Scottish Parliament
2024 People’s Panels

Evaluation

Final Report

Authors: Elisabet Vives, Ihaki Goni, Eugenia Rodrigues,

University of Edinburgh



1. Contents

(P O70] 11 (=1 o = T PP PSP P T OUP PP PUPRPN 2
b 11 o T [ o 1T o PO PTUET PP 6
3. BaACKOIOUNG ... .o ————————— 8
4. People’s Panel reviewing the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 ..........ccoooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e 11
4.1. =T a1 I @7e] o ] o o L1 1 o] o N TSP 1
41.1. RECOMMENAALIONS .....coiiiiiiiii e 12

4.2, EVIAENCE PrOVISION ....cciiiiiiiiiie ettt et e s e e et e e e 12
4.21. Description of the learning process and evidence provided ...........cccccoviiieiiiiiiienniiee e 12
4.2.2. Credibility and diversity of witnesses and evidence..........cccccccoevciiiiiieee i 13
4.2.3. RECOMMENAALIONS .....coiiiiiiiii e 16

4.3. Design and Facilitation ..........c..ooiiiiii e 16
4.3.1. RECOMMENAALIONS .....coiiiiiiiii e 21

44, Motivations and Expectations of, and Impacts on Participants..............ccccccceeiiiiiiiiieen e, 21
441. Motivations and EXPectations ............cooiiiiiiiiiii 21
4.4.2. o g1 7= T S O PP PP PP PPPPP 23
4.43. RECOMMENAALIONS .....oeiiiiiiii e 26

4.5. Impact Expectations on the Scottish Parliament...............ccoiiiii 26
4.5.1. RECOMMENAALIONS .....oeeiiiiii i e e e s e e s 30

5. People’s Panel on reducing drug harm and deaths in Scotland.............ccccooiii s 31
5.1. = T=Y IO 4] 0o 13 o] o 1 31
5.1.1. Improvements made and further recommendations ...........cccccceiiii 31

5.2. EVIAENCE PrOVISION ....cciiiiiiie ittt e e e 32
52.1. Description of the learning process and evidence provided ...........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiiieennn. 32
5.2.2. Credibility and diversity of witnesses and evidence............ccccoovieiiiiiiiiiiiec e 32
5.2.3. Improvements made and further recommendations ............cccccvveee i 33

5.3. Design and FacCilitation ..............eiiiiiii e 34
5.3.1. Improvements made and further recommendations ............cccccveee i 35



54. Motivations and Expectations of, and Impact on Participants ............cccccccieiiiiic 36
54.1. Motivations and EXpectations ..........cooooviiiiii s 36
54.2. 0] 0= T2 Y 37
5.4.3. Improvements made and further recommendations .............ccccceiiiiiiiii e 39

5.5. Impact expectations on the Scottish Parliament ... 39
55.1. Improvements made and further recommendations ............cccccceeee i 40

T 070 (¢ [1] o] o L SO PO PP PP PP P PP PP PPPPPP 42

6.1. Panel Size and COmMPOSIION ......coiiiiiiiiiiiei e e e e e e e e s neneeees 42

6.2. EVIAENCE PrOVISION ...ttt 42

6.3. 1Y o o I= T T I = Tor 111 =1 o o 43

6.4.  Motivations and Expectations of, and Impact on Participants ...........cccccociiiiiiiiiin 45

6.5. Expectations of impact on Parliament..............occviiiiiiii e 45

6.6. General evaluation Statement ...........oouii i 46

T REIEIEINCES . ...ttt e bt e e e e a bt e e e a b et e e e aa e e e e ba e e neee 48
8. Appendix 1. Evaluation Framework and Methodological Approach ...........cccoecveeiiniiiiiniiceciee e 51

8.1.  EVvaluation QUESTIONS ......cooiiiiiiieiiii ettt et nnr e sre e 51

8.2. MethodologiCal APPIrOACK ...........iiii i a e 53
8.2.1. Pre-Panel SUIVEY ........coo it 55
8.2.2. POSE-Pan@l SUIVEY .......oeiiiiiiii et e e 59

9. Appendix 4. INterview QUIAEIINES ..........uiiiiiiiiiii et e e e s e e e e e e e e 67
9.1. People's Panel on Climate Change ..........cooiiiiiiiiiii e 67
9.2. People's Panel 0n Drug HarmM ... ...t 69

10. N o] oL =Y T b -1 o[ RS 73

10.1. Design and FacCilitation ............c.eiiiiiiii e 73

10.2. Motivations and Expectations of PartiCipants ...........ccccooiiiiiiiiii e 74

OSSO [ 0T o= Tos Ao I = T o 0 X= 1 | £ P 84

10.4. Impact Expectations on the Scottish Parliament................cccvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieen e, 89

11. Appendix 3. SUINVEY QUESTIONNAIIES .......cccoiiiiiiiiiiii ettt et e s e e 93
11.1.  People’s Panel on Climate Change ..........cooo i 93



11400 PrE-PAnEI SUMVEY ....coiiiiiiii ittt ettt e s bt e e s s e e e s e e e s nnnree s 93

11.1.2.  POSE-PANEI SUIVEY......uuiiiiiiiiiiiieieiiieieieieieieieieeeeeee e eereee e eeeeeers e reeeeeseeeresesssssssssnsnrnsnsnsnnnnns 97
11.2.  People’s Panel on Drug HarmM..........uuuuiiiiiiiiieieieiiieieisieieieieeveveeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeeeeeeeeesesesenrsesserssnsnrnnnnes 104
T1.2.00 Pre-Pan@l SUIVEY .....oooiiiiiiiiii ettt e e 104
11.2.2. POSE-PaAnel SUIVEY.....cueiiiie e 108
12. Appendix 4. INterview gUIAEIINES ...........uuuiuiiiiiiiiiieiiieieieeeeeeeeerereererererere e 116
12.1.  People’s Panel on Climate Change ...........cooiiiiiiiiiiiiie ettt 116
12.2.  People’s Panel on Drug Harm . ...ttt 118
13. Appendix 5. Observation ProtOCOI..........uuiiiiiiii it ee e 120
List of Tables
Table 1. Survey items on participant representativeness and diversity. ........ccccccoviiiiiiie e 12
Table 2. Overall eXPEriENCE FatiNGS. .....ccoiuiiiiiiiiiee it e et e e e st e e e e sbreeeeabreeeeaas 22
Table 3. Measures of expected political impact of the panel............cccccoviiiiii e 28
Table 4. Survey items on participant representativeness and diversity. .........cccccccoeiiiiiiiiie e, 31
Table 5. Overall experience ratings PPDH. ..........cooiiiiiiiiii e e e e st rrre e e e e e e enes 36
Table 6. Measures of expected political impact of the panel. ............cccooii e 40
Table 7. Comparison between the original and final Evaluation Themes and Questions. ............ccc......... 51
Table 8. Summary of data collection MEthOds. ............cooiiiiiiiii e 54
Table 9. Participants responses to questions on various aspects of the deliberations (PPCC).................. 73
Table 10. Participants responses to questions on various aspects of the deliberations PPDH. ................ 73
Table 11. Personal objectives according to participants (PPCC). ......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiice e 74
Table 12. Favourite part of the Panel (PPCC). ...t 76
Table 13. “Pre-post” comparison between personal objectives and favourite part of the Panel (PPCC)...78
Table 14. Expected outcomes of participation (PPDH). ..........ociiiiiiiii e 79
Table 15. Favourite part (PPDH) ...ttt ettt e et e e e sbbeeeean 81
Table 16. “Pre-post” comparison between personal objectives and favourite part of the PPDH ............... 82
Table 17. Pre-post comparisons on learning perceptions (PPCC). ... 84
Table 18. Pre-post comparisons on learning perceptions (PPDDH) ........c..uuiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeee e 84
Table 19. Similar arguments before and after the panel. ..., 85
Table 20. Enriched arguments after the panel................ooi e 85
Table 21. Decreased weight of “rights-based” conceplions. ... 87
Table 22. Arguments that touch on lived eXPEeriENCEe. ...........cooiiiiiiiiie e 87
Table 23. Arguments linking citizen engagement with better policy. ... 88
Table 24. Arguments referring to government action............coooiiiiiiiiii e 89



Table 25. Definitions of Panel success by participants (PPCC). ......c.oooiiiiiiiiieeee e 89

Table 26. Definitions of Panel success by participants. ... 91

List of Figures

Figure 1. Governance of the Ostbelgien Citizen Council. Publicly available in www.buergerdialog.be ...... 8
Figure 2. Different functions of citizen deliberation according to Geissel (2023). ..........cccccveeveeeviiiiiiineennn. 9
Figure 3. Results of the survey question: Did experts offer balanced and diverse views on public
engagement in climate Change? .........ooo e 14

Figure 4. Results of the survey question: Did you have sufficient information to engage in meaningful

Lo TS T o 1= (o] o - PP UORPRRRPR 15
Figure 5. Likelihood to get involved in Scottish Parliament Work ............ccccoeeoiiiiiiiiie e, 26
Figure 6. Reconstruction of the likely pathway of a People’s Panel. ............cccoccoiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicc e, 27
Figure 7. Balanced and diverse VIEWS Of EXPEIS. .......ccoiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e 32
Figure 8. Sufficient information to engage in meaningful diSCUSSION. ...........ccooiiiiiiiiiieiiic e, 33
Figure 9. Likelihood of future involvement with the Scottish Parliament (PPDH). ..........ccccooiiiiiiiiinnnnn 38
Figure 10. Analysis phases of the Evaluation. ...........ccuuiii i 72



2. Introduction

The Scottish Parliament delivered two People’s Panels in 2024. The first one, which took place in February
and March 2024, was titled The People’s Panel reviewing the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 (PPCC),

and sought to answer the following two questions:

e How effective has the Scottish Government been at engaging the public on climate change and
Scotland’s climate change targets?
¢ What else (if anything) could the Scottish Government do to inform and involve the public to help

meet Scotland’s climate change target?

The second one, which run between October and November 2024, and was titled The People’s Panel on

reducing drug harm and deaths in Scotland (PPDH), was tasked with answering the following question:

e What does Scotland need to do differently to reduce drug related harms?

A group of citizens, representative of the Scottish population, was chosen for each panel. Twenty-three

participants (later reduced to 21) took part in the PPCC, and another twenty-three participated in the PPDH.

As a team of academics from the University of Edinburgh, we were commissioned to independently
evaluate the two People’s Panels that took place in 2024. This report presents the results of the evaluation,
which focuses on the design, implementation, outputs, outcomes, and impact of the Panels. Our evaluation
approach involved working closely with the Scottish Parliament to ensure a robust and collaborative
assessment process. The evaluation was initiated through an open recruitment and tender process, during
which we developed a detailed proposal outlining our methodological approach. This ensured that our
evaluation framework was aligned with the objectives of the Scottish Parliament and the specific needs of
the project. Following the successful tender, we held a workshop to present our proposed methodology and

gather feedback from key stakeholders.

Throughout the evaluation, we collaborated closely with the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe)
and the Participation and Communities Team (PACT). SPICe provided essential project management
support, assisting with logistical elements such as data facilitation, clearance for the parliamentary building,
and access to key participants. Our engagement with SPICe and PACT took the form of iterative workshops
and offline communications, where we discussed and collaboratively refined our evaluation methods and

materials.

This ongoing dialogue helped shape our approach, which incorporated panel observations, surveys, and
interviews. Based on our findings of the PPCC, we drafted an interim report and facilitated discussions on
implementing recommendations for the upcoming PPDH. The Scottish Parliament actively engaged with
these insights, applying lessons learned to improve the structure and execution of the second Panel. This

collaborative effort showcased the receptiveness of the Scottish Parliament for continuous learning.


https://www.parliament.scot/chamber-and-committees/committees/current-and-previous-committees/session-6-net-zero-energy-and-transport-committee/business-items/climate-change-peoples-panel#:~:text=To%20support%20the%20Committee%27s%20post,and%20Scotland%27s%20climate%20change%20targets%3F
https://www.parliament.scot/-/media/files/committees/criminal-justice-committee/report-of-the-peoples-panel-on-reducing-drug-harm-and-deaths-in-scotland.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/-/media/files/committees/criminal-justice-committee/report-of-the-peoples-panel-on-reducing-drug-harm-and-deaths-in-scotland.pdf

The Evaluation Report is structured as follows:

First, we present a review of the relevant academic literature, which informed the approach to the
evaluation.
Second, we proceed to address our evaluation themes and answer the evaluation questions by
looking at both panels in detail. We first provide the analysis for the first Panel (Climate Change)
and then offer an update of the results based on the analysis of the second Panel (Drug Harm and
Deaths). These sections are structured according to the evaluation themes (with evaluation
questions and criteria being set out in Appendix 1):

o Panel composition.

o Evidence provision.

o Design and facilitation.

o Motivations and Expectations of, and Impact on Participants, and,

o Impact Expectations on the Scottish Parliament.
We close the report with a summary of our main conclusions.
We summarise the methodological approach and tools used to undertake the evaluation in an

Appendix. Detailed data tables and figures can also be found in the appendices.



3. Background

There is now a widespread understanding that citizen deliberation is not an alternative, but an important
complementary process to representative democracy (Curato et al., 2021). Despite this consensus, very
few Parliaments or Legislative Systems have managed to successfully experiment with, much less
institutionalise deliberative democracy. To date, most mini-publics are run by the administrative or executive
branch of the state. When implemented, deliberative democracy is mostly used for specific “high-stakes”
legislation, (e.g., the case of participatory constitutional reform in Iceland and Chile) or other controversial
issues (for example, the emblematic deliberation around abortion in the Republic of Ireland). Despite their
potential, a major critique of this model is that it conceives participation as one-off events rather than a
permanent infrastructure. Thus, it obstructs a deeper process of embedding deliberation in parliamentary

systems.

Nonetheless, notable, and more permanent experiences do exist. Among them, the Ostbelgien model is
perhaps the most well-known (Macq & Jacquet, 2023; Niessen & Reuchamps, 2022). Permanenter
Burgerdialog (PBD), set up by the German-speaking Community of Belgium is said to be the first permanent
randomised Citizen Assembly working in tandem with a Parliament. The figure below summarises the

governance model behind this permanent Citizen Council.

Figure 1. Governance of the Ostbelgien Citizen Council. Publicly available in www.buergerdialog.be

Citizen Council (CC)

- Routinetasks:

1* Foliow-upCA's recommendationsto
Parliament

2° Prepare upcoming CAs

permanent &
Who? | Permanent Secretariat (PS) =
-24 citizens former members of CA)
- Advisory members: PS, ombuds(wojman, Who? \
Secretary-General (as observer to liasewith
Parliament) 1 fulktime employed person
B Iasks
~Agenda-Setting (for CA once per year) - Sortition

- Preparing informationfor CA
- ExpertiistforCA
- Budget, logistics, PR

(CA)
Citizen Assembly
1

Who?
25-50 citizens (random draw
based on stratification criteria)

Task:
Draft recommendations for
Parliament on specific topic after
deliberating several days on it
and hearingexperts

(CA)
Citizen Assembly
2

Who?
25-50 citizens (random draw
based on stratification criteria)

Task:

Draé recommendations for
Parliament on specific topic after
deliberating several daysonit
and hearing experts

(CA)
Citizen Assembly
3

Who?
25-50 citizens (random draw
based on stratification criteria)

Task:

Draft recommendations for
Parliament on specific topic after
deliberating several days on it
and hearing experts



http://www.buergerdialog.be/

Other models focus more directly on the relationship between elected parliamentarians and their
constituents. For instance, Deliberative Town Halls have been implemented in the US and Australia (Alnemr
et al., 2023; Neblo et al., 2018). However, the Town Hall model seems to lack a more robust theory of
change, as decision-making in parliaments does not rely on changing the mind of one official, rather on

affecting the cross-party collaborative work of Committees.

Setala (2021) asserts that the functions of deliberative mini-publics can complement Parliaments in three
main roles: (1) an advisory role when mini-publics provide recommendations to Parliament, mainly in the
pre-legislative period. (2) A collaborative role when deliberative processes involve elected representatives
who work neck and neck with citizens, and (3) a scrutinising role when mini-publics are employed to check
representative decision making. Out of those, Setdld asserts that the scrutinising role shows the most
normative promise but also requires the most careful institutional design, especially as parliament seek to

scrutinise themselves through deliberative processes.

The recent specialised literature has presented different stages and formats in which citizen deliberation
could complement the legislative function of parliaments on a regular basis. These range from pre-
legislative work to post-legislative work. Figure 2 presents a cycle of what constant deliberative engagement
can do for parliamentary work by Brigitte Giessel (2023).

Figure 2. Different functions of citizen deliberation according to Geissel (2023).
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There are of course many different ways and formats in which scrutiny functions can be completed with
citizen participation. Citizens can be invited to support Regulatory Impact Assessments, Legislative scrutiny,

Programme auditing, and Post-legislative Scrutiny (Murphy, 2020).

In conclusion, while the institutionalisation of deliberative democracy within parliamentary systems remains
limited, several promising models and functions have emerged. The ongoing challenge lies in transforming
citizen deliberation from a series of isolated events into a permanent, integrated infrastructure within
legislative processes. The Ostbelgien model and various town hall formats illustrate different approaches,
each with their own strengths and limitations. Ultimately, the evolving literature underscores the potential of
mini-publics to enhance parliamentary work through advisory, collaborative, and scrutinising roles. In this
context, the People’s Panels format of the Scottish Parliament holds particular promise. By embedding
citizen deliberation more systematically within the legislative process, these processes have the potential

to underscore the innovativeness of the institution and elevate its reputation on the world stage.
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4. People’s Panel reviewing the Climate Change (Scotland) Act
2009

4.1. Panel Composition

According to the available documentation, the recruitment process was managed by the Sortition
Foundation, who have been used for all similar activities within the Scottish Parliament to date. Following
standard practice within the Deliberative Democracy field, the selection process followed a Stratified
Random Sampling approach. In this approach, participants are selected randomly but filling specific quotas
so that they better represent the population.

The democratic sortition process was conducted by the Sortition Foundation, which has credible expertise

and documented experience in this task. The selection algorithm used by the Sortition Foundation is open-

source and can be found online. Overall, the algorithm used by the foundation seeks to make compatible
representation across demographic quotas, but also ensure an equal chance of being selected. The
Foundation also produces detailed technical reports as part of its approach, providing evidence that the
selected participants were indeed representative of the population. As an external partner, the Foundation
adds additional layers of independence and safeguarding to the process, reinforcing the credibility and

impartiality of the selection procedure.

