interests to other bodies or levels of government. It was 

envisaged that public bodies would acknowledge that everybody can contribute and, 

through care and respect for people’s views, would further encourage local participation. 

Some other participants, including equality groups, felt improvements would occur in 

enabling open and honest dialogue between public bodies and communities, bringing 

them closer together to work cooperatively. Potential benefits anticipated by participants 

included more relevant and responsive initiatives, better representation of community 

interests, clarity over roles and more sharing of powers and responsibilities. It was also 

suggested that ensuring public bodies have clear duties and secure funding could help to 

avoid competition with communities for scarce resources. 

Public bodies as facilitators 

It was also suggested by some participants that public bodies could act as enablers or 

facilitators for community decision-making bodies, supporting them as required to build 

cohesive and inclusive communities. Helping communities manage resources effectively, 

supporting capacity building, ensuring diverse representation and encouraging 

participation were suggested as ways that public bodies could assist local bodies.  

“They become the integrators, facilitators, co-ordinators, quality controllers, delivery and 

budget managers of locally joined-up policy, services, facilities, processes and projects.” - 

Individual 

For example, in North Lanarkshire an online training and development portal has been 

developed aimed at Community Board and Local Partnership Team members, informed by 

a training needs analysis with content created by North Lanarkshire Council’s People 

Resources and Libraries Teams. The Electoral Reform Society suggested public bodies 

should develop community governance capacity as a key objective, such as providing 

spaces, technology support, process design assistance, and facilitation. 

R2 felt it would be helpful to refer to Carnegie UK Trust’s Revisiting the Route Map to an 

Enabling State to support public bodies’ transition to a more facilitatory role. Throughout 

responses to the consultation there was a sense that a balance was needed between 

inspiring enthusiasm in communities to get involved and the risk of placing too great a 

responsibility on communities to deliver services which would be off-putting to people. 

“Whilst we advocate for more participative and deliberative democracy delivered at local, 

community scale, we are also realists about the readiness of communities (and the wider 

public sector) for this and the need for groundwork introducing community decision-making 

prior to rolling it out.” - DTAS 

Taking on a more strategic role 

Some participants expressed a view that providing greater support to communities to 

manage their affairs would mean public bodies would be less burdened and bureaucratic, 

https://d1ssu070pg2v9i.cloudfront.net/pex/pex_carnegie2021/2020/07/05104521/LOW-RES-4614-CUKT-Guiding-Principles-for-Recovery-A5-1.pdf
https://d1ssu070pg2v9i.cloudfront.net/pex/pex_carnegie2021/2020/07/05104521/LOW-RES-4614-CUKT-Guiding-Principles-for-Recovery-A5-1.pdf
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in turn becoming more efficient and responsive. This could occur through communities 

delivering services currently provided by local authorities, or quicker decision-making, and 

it was suggested that this could increase the capacity of public bodies to focus on matters 

of strategic importance.  

“Empowered local democracies mean councils could be dealing with less day-to-day 

service delivery issues and perhaps playing a higher level, coordinating role, as enablers. 

This may free up more strategically focused councils to take on more powers from the 

Scottish Government, and to act regionally, for example across City/Regional Growth deal 

areas (as they have begun to do in Regional Economic Forums) where collaboration is 

needed at sub-national scale.” - DTAS 

A few comments in this strand of discussion highlighted a belief that public bodies should 

be reduced in size if staff transferred to communities. However, this was seen as 

advantageous as those transferred staff would be more effective as they would be working 

solely to address community priorities.  

Negative consequences for public bodies 

Some raised potential negative impacts for public bodies. These included the possibility of 

more fraught relations between different levels of government due to contested boundaries 

between public bodies and communities, the need for more staff to support communities 

and address issues arising from community action, uneven distribution of resources across 

communities, and the potential loss of local services. A few other participants suggested 

that another layer of governance would add bureaucracy and reduce all bodies’ ability to 

tackle critical strategic issues such as climate change.  

