
ANNEX A – DOCUMENTS TO QUESTION 1 

 

DOCUMENT 1 - Notes of Meeting – Save Face and Scottish Government – 13 May 2024 

Participants 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] – Director, Save Face 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] - Clinical Director, Save Face 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] – Scottish Government 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] – Scottish Government 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] – Scottish Government 

• The meeting followed a request, from [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)], to meet the Minister for 
Public Health and Women’s Health.   

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] says that Save Face is solely funded by regulation fees.  They do 
not receive any funding outside of this. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] has two main concerns: 
1. Lack of regulation in Scotland including no age restriction for young people getting 

non-surgical cosmetic procedures 
2. High risk procedures such as high liquid Brazilian Butt Lifts and breast augmentation. 

• Discussion centred around Save Face’s concerns about unregulated practitioners and 
included; lack of knowledge and recognised qualifications; inability to deal with 
complications from procedures; use of unlicensed products; infection control 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that NHS Trusts were unable to provide data on patients 
presenting to them with complication or harm as there is no code to record this.   
AP - [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that Public Health Scotland is working on a 

report in regards complications post cosmetic surgery and agreed to send to 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] once received. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that Save Face standards for non-surgical cosmetic 
procedures are independent of JCCP and is published on the Save Face website. 

• Discussions around under 18s accessing these procedures revolved around the capacity 
of a young person to make such a decision v a set age restriction.  [Redacted - 
S.38(1)(b)] highlighted that such procedures are not for health reasons and that under 
18s are more vulnerable.  [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] also said that indemnity does not 
cover under 18s. 

• Save Face say that people are coming up to Scotland for these procedures or to provide 
them to U18s.   
AP - [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] asked if Save Face could share any evidence with SG. 

• Save Face is working with Leeds City Council to develop an interactive ‘non-patronising’ 
workshop regarding non-surgical cosmetic procedures and their risks.   
AP - [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] is happy to share this training package with SG once 

completed. 

 

• Save Face has met with Meta.  Meta is unable to do anything about ‘organic posts’ (e.g. 
unpaid ads regarding non-surgical cosmetic procedures and products).   



• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] says Save Face is successful at engaging with the public and 
has received 20,000 complaints over 10 years, managing to exclude the vicarious ones 
(about non-surgical cosmetic procedures).   
AP - [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] can show SG Save Face’s complaints process? 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] suggested that rather than introducing new legislation to regulate 
non-surgical cosmetic procedures, which will take longer, it would be easier and quicker 
to initially link into existing regulations (e.g. on medicines and prescribing). 

• Save Face want to ensure that non-surgical cosmetic procedures are delivered safely by 
appropriately trained / qualified practitioners who have the support / supervision of a 
prescriber, and they are developing a framework based on this.   

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] would like to get around a table with all regulators and have a 
taskforce to look at solutions to regulate the sector.   

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] noted that SG are actively working with stakeholders looking into 
the various procedures as well as the best way to bring forward regulation in Scotland.   

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] welcomed the support from [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]/[Redacted - 
S.38(1)(b)] and proposed to set up regular meetings to continue the discussion around 
these issues.    

 

 

DOCUMENT 2 - Email Correspondence between Scottish Government and Save Face - 

Thu 20/06/2024 16:09 

Practitioner 

Complaint Log.pdf  
Save Face 

Complaints Internal policy and procedure FINAL March 2024.pdf [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Hi [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

I hope you are well. 

I am just writing with some additional information regarding our complaints policy and 

process for managing complaints and concerns against Save Face registrants. All 

complaints are managed in accordance with the attached policy. 

Members of the public complete our online complaints form below: 

Raise a Concern (saveface.co.uk) 

Once we receive the complaint, a copy is sent to the registrant along with a template 

complaint log (attached) form for them to provide a timeline of treatment dates and patient 

communications. They are asked to provide as much information as possible. 

The patient is contacted to explain the complaints process and to ask if they would like to 

submit any additional evidence or information for review. 

All information is then collated and is sent to [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]. [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

reviews all information and produces a outcome report.  

I have attached a [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)].  

In instances where we have identified a serious breach of professional standards, the 

complaint is escalated to the registrants statutory regulator. 

I hope this is helpful, please let me know if you need any further information. 



