
 

 

1. Introduction  

Connect (formerly SPTC) is Scotland’s only charity dedicated to supporting parental 

engagement in education. We are a third sector intermediary for parent groups in educational 

settings. We also work across the sector, with professionals, local authorities and others, to 

support effective working with parents and families to improve outcomes for young people.  

Connect has been closely involved with PVG and its predecessor, both because child 

protection is a critical issue for parents and parent groups, and also because parents are 

closely involved with volunteering for and on behalf of the schools and nurseries their children 

attend. Connect has more than 2000 member groups (Parent Councils and PTAs primarily) and 

we use a range of means to listen to the voice of the thousands of parents who are involved 

with our member groups.  

Since the PVG scheme was introduced we have been providing information and advice to our 

members around the Scheme and effective child protection, and for the last two years 

Connect has been an Intermediary Body for those member groups which wish to process PVG 

applications for entitled volunteers. 

In considering this consultation we therefore bring a significant level of experience of working 

with the Scheme, as well as feedback from our members to an on-line questionnaire around 

the basics of the proposals. 

In this response we confine ourselves to the area of parents and parent groups and their 

volunteer interaction with their child’s school or nursery, as this is our area of expertise. 

2. Context 

Having worked with the PVG Scheme since it was introduced, we believe we have a good 

understanding of both the legislation and the ways in which it affects parents and parent 

groups. Our observations are as follows: 
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• The legislation is extremely complex as it stands, making it very difficult for 

parents/parent groups to understand how it applies to them.  The definition of 

‘regulated work’ is challenging when applied to the activities of volunteers in a relatively 

informal group, particularly when it interfaces with schools and local authorities  

• The current Scheme is inaccessible to many with disabilities or learning difficulties, or 

who do not have English as a first language: this is an equalities issue which should be 

addressed in the revised Scheme 

• For those parent groups which do have roles which are entitled to PVG membership, 

the process is also extremely complex and the paperwork demanding: despite 

Connect’s best efforts to explain the process in straightforward terms and to support 

our members, it routinely leads to confusion and difficulty  

• Parent groups’ challenges with understanding and moving through the Scheme are 

clearly demonstrated by the fact that despite many enquiries and participation in 

training, only two groups have actually gone through the whole process and submitted 

membership applications through Connect in two years 

• The message to parents from local authorities and schools is often that all adults 

connected with the parent group or school must all have PVG membership: while this 

applies to school staff it is not true of parents.  

• There is a direct policy conflict in the way in which PVG is regularly applied to parents 

and parent groups (by school managers and local authorities). The focus of policy 

across education is to build engagement and involvement of parents with 

schools/nurseries and with their child’s education because there is strong evidence that 

parental engagement improves outcomes for children. Parents and carers cannot be 

simultaneously encouraged to be involved and also required to join the PVG Scheme to 

get involved in their child’s school 

• Parent groups are qualifying voluntary organisations, and as such can have free access 

to the Scheme. We know schools have used this free access to secure checks for 

parents who are volunteering in the school (eg helping in the library or volunteering in 

class): this saves the school money but is not within the terms of the legislation 

• Parents’ quite natural instinct to protect children often leads them to a position where 

PVG membership is seen as guaranteeing an individual’s credentials and ‘safety’ in 
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relation to children.  Connect has worked hard to dispel this myth, to clarify what the 

legislation is for and how it works  

It is our belief that the Scheme has been overused, and abused, in relation to parents and 

parent groups. Risk aversion on the part of local authorities, schools and in some cases 

parents themselves has combined a number of other factors to create the situation where 

many parents are on the scheme who should not: failure to understand the principle of 

regulated work as it applies to parent groups; lack of knowledge about terminating 

membership.  

Regulated Work Versus Protected Role 

As previously identified, the concept of regulated work has been extremely problematic and 

so we welcome the move towards a mandatory system for defined roles. In effect, we already 

have this in some areas, for example teachers, who must have PVG membership to be 

registered with GTCS. 

From our reading of the consultation, the day to day activity of parent groups associated with 

schools and nurseries would be excluded from PVG membership, unless captured under 

Volunteering (eg children’s club volunteer). This makes it clear that parent-led activities such 

as fundraising events, discos, family learning activities would not require PVG membership. 

This approach is broadly supported by our parent members.  

The situation with parent helpers or other volunteers in schools or nurseries (eg volunteering 

in the school library or on school/nursery trips under the auspices of the establishment rather 

than the parent group) is less clear and needs to be made explicit.  