“We urge careful consideration not just of major change, but of priorities at present. We 

have concerns about the impact of the devastating cuts being implemented across the 

board in local government and believe there are too many completely unacceptable losses 

such as (but not limited to) the number of swimming pool and library closures. There is a 

case for legislation to preserve quality public services, such as in better defining statutory 

library provision for example. We have argued for investment in communities, in 

community wealth building, municipal renewable energy companies and mass municipal 

retrofitting. Climate action needed in communities also includes adaptation measures, 

such as flood prevention. All these need strategic decisions, with community 

implementation. Let’s help communities be better involved in and have more influence 

over these. But let’s do it properly and in a way that prioritises the most urgently needed 

actions – at this stage raising more funds to pay for quality public services.” – UNISON 

Scotland 

Support or powers public bodies might need 

A shift towards collaboration 

As increased collaboration between public bodies and communities was sought by many, 

it was suggested that this would require improved partnership working, open dialogue and 

respect, and shared decision-making.  
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The main suggestion from participants was that public bodies should be required to meet 

community groups regularly and take account of their views. Other ideas included 

agreeing on a collaboration process or framework between public bodies and community 

groups and establishing a Scottish forum for community councils. Collective Leadership 

Scotland’s work, the Place Principle and the Public Bodies (Joint Working)(Scotland) Act 

2014 were all highlighted as approaches that could be built upon to encourage a greater 

shift towards collaboration.  

“We concluded that the pathway to fostering stronger partnerships between public sector 

organisations and community decision-making bodies involves a concerted effort to 

establish collaborative platforms, promote diversity and inclusion, and improve information 

accessibility. By embracing these strategies, public sector entities can enhance their 

effectiveness in working alongside communities, leading to more responsive, inclusive, 

and impactful initiatives.” - The Adelphe Community Outreach 

However, participants also noted the need to counteract the potential for conflict or 

duplication of effort if community decision-making bodies were introduced.  

Improved communication and access to information 

There was also a desire amongst participants to see improved communication between 

community decision-making bodies and public bodies. It was frequently suggested that 

community bodies should be able to receive information on request from public bodies; 

there should be closer communication with more opportunities for two-way feedback and 

easier access to officials, including providing names and contacts with relevant expertise. 

For example, in the Easterhouse facilitated conversation, participants suggested that a 

funding officer within a public body could be helpful; participants felt that if a funding bid is 

successful, there is a need for the community group to have a direct contact in the local 

authority or public body, because otherwise it becomes challenging to find someone who 

can provide information or take responsibility. Dumfries & Galloway Cycling (or Bike 

Users) called for improved mechanisms to convey positive feedback to local authorities, 

highlighting that the current planning system was set up for receiving objections.  

Plain English and simplified language were called for, with less use of jargon. For instance, 

during the facilitated events, participants criticised public bodies for their use of 

‘government speak’, which was perceived as inaccessible for lay people. Language that 

was not clear and straightforward, or information that was vague and lacking in detail was 

felt to be exclusionary. In the facilitated conversation in Rutherglen, it was noted that some 

terms, such as ‘consultation’ or ‘meetings’, could be considered intimidating.  

Training on working with communities  

It was also suggested that public bodies and their staff could benefit from greater training 

to promote a focus on communities and working with local bodies. It was suggested that 

community members could also participate in this training so collaborative learning occurs. 

According to participants development sessions could focus on generating joint outcomes, 

learning about community development and conflict resolution, and disseminating 

information on new communication mechanisms. The example of convergent facilitation 

was given as a helpful way to develop collaborative decision-making. This method involves 

https://webarchive.nrscotland.gov.uk/20230310120811/https:/collectiveleadershipscotland.com/
https://webarchive.nrscotland.gov.uk/20230310120811/https:/collectiveleadershipscotland.com/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/place-principle-introduction/
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2014/9/contents/enacted
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2014/9/contents/enacted
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a group looking beneath the surface to find the essence of what is important to each 

person and then bringing these together into a set of principles.  

“Public bodies should deliver focused workshop consultations practices with locals 

regularly and identify gaps in participation while aiming to enhance engagement and 

participation; this could be part of a strategic planning for public bodies: i.e. one system 

does not fit all, and some ethnic minorities do not represent all locally.” - Conversation 

hosted by BEMIS 

“Having a general power that allows the community to act could be a valuable support for 

organisations. However, from the perspective of public and third sector partners, additional 

resources would be needed to fully understand the legalities and translate them into 

tangible realities.” - North Ayrshire Community Planning Partnership 

More spending on communities 

To better support communities, a variety of participants called either for public bodies to be 

given more resources or suggested they should shift their resources to community 

decision-making bodies. This may mean diverting money away from historic decision-

making centres in large towns and cities, allocating resources to infrastructure bodies such 

as Third Sector Interfaces and Community Learning Development, and more investment in 

community engagement and capacity building. There were also calls for more staff to 

support community action, such as community coordinators, development officers and 

researchers. The Royal Town Planning Institute Scotland recommended more funding for 

local planning authorities to ensure practical operational cooperation with communities. 