Demographic variables used to form the panel include:

e Gender
e Age

o Ethnicity
o Disability

e Education

o Geography

Additionally, the sampling method incorporated a substantive position criterion, namely “climate worry” in
the form of a Likert-type question ranging from “Not at all worried” to “Very worried”. The demographic
baseline information for this question was obtained through a UK-wide national survey but using the

average responses of the Scottish sample. The database used can be found here.

To assess the impact of recruitment on the deliberative process, we focused on participants’ perceptions of
representativeness and diversity. The final survey taken at the end of the deliberative process allows for

some indication of perceptions about representativeness and diversity among participants.

11


https://www.sortitionfoundation.org/
https://www.sortitionfoundation.org/
https://github.com/sortitionfoundation/stratification-app
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/environmentalaccounts/datasets/climatechangeinsightsfamiliesandhouseholdsukworriesaboutclimatechangeandchangestolifestyletohelptackleitgreatbritain14juneto9july2023

Participants were asked to respond to these statements by marking on a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not
at all’ and 6 is “Extremely”. The table below shows the descriptive measures of those items and compares

them with the average of the whole subscale.

Table 1. Survey items on participant representativeness and diversity.

Variable Average Standard Deviation
Representative of Scotland 4,76 0,89
Diverse perspectives on the issue 5,05 0,36
Whole subscale 4,96 0,67

In general, the survey findings indicate that participants expressed a “moderate” to “very” strong feeling that
the Panel represented the broader population of Scotland. Furthermore, their perception of diversity of
views was slightly higher, with a predominant “very” response. The difference between the perceptions of
representativeness and diversity of views was not statistically significant using a Welch Two Sample t-test
(t=-1.023, df = 30.046, p-value = 0.3145), but it does show more variance among participants. This means

that some participants did indeed only feel that the group was “somewhat” representative.

In the interviews, participants expressed similar views. As a participant said: “I feel that everyone that had
attended from the length and breadth of Scotland's different age groups, different backgrounds, different

economic situations”.
4.1.1. Recommendations

Based on these findings, we recommended that Scottish Parliament continues and expands its practice of

including diversity of thought in its selection procedure
4.2. Evidence Provision

4.2.1. Description of the learning process and evidence provided

According to the available information and internal interviews with Scottish Parliament staff, for the People’s
Panel on Climate Change a Stewarding Board was formed in late 2023 to, among other things, decide on
the relevant expertise and evidence needed to support citizen deliberation around these questions. External
members of this Stewarding Board include Andy Yuill, Jess Pepper, Professor Lorraine Whitmarsh, Rafael
Jiménez-Aybar, and Sam Gardner. These members represent the academic community and the private
sector. The Stewarding Board, including members of the Scottish Parliament’'s Participation and

Communities Team (PACT) and with the advice of subject matter specialists from the Scottish Parliament

12



Information Centre (SPICe), decided on which content to select and which specific speakers may deliver

that expertise.

According to an internal interviewee, when contacted, experts were very receptive to an invitation to speak.
It was therefore easy to find people to speak about the relevant subjects. This interviewee attributed the

smoothness of recruitment to Parliament being the organising institution.

It is also worth noting that the evidence materials were not developed to be studied by participants in
isolation (for instance, by reading). Instead, all the content was to be delivered primarily in oral
presentations, conversations and Q&As. Participants had retrospective access to all the materials through
a digital platform, where power point presentations, summaries of evidence and responses to the questions

of citizens were uploaded and available at any time during the process.

All the sessions except the last one (Session 16) were designed by PACT, with input from the steering
group and SPICe research, but with no input from the participants. Session 16, on the other hand, was co-
designed. At the end of Weekend 1, participants were asked to propose more organisations and individuals
they wanted to hear from. Participants suggested a wide range of stakeholders, from artists and sports
people to youth organisations and businesses, among others. Participants were then given two votes to
support options that they or other participants had proposed. These results were filtered by the facilitators

and 10 organisations were invited (although only 9 could be present in the end).

The sequence of topics of the evidence sessions seems to have followed a funnel logic, starting with the
broader issues to then progressively narrow down and zoom in into the core of the Panel questions: public
engagement. The format of the sessions also varied. The first evidence session (Session 3) was the only
one with an explicit playful format, which aimed at familiarising participants with the building and each other,
while learning about Parliament and the parliamentary process. The rest of the sessions were a combination
of expert presentations followed by Q&A or conversations with experts and representatives of various

organisations.

In addition, between weekends 1 and 2, PACT asked the Scottish Government to answer several questions
that participants had raised during the first weekend, after they were agreed during an online session with
the panel members. The questions were sent to the Scottish Parliament on 15 February 2024, and the
answers were printed and left on the tables in the main room for all participants to access during the second

weekend.

4.2.2. Credibility and diversity of witnesses and evidence

Overall, witnesses were credible in the sense that they displayed credentialed expertise based on their
institutional affiliation and/or educational background. However, according to our observations, trust from

participants depended on the organisation they were representing or the topic they were covering. During

13



the first weekend, a few participants expressed doubts about some of the evidence around climate change
presented by climate experts, for example. In addition, the representatives of the Scottish Government
faced more critical questions than any other expert witness, which may show the lack of trust that some

participants felt towards them.

Interviewed participants agreed that the evidence covered the depth and breadth of the relevant topics. An
interviewee said that “the evidence itself, | thought was reasonably high quality” and “We heard from a
reasonable range of people”. Another one pointed out that participants “learned a lot of kinds of

information”.

However, an internal interviewee noted that the stakeholders selected were very favourable to the net-zero
transition, and that voices from people who could be negatively impacted by Scotland’s transition to net
zero were missing. This interviewee referred to a situation in which a business organisation who could have
represented these voices did not accept the invite to come to the panel, and the stakeholder who replaced
it was a “cheerleader for the Net Zero transition” who will probably benefit economically from the transition,

unlike many businesses in Scotland.

In another internal interview, it was also noted that there was a “heavy focus on academia” and more

creativity to increase the diversity of expert withesses may be beneficial in the future.

Figure 3. Results of the survey question: Did experts offer balanced and diverse views on public engagement in climate

change?
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Most participants were positive about the balance and diversity of views presented by experts, with over

70% of them responding “very” or “extremely” to the survey question above.

Figure 4. Results of the survey question: Did you have sufficient information to engage in meaningful discussions?

Sufficient information to engage in a meaningful discussion

This survey question provides data about the confidence participants had in the evidence received to
engage in meaningful conversations, rather than to answer the panel questions. Nonetheless, it gives an
indication that participants agreed that the information received was sufficient to perform their role

adequately.

Based on our observations of the panel, we interpreted that the group struggled to link recommendations
to the evidence heard during the process while drafting recommendations. During the voting rounds to
select recommendations, a few participants made comments along these lines. Participants were hardly
using any evidence at all, and when they did, it seemed to be limited to the evidence seen the day before,
but almost never evidence from the first weekend. Our observations were backed by one of the

interviewees, who said:

“So, | feel like a lot of the recommendations that we put forward are quite good in their own right,
but the evidence part of the statement is really weak or lacking or calls on a single example because

we didn't really have any time in the process to go back to previous evidence and sift it”.

Many participants admitted to having limited knowledge about public engagement efforts by the Scottish
Government prior to their involvement in the process. Consequently, the information they received during

the Panel made a significant and favourable impression on them. As one in-depth interviewee mentioned:

15



“For public engagement with the Scottish Government, | wasn't aware that they regularly engage
with the public. So, | was intrigued and I'm very impressed. | mean | can't imagine what more they

could have done”.

It must be noted that the collective statement co-produced with participants in the Panel did manage to link
evidence and learnings to respond to the first remit question. Our evaluation only reflects that

methodologically, it was less emphasised throughout the Panel and that was reflected in participants views.

There appears to be a tension between the types of evidence being presented, promoted, and encouraged.
On the one hand, the process is based on the principle of democratic knowledge, and participants are
constantly reassured that their experiences and previous knowledge are valuable for the task at hand.
“Everyone in the room is an expert because of their lived experiences” was a message repeated by the
facilitation team over the course of the panel sessions. However, scientific evidence and expert knowledge
were given primacy and were a requirement to underpin recommendations. The language used by the
expert witnesses was also radically different from the participants’: it was impersonal and supported by
data. Moreover, the deliberative activities, especially during the first weekend, were framed in very abstract,
vague terms (i.e. “What are the principles of public engagement”?), which made it very hard for participants

to derive contributions from personal experience.
4.2.3. Recommendations

Based on the findings and observations detailed in the previous sections, we made several

recommendations to the Scottish Parliament:

¢ Mapping groups of people who are particularly affected by the policy or law being discussed,
especially disadvantaged groups or stakeholders negatively impacted by it.

o Exploring the possibility of combining evidence provision sessions with deliberative sessions,
instead of opting for a sequential design where the latter happen a month after the former.

e Using the online sessions exclusively as a refresher of key evidence.

e Reducing the number of experts and increasing the time participants have available to engage with
them.

e Making the relationship of each evidence session with the purpose of the Panel more explicit and

explaining to participants how specific evidence could help them answer the Panel question(s).

4.3. Design and Facilitation

The design and facilitation of the panel demonstrated a high level of quality and attention to detail, ensuring

a robust and inclusive deliberative process. In preparing for the sessions, facilitators effectively constructed
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the deliberation space by setting up the physical and digital environments to support participants’
engagement. Rooms were prepared with all relevant materials, and the Your Priorities platform was used
to provide general context. During the initial sessions, participants were given extensive information about
the nature of people’s panels, and the Convener of the committee that would use the recommendations

explained their role first-hand and formally inaugurated the event.

To enforce procedural rules, facilitators adopted a collaborative approach by allowing participants to define
deliberative guidelines themselves. A final list of rules, which included conversation guidelines and tips for
deliberation, was then printed and referenced throughout the event. Emphasising group self-regulation,
facilitators encountered no significant challenges such as aggression or dismissal, reflecting the
effectiveness of this approach.

Facilitators also excelled in encouraging reason-giving and creating a safe space for participants. They
provided consistent positive reinforcement and designed a variety of participation opportunities, including
individual idea sharing, small-group ideation, individual voting, plenary discussions, and plenary voting.
Participants frequently noted how the process prompted them to reflect on the evidence presented and

engage deeply with diverse perspectives.

Regularly changing the composition of sub-groups ensured that participants had ample opportunities for
mutual exchange and that a broad range of topics and viewpoints were covered by multiple voices, fostering
rich deliberation.

Finally, facilitators played a key role in summarising discussions, aggregating input, and guiding decision-
making. During small-group discussions, they acted as note-takers, systematising intermediary outputs
such as conversation guidelines and deliberation tips, which were then printed and returned to participants
in subsequent sessions. A carefully devised multi-stage voting procedure enabled participants to engage

gradually and thoughtfully with decision-making, ensuring both clarity and inclusivity in the process.

One of the critical challenges observed centres around the explanation of the key concepts of the framing
question. Particularly, we observed that the fundamental concept behind the remit, namely, public
engagement required more overviewing. Even though expert withesses were invited during the “Effective
Public Engagement on Climate Change”, these presentations focused on general principles, like
accountability and trust, rather than an overview of the different methods, spaces, or historical
developments in public engagement in climate policy or science issues more broadly. For instance, Rowe
and Frewer (2005) classically distinguish between invited spaces (e.g. top-down processes) and non-
invited spaces (e.g. bottom-up processes). Beyond those distinctions, public engagement is practised
through multiple types of methods, including art-based engagement, deliberation, multi-stakeholder

dialogues, policy co-design, among others.

Another of the challenges identified during facilitation relates to time management. As Rountree et al (2022)

put it: “Time management starts as a structural decision in the design of a deliberation, but it impacts the
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framing of the process by facilitators and participants” (p.154). In other words, how time is managed by

designers and facilitators has an impact on the dynamics and perceptions of participants.

However, time management is very tricky for deliberative processes, both because the time available to
design the processes and the time available to run them is very limited. As one internal interviewee said
succinctly: “There's never enough time, is there?”. Against this background, time management evaluation
and recommendations should be considered within a widely constrained process. Nonetheless, time-

related decisions did appear as an issue for participants and were also observed during the sessions.

Although time-related complaints had already been evident in the first weekend, as participants wished to
have more time to ask questions to experts, the main point of conflict in terms of time allocation can be
pinpointed to the very last two days. According to the agenda of the second weekend of the panel, the
second day was designed to focus on both hearing more evidence and feedback from other organisations,
and then producing first drafts of recommendations. The third and last day, which was an hour shorter than
the second, focused on recommendation review and final voting. The challenge as we perceived it, lay in
that the final vote was also the only plenary discussion (not just vote) of all individual recommendations and
perhaps the most critical moment of the process, since the final selection of recommendations and their

wording is the main output of the process.
This was reflected by participants in the final survey:

o ‘| think everything went smoothly. It if | had to make a recommendation, | think another day would
help polish the final recommendations to the committee.”

e “More time to consider options would be nice. Timing is tricky and it needs to be managed carefully.
Generally, this was done well but it did feel like the session where we drafted recommendations
was too short. Another 10-15 mins at each station could have generated more fleshed out and well
worded ideas, it felt like some recommendations that were important fell because of this”.

o “Perhaps allocating a little bit more time for discussions and deliberation”.

e “Sometimes it was a bit rushed and there was not enough time to do everything”.

Moreover, the time allocation for the last group vote was the central theme of concern for many of the

participants in our in-depth interviews and in the survey comments. As one participant asserted:

“I just felt the space at the end to do the most important work, which was the wording and the

associated voting thereafter... We didn't have enough time to do that properly”.

The final challenge we identified that impacted deliberation aspects relates to the design of the process.
This people’s panel at the post-legislative scrutiny stage, was acting both as a scrutiniser of the work of the
Government and as a recommender of future action. These two functions stemmed from the two questions

that framed the deliberative process:
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o A scrutinising role: How effective has the Scottish Government been at engaging the public on
climate change and Scotland’s climate change targets?
¢ A recommending role: What else (if anything) could the Scottish Government do to inform and

involve the public to help meet Scotland’s climate change target?

In terms of the process design, these two separate functions only materialised clearly towards the end of
the process, when participants were asked to elaborate a collective statement to answer the first

(evaluative) question of the Panel and to draft recommendations to answer the second one.

Both through our observations and interviews with participants and even internal staff, we found that it was
hard for organisers to find a balance between providing evidence, time, and space to carefully fulfil both
roles and answer both questions. The focus of the process and the constantly emphasised output of the

Panel was the recommendations. A participant put it clearly:

“Our work did tend to focus on the future facing stuff, which was the second question. I think there

was less time and less resource committed to us answering the first question”.

To provide an overview of participants’ broad assessment of the deliberation in the panels, we adapted
Caluwaerts & Reuchamps’s (2023) Citizen Assembly Evaluation Survey (CAES). This adaptation followed
recommendations by the authors to add the specific issue and actors in the wording of the items, but it also
shortened the survey given the time constraints associated with citizens having to take time out of
deliberation to fill out the form. Table 9. Participants responses to questions on various aspects of the
deliberations displays the results of the survey considering items from the Quality of Participation, Quality

of Decision-Making and Quality of Independence subscales.

Participants were very positive about the work of the facilitation team, except for time (more on this in the
next section). The survey findings were supported by qualitative data. We gathered several very positive
statements about the work of the People’s Panel organizing team, specifically referring to their task of

including everyone and making people feel valued:

e “Taking part in this was great for me as even though | have learning disability | was not excluded,
and | felt included and valued”.
e “l was valued for participating and | was listened to”.

e “lt made me feel special and valued” are some of the statements we gathered.

During the panel sessions, one of the youngest participants expressed that facilitation was very good and
referred explicitly to the facilitators’ ability to guide the conversation, take care of everyone and make sure
that everyone had a chance to participate if they wished to. This person compared this to other settings in
which they had witnessed poor facilitation and believed that the facilitation in the People’s Panel constituted
a great example of good facilitation. Another interviewee (also on the younger end of the spectrum) echoed
these thoughts and said: “[The facilitators] were amazing throughout, very helpful, very kind, very good at
moderating the discussions. | have nothing bad to say about them. They were fantastic”. Beyond the more
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technical considerations we have presented in this section, we believe that participants’ perceptions are the

best measure of success.

Diversity of thought around climate change also proved challenging for the facilitation of the panel.
According to the internal interviews, this diversity was anticipated and prepared for in the work prior to the

Panels. As one Parliament staff put it:

“We've had that across risk assessments. We had discussions across all of the facilitation team
prepping ourselves, making sure that we were all comfortable with some of the conversations that
might come up, asking SPICe researchers to help with that in terms of responses, making sure that
we had the right research in hand. Those conversations pre panel were absolutely crucial to that

as well.”

During an interview, another member of staff mentioned that PACT did not only anticipate people being
sceptical of climate change, but also people experiencing climate anxiety. However, in practice, climate

scepticism proved to be a greater challenge. As that interviewee mentioned:

“We knew because of the group of people, representative of the public at large, that would mean
that there'll be a smaller number of people that sit on the scale of not being worried about climate
change so much [...] So, what we did as facilitators was constantly check in with one another about

that person or those people with it”.

These preparations were reflected in the Risk Assessment form of the activity, that stipulated who would be
responsible for attending to participants experiencing distress. But also, to some degree, by the
Safeguarding Checklist that members of staff discussed with participants beforehand in which they were

asked (among other things) to state whether there were any topics they would prefer not to discuss.

Additionally, a part of the internal inclusion strategy focused on having participants create conversation
guidelines that explicitly mentioned the importance of tolerance. Those guidelines were printed, put in the

wall, and revisited during the sessions.

In terms of organisational preparations for the facilitators’ teams, according to our internal interviews, PACT
benefits from having staff with significant professional experience either in deliberation or participation more
broadly. Nonetheless, on this occasion the Design and Delivery team decided to also include members of
SPICe and the Clerking team to also provide facilitation. To support their involvement, a detailed Master
Facilitation plan was developed. It included who was responsible for what specific actions during the whole
process and what specific questions and outcomes were expected of each activity. Beyond that, according

to internal interviews, they received help from SPICe to prepare in terms of climate change content.

The facilitators who did not participate in the Design and Delivery team, were invited to take part in weekly
meetings starting three weeks prior to the Panels. According to internal interviewees, this allowed for
capacity building across the team and for facilitation skills to be picked up. The Design and Delivery team

started those weekly meetings before, approximately three months prior to the Panel.
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4.3.1. Recommendations
Based on these findings, we recommended the following actions:

e That the Scottish Parliament breaks down the key concepts in the framing questions with
participants and prioritises the central concept that articulates the remit of the Panel.

e That Parliament ensures the final plenary deliberation and voting are allocated sufficient time, with
priority over other activities (ideally at least two and a half hours).

e That the design of the final day includes dedicated time for deliberation in the plenary session.

e That the process incorporates a gradual approach to the selection of recommendations. This could
involve an initial round of voting to identify highly consensual recommendations, with subsequent
deliberation focused on refining potentially consensual proposals or drafting minority reports.

e That e-voting technology is utilised to expedite the process.

e That, in future Panels, facilitators receive a facilitation guide, which includes tailored content on
managing dialogue, handling conflict, posing follow-up questions, probing for justification, active
listening, and ensuring balanced time distribution, among other key aspects relevant to the Panel's
topic.

e That the roles of participants—whether as evaluators or contributors to recommendations—are

clearly identified and considered when designing activities and facilitation strategies.