From the perspective of parents generally, this approach also makes it clear that sports 

coaches and others working directly with children do require PVG membership: a welcome 

clarification. However, we do foresee the list of roles becoming a challenge as semantics are 

used to bring individual roles into – or out of – the Scheme. The oversight of this aspect of the 

scheme therefore needs to be rigorous. 

The term Protected Role is not supported enthusiastically. We would propose the terms 

Controlled, Compulsory or Mandatory are considered as alternatives: from our perspective it is 

not the role that is protected but the children or vulnerable adults, and so Protected Role 

gives the wrong emphasis. 
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In terms of the list of roles in Annex B, we note that college staff often work with school-age 

children (both in college and in the school setting) as well as vulnerable young people. As our 

schools embrace Curriculum for Excellence, a wide range of individuals may work with 

children and young people in schools and nurseries, such as Community Learning and 

Development (CLD) staff and both statutory and voluntary groups (eg youth work, family 

learning, EAL, community police), all of whom we believe should be subject to PVG 

membership.  

We are interested to see that Education Scotland staff – many of whom work in schools – are 

not explicitly required to have PVG membership (other than those who are teachers). 

3. Digital System 

The proposal to move the disclosure system onto digital is an entirely logical and 

understandable one, which in our view creates both opportunities and threats. While many of 

us use digital to access a wide range of services, it cannot be forgotten that digital exclusion is 

an issue: accessibility for those with learning disabilities or difficulties, for whom English is not 

their first language and for people who are experiencing poverty needs to be considered. 

However, digital also gives the opportunity to simplify the language and processes for 

applications, intermediaries and secondary organisations, for real-time online support for 

those completing applications and for step-by-step, user-friendly guides. 

With the right approach and support materials we anticipate that digital access would be 

welcomed by many. 

The proposed revised Scheme also includes the potential for a membership card. In our view 

this is unnecessary and not helpful: most people feel they have too many plastic cards already 

and the membership card would offer no significant advantage over a certificate. In fact it may 

be a disadvantage as it can easily by lost or mislaid, and could be seen as a short-cut to 

approval by those who do not understand the scheme or their obligations as employers. 

4. Charges 

Parent groups are small voluntary bodies with minimal income. A very small number of them 

are registered charities. We see no justification for charging parents or parent groups for their 

voluntary activities in relation to their child’s school or nursery. Indeed, there is a policy conflict 
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in this suggestion as our emphasis is on encouraging participation in learning and education 

settings. 

Those roles which may come under the scope of PVG membership (for instance volunteers 

engaged in running activity clubs, breakfast or after-school clubs), are voluntary and carried 

out for the benefit of the children and families. We strongly disagree with any proposal to 

introduce charges. 

5. Duration of Membership 

While our members agree that membership for the PVG Scheme should be for a defined 

duration, unless revoked because an individual leaves their role, there is little agreement for 

the periods outlined in the consultation. Many cite the administrative burden for the individual 

or the group in renewing membership every 1 or 3 years.  

Our proposal is that volunteers who are entitled to PVG membership should be offered five 

years membership as a minimum but with an option for up to ten years. In the context of digital 

management of membership, they should be asked regularly (every one - two years) to 

confirm continued requirement for membership. 

6. Conclusion 

In conclusion, we are broadly in agreement with the proposals outlined. As we had anticipated 

at the launch of the PVG Membership Scheme, it has been applied inappropriately in many 

cases and is widely misunderstood, leading to excessive numbers of individuals being on the 

scheme. 

These proposed changes give an opportunity for much greater clarity and – through digital 

access – much better support for those who use it. However, for that to happen and be 

effective, there will need to be a significant investment in the on-line platform and support for 

users who do not come from a professional background. 

We believe the focus in schools and nurseries should be on embedding robust child 

protection practices so that the application of common sense and principles like mutual 

supervision become the primary means by which parents and parent groups protect children, 

except where parents are involved in running clubs or groups for children under their own 

auspices. This message needs to be communicated effectively by Disclosure Scotland to local 

authorities and schools to support the communication of organisations like Connect.  
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In addition, Disclosure Scotland and organisations like Volunteer Scotland will also require to 

apply the legislation consistently and with greater clarity than we have seen: again, the 

removal of the need to make a judgement about regulated work and also defined 

membership periods will support that. 

 

On behalf of Connect 

Eileen Prior 

Executive Director 
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