Other comments 

Other comments included the need for more accountability of public bodies, such as 

quality assurance mechanisms, and the potential need for changes in the structures, 

resources and powers of public bodies given the number of unknowns that may come with 

change. DTAS highlighted the need to generate a culture of innovation and 

experimentation and for public bodies to avoid being too risk averse.  
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9. Additional considerations  
The consultation questions and facilitated conversations concluded by asking participants 

if they had any additional views to share concerning Democracy Matters Phase 2. The 

vast majority of additional comments left by participants provided more detail on the 

themes already outlined in the rest of this report. This chapter summarises one other 

theme which was evident in the comments. 

Question 16: Please also tell us about anything else you think is important for us to know 

at this stage.  

Feedback on Democracy Matters Phase 2 

Democracy Matters Phase 2 attracted some negative feedback. This included comments 

that: the consultation paper and questions were unclear or contained jargon; the timing of 

the exercise was inappropriate given many other issues affecting Scotland; it adopted a 

top-down approach, rather than being grounded in local aspirations; and it was “tinkering 

around the edges” of community decision-making unless wider reforms were undertaken.  

Concerns were expressed that participants would not be listened to, that community 

groups would not be able to assume greater powers and queries were expressed over 

how a new layer of governance would operate alongside other structures. Concerns were 

also raised about the financial viability of the proposals.  
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10. Conclusions 
Many individuals and organisations with detailed knowledge took part in Democracy 

Matters Phase 2, sharing their views in their consultation responses or conversations in 

their community. Reflecting on their experience and perspectives, this report provides a 

high-level summary of the themes evident in responses. For more detail, readers are 

encouraged to look to individual responses where permission was given for publication. 

There was considerable support for community decision-making bodies to have greater 

powers and for communities to have more say in decisions that affect them. It was 

suggested that this could be achieved through building on existing initiatives such as 

community wealth building, community action plans or place-based projects. Participants 

also suggested that new bodies could have powers covering financial management, 

budget distribution, collaboration, and service delivery. While the idea of existing public 

bodies sharing power with communities was popular, there was also support for public 

bodies to retain existing powers, allowing communities to have a greater say in managing 

resources.  

Participants frequently highlighted the importance of new community decision-making 

bodies reflecting their communities, with calls for diverse and balanced representation. In 

addition, participants thought that existing local organisations could play a role in these 

new bodies. A wide range of suggestions were made for increasing diversity, such as 

through jury-type service, citizen assemblies, voting and avoiding self-selection. It was 

suggested that the role of the representatives should be to represent community concerns, 

ensure all voices are heard and deliver change to communities. Participants felt 

encouraging participation in community decision-making could occur by ensuring the roles 

and bodies have impact and reducing multiple barriers to participation. Facilitating 

inclusive engagement methods and accessible communication channels were also 

recommended to encourage participation. 

Many highlighted the need to define local communities and encourage collaborative 

working across geographical and sectoral boundaries. There was support for using 

community events to engage people; it was felt that these, when well organised and 

promoted, could improve knowledge, enhance community cohesion and provide 

accountability. However, others felt such events lacked representativeness and were 

resource intensive. Others suggested ways of engaging communities included digital 

methods such as surveys, outreach and face-to-face engagement, and creative 

approaches. Using a flexible range of approaches, building up engagement gradually and 

paying people with expertise were also considered as valuable ways to improve 

participation. 

Participants reflected on a range of ways that community decision-making bodies can 

achieve a strong mandate, ensure accountability and demonstrate high standards in how 

they operate. Building trust through transparent and accessible communication and 

effective priority setting and evaluation was seen as critical.  There was support for the 

standards proposed in the consultation paper, particularly the rights-based approach. 

Suggestions for further development were made, with calls for regulation, monitoring and 

evidencing compliance with the standards. There were calls for standards and a charter to 
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be designed in an open process with all relevant stakeholders, with a charter focusing on 

clarifying roles, duties, voting rights, communication and powers of different bodies. 

However, a few participants questioned the value of standards or a charter, or whether 

they would work effectively in practice. 

Greater funding for community decision-making was a prevalent theme in responses. 

Sustainable, fair or participatory funding models were requested, alongside highlighting 

the need to ensure there is oversight of how community decision-making bodies use 

funds. Non-monetary resourcing was suggested, including staff support or expertise, 

training and practical supports like transport and meeting spaces.  

Implications for public bodies were also highlighted. It was suggested that public bodies 

might have a more facilitatory role and develop closer relationships to communities due to 

needing to listen more closely to community concerns and support communities to take 

action. Some felt this devolution of responsibility could allow public bodies to adopt a more 

strategic role. However, some others felt the proposals could have a negative impact on 

public bodies, such as compromising their ability to deliver services. It was noted that 

public bodies might need support and training to shift more towards collaboration, transfer 

funding, and improved channels of communication.  