4.4. Motivations and Expectations of, and Impacts on

Participants

4.4.1. Motivations and Expectations

Through a qualitative analysis of the responses, we have identified 8 types of objectives: Self-improvement,
political participation, impact, learning, new experience, engagement with others’ views, empowerment, and

none (see Table 11. Personal objectives according to participants).

As can be interpreted from the responses, learning objectives were the most prevalent among participants
at the outset of the deliberative process (mentioned by 15 participants). These include the expectation of
gaining knowledge about the Panel’s core topics and the functioning of political institutions. Six participants
also looked forward to hearing and engaging with other people’s points of view. A third important category
of objectives, mentioned by five participants, had to do with the impact they expected their participation to
have, the change they could make and their contribution to society through their participation in the panel.
Taking part in the process itself and expanding their political engagement and participation was identified
as an objective by three participants. The other four types of objectives were mentioned by at most two

participants.
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In the post-panel survey, we identified six categories of favourite parts: engagement with others, which
refers to meeting new people, hearing different points of view and engaging in conversations and
discussions; collaboration, which refers to working together; participation, which involves taking part in the
panel; deliberative democracy, when participants valued the democratic and deliberative elements of the
process; process design, which emphasised the good organisation of the process and the good work of the
organising team; Impact, when they highlighted the expected outcomes of the process and how these could
bring about change; experience, when they focused on the value of experiencing being in the Parliament
and being involved in the Panel; and learning, which refers to the knowledge acquired (see Table 12.

Favourite part of the Panel).

While before the panels took place most people expected to learn a lot about climate change and the
Parliament, after taking part what most people valued was the possibility to engage with others and
collaborate (work with) with fellow citizens. More than 75% of participants reported their favourite element
of the Panel being related to engagement with others and/or collaboration. To dig a bit deeper into how
personal objectives transformed into most valued elements of the process, we linked each participant’s
responses before and after the Panel (see Table 13. “Pre-post” comparison between personal objectives

and favourite part of the Panel).

We can see a shift from more individually centred goals before participation, mostly focused on Learning,
to more collective aspects being highlighted in the aftermath, with an appreciation for being involved in
discussions and working with others. We also observe a shift from a passive approach where participants
expected to be the recipients of new knowledge, to a more active one where they valued being engaged,
being an actor in the process and making things happen in collaboration with other people. Therefore, rather
than meeting the expectations of participants (or not), what the process seems to do is to change their

conception of what is valuable.

We also asked participants to rate their overall experience and whether they thought that the Scottish
Parliament should run more People’s Panels. The answers were overwhelmingly and unequivocally positive

on both cases, as shown in Table 2. Overall experience ratings.

Table 2. Overall experience ratings.

Variable Mean St. Deviation Corresponding label*

Participating in People’s Panel was a positive

experience 5.76 0.44 Extremely

The Scottish Parliament should run more processes
like this People’s Panel 5.67 0.58 Extremely

*Qualitative label that reflects the approximated average value
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The interviews confirmed the survey findings. All participants reported being very happy, and even “proud”,
to have taken part in the Panel and felt it had been worth their time and efforts. The following quote

summarises the general feeling perfectly:

“And if there's anything like this in the future, | would certainly recommend anyone to take part
because it's so important, very important to be taking part in these people's panels. | think that is a

really good thing.”
4.4.2. Impact

The evaluation of the impact of the panel on participants was structured around the following guiding

questions:

¢ Did the participants gain knowledge during the process?
¢ Did they change their opinion?
e Did the panel have a meaningful impact on participants?

e Did it change their attitudes to political participation?

Participants feel they acquired relevant knowledge on all critical issues involved in the Panel. This is
particularly clear in the cases of knowledge regarding "how the Scottish Parliament monitors the impact
and implementation of new laws” that changed from Not at all/Slightly to Moderately. Also relevant are the
changes in knowledge about “the role of public engagement in climate change policy” that changed from

Slightly to Very.

However, the limitations of this analysis must be kept in mind when interpreting these results. On the one
hand, the small number of participants (and thus, limited degrees of freedom) is an important limitation of
the comparison, but more critically, it must be stated that perceived knowledge does not mechanically

equate to “actual” knowledge.

Participant interviews and observations support the survey findings. Participants expressed in multiple
occasions that taking part in the panels had increased their knowledge of climate change and the actions

being taken by local communities, organisations, and public institutions to combat it across Scotland.

In addition, participants also reported an increase in their understanding of different viewpoints. When
asked to rate the following statement: “As a consequence of my participation in the People’s Panel, | have
come to understand different viewpoints relating to public engagement in climate change”, 95% of

respondents answered Very or Extremely.

Did they change their opinion?
To further explore how learning impacted participants' views in practice, we asked them to state the
importance of public engagement before and after the Panel. Capturing opinion and learning changes on

this issue was crucial, as public engagement in climate change policy was the central concept of the remit
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of the panel. Specifically, we used the open-ended question “Why do you believe that policymakers need

to (or do not need to) engage with citizens in Climate Change decisions?”.

Through a qualitative comparison of statements, we can identify a diversity of response trajectories. In
many cases, the representation of importance didn’t significantly change after the panel, as participants

mobilised similar concepts and arguments. Table 19 in Annex 2 shows examples of this.

In other cases, we can interpret a somewhat enriched argument after panel participation. What we observe
is a transition from an acceptability-based argument (i.e. using public engagement to convince people of a
specific policy) to arguments that recognise the importance of engagement to improve policy in the first
place. Table 20 shows examples of this.

Notably, in a few cases, we observed that original responses had an incipient rights-based position (i.e. as
citizens and as affected citizens we have a political right to participate, even if it does not change or improve

the policy), but these tended to lose emphasis in the final responses. Table 21 depicts these cases.

We insist that this interpretation cannot be generalised and must be taken in context. However, it is
consistent with our observation, the available documentation and the final recommendations that supports
the interpretation that right-based approaches to participation were not at the centre of the discussion.
Conversely, the specialised literature has emphasised the importance of asserting the right to participate

as a core principle of environmental citizenship (Ryan et al., 2023).

Did the panel have a meaningful impact on participants?

There are many ways in which deliberative processes impact participants beyond policy outcomes. These
impacts are sometimes referred to as spillover effects. According to van der Does and Jacquet’'s (2023)
systematic review, the spillover effects of mini-publics (such as the People’s Panel) can be grouped into

five broad themes:

o Evaluation of democracy and politics (general appraisal of politics and democracy)

¢ Community attitudes (changes in civic relations with community of origin)

o Policy preferences and voting intentions (support and evaluation changes to specific policies)
o Knowledge, internal efficacy, and skills (learnings and knowledge gains)

¢ Civic and political engagement (willingness to further engage in democratic politics)

Regarding the impact on participants’ overall assessment of political institutions and the democratic system,
we find that the participation in the panel improved their (self-reported) positive feelings towards the Scottish
Parliament. More than 90% of participants responded “Very” or “Extremely” to the statement: ‘| feel like
participating in the People’s Panel has improved the way | feel about the Scottish Parliament and the work
it does to hold the Scottish Government to account”. This shows the positive impact that the panel had on
the understanding and assessment of the work of the Scottish Parliament by citizens. In the interviews, one
of the participants highlighted that “I learned that the civil servants do a lot of the work in the background,

which | didn’t realise before. (...) It's like a big engine that runs everything behind the scenes”. This quote
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summarises the effect that it can have to be invited into the institutions and see how they work and what

they do close-up.

Political efficacy was another important spillover effect of participation in the panels. Participant interviews
showed that the process had an unequivocal positive impact on their internal efficacy. All the interviewees
expressed their satisfaction for having taken part in the process. They were able to identify the value of
their contributions to the deliberation, which ranged from representing a certain age group to bringing in

specific knowledge gained through professional and live experiences.

One of the interviewees gave a moving testimonial that speaks to the deep, transformative impact that
being chosen to take part in a deliberative panel can have. Taking part in the panels seems to have given
a new dimension to her life, renewed her sense of purpose and redefined her role in society. She mentioned
being energised by her participation and said “I'm retired now, thinking oh, well, that's me. I'm finished. But

I'm not finished. Not at all finished. I've still got a lot to go on”. She continued:

“I thought it was wonderful, really, really wonderful, a great experience. And something that | can
take forward, as well and be quite proud of as well, but the experience was amazing. And | thought
that my voice was so relevant because I'm in my 70s now and | thought, well, I've still got a voice,
| still get to dream. (...) It was just so, so good. To speak to my daughter and my grandchildren
about [her participation in the Panel] just puts a smile on my face. To think that | took part in
something that's so important, so relevant, and to pass on to my grandson, (...) it feels really good

to have taken part in that. And | think people's panels would be a great thing to do for the future.”

This powerful statement speaks to the positive effect that taking part in deliberative panels can have on

people, especially concerning their sense of self-worth and internal efficacy.

Did it change their attitudes to political participation?

As shown in Figure 5. Likelihood to get involved in Scottish Parliament work, most participants

believed they would likely get involved in Scottish Parliament work.
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Figure 5. Likelihood to get involved in Scottish Parliament work
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live and became more concrete, as people expressed their willingness to get more involved in local
initiatives to tackle climate change. A participant told us “I'm a serial non recycler. | didn't particularly care
about climate change before this weekend. This weekend has completely changed my perspective”. This
learning and change of view led her to seriously consider setting up a climate action group in her
neighbourhood. Learning about local, specific initiatives, like the Climate Hubs, gives people the ability to
see themselves taking part and engaging with local communities and (political) initiatives for the betterment

of society.
4.4.3. Recommendations

Our only recommendation on this section was that the facilitation plan includes spaces that allow
participants to acknowledge their distrust of the Scottish Parliament, and potentially for Parliament to

explore mechanisms to argue for their trustworthiness.
4.5. Impact Expectations on the Scottish Parliament

The overarching promise of this deliberative exercise is to influence the PLS work of the Net Zero, Energy
and Transport Committee to scrutinise Scottish Government in its efforts to engage the public for Net
Zero. According to the official website, “Participants will produce a set of recommendations that will be
incorporated in a report and then presented to the Committee. It is intended that the recommendations will

feed directly into the Committee’s scrutiny of the Climate Change (Scotland) Act.”
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However, how this influence takes place will be less linear and requires some context for its understanding.

In practice, this process requires multiple stages and actors giving input besides citizens alone. Figure 6

depicts a reconstruction of the likely pathway of a People’s Panel based on available information of previous

PLS processes and internal interviews.

Figure 6. Reconstruction of the likely pathway of a People’s Panel.
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Broadly speaking, we identify three distinct stages within this pathway. The People’s Panel is a first stage,

that begins well before citizens sit at the table. Parliament Staff, particularly PACT and SPICe, work closely

with Parliament Committees and their support teams to help them decide the remit and objectives of the

deliberative events. Thus, this designing stage is critical in understanding the impact of the People’s Panel,

as it sets the scope, objectives, and users of the citizens’ recommendations.
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After the public deliberation stage, a parliamentary deliberation stage begins. It is important to highlight that
Committee work is deliberative. Committees consider the range of evidence they receive and produce an
integrated, view that includes their own voice, as political actors elected democratically. In that sense, from
internal interviews with Parliament Staff, we can interpret that citizens’ recommendations will be used as a
source of evidence that will be triangulated with others, both in the form of evidence from stakeholders,
public civil servants, and experts, or as evidence briefs created by SPICe (the Scottish Parliament

Information Centre).

The output of the Committee’s process is usually a report or letter with recommendations for the Scottish
Government. The Scottish Government is expected to provide a response within two months of the
publication of a committee report. The response should address all recommendation made to the Scottish
Government. We also believe it is important context that Government is not legally bound to provide a

response and that the response itself is not legally binding.

In that sense, the pathways that connect citizens' recommendations to policy change are quite complex
and filled with uncertainties. This is an important context that should be kept in mind while exploring

perceptions of impact by participants.

To have a broad view of the expectations of participants about the political impact of the Panels, we asked
them during the final survey about their perceptions about the clarity of the pathway to impact, their
perceptions of the willingness of politicians to take up results and the impact of the panel on its ultimate

objective, namely, to hold the Government to account.

Table 3. Measures of expected political impact of the panel.

Variable Mean St. Deviation Corresponding label*

It was clear from the start what was going to happen with

the recommendations 3.90 1.89 Moderately

Politicians will consider the People’s Panel's

recommendations 3.48 1.29 Somewhat

The People’s Panel will help hold the Scottish

Government to account 3.95 1.24 Moderately

*Qualitative label that reflects the approximated average value

Results indicate that participants did not have full clarity about the pathways and motivations for impact,
and thus their perceptions that it will hold Government into account are weakened. The results are clearly
not completely negative, but they are notably below participants overall satisfaction with the event or

perceptions of learning.
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We identified some gaps in how citizens represented the pathway to impact and how staff members have
perceived it in their experience. For instance, at least some citizens have the expectation that the
Committee’s work will centre on their findings, which is different from the perception that the findings will be
considered as an important, but one of many, forms of evidence. Moreover, the importance of attending the
sessions for the chances of substantively impacting on the Committee’s work is not necessarily present in
how participants talked about their expectations, neither in the in-depth interviews nor during our

observations of the Panels.

This is also highlighted by the Citizen Participation and Public Petitions Committee report “Embedding
Public Participation in the Work of the Parliament”, particularly in the section “Accountability and follow-up”.
This report acknowledges that it is up to MSP to decide and take responsibility for the final
recommendations, as elected representatives, but also indicates that conducting a Panel implicitly commits

Committee to generating accountability on how people’s opinions were used.

To further explore how participants would measure the success of the initiative, we asked them to define
what success would mean for them in the context of the People’s Panel. Table 25. Definitions of Panel
success by participants shows the responses of all participants who responded to that question, ordered

by us abductively into three main categories.

Our analysis shows that seven participants explicitly stated that the panel could be considered successful
if the Scottish Government implements the recommendations. Another nine participants, while not linking
success so directly to the implementation of recommendations, still considered that communication/
listening to the ideas and recommendations of the panel was the key element to determine the success of

the process.

The interpretation of these results can be varied. On the one hand, most participants place a lot of weight
on the political outcome of the process, that is, the consideration and take up of recommendations by the
Scottish Government. At the same time, we have seen that their hopes of this happening are not high, but
this doesn’t seem to negatively affect their satisfaction with the participatory process. These results could
have an impact on the spillover effects of the mini-public, which shortly after the conclusion of the process
are very positive, but as highlighted by the academic literature (van der Does & Jacquet, 2023) could
change with time. In order to understand the mid and long-term effects of these findings on external
efficacy, it would be necessary to track the fate of recommendations and the views of participants over a

longer period of time.

Finally, since time has passed after the Panel on Public Engagement with Climate Change, we have
received more information showcasing its actual impact on policy. According to public records of
Parliamentary discussions, the impact of the People’s Panel on the Climate Change (Emissions Reduction
Targets) (Scotland) Bill was significant in shaping both legislative scrutiny and public engagement. The
Panel’s report and recommendations prompted discussions within the Committee, particularly around the

importance of local-level engagement and honest communication regarding Scotland’s climate change
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challenges. The Cabinet Secretary for Net Zero and Energy reflected on the Panel’s call for “truth and
honesty” about the scale of the emissions reduction effort and the need to focus resources on high-impact

areas.

The Committee referenced the Panel in its Stage 1 report, recommending that the Scottish Government
provide clear proposals for public engagement in the upcoming Climate Change Plan. The Panel’s call for
a simpler, more transparent action plan, as well as accessible information for non-experts, was also
reflected in the Committee’s recommendations. The Panel’s push for increased public participation led to
potential amendments being considered during Stages 2 and 3 of the Bill, with Amendment 8 ultimately
being agreed upon. This amendment requires the government to outline plans for public consultations on
future climate change plans, ensuring that public engagement remains a central component of climate
policy. The unanimous support for Amendment 8 serves as more direct evidence of the impact of the

People’s Panel in shaping legislation.
4.5.1. Recommendations

Based on these findings, we recommended that the complexity of political impact be explained to citizens
using creative or context-specific methods and communicated more extensively through complementary
materials. We also recommended that future evaluations of People's Panels and similar activities

incorporate data collection and analysis after the Committee has concluded its work.
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5. People’s Panel on reducing drug harm and deaths in
Scotland

5.1. Panel Composition

The People’s panel on reducing drug harm and deaths in Scotland (shortened hereafter to People’s Panel
on Drug Harm or PPDH) followed a similar selection procedure led by the Sortition Foundation, ensuring a
rigorous and transparent process. Substantive criteria were also applied to ensure that participants not only
reflected Scotland’s demographic diversity but also represented the distribution of opinions on drug
regulation in the country.

The People’s Panel on Drug Harm yielded similarly positive results. Survey responses reveal that
participants, on average, perceived the process as even more representative than the previous Panel, both
in reflecting the Scottish population and capturing the diverse perspectives on drug harm. Overall,
participants regarded the panels as “very” to “extremely” representative of the population and the range of

views on the issue.

Table 4. Survey items on participant representativeness and diversity.

Variable Average Standard Deviation
Representative of Scotland 5,4 0,5

Diverse perspectives on the issue 53 0,8

Whole subscale 5,35 0,66

Notably, the People’s Panel on Drug Harm brought together participants who not only represented a wide
diversity of opinions on the issue but also a range of personal experiences. Through our interviews, we
observed that many participants had first-hand experience with the negative effects of drugs and their
potentially fatal consequences. As one participant shared: “I have been around addiction my whole life.
From a very early age right up to now, even at the present moment, I've got addiction around me.
Unfortunately, | lost a couple of sisters, too. Yeah. So when | got asked to take part, | thought, Yeah, I'll put
my bit back into society.” For many, the topic of drug harms was deeply personal, and their direct

experiences underscored the pressing need to improve Scottish policies on this issue.
5.1.1. Improvements made and further recommendations

PACT followed our recommendation to continue to expand its practice of incorporating diversity of thought
in its selection procedures. We continue to assert that hiring external and auditable organisations for

delivery, like the Sortition Foundation, remains relevant. However, we recognise that Parliament may benefit
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from exploring new providers over time. Additionally, we encourage consideration of alternatives to random
sortition, including community-based selection methods or approaches that give greater priority to those

most affected by the issues under discussion.
5.2. Evidence Provision

5.2.1. Description of the learning process and evidence provided

For the People’s Panel on Drug Harms’ evidence provision, the main modification regarding evidence
provision was that PACT undertook a mapping exercise to identify key topics related to drug harms, based
on the work conducted by the Drug Deaths Taskforce. Seven themes were then identified, and participants
heard evidence on all of them on the first weekend. Participants then picked four topics on which to hear
more evidence on the second weekend. Therefore, the PPDH included elements of co-design with guidance

from the organising team.
5.2.2. Credibility and diversity of witnesses and evidence

In the PPDH, most participants considered that the evidence provided by experts was extremely balanced
and diverse (see Figure 7). Interviewed participants valued the presence of third sector organisations as
well as the testimony of people with lived experiences. The diversity and balance of evidence is also
captured by a statement from one of the participants: “Hearing the evidence from different people” made

them reflect and even “change [their] mind a few times” about certain topics.