Regards 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Director 

Save Face  

Email: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk 

Tel: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

www.saveface.co.uk 

 

 

 

From: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot <[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot>  

Sent: Wednesday, May 22, 2024 4:11 PM 

To: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] <[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk>; [Redacted - 

S.38(1)(b)] <[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk> 

Cc: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot; [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot; [Redacted - 

S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot; [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot 

Subject: Save Face - Note of meeting with Scottish Government - 13.5.24 

Dear [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] and [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)], 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with us last week. 

Attached are the notes and actions from the meeting. 

Kind regards, 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] : [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] | Safety, Openness and Learning Unit | 

Healthcare Quality and Improvement Division | Directorate of the Chief Operating Officer I 

The Scottish Government 

 

DOCUMENT 3 - Save Face & Scottish Government Notes of Meeting on 19 August 

2024 

Participants 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] – Director, Save Face 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] - Clinical Director, Save Face 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] – Scottish Government 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] – Scottish Government 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] – Scottish Government 



• The meeting is a follow up to the meeting on 13 May 2024 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that, since the last meeting, the regulation of 
independent services provided by pharmacists and pharmacy technicians and 
independent medical agencies (IMA) has commenced.   

• Regulation of independent IMA include wholly online services based in Scotland and this 
is similar to regulation in England.  Regulators, Healthcare Improvement Scotland (HIS) 
and Care Quality Commission (CQC) would raise concerns with each other about IMAs 
based in respective nations for possible investigation.  

• SG has been engaging with SCIEG and various stakeholders in working out proposals 
for potential regulation in Scotland and to align any new legislation with other proposed 
and existing regulations to, for example, discourage cross-border tourism for procedures. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] outlined option for regulation – Green (low risk) procedures to 
come under licence; Amber (medium risk) procedures to be performed in a HIS clinic; 
Red (high risk) procedures to be performed by doctors and nurses only. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] asked [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] and [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] for 
any help regarding the EU labelling of dermal fillers as ‘to be administered by healthcare 
professional only’ and the application of this in the UK.  [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] thought 
that instructions on most legitimate brands say this but she will check. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that Save Face has asked DHSC for a dedicated 
taskforce to bring bodies together to make them accountable and ensure that regulations 
are enforced. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that they meet with MHRA but considers that they have 
staffing issues.  [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] asked if [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] or [Redacted - 
S.38(1)(b)] could drop Scottish Government a note if they hear any developments from 
MHRA. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advise that they continue to work with EHOs regarding BBL 
procedures.  EHOs can only use health and safety legislation and have issued some 
enforcement notices.  [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] has been advised of a Glasgow provider 
offering high risk post-liposuction massage technique (lymphatic massage).  There are 
issues around hygiene, infection control and waste disposal. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] questioned why prescribers are not coming under HIS.  
[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that they do need to be registered with HIS.  Any 
proposed legislation will look at improving enforcement. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] said that under proposed regulations, education and training will 
be required for all non-surgical procedures (red, amber and green).  [Redacted - 
S.38(1)(b)] said that Save Face has not got far with education and training framework – 
there is uncertainty at DHSC following election of the new government.  [Redacted - 
S.38(1)(b)] added that DHSC do not yet have information on their next steps (regarding 
licencing). 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that CQC regulate procedures provided by certain 
healthcare professions but not procedures provided by Health and Care Professionals 
Council (HCPC) professionals, which includes paramedics. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] said that some complaints received by Save Face, including from 
HIS, are about prescribing.   

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that a published paper has been produced about people 
presenting to Glasgow Plastic Surgery Unit with complications following cosmetic 
tourism.  [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] will share this with [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] and 
[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]. 

• [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] advised that Save Face is turning 10 this year.  They are 
analysing complaints and consultation and lack of consent are emerging themes.  They 
are working with the Royal Society of Public Health to develop qualifications on 
consultation and consent. 

 



 

DOCUMENT 4 - Email from Save Face to the Scottish Government 

From: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] <[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk>  
Sent: 13 February 2025 16:47 
To: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] <[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot>; [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 
<[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot>; [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] <[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot> 
Cc: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] <[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot> 
Subject: Consultation on the Regulation of non-surgical cosmetic procedures 

Good afternoon, 

I hope this email finds you all well.  

Having thoroughly reviewed the consultation document, Save Face feels compelled to express 
our significant reservations about the potential outcomes, which we believe may not 
meaningfully improve the landscape for patients or clinics in the field of medical aesthetics. 
This sector presents unique risks and challenges that cannot be adequately addressed by 
existing legislation or minor amendments.  