Overall, the key message was that while there is support for greater community decision-

making in Scotland, participants also highlighted multiple considerations that need to be 

addressed to ensure a new layer of decision-making in Scotland works effectively.  
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Appendix A: Additional information 

Participant profile 

Participants who hosted the 90 community conversations – including the seven facilitated 

conversations - were asked where their conversation took place.  

Using location information provided by participants, conversations were held in 18 of 

Scotland’s 32 local authority areas, broken down as follows: 

Local authority Number of 
conversations 

Aberdeen City 2 

Aberdeenshire 2 

Argyll & Bute 4 

City of Edinburgh 6 

Dumfries & Galloway 6 

Dundee City 2 

East Dunbartonshire 2 

East Renfrewshire 1 

Fife 1 

Glasgow City 22 

Highland 5 

Moray 1 

North Ayrshire 1 

Renfrewshire 1 

Scottish Borders 2 

South Ayrshire 3 

South Lanarkshire 3 

West Lothian 4 

Unknown 22 

Total 90 
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Facilitated Events 

Seven facilitated events were held across Scotland as part of the community engagement 

process. These were coordinated and facilitated by Scottish Community Development 

Centre (SCDC) and Development Trust Association Scotland (DTAS) on behalf of the  

Each event began with a presentation by the facilitators which outlined the background to 

and aims of Democracy Matters – Phase 2. Participants were then split into two smaller 

groups to discuss six questions. At the event end, participants had the opportunity to 

review the flipchart notes and add any further contributions on post-it notes.  

Events were limited to approximately two hours. Facilitators often set limits on the time 

available for each question. The discussion was often fast-paced, and multiple points were 

raised for each question.  

Each event was attended by two facilitators from either SCDC or DTAS and two 

rapporteurs from The Lines Between. In total, 103 people took part, comprising: 

• Rutherglen: Nine participants representing various voluntary organisations, 

including small grassroots groups, including a radio station, a national mental health 

network and local charities.  

• Skye: Nineteen participants representing community councils in Skye and 

Lochalsh, development trust members, voluntary sector employees and small 

grassroots groups.  

• Dumfries: Twenty participants representing voluntary organisations, including 

grassroots groups and local charities, community council members, a Third Sector 

Interface representative and local authority staff working with communities. 

• Mull: Thirteen participants representing the community council, development trust 

staff and board members, voluntary sector employees and board members. One 

guest observer also attended 

• Duns: Fourteen participants representing the community trust, organisations with 

the arts, senior citizens and local businesses, a residents’ association and a local 

estate. Two Scottish Government Democracy Matters – Phase Two team members 

also observed the event. 

• Pitmedden: Eleven community members representing community trusts, voluntary 

organisations, a community media group, an arts and crafts group, and 

organisations representing environmental interests. 

• Easterhouse: Seventeen participants representing a housing association, a local 

college, neighbourhood action group, the parish church, youth café, arts 

organisation and a Glasgow City councillor. 

As part of the contract to analyse all responses to Democracy Matters – Phase Two, two 

members of The Lines Between attended and prepared a summary report for each event 

based on notes taken at all discussions, combined with facilitator notes, flipcharts, and 

post its added by participants at the end of each session.  
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Appendix B: Glossary of terms 

Anchor organisations or networks 

A singular or group of organisations that are rooted in their local communities due to their 

function and relationships with their communities. 

Citizens’ Assembly 

A deliberative process that involves a relatively larger number of people (50-250), selected 

to be demographically representative of the general public coming together to deliberate 

on an issue over several days within weeks to months. 

Citizens’ Jury 

Similar to a Citizens Assembly except with a smaller group of people (typically 12-24), who 

will deliberate on an issue over a period of 2-7 days (not necessarily consecutively). 

Community Action Plan (CAP) 

Community action plans are documents that set out a clear vision with priorities supported 

by local people, a timeline for achieving them, and options for implementing them.  

Community Council  

A voluntary organisation, which acts as Scotland’s most local form of democracy. They are 

set up by statute by the Local Authority and run by local residents to act on behalf of its 

area. 

Community Empowerment Act 

The Community Empowerment (Scotland) 2015 Act strengthens community voices in 

decisions about public services and makes it easier for them to own and manage land and 

buildings. 

Community Interest Company (CIC) 

A special type of limited company which is designed for social enterprises or not-for-profit 

projects and exists to benefit the community rather than private shareholders. 