Figure 7. Balanced and diverse views of experts.

Balanced and diverse views of experts
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Participants also considered that they had sufficient information about drug harm reduction to engage in a
meaningful discussion with the other participants. Apart from the wealth of evidence, interviewees also
highlighted that the way in which information was delivered, with a clear path and guidance from the

organisers, was very helpful.
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Figure 8. Sufficient information to engage in meaningful discussion.
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In that regard, another innovation introduced by the organising team was a template with three prompts for
reflection and discussion: what is working well, what could be improved, what could be done differently.
Facilitators found this guide very useful for participants to integrate the evidence into the deliberations and,
ultimately, recommendations. Thus, evidence was weaved into the discussions and drafting process in a

purposeful and conscientious manner.
5.2.3. Improvements made and further recommendations

PACT followed most of our evidence provision recommendations. PACT and SPICe conducted a thorough
topic mapping before engaging with the Stewarding board, which helped to frame the scope of the People’s
Panel and guided the selection of evidence providers. The presence of speakers with lived experience
and/or from the third sector was crucial for the participants, as reported by themselves, to have a deeper

understanding of the impact of drug harms and deaths.

We recommend that topic and stakeholder mapping exercises continue in the next panels and that the
testimony of people with lived experience remains a central element in evidence provision. We continue to
encourage Parliament to consider inviting people who may be negatively affected by the policies proposed,

in order to achieve an even greater balance of views.

Most importantly, the team designed the Panel so that evidence and deliberation were more intertwined.
Participants received prompts to constantly link the evidence heard to the Panel question and, as a result,
participants organically and deliberatively built on each piece of evidence to craft recommendations
throughout the two weekends. These design improvements should continue to be applied in the future, as
they showed to enhance understanding of complex issues and reasoning that incorporated the evidence

heard.

Online sessions remained as a mixture of evidence review and deliberation, but participants were asked to

do less (compared to the PPCC) in order to reduce digital fatigue and maximise their focus. We recommend
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that this approach of using online sessions primarily to ponder the evidence received and consider what

additional evidence may be needed, rather than also focusing on recommendations, continues.
5.3. Design and Facilitation

The People’s Panel on Drug Harm followed a similar high-quality facilitation and design strategy as
previously described, with added measures to support participants’ well-being during the process.
Recognising that many participants may have direct experience with the issue of drug harm, which could
trigger emotional responses, specific "self-care" guidelines were introduced. These guidelines, which were
printed throughout the room, provided recommendations to help participants manage emotional moments
and maintain their comfort throughout the deliberations. Additional materials were also made available,
ensuring that participants had the necessary support to engage meaningfully while taking care of their

emotional and mental health during the process.

In the previous Peoples’ Panel on Public Engagement with Climate Change, the challenge lay in the need
for a clearer explanation of the concept of public engagement, including its various methods and historical
context. The framing question was broad, and expert presentations focused on general principles like
accountability and trust, rather than offering a comprehensive overview of concrete public engagement
methods and spaces. As a result, participants struggled to fully grasp the concept, making it harder to

engage meaningfully with the issue at hand.

In contrast, the People’s Panel on Drug Harm avoided this challenge by focusing directly on the core issue
of drug harms. The entire design and learning opportunity centred around this topic, providing a clear and
consistent explanation of the process. The specific focus on drug harms ensured that participants
immediately understood both the purpose and the process. In that sense, we observed a marked

improvement in how facilitators and organisers grounded the learning phase of the process.

Moreover, in the People’s Panel on Drug Harm, the challenge balancing dual roles was effectively
addressed by focusing solely on one guiding question, rather than two. Unlike the previous panel, where
the process design had to balance two distinct roles—scrutinising the government’s efforts and
recommending future actions—the People’s Panel centred on a single, clear objective: to provide
recommendations regarding drug harms. This streamlined focus removed the complexity of balancing

evaluative and propositional roles, allowing participants to engage more deeply with the topic at hand.

However, time management remained a challenge, as observed in the previous panel. While a new voting
procedure was introduced—where rotating small groups voted on each recommendation before they were
presented for final plenary voting—this did not fully resolve the issue. The plenary session remained the
only opportunity for collective discussion, which limited the time available to explore the nuances of the

recommendations before finalising them.
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This constraint led to some discussions around the level of detail and refinement in the final drafting,
highlighting that despite improvements in the voting process, additional time for plenary deliberation could
further enhance the quality and depth of the outcomes. Participants mentioned during interviews and in the
survey that introducing an additional day of deliberation could address this issue, though they
acknowledged the practical challenges of implementing such a change. It is worth noting, however, that
time management concerns appeared less frequently in the survey when participants were asked about

areas for improvement.

Table 10. Participants responses to questions on various aspects of the deliberations PPDH.
displays the results of the survey considering items from the Quality of Participation, Quality of Decision-

Making and Quality of Independence subscales.

The survey results related to design and facilitation, adapted from the Citizen Assembly Evaluation Survey
(CAES), indicate high levels of participant satisfaction across multiple dimensions. Participants
overwhelmingly felt they had ample opportunity to express their views and that no one dominated the
discussions, both rated as "very." Time allocation for discussions was also rated "very", though, as noted
earlier, time management remains an area for potential improvement. Parliamentary staff were highly
commended for ensuring inclusive participation (rated "extremely"), and the final recommendations were
perceived as reflecting participants’ ideas (rated "very"). Moreover, group discussions were seen as
influencing the final recommendations beyond the vote (rated "very"). Importantly, participants reported no
pressure to conform to recommendations (rated "not at all"), highlighting the integrity of the deliberative
process. Overall, the results point to a well-facilitated process with robust participant engagement and

inclusivity.
5.3.1. Improvements made and further recommendations

PACT took steps to implement several of our key recommendations regarding the design and facilitation of

the Panel.

The recommendation to break down key concepts in the framing questions and prioritise the central concept
articulating the remit of the Panel was followed. Similarly, the team ensured that the final plenary
deliberation and voting were given priority in the schedule. A gradual approach to the selection of
recommendations was also adopted, incorporating an initial round of voting to identify highly consensual
recommendations, with deliberation focused on amending potentially consensual proposals. Additionally,
the PPDH focused only on the recommending role of citizens, and in doing so, avoided much of the

complexity of a dual role (scrutiniser and recommending) that we observed in the PPCH.

However, some recommendations were not fully implemented. The final plenary session did not include
dedicated time for deliberation, which led to some dissatisfaction from participants expecting to have a say
in the final plenary. Because of this, we recommend that more deliberation time is given to participants in
the final plenary session.
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Additionally, while e-voting technology was considered, the process ultimately relied on Mentimeter for topic
selection but reverted to manual voting for deliberation and decision-making. This may be explained by the
difficulties of a diverse group of citizens handling technology independently. We recommend that alternative
solutions be explored, including the provision of tablet computers with easy-to-use interfaces that are pre-

configured for voting purposes.

Overall, while key aspects of our recommendations have been integrated into the Panel’s design, there

remain opportunities for further refinement in future iterations.

5.4. Motivations and Expectations of, and Impact on

Participants

5.4.1. Motivations and Expectations

For the PPDH, we repeated the categorisation and comparison exercise between expected outcomes (pre-
panel) and favourite elements (post-panel). Similarly to the previous panel, learning objectives were
predominant among participants, and the panel process did not disappoint: aspects related to learning were
reported as the favourite part of the experience by a majority of the post-panel survey respondents.
Participants found evidence providers inspiring and reported learning most from them, particularly those

sharing lived experiences.

As in the previous panel, we observe a shift (albeit less clear) in the elements valued by participants before
and after participation. The idea of active discussion with others is largely missing in the pre-panel survey
and respondents used passive and individual verbs to refer to their engagement with other people’s points
of view (hear, gain knowledge from, etc.). After taking part in the Panel, respondents valued the deliberation
process itself, as well as the organisation and facilitation aspects of the Panel, and treasured the opportunity
to actively discuss issues with other citizens to reach consensus and enact decision-making. More detail
can be found in Table 14. Expected outcomes of participation (PPDH)., Table 15. Favourite part
(PPDH) and Table 16. “Pre-post” comparison between personal objectives and favourite part of the
PPDH.

We also asked participants to rate their overall experience and whether they thought that the Scottish
Parliament should run more People’s Panels. The answers are extremely positive on average, as shown in

Table 5. Overall experience ratings PPDH.

Table 5. Overall experience ratings PPDH.

Variable Mean St. Deviation Corresponding label*

Participating in People’s Panel was a positive

experience 5.75 0.44 Extremely
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The Scottish Parliament should run more processes
like this People’s Panel 5.6 0.6 Extremely

*Qualitative label that reflects the approximated average value
5.4.2. Impact

The participants of PPDH reported an increase of knowledge or familiarity with all the key themes related
to the panel, similar to the results in the PPCC. Improvements on the knowledge of the work of Parliament
and solutions available to reduce drug harms are especially remarkable, as participants went from
somewhat to very knowledgeable on these two issues (see Table 18. Pre-post comparisons on learning
perceptions). However, the limitations of the analysis for the previous panel are even more present in this

one, because the number of observations that could be paired were only 15.

In the interviews, participants gave more detail about the areas in which they gained knowledge, and a

recurrent theme was the role of the third sector in addressing drug harms.

Finally, 86% of participants responded “Very” or “Extremely” to the following statement “As a consequence
of my participation in the People’s Panel, | have come to understand different viewpoints relating to drug

harm reduction”.

Did they change their opinion?

In the PPDH, we asked participants “Why do you believe that policymakers need to (or do not need to)
engage with citizens to decide how to reduce drug harms?” before and after taking part. On this occasion,
we observed that the arguments given by almost all participants changed, at least slightly, to add or modify

one or more dimensions of their understanding.

We see, for instance, that many participants highlighted the importance of lived experience either before or
after the panel, as shown in Table 22. Arguments that touch on lived experience. We observe different
trajectories: some participants nuance their arguments further after the panel regarding the importance of
engaging with people with lived experience, while others decrease their emphasis on the political function
of engagement to highlight the value of lived experience. We also see the opposed movement: a participant
who before the panel highlighted lived experience, after the panel focused on engagement as a political

right of citizens in democratic systems.

Another identifiable trend is the relationship that participants establish between a greater diversity of views
and better policy decisions (either before or after taking part in the panel). This is one of the principles of
deliberative democracy and citizens appear to consider it a key argument in favour of more citizen
engagement, although we cannot conclude whether this line of argument increases or decreases after
taking part in the panel. Some examples can be seen in Table 23. Arguments linking citizen engagement
with better policy.

37



Finally, there are a few participants that, after taking part in the panel, consider it a function of citizen
engagement to push policymakers to implement good policy and to force them to be braver. In this group,
we could also include those who seem to favour more direct democracy in our political systems and one
participant who links citizen engagement with cross-party cooperation. See Table 24. Arguments referring

to government action. for further detail.

Our analysis shows that the value of lived experience as knowledge and a strengthened ability to call

government to action where the two core arguments resulting from the participation in the panel.

Did the panel have a meaningful impact on participants?
The results for the PPDH are like those of the previous panel. 76% of participants considered that the way
they feel about the Scottish Parliament and the work it does to hold the Scottish Government to account

was extremely or very much improved by participating in the People’s Panel.

Regarding their (internal) political efficacy, in the interviews participants expressed satisfaction in having
taken part in the panel and the role they played. As observed in the previous panel, this time they could all
give reasons why their input and perspective were valuable. Arguments ranged from their professional and

lived experience, to their soft skills (ability to listen, open-mindedness and reasoned judgement).

Did it change their attitudes to political participation?

The results for the PPDH are very similar. As shown in Figure 9, Over 75% of participants consider it very

or extremely likely that they will get involved in the work of the Parliament in the future.

Figure 9. Likelihood of future involvement with the Scottish Parliament (PPDH).
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Both in the survey and in the interviews, participants were impressed by the care and thoughtfulness of the
organising team and considered it an important factor for the success of the panel, their positive experience

and their willingness to contribute to similar initiatives. This evidence shows that the experience of political
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participation is key to initiate a virtuous cycle by which citizens sustain and deepen their political

engagement.
5.4.3. Improvements made and further recommendations

Overall, participants were extremely positive about their experience of taking part in a People’s Panel.
Feedback remains consistent around the excellent care given by the organising team, which participants
identified as a key element for success. Indicators of internal efficacy showed very positive results as well,
in line with the previous panel, which indicates that partaking in deliberative panels enhances one’s sense

of self-worth as a citizen.

Our only recommendation to improve the experience and impact of the panel on participants was related
to trust, as we have observed in both panels that citizens come into the Parliament with some reservations
around the interests that motivate MSPs. After the PPCC, we recommended that the facilitation plan
included spaces that allow participants to acknowledge their distrust of the Scottish Parliament, and
potentially for Parliament to explore mechanisms to argue for their trustworthiness. We acknowledge that
the lack of trust in politicians is an issue that goes beyond Scotland and is influenced by a myriad of factors.
The goal of this recommendation was to give citizens the chance to express their concerns before and
during their participation in the panel and to give Parliament the opportunity to address them. This exercise
in itself is likely to foster an environment of trust and reduce suspicious, sceptic and even cynical attitudes

towards the political establishment, which may affect the participants’ experience.

To implement this recommendation, PACT introduced an exercise at the beginning of the Panel which asked
participants to describe Parliament in one word. While this is a good starting point, in practice most people
understood that the question referred to the building, and therefore the exercise did not create a safe space
to voice reservations. We encourage the designing team to continue exploring avenues for participants to

express their lack of trust and for Parliament to directly address them.

5.5. Impact expectations on the Scottish Parliament

In terms of expectations of impact for the Peoples’ Panel on Drug Harm, we observed similar results to
those noted in previous panels. As reconstructed earlier, the pathway from the inception of the Panels to
achieving policy impact is highly complex, requiring navigation through multiple layers of decision-making
and institutional processes. However, the organising team implemented improvements this time, enhancing
the introduction at the start of the process. Notably, they included a dedicated space for participants to
openly voice their trust or distrust in Parliament, fostering a safe environment for these expressions and

building a foundation for engagement.
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Table 6. Measures of expected political impact of the panel.

St. Corresponding

Variable Mean Deviation label*

It was clear from the start what was going to happen

with the recommendations 4,45 1,66 Moderately
Politicians will consider the People’s Panel's

recommendations 3,6 1,18 Moderately
The People’s Panel will help hold the Scottish

Government to account 4.4 1,09 Moderately

*Qualitative label that reflects the approximated average value

As in the previous iteration, the survey results reflect a “moderate” level of confidence in the political impact
of the panel. While participants rated clarity about what would happen with the recommendations as
"moderately" clear, trust that politicians would consider the recommendations received a similar "moderate"
rating. Participants also expressed moderate confidence that the People’s Panel would help hold the
Scottish Government to account. These findings suggest that while participants recognised the potential of
the panel to influence policy, there remains room for strengthening perceptions of political impact and trust
in the process. The inclusion of safe spaces for discussing trust may serve as a stepping stone towards

this goal in future deliberative initiatives.

As in the previous panel, participants' definitions of success were broadly grouped into three themes. First,
many participants focused on recommendations being actioned, defining success by the implementation of
their suggestions, particularly if it led to tangible reductions in drug harms or deaths. Second, good
communication was seen as crucial, with participants emphasising the need for regular updates on how
their recommendations were being considered and acted upon. Lastly, substantive listening emerged as an
important factor, where success was tied to how well the Scottish Government incorporated the

panel’s ideas.
5.5.1. Improvements made and further recommendations

PACT has taken steps to address several of our recommendations regarding the expectations of impact on

parliamentary processes.

The complexity of political impact was also explained to participants using more creative and situated
methods, and complementary materials were used to enhance communication. However, while these
improvements were made, a crucial degree of the messiness involved in achieving impact remains unclear

to participants. We recommend that Parliamentary service explores new ways of explaining impact, such
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as videos or presentations that illustrate cases where recommendations were adopted and cases where

they were not, including explanations of why certain recommendations were not taken forward.

One key recommendation that was not implemented was the inclusion of data collection and analysis after
the Committee had concluded its work. Instead, there are plans to develop an "impact framework" to explore
the effects of participation on parliamentary scrutiny, aiming to improve feedback loops. While this is a
positive step, we encourage further integration of post-implementation evaluation to better assess long-

term impact.

Overall, while significant progress has been made, continued refinement is necessary to enhance
communication regarding the influence of public participation on parliamentary decision-making,

considering what can best described as the messiness of the pathways to impact within political systems.
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6. Conclusions

6.1. Panel Size and Composition

The democratic sortition process of the Panels was outsourced to the Sortition Foundation, registered
company with a credible track record of designing democratic lotteries. The sortition process itself followed
a stratified approach that provides evidence that the final composition of the Panel resembles key socio-
demographic characteristics of the wider Scottish population. Innovating from standard practice, the
Scottish Parliament added a substantive criterion for representativity, that is, representation of thought and
not only of socio-demographic characteristics. Namely, the organisers asked the Sortition Foundation to

use available survey data to make the panel better reflect the diversity of thought around Climate Change.

During the panels, participants also perceived that the Panels were representative of Scotland, especially
in socio-demographical terms. For the People’s Panel on Drug Harm, the Scottish Parliament followed our
recommendation to continue its practice of incorporating diverse perspectives into its selection processes
beyond socio-demographic representativeness. While we continue to advocate for the relevance of
engaging external, auditable organisations, such as the Sortition Foundation, to manage participant
recruitment, we also recognise that exploring new service providers over time may help diversify and

explore new recruitment procedures.

In that sense, we encourage the Parliament to consider alternatives to random sortition for deliberative
mini-publics. These alternatives could include community-based selection methods that draw on local
networks and knowledge or approaches that prioritise participation from individuals and groups most
affected by the issues under discussion. Such methods can complement sortition and foster inclusion of

those typically absent from decision-making.