Since the introduction of HIS regulation for independent clinics in 2016, we have not observed 
any substantial improvements in the safety of individuals seeking non-surgical cosmetic 
treatments in Scotland. Instead, enforcing these regulations has been a notable challenge, 
marked by persistent non-compliance and ineffective policing of non-compliant practices. We 
are concerned that the proposed changes could exacerbate these issues by leading to further 
unintended consequences. 

We are particularly worried about the lack of evidence underpinning these proposals, which 
seem driven by the frustrations of the medical aesthetics community. This community faces 
significant financial pressure to adhere to standards perceived as overly burdensome and 
disproportionate to the treatments they provide, while unregulated practitioners continue 
unchecked. 

During the 2015 consultation for HIS regulations, we warned that this approach would likely 
lead to more challenges than positive outcomes. The assumption that HIS, using the same 
regulatory model for public and private healthcare, is fit for purpose is flawed. Proposing two-
tier regulation involving local authorities adds unnecessary complexity without clear benefits. 

Effective regulation should mitigate risk, be fair and proportionate, avoid unnecessary 
exclusion, and be consistently enforceable. It should enable providers to improve their services 
without being cost-prohibitive for practitioners, regulators, or taxpayers. The framework should 
also be transparent and encourage the public to choose regulated providers. 

Save Face has long questioned the appropriateness of applying HIS standards—originally 
developed for regulating hospitals that care for seriously ill and vulnerable patients requiring 
complex treatment pathways—to the regulation of healthcare professionals practicing 
aesthetic medicine. Aesthetic treatments are minimally invasive and are provided electively to a 
generally fit and healthy population. We believe these standards are excessively burdensome 
and not suitably aligned with the specific needs of aesthetic practitioners.  

Since 2014, we have conducted over 12,000 clinic assessments and more than 10,000 
practitioner evaluations. Save Face is the only organization in this sector that assesses every 



clinic and practitioner listed on our register. This unique position allows us to observe how our 
standards and assessment process have effectively reduced risks for patients seeking these 
treatments and elevated the practices of those clinics and practitioners who adhere to them. 

Our standards have been written specifically for practitioners who carry out non-surgical 
cosmetic procedures, with each aspect of our assessment process designed to mitigate 
particular risks that patients may face. Since the implementation of HIS regulations, many 
healthcare professionals who could practice safely but could not meet the burden of the HIS 
requirements have either been compelled to surrender their registration with their regulatory 
body or close their clinics altogether.  

Extending the scope of HIS on the same basis seems destined to fail and could lead to an 
increase in service providers operating in the shadows in unsafe conditions, using unsafe 
products and who are unable to look after people when things go wrong and who will face no 
accountability leaving patients without redress. Instead, a more effective strategy would be to 
implement a levelling-up approach that is practical and proportionate to the risks involved. 
Such an approach would foster a fair and consistent standard of practice throughout the 
industry. The proposed changes risk imposing disproportionate costs on practitioners and could 
unintentionally exclude capable providers who are eager to engage in a framework of effective 
healthcare supervision. 

For services led by beauty therapists, it's crucial that a prescriber oversees patient care, 
particularly for treatments requiring prescriptions and medical management of potential 
complications.  

Save Face believes that relying on HIS for regulatory oversight simply because it is an 
established entity is a misjudgement, as outlined in the points above and beyond. Our position 
is that the only viable solution is to create a regulatory framework that is genuinely fit for 
purpose—one that effectively fulfils its intended role and ensures high standards of safety and 
care for patients. It is crucial that any future regulatory landscape is designed to meet the 
specific needs of the industry while prioritising patient protection and quality practices. 

For treatments not needing a prescriber, it’s essential to clearly identify risks and support the 
need for LA licensing with robust data. We have seen no evidence suggesting public health risks 
for treatments in group 1 and some in group 2 as outlined in the consultation. 

We trust there will be a comprehensive impact assessment and harm to health assessment 
before decisions are finalised. Attempting to fit existing models to current needs is likely to fail, 
as evidenced by HIS's limited impact and resource constraints. It's unclear what risks LA 
licensing would address for low-risk treatments not requiring medical intervention. 
Based on the compelling evidence at hand, we strongly advocate for the urgent ban on high-risk 
procedures such as buttock and breast augmentations using HA dermal fillers. The UK has 
already witnessed a devastating loss of life following a liquid BBL—with the grim reality that 
more tragedies may occur if decisive action is not taken immediately.  