Community Learning and Development 

A field of practice which includes community-based adult learning and development. 

Allowing people to identify their goals, to engage in learning and take action to bring about 

change for themselves and their communities.   

Community of interest 

A group of people who share the same interests, knowledge or understanding of a subject 

where they exchange thoughts and ideas about that common interest. 

Community of place 

A group of people who live in a certain area and are a common culture, interests, and 

values. 
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Participatory Budgeting  

A form of citizen participation in which citizens are involved in the process of deciding how 

public money is spent. 

Public Body  

A public body is a formally established organisation that is publicly funded to deliver a 

public or government service, though not as a ministerial department. The term refers to a 

wide range of public sector entities including local authorities and health boards. 

Ringfencing  

When a portion of finances or assets are reserved separately, typically for a specific 

purpose. 

Sortition  

The action of selecting officials or jurors at random. 

Subsidiarity 

The general aim of this principle is to guarantee a degree of independence for a lower 

authority in relation to a higher body or for a local authority in relation to central 

government. 

TSI (Third Sector Interfaces) 

Charities which support third sector activity across the country, there are 32 TSIs, one for 

each local authority area.  
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Appendix C: Consultation questions 

Consultation questions 

The following 16 open questions were included in the Democracy Matters Phase 2 

consultation paper. 

Q1. How could your community use these types of powers to achieve its ambitions, now 

and into the future? 

Q2. What other powers should be added, and are there some which should be retained by 

existing decision-makers? 

Q3. When thinking about who might be part of new decision-making bodies, what are the 

best ways to ensure they truly reflect their communities and enhance equality?  

Q4. Thinking about your own community, what groups would you like to see represented 

through other selection methods, and what should these methods be?  

Q5. What would the role of local elected representatives be, and what would incentivise 

other people to take on/be part of decision-making?  

Q6. What do you think are the best ways to ensure new decision-making bodies are 

accountable to their community?  

Q7. Are community events a good way to involve local people in scrutinising progress and 

setting future direction?  

Q8. What other mechanisms would help achieve high levels of community participation in 

local decision-making processes?  

Q9. What else should this process include to provide new community decision- making 

bodies with a strong locally agreed mandate?  

Q10. Are there ways to ensure new bodies are still wanted – for example by making them 

time-bound and subject to renewal ballots?  

Q11. How do you think community decision-making bodies should be resourced?  

Q.12. Are these the right set of standards to provide reassurance that new community 

decision-making bodies will be effective and treat everyone with dignity and respect?  

Q13. How could a charter be designed to best ensure a positive relationship between 

community decision-makers and their partners in national and local government and the 

wider public sector?  

Q14. What types of support might communities need to build capacity, and how could this 

change the role of councils and public sector organisations?  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/democracy-matters-phase-2-consultation-local-governance-review/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/democracy-matters-phase-2-consultation-local-governance-review/
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Q15. Are there specific additional powers and resources which would help public sector 

organisations to work effectively in partnership with new community decision- making 

bodies?  

Q16. Thank you for considering these questions. When sending us your views, please 

also tell us about anything else you think is important for us to know at this stage.  

Questions used in facilitated conversations 

The seven facilitated conversations and several of the community conversations held by 

participants used a shorter version of the questionnaire. This focused on six wider themes 

encompassing the consultation questions. 

Q1: What powers do communities need to take democratic action? 

Q2: How would people be selected, and how can people best reflect their communities? 

Q3: How can we make sure any new structures are accountable to the community? 

Q4: How can the wider community participate in decision-making? 

Q5: What resources and standards are required for democratic involvement? 

Q6: How can we share and grow skills and knowledge for local democracy? 

 



© Crown copyright 2024

This publication is licensed under the terms of the Open Government Licence v3.0 except 
where otherwise stated. To view this licence, visit nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-
government-licence/version/3 or write to the Information Policy Team, The National 
Archives, Kew, London TW9 4DU, or email: psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk.

Where we have identified any third party copyright information you will need to 
obtain permission from the copyright holders concerned.

This publication is available at www.gov.scot 

Any enquiries regarding this publication should be sent to us at 

The Scottish Government
St Andrew’s House
Edinburgh
EH1 3DG

ISBN: 978-1-83601-693-9 (web only)

Published by The Scottish Government, September 2024

Produced for The Scottish Government by APS Group Scotland, 21 Tennant Street, Edinburgh EH6 5NA
PPDAS1464638 (09/24)

w w w . g o v . s c o t

http://nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3
http://nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3
mailto:psi%40nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk?subject=
http://www.gov.scot
http://www.gov.scot