6.2. Evidence Provision

The People’s Panels included a broad range of evidence and witnesses. Overall, we found that experts
were credible and trusted by participants. Evidence given by people with lived experience and practitioners

on the ground was especially well-received.

In the People’s Panel on Climate Change, participants showed difficulties in using the evidence received to
address the Panel questions. We found that the introduction of a mapping exercise in the People’s Panel
on Drug Harm, as well as guides to help participants link the evidence heard to their mission as panellists,

improved citizen’s ability to make the most of the evidence.

Overall, in both Panels, participants were satisfied with the quality and quantity of information they had
access to and believed it was sufficient and adequate to perform their functions. We recommend that the
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Scottish Parliament continue to expand its practice of inviting speakers who can emphasise the lived
experiences of those most affected by the relevant policy areas. Looking ahead, we observe that there is
room to strengthen the structure provided to expert speakers, ensuring they more clearly identify the pros,
cons, and limitations of their expert advice. This approach can help avoid overreach and ensure a more

balanced and transparent presentation of information to support informed deliberation.

6.3. Design and Facilitation

The design and facilitation of the panels were highly effective, ensuring a robust and inclusive deliberative
process. Facilitators created an engaging environment by preparing both physical and digital spaces and
providing participants with relevant materials. They offered clear explanations of the mini-public concept
and the role of the MSP leading the committee. Facilitators adopted a collaborative approach by allowing
participants to establish deliberative guidelines, which were followed throughout the event. They
encouraged reason-giving, created a safe space for participants, and designed diverse participation
opportunities like small-group ideation, individual voting, and plenary discussions, fostering deep
engagement. They also summarised discussions, aggregated input, and guided decision-making through

a structured multi-stage voting procedure, ensuring clarity and inclusivity in the process.

Our analysis revealed design challenges during the People’s Panel on Public Engagement with Climate
Change. The framing questions of the People’s Panel on Public Engagement with Climate Change can be
considered particularly complex. They involve, at a minimum, deliberation and learning around climate
change, public engagement, climate policy, the workings and roles of the Scottish Parliament and Scottish
Government, post-legislative scrutiny, and the specific case of the Climate Change (Scotland) Act of 2009
which was later amended by the Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Act of 2019
Scottish Government Net Zero bill. Many of these topics were sufficiently covered by the first weekend of
the Panel. Many more could have been discussed. For instance, both internal and participant interviewees
expressed a desire for specific evidence, such as more information from community actors or more
knowledge about emerging technologies. Nonetheless, the key concept of this panel’s questions was public

engagement in the context of climate policy.

Another challenge posed by the two framing questions was that they created two different dimensions for
the Panel’s scrutiny role — as both the evaluator of actual policy, and the recommender of new policy. In
other words, the efforts and the time had to be divided between providing an assessment through a
collective statement and thinking of new ideas for the future. We found that it was challenging for the
organising team to strike the right balance between the two, and the process tended to focus more on the

second question (which elicited the recommender role of the Panel) than on the first one (which related to
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the Panel’s role of scrutiniser). More time and activities could have been allocated to integrate the evidence
and answer the first question.

Time management is a notoriously challenging task in the design of deliberation processes, given the
conflicting interests of ensuring that sufficient evidence and knowledge has been put at the disposal of
participants, and that they have plenty of time to discuss the issues and then make decisions. All this while
seeking to minimise the amount of time we ask citizens to devote to these processes. This difficulty is
perfectly captured by the next quote, resulting from interviews with members of staff: “There's never enough
time, is there?”. Despite this structural challenge, it is important for deliberative processes to invest heavily
in the most critical parts of the deliberation.

During our evaluation we noticed that participants showed particular frustration with how little time they had
for the final plenary session in which recommendations were revised, approved or rejected. There are good
reasons behind this frustration if we consider that the final selection of recommendations and their wording
is the direct output of the Panel. Participants pointed out specific recommendations were dropped because
of the lack of time to amend their final wording. It is important to keep in mind that the selection process
was gradual and not all weight was put on the final vote and plenary session. But most of the deliberation
of this gradual decision-making took place in small group discussions. In practice, the Panel had one hour
and twenty minutes to hold this plenary discussion. This time limitation restricted the possibility of
strengthening recommendations and allowing minority statements to be produced on a systematic

procedure.

These challenges were addressed in the following People’s Panel on Drug Harm, where organisers made
notable improvements. The explanation of the core concept was grounded in an effective manner, with
citizens expressing clarity around the implications of drug harm in Scotland. Additionally, the problem of the
dual role was addressed by limiting the Panel to one guiding question, enabling participants to better
understand their role in the process. Additionally, the issue of time allocation was tackled more effectively
by introducing a more fluid small-group voting system, which allowed for better time management during
discussions. While participants expressed a more positive view of time allocation compared to the previous
panel, the challenge of providing enough time for the final plenary deliberation persisted. Despite these
improvements, ensuring adequate time for final discussions and decision-making remained a critical area

for future refinement.

Overall, we found that participants were very positive about facilitation. Facilitators were successful in
making participants feel included and listened to, and in capturing the key points of the deliberation. The
facilitation team was well-trained to deal with diverse participants and diverse views, and the principle of

inclusion was embedded into the design of the process.
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6.4. Motivations and Expectations of, and Impact on

Participants

Overall, our analysis found that the impact of both Panels on participants was very positive. All measures
of learning improved significantly, as did participants’ views of the Scottish Parliament. Generally speaking,

the process also enriched the conception that participants had of climate change and drug harm.

One of the aspects that was most enhanced by partaking in the Panel was internal efficacy, or participant’s
belief that they had a valuable contribution to make not only to the discussions in the context of the Panel,
but also beyond it. This is related to another positive finding, which is the increased willingness to engage

in community initiatives and consider lived experience as a valuable source of knowledge for policymaking.

Nonetheless, we found that the panels did not have the same positive impact on two crucial aspects: trust
in politicians and external efficacy (or the conviction that the work of the panel would be taken on by the
Parliament and the Government), which are closely related. The lack of trust in politicians is a wider societal
issue that is hardly addressed by one or two deliberative processes. The same is applicable to external
efficacy.

However, we did not observe spaces in which those concerns could be expressed by participants and
addressed by the Parliament. Moving forward, we recommend creating more structured opportunities for
participants to voice their trust and efficacy-related concerns, alongside exploring strategies to address and

mitigate these issues during the process.
6.5. Expectations of impact on Parliament

Given its institutional design, the pathway to impact that connects citizen opinions to actual policy change
is particularly layered. It involves Parliament staff working with Committees in identifying a framing question
and thus pre-defining who the user - and therefore the use - of the information will be. After the citizen
deliberation phase, their recommendations will go through different political translation processes. As far
as our results show, recommendations by citizens will be used as one of the many sources of evidence
available to the Committee in their task of scrutinising government. After the hearings conclude, a report
with recommendations is agreed privately by Committee members and then sent to the Scottish

Government who respond. Both the report and any response are published.

Contrary to the complexity and multi-stage process required for any political impact of Panel

recommendations, participants of the panel held a much more direct expectation of how their efforts would

be used. Participants tended to believe that their recommendations would be addressed on a point-by-

point manner by Parliament (or even the Government) as the sole or solely important relevant source of

information. Participants did, however, gain a lot of understanding regarding the workings of Committees

through the role-playing activity in which they addressed a fictional case playing as Committee members.
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This example shows the potential of using more creative and contextual methods to add nuance to
participants’ understanding of political systems.

The People’s Panel on Drug Harm showed improvements in explaining how the Panel feeds into the
legislative system, as evidenced by slight improvements in citizens' perceptions of how the process will
impact policy. As with the previous Panel, citizens continue to expect that their recommendations will be
actioned as policy and that Parliament will establish clear communication pathways to inform participants
about how their results have been used. Participation in the Commission discussions was more heavily
emphasised in this iteration, highlighting the importance of keeping participants informed and engaged in
the political process, thus fostering a clearer connection between citizen recommendations and legislative

action.

6.6. General evaluation statement

Throughout this process, we observed that Scottish Parliament staff dedicated a significant amount of time
to designing a caring and formative space for citizens. Potential risks were identified in anticipation and
plans were created to collectively mitigate those risks. The organising team showed capacity for learning
and adaptation as they introduced small changes in the design of the second panel that improved the
process even further. Expert witnesses were credible and were open to contribute, and the team of
facilitators made everyone feel welcome and heard. This was one of the most valued and praised aspects

by participants.

For participants themselves, this experience was extremely positive. They also showed improvements
across learning outcomes, and a better understanding of the topics and institutions they interacted with.
They also felt empowered. Some of the feedback we got from participants was highly emotional, reflecting
how this civic space reconnected them with the political sphere. This was particularly the case for older
participants who even expressed having challenged their own self-image of having “nothing left to
contribute”, as well as the youngest ones, who for the first time in their life could participate in policy debates

as equals with their fellow citizens.

Concretely, the Panels fulfilled their mission of drafting recommendations and two collective statements of
their evaluation of Scottish Government. As independent and external evaluators we observed high-quality

work throughout the process.

The comparison between the People's Panel on Climate Change (PPCC) and the People's Panel on Drug
Harm (PPDH) offers an insightful opportunity to distinguish between different uses of deliberation within the
policy cycle. The PPCC was centred on post-legislative scrutiny (PLS), which resulted in a dual role—both
assessing existing policy and recommending new directions. In contrast, the PPDH focused on the pre-

legislative phase, aligning more clearly with a singular role of providing recommendations.
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We observed that the dual role in the PPCC presented significant challenges, particularly in balancing
scrutiny with forward-looking policy suggestions. However, it also represents an innovative global practice,
demonstrating the potential for deliberation to contribute meaningfully to PLS. Based on these findings, we
conclude that deliberation in PLS should be pursued further, with the caveat that it is most effective in cases
where clear and accessible summaries of existing policy can be provided to participants. This approach
may require methodological adaptations but has the potential to yield more concrete and nuanced
recommendations for policy improvement. Conversely, deliberation in the pre-legislative phase is likely to
be more broadly applicable across different policy areas. However, its open-ended nature can sometimes
result in an overwhelming number of suggested directions, requiring careful design to ensure focus and

feasibility.

Overall, based on our independent assessment, we strongly recommend that the Scottish Parliament
continues organising deliberative panels. We conclude that in-house professional staff carefully designed

the process to maximise its benefits and make people feel engaged, valued, and listened to.
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8. Appendix 1. Evaluation Framework and Methodological

Approach

8.1. Evaluation Questions

The Evaluation was structured around six topics: Panel Composition, Evidence Provision, Design and
Facilitation, Impact of the Panel on Participants, Impact of the Panel on Parliament and Motivations and

Expectations of Participants. Each topic included a number of evaluation questions to be answered.

During the inception phase of the Evaluation, we assessed the topics and the evaluation questions, and
fine-tuned them to ensure that we could provide answers with the data to be collected. The table below
shows the original evaluation questions (as proposed by parliamentary officials from PACT and from SPICe,

the Scottish Parliament’s impartial research service), and the final evaluation questions used by the

Evaluation Team.

Table 7. Comparison between the original and final Evaluation Themes and Questions.

Original Evaluation Themes and Questions

Final Evaluation Themes and Questions

Panel Composition

Panel Composition

How was the democratic sortition process

designed?

Are the participants diverse?

Are the participants diverse? Do they represent a

diverse snapshot of the people of Scotland?

Do they represent a diverse snapshot of the people
of Scotland?

Merged with question above.

What impact has the recruitment process had on

the process?

What impact has the recruitment process had on
the process?

Evidence Provision

Evidence Provision

Are the witnesses selected credible?

Are the witnesses selected credible?

Are the witnesses selected diverse in terms of

range of ideas presented?

Are the witnesses selected diverse in terms of

range of ideas presented?

Is the information presented robust and balanced?

Is the information presented robust and balanced?
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Did the evidence presented provide crucial
information to assist the participants in answering

the question set?

Did the evidence presented provide crucial
information to assist the participants in answering

the question set?

Design and Facilitation

Design and Facilitation

Did the methods used and facilitation of the

process support deliberation of high quality?

Did the methods used and facilitation of the

process support deliberation of high quality?

Was facilitation inclusive?

Was facilitation inclusive and did it encourage

respectful debate?

Did it encourage thinking and reason giving?

Included in the 1st question of this theme.

Did it encourage respectful debate?

Merged with 2nd question of this theme.

Did the process include sufficient accountability

This question is addressed in the section on Impact

and feedback for the participants, as | Expectations. However, since at the time of writing

recommended by CPPPC? the process is still ongoing, no definitive answer to
this question can be provided.

Understanding the impact of the panel on | Impact on Participants

participants

Did the participants gain knowledge during the

process?

Did the participants gain knowledge during the

process?

Did they change their opinion?

Did they change their opinion?

Did the panel have a meaningful impact on

participants?

Did the panel have a meaningful impact on

participants?

Did it

participation?

change their attitudes to political

Did it

participation?

change their attitudes to political

Understanding the impact of the panel on

Parliament

Impact Expectations on the Scottish Parliament

Did the process have impact on the Committee and

its inquiry?

How is the process designed to impact the

Committee and its inquiry?

Did the process influence the scrutiny process?

How did participants expect the panel to have a

political impact?
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What improvements could be made to the process | Not an evaluation question. Included as

for future deliberative events? Recommendations and Learnings.

Understanding motivations and expectations of | Motivations and Expectations of Participants

participants

What are the main drivers of participants’ interest | What were the main drivers of participants’ interest

in partaking in the panel? in partaking in the panel?

Did the process meet participants’ expectations? Did the process meet participants’ expectations?

While most changes were minor, there was a significant shift regarding the impact of the Panel on the
Parliament. Given the timeline of the Evaluation®, we were not able to collect data to assess how the Panel
impacted the Committee, its inquiry, and the scrutiny process. Therefore, what we collected were
expectations of impact.

8.2. Methodological Approach

To address the complexity of assessing these deliberative processes, we proposed a mixed-methods
approach. The combination of qualitative and quantitative methods has been deemed one the most
adequate methodological approaches to studying and assessing democratic innovations such as
deliberative mini-publics (Escobar and Thompson, 2019). More specifically, we used a convergent parallel
design (Plano Clark & Ivankova, 2016). In mixed methods research, convergent parallel design refers to
collecting and analysing both qualitative and quantitative data in tandem, and then comparing and relating

the two sets of data to interpret the results.

Methodologically, we combined an analysis of the available internal documents from Parliament and
academic evidence with a direct observation of the Panels (observation research). Additionally, we
conducted in-depth interviews with both participants and Parliament staff, and we utilised surveys before
and after the Panels in order to contrast them and describe the impact of participating. The table below

summarises the primary data collection methods conducted for this Evaluation.

1 The Evaluation had to be completed before the end of March 2024, but the Committee’s final report is not

expected until later in the year.
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Table 8. Summary of data collection methods.

Data collection method

Target respondents

Number of respondents/

interviewees

Time period of data

collection

SPICe staff

PACT staff

In-person Panel | N/A Multiple informal | 2 — 4 February 2024,
observations interviews 1 — 3 March 2024

25 — 27 October 2024

15 — 17 Novemeber

2024
Online sessions | N/A N/A 14 February 2024,
observation 21 February 2024

6 November 2024

12 November 2024
Pre-panel survey Panel participants 23 & 23 27 February 2024

25t October 2024
Post-panel survey Panel participants 21 & 22 31 March 2024

17" November 2024
Participant interviews Panel participants 48&4 4 — 15 March 2024

1 —20 December 2024
Internal interviews Committee clerks 5&4 4 — 15 March 2024

1 — 20 December 2024

Overall, we employed four methods: 1) a review of available documentation and existing scholarship on the
design of mini-publics in parliamentary systems; 2) an observation study of the unfolding of the panel; 3)
semi-structured interviews with participants and key stakeholders, including members and staff of the
Committee and the Scottish Parliament; and 4) survey methods to describe “pre-post” differences with

participants.
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The “pre-post” survey development involved several stages. The pre-panel survey was constructed by
adapting Stephen Elstub, Jayne Carrick & Zohreh Khoban’s 2019 methodological design for the evaluation
of the Scottish Parliament’s Citizens’ Jury on Land Management and the Natural Environment. This decision
was made considering the importance of methodological consistency across processes to foster systematic
and continuous improvement. The adaptation process itself was conducted with members of PACT and
SPICe through online workshops. The post-panel survey was also informed by the 2019 evaluation process
but included subscales that were adapted from Caluwaerts & Reuchamps’s (2023) Citizen Assembly
Evaluation Survey (CAES). This adaptation was also conducted with the help of PACT and SPICe. The final

survey design can be found in Appendix 3. Survey questionnaires.

Observation protocols were designed by the evaluation team with the objective of understanding how
specific elements of the dialogue design impact its outcomes. The specific objectives of the observation

were:

o To explore participants’ perceptions on panel composition
e To explore practices and dynamics of evidence provision
o To explore significant practices and moments of facilitation

e To explore discourse and interactional dynamics between participants
The observation protocol can be found in ‘People’s People’s Panel on Drug Harm
Pre-Panel Survey
Assessment of People’s Panel on reducing drug harms and drug deaths
8.2.1. Cross Committee on Tackling Drug Deaths and Drug Harm
Scottish Parliament

Pre-panel survey

Thank you for participating in the independent evaluation of the Peoples’ Panel. Your time and

insights help us improve future panels.

This initial survey is to help find out what the group thinks of drug policy and harm reduction in
Scotland. The questions are designed to understand your motivations and expectations before you take

part in the panel.

The survey is anonymous and is not a test, so please answer questions honestly so we can get an

accurate picture of the views of the group.

Anonymity
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To help us analyse your responses, we need to be able to link your answers to the other questionnaire
you complete at the end of the process. To keep your responses anonymous, we ask you to form an

anonymous identity (ID) code to put on both the questionnaires that you fill in.
Please form an identity code by following these instructions:
1. In the space below, list the first three letters of the town nearest to where you were born
(e.g. Inverness becomes INV).
2. Follow this with the date and month of a memorable date of your choice
(e.g. if your mum’s birthday is the 1st February you would write 0102).

In this example the ID Code becomes INV0102. Please form your own ID code and write it below. You may

also want to take a note of it for the second questionnaire that you will fill in at the end!

ID CODE

Please tell us why you decided to take part in this People’s Panel.

What specific personal outcomes or benefits do you hope to achieve by participating in the People’s Panel?

Why do you believe that policymakers need to (or do not need to) engage with citizens to decide how to

reduce drug harms?
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On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

questions?

1

2

&

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewha
t

Moderatel
y

Very

Extremely

How much do you like

talking about politics?

How comfortable do you
feel when voicing your

political opinion?

How interested are you
in hearing the opinions

of other people?

How willing are you to
read things or listen to
people who challenge

your own opinions?