Furthermore, there is a pressing need for a law in Scotland that prohibits cosmetic injections for 
individuals under 18, safeguarding vulnerable youth from potentially harmful procedures.  

Additionally, mandating that all practitioners offering any form of non-surgical cosmetic 
treatments maintain appropriate indemnity coverage is essential. This critical step would 



greatly enhance patient safety and ensure accountability, fundamentally transforming the 
landscape of cosmetic practices for the better. 

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our reservations with you in more detail.  

Regards 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Director 

Save Face  

Email: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk 

Tel: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

www.saveface.co.uk 

 

 

 

 

DOCUMENT 5 – SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT RESPONSE TO DOCUMENT 4 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk  

Our Reference: 202500452764  

20 February 2025  

Dear [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)],  

Thank you for your email of 13 February 2025 about the Scottish Government consultation on 
the regulation of non-surgical cosmetic procedures.  

We are grateful for your comments which will be carefully considered and taken into account 
along with all of the other consultation responses and feedback from further engagement with 
stakeholders and will be in touch with you shortly to arrange our next meeting. 

I hope that you will find this response helpful meantime.  

Yours sincerely  

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]  

HQI : Diagnostics, Genomics and Business Management Unit  



DOCUMENT 6 – CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN SCOTTISH GOVERNMENT AND 

SAVE FACE 

RE: Thank You 

Fri 17/05/2024 12:38 

Dear [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Likewise, we found the meeting extremely helpful and would be delighted to meet on a 

regular basis. Monday’s are also good for me.  

I have attached a copy of our latest stats on BBLs since the launch of campaign in 

December and linked to our original report below where we outline our calls to the 

government to ban them. 

https://www.saveface.co.uk/en/blog/post/non-surgical-bbl-breast-augmentation-complaints-

and-complications-report 

 

Regards 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Director 

Save Face  

https://www.saveface.co.uk/en/blog/post/non-surgical-bbl-breast-augmentation-complaints-and-complications-report
https://www.saveface.co.uk/en/blog/post/non-surgical-bbl-breast-augmentation-complaints-and-complications-report


Email: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk 

Tel: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

www.saveface.co.uk 

 

 

 

From: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@gov.scot 

Sent: Thursday, May 16, 2024 4:21 PM 

To: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk; [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]@saveface.co.uk 

Subject: Thank You 

Dear [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] & [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)], 

I just wanted to send a quick message to say, thank you again for your time on Monday. We 

really valued your insight and are very grateful for the support including the offer of sharing 

reports / data that you have. We took a short note of the meeting and are happy to share 

these with you if you wish.  

As I mentioned at the close of the meeting, we would appreciate keeping this dialogue going 

as we continue to develop our policy and looking to how best to bring forward legislation / 

regulation to non-surgical cosmetic procedures in Scotland. 

I will check with the team and aim to put in a recurring meeting. Monday and Tuesdays are 

usually best for us, so if you could let me know your preference, I will send out a calendar 

invite.  

Best Wishes 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Quality and Safety [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] | Safety, Openness and Learning Unit  

Healthcare Quality and Improvement Division | Directorate of Chief Operating Officer 

The Scottish Government | St Andrews House 

  

http://www.saveface.co.uk/


ANNEX B – ANSWERS TO QUESTION 2 

DOCUMENT 7 - SG OFFICIALS MINUTE TO PRIVATE OFFICE RE SAVE FACE 

REQUEST TO MEET MINISTER  

 

PS Minute  

Date of Event - DD/MM/YYYY 

Time of Event – N/A 

MiCase Reference  - 202400405957 

Final Due Date* - 23/4/2024 

Sender – [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)], Save Face  

Has the Minister been asked to attend on Behalf of FM? - No 

Recommendation – [Redacted – S.30(b)(i) and S.30(b)(ii)] 

Recommendation Comments 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)], Director of Save Face, has requested to meet with the Minister for 

Public Health and Women’s Health to discuss banning or restricting high risk non-surgical 

cosmetic procedures.  [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] would also like to discuss the introduction of 

age restrictions, which is currently in place in England via ‘The Botulinum Toxin and 

Cosmetic Fillers (Children) Act 2021’. 