How valid do you think
your opinion is in any

situation?

1

2

&

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewha
t

Moderatel

y

Very

Extremely

How much do you trust
Members of the Scottish
Parliament (MSPs) to
act in the best interests

of people?
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On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Never” and 6 is “Always”, how often have you done any of these following

activities?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Never Almost Rarely Sometime | Often Always
never s

Voted in an election

Created or signed a

petition

Contacted a local
councillor, MP or MSP

Taken part in a public

consultation

Taken part in a

demonstration or march

Shared your views with
a Scottish Parliament

committee

Taken part in

volunteering

PLEASE TURN TO THE FINAL PAGE

Over the duration of the panel we’ll explore some of the issues and subjects below. This is not a test

question! Your responses to these questions help us design good experiences for future panels.

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how knowledgeable or familiar do you

feel regarding these issues?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y
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Using critical thinking to

evaluate information

The impact of drug harm
and drug deaths in
Scotland

The laws and policies
around drug harm

reduction in Scotland

How  the Scottish
Parliament monitors the
impact and
implementation of new

laws and policies

The range of solutions
available to reduce drug

deaths and drug harm.

Thank you for completing this survey.
8.2.2. Post-Panel Survey
Assessment of People’s Panel on reducing drug harms and drug deaths
Cross Committee on Tackling Drug Deaths and Drug Harm
Scottish Parliament
Post-panel survey

Thank you for participating in the independent evaluation of the Peoples’ Panel. Your time and insights help

us improve future panels.

This final survey is to help find out what the group thinks about the experience of participating in the People’s

Panel. The questions are designed to understand your experience of taking part in the panel.

The survey is anonymous and is not a test, so please answer questions honestly so we can get an accurate

picture of the views of the group.

Anonymity
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To help us analyse your responses, we need to be able to link your answers to the other questionnaire you
completed at the start of the process. To keep your responses anonymous and connected to your previous
responses, we asked you to form an anonymous identity (ID) code to put on both the questionnaires that

you fill in.

Your identity code was formed by following these instructions:

1. In the space below, list the first three letters of the town nearest to where you were born
(e.g. Inverness becomes INV).

2. Follow this with the date and month of the memorable date you chose for the first survey
(e.g. if your mum’s birthday is the 1st February you would write 0102).

In this example the ID Code becomes INV0102.

Please re-write your ID code below. You may have taken a note of it previously. If you are struggling to

remember speak to a member of staff to support you.

ID CODE

What has been your favourite part of the People’s Panel process?

What do you think we could do differently the next time to improve the People’s Panel process?

Representativeness

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:
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1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

“| felt the participants in
the People’s Panel were
broadly representative
of the wider population

of Scotland.”

“I felt  that the
participants had a broad
range of perspectives
on the issue under
discussion  (reducing

drug related harms).”

“As a consequence of
my participation in the
People’s Panel, | have
come to understand
different viewpoints
relating to drug harm

reduction.”

Knowledge and Information

Now that you have taken part in the People’s Panel, on a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is

“Extremely”, how knowledgeable or familiar do you feel regarding these issues?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y
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Using critical thinking to

evaluate information

The impact of drug
harm and drug deaths in

Scotland

The laws and policies

around drug harm

reduction in Scotland

Scottish

Parliament monitors the

How the

impact and
implementation of new

laws and policies

The range of solutions
available to reduce drug

deaths and drug harm.

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

| learned a lot about the
Scottish Government's
approach to tackling
drugs deaths in
Scotland in the People’s

Panel

The experts offered
balanced and diverse
views on how to reduce

drug harms

62




1 2 3 4 5 6

Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

Overall, | had sufficient
information about drug
harm reduction in a
meaningful discussion
with the other

participants.

Now that you have taken part, why do you believe that policymakers need to (or do not need to) engage

with citizens to decide how to prevent drug harms?

Facilitation and decision-making

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

During the People’s
Panel process, | had
ample opportunity to

express my views

No one dominated the
discussion and
everyone had an

opportunity to speak
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We were offered

sufficient time to
discuss the issue under
discussion (reducing

drug related harms).

The facilitators
(Parliament staff) made
sure everyone could
participate in the

People’s Panel process

| feel like the final
recommendations
reflect all of the

participants’ ideas

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

Even though there was
a vote at the end, | do

group
discussions are

feel that our

reflected in the final

recommendations

| feel that | was
pressured into agreeing
with recommendations |

do not fully endorse.

My own ideas about

reducing drug related

harms are sufficiently

reflected in the final
recommendations.
Impact
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On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1

2

3

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewhat

Moderately

Very

Extremely

It was clear from the
start what was going to
happen with the
recommendations  of

the People’s Panel

I am convinced that
politicians will take into
account the People’s
Panels

recommendations.

| am convinced that the
recommendations  of
the People’s Panel will
help hold the Scottish
Government to account

and help improve future

policy

The Scottish Parliament
should run more
processes like this

People’s Panel

1

2

&

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewhat

Moderately

Very

Extremely

| am likely to get
involved in the work of
the Scottish Parliament
in the future
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| feel like participating in
the People’s Panel has
improved the way | feel
about the Scottish
Parliament and the
work it does to hold the
Scottish Government to

account

In general, | trust
Members of the
Scottish Parliament
(MSPs) to act in the

best interests of people

Overall, I think
participating in People’s
Panel was a positive

experience.

How would you suggest measuring the impact and effectiveness of the People's Panel in holding the

Scottish Government to account? What would success look like for you?

Thank you for completing this survey
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9. Appendix 4. Interview guidelines

9.1. People’s Panel on Climate Change

Assessment of Peoples’ Panel on Climate Policy (2024)
Citizen Participation and Public Petitions Committee

Scottish Parliament

Participants: Citizens participating in the People’s Panel

Sampling method: Critical case sampling

Inclusion criteria: Attending the panel

Recruitment method: Through the event organisers

Estimate duration: 30-60 minutes

Observation medium: Online

Recording method: Recording/ Automated transcription

Method: Semi-structured interview

Main objective: To understand how participants experienced critical aspects of the panel design.

Specific objectives

1
2.
3.
4

To explore participants framing of the mini public remit
To identify perceptions of political impact of the panel
To explore interactions between the group

To identify key learnings and takeaways

BEFORE STARTING, ASK FOR PERMISSION TO RECORD

Theme 1: Framing of remit

The purpose of this People’s Panel was to hold Scottish Government to account in their public
engagement work. After attending the panel, what is public engagement for you?
Potential follow-ups: what did you learn about public engagement? Why is it necessary? How did
your understanding change?
After all deliberations, how successful do you think government is in engaging the public in climate
change?
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o Potential follow-ups: What is your understanding of the Scottish Climate Change act? was it better

or worse than you expected? Do you feel comfortable evaluating their success?

Theme 2: Political impact

e What is your understanding about how the results of this panel will be used by the Scottish
Parliament?

o Potential follow-ups: Was there a significant moment or talk in the panels that helped you
understand how the results will be used?

o How confident are you that the Panel will have a meaningful impact?

o Potential follow-ups: Are you equally confident in Parliament and Government?

Theme 3: Interactions

o Why do you think your personal perspective was relevant to the panel?
o Potential follow-ups: Did you find it easy or hard to participate? Did the staff make you feel

comfortable? Did group dynamics make you feel confident participating and stating your opinions?

Theme 4: Learnings

o What would you say is your key takeaway from this panel?

o Potential follow-ups: Is there something specific that you learnt that is meaningful for you?

Theme 5: Miscellaneous (if there’s more time)

e How did you integrate the information received and expert presentations you listened to into your
reflections, contributions and discussions?

o What are your thoughts on the recommendations? Did they reflect the group’s deliberations?

e What do you think the purpose of the first weekend was?

o Was this process worth your time?
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9.2
9.3.

9.4. People’s Panel on Drug Harm

Assessment of Peoples’ Panel on Drug Harms (2024)

Criminal Justice Committee, the Health, Social Care and Sport Committee and the Social Justice

and Social Security Committee.

Scottish Parliament

Participants: Citizens participating in the People’s Panel
Sampling method: Critical case sampling
Inclusion criteria: Attending the panel
Recruitment method: Through the event organisers, volunteers
Estimate duration: 30-60 minutes
Observation medium: Online

Recording method: Recording/ Automated transcription

Method: Semi-structured interview

Main objective: To understand how participants experienced critical aspects of the panel design.
Specific objectives

To explore participants framing of the mini public remit

To identify perceptions of political impact of the panel

To explore interactions between the group

To identify key learnings and takeaways

BEFORE STARTING, ASK FOR PERMISSION TO RECORD

Theme 1: Framing of remit

The purpose of this People’s Panel was to produce recommendations on how to do things differently

regarding drug related harms. After attending the panel, what are drug related harms for you?
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Potential follow-ups: what did you learn about drug harms? What are their main drivers?

After all deliberations, how successful do you think government is in helping reduce drug harms?

1.

4.

Potential follow-ups: What is your understanding of the government’s policies around drugs more
broadly? Was it better or worse than you expected? Did you feel comfortable answering the

question on what needs to be done differently to reduce drug related harms?

Theme 2: Political impact

What is your understanding about how the results of this panel will be used by the Scottish
Parliament?

Potential follow-ups: Was there a significant moment or talk in the panels that helped you
understand how the results will be used?

How confident are you that the Panel will have a meaningful impact?

Potential follow-ups: Are you equally confident in Parliament and Government?

Theme 3: Interactions

Why do you think your personal perspective was relevant to the panel?

Potential follow-ups:

Did you find it easy or hard to participate?

Did the staff make you feel comfortable?

Did group dynamics make you feel confident participating and stating your opinions?

O

o Theme 4: Evidence and Learnings

o How did you integrate the information received and expert presentations you listened to into
your reflections, contributions and discussions?

What would you say is your key takeaway from this panel?

Potential follow-ups: Is there something specific that you learnt that is meaningful for you?

o Theme 5: Miscellaneous (if there’s more time)

o What are your thoughts on the recommendations? Did they reflect the group’s deliberations?

o Was this process worth your time?
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Appendix 5. Observation protocol’. Additionally, during our observations, we also engaged participants
directly through informal interviewing, which is an unstructured form of qualitative interview that is typically

used to complement observation research.

In the case of in-depth interviews, we employed a semi-structured approach in which we prepared ex-ante
relevant dimensions of conversation but kept the interview open to how the participants approached the
topic. The main objective of these interviews was to understand how participants experienced critical

aspects of the panel design. The specific objectives were:

e To explore participants framing of the mini-public remit
e To identify perceptions of political impact of the panel
o To explore interactions between the group

o To identify key lessons and takeaways

The interview protocol for participants can be found in Appendix 3. Interview Guidelines.Finally, the results
of the literature were summarised in the Literature Review section of this report. The documentation
analysis consisted in referencing the internal documents provided by PACT on the procedures of People’s
Panels and its impacts. The documentation provided to citizens was also analysed, as well as all available

documentation on how the panels will influence the work of Parliament.

We divided our analysis into three main phases: assessment of design, assessment of impact and
integration of results into recommendations. The evaluation of the People’s Panel design (phase one)
centred around assessing external inclusion in terms of who was involved in the mini-public (panel size and
composition), and internal inclusion in terms of how facilitation was conducted to manage pre-existing
power imbalances and give everyone an equal opportunity. Additionally, this assessment paid attention to

how expert opinion was included in a way that helps produce informed and considered public opinion.

The second phase of the evaluation centred around impacts. Impacts included participant impact in terms
of spill-over effects, ranging from expected effects over attitudes and knowledge, as well as emerging and
unexpected ones formulated by citizens themselves. Impacts also include traceable impacts over the
scrutiny process of the Committee and other implications for the political functioning of Parliament.
However, since the process is still ongoing at the time of writing the report, we focused on expectations and

pathways to impact.
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In the final phase of the analysis, we draw on all our methods and findings to produce appropriate
recommendations for future Panels and to help contextualise the outcomes of the current one. For this, we
followed the same sub-sections of the evaluation questions. The figure below shows the difference between
Phases 1, 2 and 3:

Figure 10. Analysis phases of the Evaluation.

Phase 1: Assessing design Phase 2: Assessing impact Phase 3: Integration of results

)
. Lessons for future
Panel size and Impact on participants designs
composition
| N
.\
Expectations of impact
on parliament

I

|

|

I

|

I

|

I

I

I Evidence provision
|

|

|

|

I

I

1 Facilitation
|

I
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10. Appendix 2. Tables

10.1. Design and Facilitation

Table 9. Participants responses to questions on various aspects of the deliberations (PPCC).

Variable Mean St. Deviation Corresponding
label*

Ample opportunity to express my views 5.52 0.68 Extremely

No one dominated the discussion 4.86 1.24 Very

Sufficient time to discuss the issue 4.48 1.29 Moderately

Parliament staff made sure everyone could 5.67 0.58 Extremely

participate

The final recommendations reflect all the 5.25 0.72 Very

participants’ ideas

Beyond the vote, our group discussions are 5.05 0.92 Very

reflected in the final recommendations

I was pressured into agreeing with 1.33 0.80 Not at all

recommendations (negative)**

My own ideas about public participation in 5.05 0.86 Very

climate change are sufficiently reflected
*Qualitative label that reflects the approximated average value

**Negative variable with values not inverted

Table 10. Participants responses to questions on various aspects of the deliberations PPDH.

Variable Mean St. Deviation Corresponding
label*

Ample opportunity to express my views 54 0.82 Very

No one dominated the discussion 4,75 0,96 Very

Sufficient time to discuss the issue 5,0 0,72 Very
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Parliament staff made sure everyone could 5,75 0.44 Extremely

participate

The final recommendations reflect all the 5,15 0,87 Very

participants’ ideas

Beyond the vote, our group discussions are 5,2 1,2 Very

reflected in the final recommendations

I was pressured into agreeing with 15 0,2 Not at all

recommendations (negative)**

My own ideas about public participation in 5,05 0,94 Very

climate change are sufficiently reflected
*Qualitative label that reflects the approximated average value

**Negative variable with values not inverted

10.2. Motivations and Expectations of Participants

Table 11. Personal objectives according to participants (PPCC).

Personal objectives Types of objectives

I would like to use this experience to overcome my

anxiety and participate in politics in a form outwith SRR IET

voting. Political participation

Hopefully see a progressive policy Impact

Would like to know how it's going to affect people

in Scotland. Learning

Learn more about policy around climate change in
Scotland and about the Parliament’s participation

processes Learning

I hope to see the parliament, | hope to hear different

people’s opinions, | feel it is beneficial to work New experience
closely in the parliament with any opportunity
given. I'm a student so felt it was a good opportunity SIS W10 IS UES

so try something new Political participation
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Learning about the Scottish government's plans

and engagement with the public about net zero

policy.

Learning

Better understanding

Learning

| want to feel like | have made a contribution to
something very important to the country and the
world. | have two very young daughters so keen to
feel like | have accepted an opportunity to input into
something they would want me to do. I’'m looking
forward to experiencing extended collaboration
with people | would not normally do so. | also feel

like | will learn a lot which is always welcome.

Impact
Engagement with others’ views

Learning

Be interesting to hear other people’s views

Engagement with others’ views

To be more knowledgeable on Climate Change and Learning
to have made a positive contribution to policies Impact
It means that i have a better chance of knowing

what needs to be done for generations to come Learning
Becoming more knowledgeable on the topic to Learning
make positive change Impact
To wunderstand the objectives of Scottish
government..

To learn how the policies have been implemented

and the impact of it so far Learning

Feeling that I'm involved in the process of
development, sharing my opinion, representing
people like me and sharing our views. Enjoyment

and fun getting to know new people.

Political participation

Engagement with others’ views

| hope to gain experience and knowledge in

Scottish administration and the nation's effort to

curve the negative effects of climate change. Learning
Develop a greater understanding of the mechanics
of the Parliament and the process of government. | Learning
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Have a better understanding of people's panel
process. Listen to other ideas as to how we can

stop/ slow down climate change

Learning

Engagement with others’ views

That the government plans on climate change look
at:

1. how their choices effect part time people/staff
2. The effects of their choices on people with
disabilities

3. How they can be effective without crippling

people's savings, income, ability to earn a living

4. wages/ income Learning
An education to gain a deeper understanding of
climate change and how | can make a positive
change Learning
Probably none at my age None
None particularly to be honest None
To be better informed on issues around climate

Learning
change. To feel more empowered to make change
happen Empowerment
To make a change small or big on what our future
will be Impact

Table 12. Favourite part of the Panel (PPCC).

Being able to meet people from all walks of life and parts of the Engagement with others

country.

The process of working together to create and mend questions to  Collaboration

ask the government

Engaging in meaningful conversations with both fellow panelists Engagement with others

and professionals

Getting to meet people who work within parliament and other Engagement with others

people with similar views. It made me highlight the importance of
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climate and social justice as an area | am really interested in and
was able to connect with someone from Poverty Alliance as they
work in my area. Overall, | really loved the experience and being

able to participate!
Collaborative decision making

| enjoyed taking part in the sessions. They were well organised
and offered opportunities to learn about and reflect on climate
change. | felt proud to take part in this panel. It is a novel way of

gathering views and opinions which | am very much in favour of.

Collaboration with others, meeting people from all over Scotland

and learning about Climate Change Action in their area

The PP has been really well organised by the PACT team which
has made the whole process enjoyable, participative and

respectful.
Helping everyone in the group and doing things which is going to

help in the future.

The fact that it’s such a generative process and more than the sum
of its parts. People can have lots of different ideas but working
together there’s a kind of alchemy that creates new and better
ideas out of the group. Also trust, trusting other people to carry

parts of the work and that it will be fine.
Taking part and having a relevant voice
| felt honoured to be a part of a panel. | enjoyed learning about the

Parliament and using a democratic process to decision making

It has been a great experience to see out Parliament and the

opportunity to be involved in something so interesting

Face to face discussions and recognising so many committed and

interesting opinions

Discussion
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Participation

Collaboration
Participation

Deliberative democracy

Collaboration

Engagement  with

Learning

Process design

Engagement with others
Impact
Collaboration

Deliberative democracy

Participation

Learning

Deliberative democracy
Experience
Participation

Engagement with others

Engagement with others



Getting to know other panel members and having in depth

discussions. The atmosphere was very positive
The synergy and collaboration

Meeting new people while learning about climate change and

urgency of acting now

Meeting other groups

| enjoyed the whole process, the group work, the social and face

to face aspects

Being part of helping the Parliament and the Government and

meeting fantastic people to work together

Engagement with others

Collaboration
Engagement with others
Learning

Engagement with others
Collaboration
Engagement with others
Impact

Engagement with others

Collaboration

Table 13. “Pre-post” comparison between personal objectives and favourite part of the Panel (PPCC).

Personal objective (category)

Favourite Part (category)

Self-improvement

Political participation

Learning

New experience
Engagement with others’ views

Political Participation

Learning

Learning
Impact
Engagement with others’ views

Learning

Engagement with others
Participation
Collaboration

Deliberative Democracy

Experience

Participation

Learning
Deliberative democracy

Collaboration

Engagement with others

Impact
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Engagement with others’ views

Learning

Impact

Learning

Learning

Impact

Learning

Political participation
Engagement with others’ views
Learning

Learning

Learning & Engagement with others' views

Learning
Learning
None
None

Impact

Collaboration
Engagement with others
Collaboration

Engagement

Learning
Engagement with others

Learning

Engagement with others

Engagement with others
Participation
Deliberative democracy
Collaboration

Process design

Impact

Engagement with others
Collaboration
Engagement with others
Collaboration
Engagement with others
Engagement with others

Participation

with

others

Table 14. Expected outcomes of participation (PPDH).

What specific personal outcomes or benefits Types of objectives

do you hope to achieve by participating in the

People's Panel? - outcomes or benefits
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A change in drug policy where i see where

things have gone wrong

Experience

I’m interested to hear the points of view of other
people from different backgrounds and their

lived experiences.

It would be nice to see that | was part of people

who made policy that made a difference

| hope to have some influence and bring my

own experience to the group.
Hopefully to help others

To learn more about actions taken regarding
drugs - a subject I'm unfamiliar with, and

hopefully improve some lives in the process!

Experience

Not sure

Further knowledge of what is going on in drug
deaths

Gain more knowledge, experience and meet

new people

| hope to become better at discussing topics
such as this, improving my communication
skills, learning about others views and getting

experience.

To make an impact on society no matter how
little.

Expanding knowledge in this important subject

and contributing to the discussion
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(Policy) impact
Learning
Experience

Engagement with other points of

Learning

(Policy) impact

Influence

Impact

Learning

Impact

New experience

Learning

Learning
Experience

Social interaction

Self-improvement
Learning
with  other

Engagement points  of

Experience

Impact

Learning

Contribution

view

view



Better informed. Learning

| would like to have a better understanding of Learning
how the scottish parliament handle certain

topics.

Becoming more informed and open to different Learning

viewpoints. Self-improvement

Engagement with other points of view

More understanding of current issues and hear Learning

others opinions and suggestions

That I've made a meaningful contribution Contribution
Have a better understanding of drug abuse Learning
To learn more. Learning

Meeting new people and feeling part of the Social

Engagement with other points of view

political process. Political participation

Table 15. Favourite part (PPDH)

What has been your favourite part of the People’s Panel

process?

Being allowed to see the Scottish Parliament building ads an
insight into work in progress. For example being allowed the

opportunity to participate in the People's panel.
Decision-making process

The format of the discussions and how they were facilitated was
great, and allowed us as the panel to get to know each other
quickly but very naturally. Staying so close to the venue in such
a nice hotel and not having to worry about arranging travel or
accom or food was such a treat, honestly. The facilitators and

all the staff and speakers were wonderful and so lovely too.

Meeting a diverse group of people, having my opinions

challenged and reaching a consensus on so many issues.
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interation

Types of valued take-aways

Learning

Political participation

Deliberation

Deliberation
Organisation
Team

Evidence providers

Engagement with

Deliberation

others



All of it

The whole teams Energy and care.

Meeting other participants

Sharing ideas and opinions on the subject matter and receiving

information from excellent sources

Hearing other people's views and opinions and being able to
actually take part in helping and contributing to possible new
laws and stuff introduced to combat the drug harm and deaths

issue.
My favourite part was hearing and learning all the new evidence.
Learning

| really enjoyed the witnesses during the access to treatment

section

Hearing the wide and varied information from respective
speakers during the two weekends. Some very interesting and

informative information

Hearing from the broad range of witnesses. Impressive to hear
about how much work is being done in these areas and also

their willingness to bring this to the panel

The amount of interesting information from various people on

our topic

Listening to the different evidence and people from different

organisations

Team

Organisation
Social interaction
Deliberation

Learning

Engagement with other points of
view

Political participation

Impact
Learning
Learning

Evidence providers

Learning

Learning

Evidence providers

Learning

Evidence providers

Learning

Evidence providers

Table 16. “Pre-post” comparison between personal objectives and favourite part of the PPDH

Types of objectives

(Policy) impact Learning

Types of valued take-aways

Political participation

Experience Deliberation
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Engagement with other points of

Learning

(Policy) impact

Influence

Impact

Learning

Impact

New experience

Learning

Learning
Experience

Social interaction

Self-improvement
Learning
Engagement with other points of

Experience
Impact

Learning

Contribution
Learning
Learning
Learning

Self-improvement

Engagement with other points of view

Learning

Engagement with other points of view

view

view
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Deliberation
Organisation
Team

Evidence providers
N/A

Engagement

Deliberation

NA

Team

Organisation
Social interaction
NA

Deliberation

Learning

Engagement with
Political

Impact

Learning

NA

Learning

Evidence providers

NA

NA

with

other

others

points of view

participation



NA Learning

Contribution Learning

Evidence providers

Learning Learning

Evidence providers

Learning NA
Social interation Learning
Political participation Evidence providers

10.3. Impact on Participants

Table 17. Pre-post comparisons on learning perceptions (PPCC).

Learning objective Pre Mean (SD) Post Mean (SD) T value P-value df

Critical Thinking 4.10 (0.94) 4.95 (0.92) -2.886 0.009 19

Socio-economic  impacts  of
Climate Change 3.38 (1.12) 4.8 (0.83) -4.956 <0.001 18

Objectives of the Climate Change

laws 2.57(1.33) 4.7 (1.13) -6.091 <0.001 18
Scottish Parliament work 1.9 (1.14) 4.3(0.86) -7.099 <0.001 18
Role of public engagement 2.29 (1.23) 5.10(1.07) -7.474 <0.001 18

Note: The survey question was: “Now that you have taken part in the People’s Panel, on a scale from 1 to
6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how knowledgeable or familiar do you feel regarding these

issues? “. Likert scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Slightly, 3 = Somewhat, 4 = Moderately, 5 = Very, 6 = Extremely.

Table 18. Pre-post comparisons on learning perceptions (PPDDH)

Learning objective Pre Mean (SD) Post Mean (SD) T value P-value df

Critical Thinking 4.53(0.92) 5.2 (0.68) -3.57 0.003 14

Impacts of drug harms and
deaths 4.07 (1.16) 5.47 (0.64) -4.01 0.001 14
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Laws and policies to reduce drug
harms 3.67 (1.29) 4.73 (1.03) -3.23 0.006 14

Scottish Parliament monitoring 3 (1.51) 44 (1.12) -4.37 <0.001 14

solutions available to reduce drug
deaths and drug harm 3.47 (1.56) 5.07 (0.80) -4.12 0.001 14

Note: The survey question was: “On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how
knowledgeable or familiar do you feel regarding these issues? “. Likert scale: 1 = Not at all, 2 = Slightly, 3

= Somewhat, 4 = Moderately, 5 = Very, 6 = Extremely.

Table 19. Similar arguments before and after the panel.

Before Panel After Panel Interpretation

To reflect the views of the ScottishConsistent emphasis on

To accurately reflect public opinion  population representativity of policy

For people to buy into things they

need to feel they share the goals and

aims. Ownership. It's our world weWe are all part of the process and

should have a say in the direction weshould be involved. Taking ownershipConsistent emphasis on citizen

move. encourages greater participation. ownership

It is important to engage with citizens

because it is people that make aBecause everyone needs to make

country, and every one of us ischanges to reach net zero, and it is

responsible to drive change. In ordervital that the government engages in

for this to happen, policymakers haveconversations with the public toConsistent emphasis on
a duty to communicate clearly andinform and inspire people. Knowledgepolicymakers encouraging

effectively with the public is power individual change

Table 20. Enriched arguments after the panel.

Before After Interpretation
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So that the public can _ . _
New emphasis on improving
have confidence in thelt brings in different levels of thinking

: policy and not just accepting it
policy.

Because there is no one in Government seriously

. advocating for those impacted by climate change and
Because different people ] .
) their voices remain unheard and unconsidered and
have different key areas of ] . o
the options being put out are unrealistic and/or
change they have ) N .
unaffordable. The Scottish communities in low

identified as the most . New emphasis on community
income towns do not have a lot of faith in the

important, so having a ) work and unequal distribution of

» i government to actually help them rather than hinder

citizens panel is the best impacts

] them which is their overall experience. They need to
way to discover what the o ] N
work on rebuilding the trust with these communities
real problems are and how . . .
by engaging with them and learning what they can do
best to tackle them. ] ) ) ]
really make an impact or improvement to their quality

of life due to the adverse effects of climate change

If there is to be a positive . )

i ; Because the Policy makers can lose sight of what’s
change to making Climate ) ) )

o important to the people of Scotland and may not haveNew emphasis on improving
Change Policies work ) ) ) i ) o

) » _an awareness of what is appropriate action for thepolicy and not just accepting it
then engaging citizens is )
public.

key.

i o | feel the deliberative collaboration approach is
Vital to bringing your ) . ]
] extremely important in helping MSP's have a better ) ] ]
community, end electorate ) ) _ New emphasis on improving
. . understanding of public awareness, public ) o
along with you in the o policy and not just accepting it
) . . knowledge and the direction of travel for future
implementation of policy.

policy.

Their decisions have

profound impact on our i o )
o ) The mode or medium of communication will vary:
livelihoods. Policy makers )
) Scottish Government no longer have any excuse to i -
need to influence the ~ New emphasis on accountability
delay and now more than ever need to engage with ) o
masses, present the ) i o _and not just communication
the public - not just mass communication but being
cause and draw more
_able to reach the everyday man on the street
people to the call of saving

our planet
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Table 21. Decreased weight of “rights-based” conceptions.

Before

After

Interpretation

The ordinary people should have a say. view

By doing so you get a wider

Primarily because it is citizens that will

have to

decisions

live with policy makers

Take straightforward action

Less emphasis on political rights

Less emphasis on political rights

Table 22. Arguments that touch on lived experience.

Without engaging with citizens,
policymakers can only work in
an abstract, without a real
knowledge of what’s actually
going on at ground level and
how that is directly affecting

people and their communities.

Because the public have a

wealth of experience and
different viewpoint. They are
here to represent us, not always

to lead.

Citizens are the people living

amongst it.

Those in society experiencing
these issues first hand and in
their communities hold the most
valuable knowledge and insight,
and it is only with their
involvement that any significant
change or improvement can be

achieved.

Policymakers are often
sheltered from the realities of
lived experience, as are many of
the

Engagement with the panel

panel members.

would help inform policyholders
of the

surrounding drug use and drug

issues and impacts
harm and make it more “real” for
them. It certainly has for some of

the panel members.

Because it is our country and

therefore our problem, we

should be consulted on our
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Increased emphasis on the
importance of lived experience

as valuable knowledge.

Decreased emphasis on
political function of citizen
engagement  (representation)

and increased emphasis on the
value of lived experience as

knowledge for better policy.

From lived experience to

political right.



The citizens are the ones that
deal with issue at the forefront
every day. It impacts all aspects
the

citizens could help see from a

of life. Speaking with
point of view that could be

missed otherwise. Scottish
citizens should be able to have
their say on how to improve

their communities.

views on how we ,(the public)
thinks this should be tackled

| feel if policymakers spoke to
the people that the drug harms
and deaths in Scotland effect
directly then this would help
them see other perspectives this
would allow policies to be
shaped to be beneficial to the

targeted demographic.

Table 23. Arguments linking citizen engagement with better policy.

| believe they need listen to the
people views and opinions in
order to come up with great drug

harm reducing policy

To obtain a perspective on what

society thinks

Policy makers need a wealth of
experience in order to make the
correct decision for the best

outcomes for society

To listen to different opinions on

what could be done differently

Engaging with citizens
enhances policy makers ability

to make reasonable decisions

Of course government needs to
interact with the public in order
to assess the feelings and
opinions of the population when
issue is

such an important

resulting in unnecessary/

avoidable death.
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Lived experience remains as
the central argument. After the
panel, the reference to political

rights (have a say) disappears.

Decreased emphasis on better
policymaking due to citizen
engagement, increased focus
on the

opinion  gathering

(listening to citizens).

Increased emphasis on better
policymaking thanks to citizen

engagement.

Decreased emphasis on better
policymaking due to citizen
engagement, increased focus

on the opinion gathering

(listening to citizens).



Table 24. Arguments referring to government action.

For the good and better the
public.

De-criminalise

Where else can people’s voices
be heard.

Because that gives a voice to
people and makes the political

decisions based on what works

To date government led policies
have not unfortunately helped
make enough of a difference in
this area. Good evidence of this
type of engagement and the
results in other areas/countries
proving more effective. Good
way to tap into a range of views
and experiences it might be
difficult

access otherwise.

for government to

10.4.

Do what we have put forward.

Listen to public more and be

brave.

Have courage to cross party

policies for the long term.

To ensure that a variety of
that

decisions are not only made at

voices are heard and

the top

Because the evidence and
ideas have often already been
provided yet there appears to be
a lack of political will to perhaps
to do some of the more difficult
work. Hopefully the People's
Panel's recommendations gives
policy makers more evidence
that the

Scottish people would back

and reassurance

these changes. They just need

to implement them.

Table 25. Definitions of Panel success by participants (PPCC).

Direct call to action after the

panel.

Call to bravery.

Call to bravery with a focus on

cross-party cooperation.

Continued presence of
argument around voice (political
right) with added

regarding the need for more

nuance

democratic decision-making.

More refined understanding on
the

government and direct call to

evidence available to

action.

Impact Expectations on the Scottish Parliament

Category

What would success look like for you?
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Recommendations

being actioned

Good

communication

To see the recommendations being actioned. For awareness of actions of
climate change to be clearly disseminated to everyone in Scotland for everyone

to have the chance to be involved in action for Climate Change.

For action to be taken to achieve the recommendations we suggested.

The recommendations actioned

Down the line, | will see big changes that the group suggested being
implemented. As well as the government encouraging more participation from
the voter base in things such as people's parliament rather than just participating

in elections

Success would be in being fully aware of actions taken in implementing

resolutions

The recommendations resulting in tangible change.

The short-term goals are fundamental to the long-term success of this
endeavour. | would like the Scottish Government to initiate a national roll out into
communities based on the deliberations and recommendations made by the

people's panel

Good communication on further action being done

Meet again in 2 years to see if any of the recommendations were carried forward

| would like the committee to send regular updates as and when they are
implementing or even discussing one of our recommendations to ensure

accountability and to feel as if things have been done

90



Having a final report from the government stating which recommendations they

are going to implement and in what timeframe

MPs -> personal views _> party view -> know specifically how they vote > if

they don't like anything, tell us why with specifics

I'd hope the Committee listen carefully to the recommendations of the PP and

not look for reasons to bat them back to us!

People on the panel all feeling like their views were reflected, the committee
Substantive taking on board our recommendations and then Scottish Government taking
listening decisive action or carrying out more research based on what we have said. I've
already been part of a working group pro bono for a year where the Scottish
Government in the end ignored most of our recommendations, so | confess to

being a bit cynical.

To meet MSPs at the Scottish Parliament and hear what they have to say and

what they thought about our recommendations.

To use and listen to the Scottish people

views into policy decisions, reflecting genuine public input.

Table 26. Definitions of Panel success by participants.

Category What would success look like for you?

i The ultimate measurement would be a substantial reduction in drug deaths/harms
Recommendations ) ) ) o
) ) which have resulted due to implementation of policy influenced by the People’s
being actioned N
anel.
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Good

communication

Substantive

listening

Seeing the recommendations put into practice, as some of them are a radical

departure from current practice
How many of the recommendations are actually acted upon meaningfully.
For me, if the Scottish Government takes our recommendations into consideration

and makes them into policies, | feel this will be a success.

Implementing the recommendations made

Seeing and hearing responses and any actions against each individual

recommendation in a regular and timely manner

Hearing that our people’s panel submissions impact the final decision made by

the Scottish Government.

Following the recommendations and their implementation; getting follow-ups and

reports on the topics we discussed.

Review in one year’s time.

Hopefully it will take the views of the Scottish Public into account and act

accordingly

Decisions reflecting outcome.
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11. Appendix 3. Survey questionnaires

11.1. People’s Panel on Climate Change

11.1.1. Pre-panel survey

Assessment of People’s Panel reviewing the Climate Change Act
Net Zero, Energy and Transport Committee
Scottish Parliament

Thank you for participating in the independent evaluation of the Peoples’ Panel. Your time and insights are

instrumental in enhancing this initiative for continuous improvement.

This initial survey is to help find out what the group thinks of climate change and participation in Scotland.
The questions are designed to understand your motivations and expectations before you take part in the

panel.

The survey is anonymous and is not a test, so please answer questions honestly so we can get an accurate

picture of the views of the group.
Anonymity

To help us analyse your responses, we need to be able to link your answers to the other questionnaire you
complete at the end of the process. To keep your responses anonymous, we ask you to form an anonymous

identity (ID) code to put on both the questionnaires that you fill in.

Please form an identity code by following these instructions:

1. In the space below, list the first three letters of the town nearest to where you were born
(e.g. Inverness becomes INV).

2. Follow this with the date and month of a memorable date of your choice

(e.g. if your mum’s birthday is the 1st February you would write 0102).

In this example the ID Code becomes INV0102. Please form your own ID code and write it below. You may

also want to take a note of it for the second questionnaire that you will fill in at the end!

ID CODE
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Please tell us why you decided to take part in this Citizens' Panel.

What specific personal outcomes or benefits do you hope to achieve by participating in the people’s
panel?

Why do you believe that policymakers need to (or do not need to) engage with citizens in Climate Change

decisions?

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

questions?

1 2 3 4 5 6

Not at all  [|Slightly Somewhat |Moderately [Very Extremely

How much do you like

talking about politics?

How comfortable do you
feel when voicing your|

political opinion?

How interested are you in
hearing the opinions off

other people?
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How willing are you to
read things or listen to
people who challenge

your own opinions?

How valid do you think
lyour opinion is in any

situation?

How much do you trust
Members of the Scottish
Parliament (MSPs) to act
in the best interests of

people?

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Never” and 6 is “Always”, how often have you done any of these following

activities?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Never Almost Rarely Sometimes |Often Always
never

\Voted in an election

Created or signed a

petition

Contacted a local
councillor, MP or MSP

Taken part in a public

consultation

Taken part in a

demonstration or march

Shared your views with a
Scottish Parliament

committee
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Taken part in volunteering

What you know?

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how knowledgeable or familiar do you

feel regarding these issues?

Remember, this is not a test, so answer honestly to help us continue to improve how these Panels work.