Save Face is a Professional Standards Authority accredited organisation which operates an 

accredited voluntary register for doctors, nurses and dentists who provide non-surgical 

cosmetic treatments. 

Added to [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]’ letter is a report on ‘Non-surgical BBL (Brazilian Butt Lift) 

and Breast Augmentation Complaints and Complications.’  The report surveyed its database 

of healthcare professionals and received 2215 responses.  It reported 214 complaints – 195 

for BBL and 19 for breast augmentation.  Listed complications from procedures included 

sepsis (42%), necrosis (4%), infection (67%), abcess (19%).  57% reported poor outcomes 

from the procedures.   

The survey stated that 96% of patients who had complication were treated by NHS;  87% 

required hospital treatment with 71% admitted to hospital for more than 48 hours.  

 

In Scotland, this information is not centrally collected.  When NHS Scotland treats someone 

who has suffered harm from a non-surgical cosmetic procedure that has gone wrong, NHS 

Scotland will not necessarily record that this was the result of that procedure as there is no 

specific code to record this.  

The patients were not broken down to locations although it listed 6 hotspots, all of which 

were in England – none in Scotland. As independent clinics where services are provided by 

doctors, nurses and dentists are already regulated by Healthcare Improvement Scotland 

(HIS) and Save Face’s register is voluntary, it may explain why a search of Save Face’s 

register only lists 5 clinics in Edinburgh and Glasgow and there is no specific mention of 

complaints from Scotland in the report.  



In a recent undercover report, ITV sought comment from [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] about a 

company in England offering BBL training to anyone using live models.  Save Face’s website 

says that it has teamed up with ITV to launch a campaign to ban BBL and breast 

augmentation procedures from being carried out using dermal fillers. 

Recent media reports and enquiries have referred to Save Face’s report and quoted 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)], with a claim in The Sun that complaints to Save Face over 

unregistered practitioners surged from 121 in 2019 to 303 last year. 

Ms Minto has agreed to meet with MSPs Roz McCall, Colin Beattie and Stuart McMillan to 

discuss the regulation of non-surgical cosmetic procedures.  Ms McCall and Mr McMillan 

have been approached by healthcare professionals who have formed the Scottish Medical 

Aesthetics Safety Group whose 300 members have  expressed concerns about the 

unregulated part of this sector.   

Ms Minto has declined a meeting with a member of the Scottish Medical Aesthetics Group 

and advised that her officials would be happy to engage with a member of the group.  This 

meeting is yet to be arranged. 

Officials are working with stakeholders including healthcare professionals, hair and beauty 

industry representatives, Healthcare Improvement Scotland and Environmental Health 

Officers.  The group will consider the potential scope of further regulation and legislation to 

restrict who can administer non-surgical cosmetic treatments, with the aim of protecting 

public safety along with scoping out any other procedures that may require further 

regulation.  Ms Minto has indicated that she is actively interested in this area, and has 

committed to meeting with the Scottish Cosmetics Intervention Expert Group (SCIEG).   

Officials are already holding regular discussions with the Joint Council of Cosmetic 

Practitioners (JCCP) regarding the unregulated non-surgical cosmetics sector.  JCCP is 

another PSA accredited regulator operating a voluntary register. 

We are awaiting confirmation of whether a Bill bid has been successful and Ms Minto would 

not be in a position to offer any further information on this topic at this time.   

As the minister has already recommended that officials meet with the Scottish Medical 

Aesthetics Group and officials are already actively engaging with stakeholders, including 

JCCP, it is recommended that we [Redacted – S.30(b)(i) and S.30(b)(ii)]. 

Has another minister been asked to attend? - No 

Theme Of Event - Non-surgical cosmetics industry 

 

Purpose Of Event - Other(Please specify) - Discussion with [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Main message to communicate 

The Scottish Government is aware that, at present, there is nothing to prevent individuals 

who are not health professionals and who operate from unregistered premises from carrying 

out non-surgical cosmetic procedures that pierce or penetrate the skin. 

The Scottish Government remains committed to the enhancement of current regulation, 

where required, to ensure that non-surgical cosmetic treatments are delivered from hygienic 

premises by appropriately trained practitioners, through the application of recognised 

standards and the use of regulated products. 