1 2 3 4 5 6

Not atall  [Slightly Somewhat |Moderately |Very Extremely

Using critical thinking to

evaluate information

The socio-economic and
environmental impacts of]
climate change in
Scotland

The objectives set out in
Scotland’s Climate

Change laws, including

greenhouse gas
emissions reduction
targets

How the Scottish
Parliament monitors the
impact and
implementation of new

laws

The role of public
engagement in climate

change policy

Thank you for completing this survey.
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11.1.2. Post-panel survey

Thank you for participating in the independent evaluation of the Peoples’ Panel. Your time and insights help

us improve future panels.

This final survey is to help find out what the group thinks about the experience of participating in the People’s

Panel. The questions are designed to understand your experience of taking part in the panel.

The survey is anonymous and is not a test, so please answer questions honestly so we can get an accurate

picture of the views of the group.
Anonymity

To help us analyse your responses, we need to be able to link your answers to the other questionnaire you
completed at the start of the process. To keep your responses anonymous and connected to your previous
responses, we asked you to form an anonymous identity (ID) code to put on both the questionnaires that
you fill in.

Your identity code was formed by following these instructions:

1. In the space below, list the first three letters of the town nearest to where you were born
(e.g. Inverness becomes INV).

2. Follow this with the date and month of the memorable date you chose for the first survey
(e.g. if your mum’s birthday is the 1st February you would write 0102).

In this example the ID Code becomes INV0102.

Please re-write your ID code below. You may have taken a note of it previously. If you are struggling to
remember speak to a member of staff to support you.

ID CODE

What has been your favourite part of the People’s Panel process?
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What do you think we could do differently the next time to improve the People’s Panel process?

Representativeness

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1

2

3

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewhat

Moderately

\Very

Extremely

‘| felt the participants in
the People’s Panel were
broadly representative of]
the wider population of

Scotland.”

| felt that the participants
had a broad range of
perspectives on the issue
under discussion (public
engagement in climate

change).”

“As a consequence of my

participation in the
People’s Panel, | have
come to understand
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different viewpoints
relating to public
engagement in climate

change.”

Knowledge and Information

Now that you have taken part in the People’s Panel, on a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is

“Extremely”, how knowledgeable or familiar do you feel regarding these issues?

1 2 3 4 5 6

Not at all  [Slightly Somewhat |Moderately [Very Extremely

Using critical thinking to|

evaluate information

The socio-economic and
environmental impacts of]
climate change in
Scotland

The objectives set out in
Scotland’s Climate

Change laws, including

greenhouse gas
emissions reduction
targets

How the Scottish
Parliament monitors the
impact and
implementation of new

laws
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The

engagement

role

change policy

of  public

in climate

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1

2

3

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewhat

Moderately

\Very

Extremely

| learned a lot about public

engagement

engagement in climate
change from my
participation in the
People’s Panel

The experts offered
balanced and diverse
views on public
engagement in climate
change

Overall, | had sufficient

information about public

in climate

change to engage in a

meaningful discussion
with the other
participants.

Now that you have taken part, why do you believe that policymakers need to (or do not need to) engage

with citizens in Climate Change decisions?
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Facilitation and decision-making

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1 2 3 4 5 6

Not atall  [Slightly Somewhat [Moderately [Very Extremely
During the People’s Panel
process, | had ample

opportunity to express my

views

No one dominated the
discussion and everyone
had an opportunity to

speak

We were offered sufficient]
time to discuss the issue
under discussion (public
engagement in climate

change)

The facilitators
(Parliament staff) made
sure  everyone could
participate in the People’s

Panel process

| feel like the final
recommendations reflect
all of the participants’

ideas

Even though there was a
\vote at the end, | do feel
that our group discussions
are reflected in the final

recommendations
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| feel that | was pressured

into agreeing with
recommendations | do not

fully endorse.

My own ideas about public
participation in climate

change are sufficiently|

reflected in the final
recommendations.
Impact

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1

2

3

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewhat

Moderately

\Very

Extremely

It was clear from the start
what was going to happen
with the
recommendations of the

People’s Panel

that

politicians will take into

| am convinced

account the People’s
Panels
recommendations.

| am convinced that the
recommendations of the
People’s Panel will help
hold the Scottish
Government to account

and help improve future

policy
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The Scottish Parliament
should run more|
processes like this

People’s Panel

| am likely to get involved
in the work of the Scottish

Parliament in the future

| feel like participating in
the People’s Panel has
improved the way | feel
about the Scottish
Parliament and the work it
does to hold the Scottish

Government to account

In  general, | trust
Members of the Scottish
Parliament (MSPs) to act
in the best interests of]

people

Overall, I think]
participating in People’s
Panel was a positive

experience.

How would you suggest measuring the impact and effectiveness of the People's Panel in holding the

Scottish Government into account? What would success look like for you?

Thank you for completing this survey

103



11.2. People’s Panel on Drug Harm

11.2.1. Pre-Panel Survey

Assessment of People’s Panel on reducing drug harms and drug deaths
Cross Committee on Tackling Drug Deaths and Drug Harm
Scottish Parliament

Pre-panel survey

Thank you for participating in the independent evaluation of the Peoples’ Panel. Your time and insights help

us improve future panels.

This initial survey is to help find out what the group thinks of drug policy and harm reduction in Scotland.
The questions are designed to understand your motivations and expectations before you take part in the

panel.

The survey is anonymous and is not a test, so please answer questions honestly so we can get an accurate

picture of the views of the group.
Anonymity

To help us analyse your responses, we need to be able to link your answers to the other questionnaire you
complete at the end of the process. To keep your responses anonymous, we ask you to form an anonymous

identity (ID) code to put on both the questionnaires that you fill in.

Please form an identity code by following these instructions:

1. In the space below, list the first three letters of the town nearest to where you were born
(e.g. Inverness becomes INV).

2. Follow this with the date and month of a memorable date of your choice

(e.g. if your mum’s birthday is the 1st February you would write 0102).

In this example the ID Code becomes INV0102. Please form your own ID code and write it below. You may

also want to take a note of it for the second questionnaire that you will fill in at the end!

ID CODE
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Please tell us why you decided to take part in this People’s Panel.

What specific personal outcomes or benefits do you hope to achieve by participating in the People’s Panel?

Why do you believe that policymakers need to (or do not need to) engage with citizens to decide how to

reduce drug harms?

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

questions?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

How much do you like

talking about politics?

How comfortable do you
feel when voicing your

political opinion?

How interested are you
in hearing the opinions

of other people?
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How willing are you to
read things or listen to
people who challenge

your own opinions?

How valid do you think
your opinion is in any

situation?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

How much do you trust
Members of the Scottish
Parliament (MSPs) to
act in the best interests

of people?

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Never” and 6 is “Always”, how often have you done any of these following

activities?
1 2 3 4 5 6
Never Almost Rarely Sometime | Often Always
never ]

Voted in an election

Created or signed a

petition

Contacted a local
councillor, MP or MSP

Taken part in a public

consultation
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Taken part in a

demonstration or march

Shared your views with
a Scottish Parliament

committee

Taken part in

volunteering

PLEASE TURN TO THE FINAL PAGE

Over the duration of the panel we’ll explore some of the issues and subjects below. This is not a test

question! Your responses to these questions help us design good experiences for future panels.

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how knowledgeable or familiar do you

feel regarding these issues?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

Using critical thinking to

evaluate information

The impact of drug harm
and drug deaths in

Scotland

The laws and policies
around drug harm

reduction in Scotland

How  the Scottish
Parliament monitors the
impact and
implementation of new

laws and policies
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The range of solutions
available to reduce drug
deaths and drug harm.

Thank you for completing this survey.
11.2.2. Post-Panel Survey

Assessment of People’s Panel on reducing drug harms and drug deaths
Cross Committee on Tackling Drug Deaths and Drug Harm

Scottish Parliament

Post-panel survey

Thank you for participating in the independent evaluation of the Peoples’ Panel. Your time and insights help

us improve future panels.

This final survey is to help find out what the group thinks about the experience of participating in the People’s

Panel. The questions are designed to understand your experience of taking part in the panel.

The survey is anonymous and is not a test, so please answer questions honestly so we can get an accurate

picture of the views of the group.
Anonymity

To help us analyse your responses, we need to be able to link your answers to the other questionnaire you
completed at the start of the process. To keep your responses anonymous and connected to your previous
responses, we asked you to form an anonymous identity (ID) code to put on both the questionnaires that

you fill in.

Your identity code was formed by following these instructions:

1. In the space below, list the first three letters of the town nearest to where you were born
(e.g. Inverness becomes INV).

2. Follow this with the date and month of the memorable date you chose for the first survey
(e.g. if your mum’s birthday is the 1st February you would write 0102).

In this example the ID Code becomes INV0102.

Please re-write your ID code below. You may have taken a note of it previously. If you are struggling to

remember speak to a member of staff to support you.
ID CODE
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What has been your favourite part of the People’s Panel process?

What do you think we could do differently the next time to improve the People’s Panel process?

Representativeness

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

“l felt the participants in
the People’s Panel were
broadly representative
of the wider population

of Scotland.”

“ felt that the
participants had a broad
range of perspectives

on the issue under
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discussion  (reducing

drug related harms).”

“As a consequence of
my participation in the
People’s Panel, | have
come to understand
different viewpoints
relating to drug harm

reduction.”

Knowledge and Information

Now that you have taken part in the People’s Panel, on a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is

“Extremely”, how knowledgeable or familiar do you feel regarding these issues?

1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

Using critical thinking to

evaluate information

The impact of drug
harm and drug deaths in

Scotland

The laws and policies
around drug harm

reduction in Scotland

How the  Scottish
Parliament monitors the
impact and
implementation of new

laws and policies
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The range of solutions
available to reduce drug

deaths and drug harm.

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1

2

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewha

Moderatel

y

Very

Extremely

| learned a lot about the
Scottish Government's
approach to tackling
drugs deaths in
Scotland in the People’s

Panel

The experts offered
balanced and diverse
views on how to reduce

drug harms

1

2

&

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewha
t

Moderatel

y

Very

Extremely

Overall, | had sufficient
information about drug
in a

harm reduction

meaningful discussion
with the

participants.

other
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Now that you have taken part, why do you believe that policymakers need to (or do not need to) engage

with citizens to decide how to prevent drug harms?

Facilitation and decision-making

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

During the People’s
Panel process, | had
ample opportunity to

express my views

No one dominated the
discussion and
everyone had an

opportunity to speak

We were offered
sufficient time to
discuss the issue under
discussion  (reducing

drug related harms).

The facilitators
(Parliament staff) made
sure everyone could
participate in the

People’s Panel process
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| feel like the final
recommendations
reflect all of the
participants’ ideas
1 2 3 4 5 6
Not at all | Slightly Somewha | Moderatel | Very Extremely
t y

Even though there was
a vote at the end, | do
that group

discussions are

feel our

reflected in the final

recommendations

that |

pressured into agreeing

| feel was

with recommendations |

do not fully endorse.

My own ideas about
reducing drug related

harms are sufficiently

reflected in the final
recommendations.
Impact

On a scale from 1 to 6, where 1 is “Not at all” and 6 is “Extremely”, how would you respond to the following

statements:

1

2

3

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewhat

Moderately

Very

Extremely

It was clear from the
start what was going to

happen with the
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recommendations of

the People’s Panel

| am convinced that
politicians will take into
account the People’s
Panels

recommendations.

| am convinced that the
recommendations  of
the People’s Panel will
help hold the Scottish
Government to account

and help improve future

policy

The Scottish Parliament
should run more
processes like this

People’s Panel

1

2

&

4

6

Not at all

Slightly

Somewhat

Moderately

Very

Extremely

I am likely to get
involved in the work of
the Scottish Parliament
in the future

| feel like participating in
the People’s Panel has
improved the way | feel
about the Scottish
Parliament and the
work it does to hold the
Scottish Government to

account
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In general, | trust
Members of the
Scottish Parliament
(MSPs) to act in the

best interests of people

Overall, I think
participating in People’s
Panel was a positive

experience.

How would you suggest measuring the impact and effectiveness of the People's Panel in holding the

Scottish Government to account? What would success look like for you?

Thank you for completing this survey
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12. Appendix 4. Interview guidelines

12.1. People’s Panel on Climate Change

Assessment of Peoples’ Panel on Climate Policy (2024)
Citizen Participation and Public Petitions Committee

Scottish Parliament

Participants: Citizens participating in the People’s Panel
Sampling method: Critical case sampling

Inclusion criteria: Attending the panel

Recruitment method: Through the event organisers
Estimate duration: 30-60 minutes

Observation medium: Online

Recording method: Recording/ Automated transcription

Method: Semi-structured interview
Main objective: To understand how participants experienced critical aspects of the panel design.
Specific objectives

To explore participants framing of the mini public remit
To identify perceptions of political impact of the panel

To explore interactions between the group

o b

To identify key learnings and takeaways
BEFORE STARTING, ASK FOR PERMISSION TO RECORD
Theme 1: Framing of remit

e The purpose of this People’s Panel was to hold Scottish Government to account in their public
engagement work. After attending the panel, what is public engagement for you?
o Potential follow-ups: what did you learn about public engagement? Why is it necessary?
How did your understanding change?
o After all deliberations, how successful do you think government is in engaging the public in climate
change?
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o Potential follow-ups: What is your understanding of the Scottish Climate Change act? was

it better or worse than you expected? Do you feel comfortable evaluating their success?

Theme 2: Political impact

e What is your understanding about how the results of this panel will be used by the Scottish
Parliament?

o Potential follow-ups: Was there a significant moment or talk in the panels that helped you
understand how the results will be used?

o How confident are you that the Panel will have a meaningful impact?

o Potential follow-ups: Are you equally confident in Parliament and Government?

Theme 3: Interactions

o Why do you think your personal perspective was relevant to the panel?
o Potential follow-ups: Did you find it easy or hard to participate? Did the staff make you feel

comfortable? Did group dynamics make you feel confident participating and stating your opinions?

Theme 4: Learnings

o What would you say is your key takeaway from this panel?
o Potential follow-ups: Is there something specific that you learnt that is meaningful for you?

Theme 5: Miscellaneous (if there’s more time)

e How did you integrate the information received and expert presentations you listened to into your
reflections, contributions and discussions?

o What are your thoughts on the recommendations? Did they reflect the group’s deliberations?

e What do you think the purpose of the first weekend was?

o Was this process worth your time?
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12.2. People’s Panel on Drug Harm

Assessment of Peoples’ Panel on Drug Harms (2024)

Criminal Justice Committee, the Health, Social Care and Sport Committee and the Social Justice

and Social Security Committee.

Scottish Parliament

Participants: Citizens participating in the People’s Panel
Sampling method: Critical case sampling

Inclusion criteria: Attending the panel

Recruitment method: Through the event organisers, volunteers
Estimate duration: 30-60 minutes

Observation medium: Online

Recording method: Recording/ Automated transcription

Method: Semi-structured interview
Main objective: To understand how participants experienced critical aspects of the panel design.
Specific objectives

To explore participants framing of the mini public remit

2
5. To identify perceptions of political impact of the panel
4. To explore interactions between the group

5

To identify key learnings and takeaways
BEFORE STARTING, ASK FOR PERMISSION TO RECORD
Theme 1: Framing of remit

e The purpose of this People’s Panel was to produce recommendations on how to do things
differently regarding drug related harms. After attending the panel, what are drug related harms for
you?

o Potential follow-ups: what did you learn about drug harms? What are their main drivers?

o After all deliberations, how successful do you think government is in helping reduce drug harms?
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o Potential follow-ups: What is your understanding of the government’s policies around drugs
more broadly? Was it better or worse than you expected? Did you feel comfortable answering

the question on what needs to be done differently to reduce drug related harms?

Theme 2: Political impact

e What is your understanding about how the results of this panel will be used by the Scottish
Parliament?
o Potential follow-ups: Was there a significant moment or talk in the panels that helped you
understand how the results will be used?
e How confident are you that the Panel will have a meaningful impact?

o Potential follow-ups: Are you equally confident in Parliament and Government?

Theme 3: Interactions
o Why do you think your personal perspective was relevant to the panel?
Potential follow-ups:

o Did you find it easy or hard to participate?
o Did the staff make you feel comfortable?

o Did group dynamics make you feel confident participating and stating your opinions?

Theme 4: Evidence and Learnings

e How did you integrate the information received and expert presentations you listened to into your
reflections, contributions and discussions?
o What would you say is your key takeaway from this panel?

o Potential follow-ups: Is there something specific that you learnt that is meaningful for you?
Theme 5: Miscellaneous (if there’s more time)

o What are your thoughts on the recommendations? Did they reflect the group’s deliberations?

o Was this process worth your time?
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13. Appendix 5. Observation protocol

Assessment of Peoples’ Panels (2024)
Citizen Participation and Public Petitions Committee

Scottish Parliament

Participants: Citizens participating in the People’s Panel
Sampling method: Critical case sampling

Inclusion criteria: Attending the panel

Recruitment method: Through the event organisers

Estimate duration: 120 minutes

Observation medium: In person or online according to the event

Recording method: Note taking

Method: Non-participant observation
Main objective: To understand how specific elements of the dialogue design impact its outcomes
Specific objectives

1. To explore participants perceptions on panel composition
2. To explore practices and dynamics of evidence provision
3. To explore significant practices and moments of facilitation
4

To explore discourse and interactional dynamics between participants

Theme 1: Perceptions on panel composition

Guiding questions: Do participants perceive that all relevant voices are present? Do participants act

familiarly among themselves? Are there markers for otherness?

Notes:

Theme 2: Evidence provision
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Guiding questions: How do experts position themselves in front of the citizens? How are they perceived by
participants? What sort of tools or techniques do they use to explain complex content? Are they on top, on
tap or equal partners? How is the material presented and used? How diverse are expert witnesses? Do
they enter into conflict among each other or with participants? To what extent do presenters assert
arguments against and for any given complex issue? Do they represent different kinds of expertise (e.g.

stakeholder, academia, government, NGO’s)?

Notes:

Theme 3: Facilitation
Guiding questions: Following Landwehr (2014) there are at least four main tasks of facilitation.

o Constitutionalizing deliberation (how they set up deliberation): how facilitators present the process
and define meanings and objectives.

e Enforcing procedural rules:

e Rationalizing communication and keeping emotions at bay {prompting reasoning and constructive
emotionality}:

e Ensuring internal inclusion and pluralistic argumentation:

e« Summarizing, aggregating, and decision-making:

Theme 4: Interactions

Guiding questions: Following the updated DQI (Steiner, 2012), attention will be given to interruptions, use
of time, respectful/foul language, listening, justifications of ideas, force of the better argument and stories

(see Appendix).

Notes:
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