Officials are working with the Scottish Cosmetics Intervention Group and stakeholders 

including healthcare professionals, hair and beauty industry representatives, Healthcare 

Improvement Scotland and Environmental Health Officers to consider the potential scope of 

further regulation. This is with the aim of regulating who can administer non-surgical 

cosmetic treatments, to protect public safety and scope out any other procedures that may 

require further regulation.   

 

Officials would be keen to discuss this further with [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]. 

  

Most appropriate type of ministerial input -  

View/Comment - Please enter Comments 

Event Location – N/A 

 

Draft Decline Letter 

Thank you for your request of 22 March to meet to discuss banning or restricting high risk 

non-surgical cosmetic procedures. 

 

I would also like to thank you for sharing Save Face’s December 2023 ‘Non-surgical BBL 

and Breast Augmentation Complaints and Complications’ Report. 

 

The Scottish Government fully recognises the continued growth of the industry and the risks 

associated with non-surgical cosmetic procedures that pierce or penetrate the skin, and we 

acknowledge there is currently no specific legislation to prevent people who are not 

regulated healthcare professionals and who operate from unregistered premises from 

carrying out these procedures. 

 

Following the responses to the Scottish Government’s 2020 consultation on the regulation of 

non-surgical cosmetic procedures (that pierce or penetrate the skin), the initial priority from a 

clinical safety perspective was to consider regulating the administration of dermal 

fillers.  Due to the number of non-surgical cosmetics procedures that are now available, 

officials are considering other procedures that may be in scope for further regulation. 

 

My officials are actively engaged with stakeholders and the Scottish Cosmetics Intervention 

Expert Group (SCIEG). This group comprises of healthcare professionals (including 

representatives from British College of Aesthetic Medicine and British Association of 

Cosmetic Nurses), hair and beauty industry representatives, Healthcare Improvement 

Scotland (HIS) and Environmental Health Officers.   

 

The work with SCIEG is considering the potential for future regulation of non-surgical 

cosmetics in Scotland including the consideration of age restrictions, and levels of training, 

qualifications and supervision required to safely perform various types of non-surgical 

cosmetic procedures that pierce and penetrate the skin. 

 

My officials are also in the process of developing secondary legislation to enable Healthcare 

Improvement Scotland to regulate independent healthcare services, including non-surgical 



cosmetic procedures provided by independent pharmacists and pharmacy technicians. We 

are aiming to bring this specific piece of legislation forward by the end of Summer 2024. This 

is an important step in the regulation of non-surgical cosmetics. Detailed information on this 

and other developing pieces of legislation can be found here. 

 

We want to ensure we achieve the ultimate goal of all non-surgical cosmetic procedures 

carried out in Scotland being delivered from hygienic premises by appropriately trained 

practitioners, applying recognised standards and using legitimate products. Engaging with 

stakeholders is an important part of our work towards this goal and as such, while I am 

unable to meet with you personally at this time, my officials are keen to meet with you and 

will be in touch to arrange an appropriate time to discuss further. 

 

I hope this information is useful. 

 

Draft Accept Letter 

Thank you for your request of 22 March February to meet to discuss banning or restricting 

high risk non-surgical cosmetic procedures. 

I would be very pleased to meet with you to discuss this matter. I would be grateful if you 

could contact my office at MinisterPHWH@gov.scot to make the necessary arrangements. 

 

 

DOCUMENT 8 - INTERNAL SG EMAIL 

From: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Sent: 14 April 2022 12:02 

To: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

Subject: FW: Harm Caused by Non-Surgical Cosmetic Procedures Survey - initial draft 

report 

Attachments: Harm Caused by Non-Surgical Cosmetic Procedures- Report Summary 

sd.docx 

 

Hi [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)], 

Attached is a summary of a survey I undertook regarding harm caused by non-surgical  

cosmetic procedures.  It got put on the backburner because of other work at the time  

(e.g. Covid, IHC).  It needs a bit more refinement but there’s some data there that could  

be considered? 

This is a link to the JCCP website.  I couldn’t find any data about evidence of harm, 

The Save Face website has a complaints report for 2017-18 saying that they received  

934 complaints about unregistered practitioners.  This number may be small compared  

to the number of procedures performed in that year. 



I hope this helps. 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] 

[Redacted - S.38(1)(b)]: [Redacted - S.38(1)(b)] | Safety, Openness and Learning Team | 

Healthcare  

Quality and Improvement Directorate | The Scottish Government 

 


