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24 attendees from outwith MHTS 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

1. Welcome and Introductions 
DH welcomed everyone to the Forum and MHTS personnel introduced themselves.

2.  Tribunal Update from the President and developments, including on visual hearings.

(i) Annual Statistics
To the year ending 31 March 2025, there were 5552 applications, so a small increase in applications. The number of hearings was over 6000, some months having seen over 500 hearings in them. Patient attendance at visual hearings is around 10% higher than Teleconference hearings, from the last time we measured this. Patient attendance at visual hearings has, in some weeks, been over 80%.

(ii) New Website
We now have a contractor in place who will be assisting with the creating of a new website; we are hopeful this will be delivered in 2026.

(iii) Courts Decisions
There was a case from the autumn that has now been concluded, with the decision taken to remit the case back to MHTS to hear over again. There was also a more recent case concerning cross border transfer, this has also been decided and the decision has been issued, initials GA if anyone wishes to read it.

(iv) Visual hearings
We have now reached a milestone of having over 50% of our monthly hearings as visual hearings (this is almost all in-person with a small number of Webex). We have sustained the 50%+ for several months in a row now and hope to continue this upward trend.


3. Applications and Appeals to the Tribunal: 

(i) Completing applications and appeals  
Casework rely on the details within applications being accurate to allow them to process a case in a timely manner. We are seeing on some occasions that there has been important information omitted from applications, and this can really slow the process down with regard to progressing an application.

(ii) Adjournment requests 
We ask here that requests for adjournments are submitted at the earliest possible opportunity. The MHTS PO are on hand every day to deal with requests as and when they come in. We also ask that the correct forms are used, and that they are served on the other parties in the case where notice is required. Changes from Teleconference to in-person hearings can be quite onerous, as well as challenging with regard to venue availability. Regarding section 100s and 99s, these usually have a 4-6 week lead-in from the time the application is submitted.  We hope this is enough time for the arrangement of an IMR if one is required, however we are still receiving late requests for adjournments for this reason. It would be helpful if this can be avoided, preferably by consideration of the instruction of an independent report at the outset of a s 99 or 100. One attendee noted that many pieces of work that solicitors are undertaking are not being paid by legal aid. Another attendee noted that it might be helpful if MHTS produced a practice note as to what is expected from solicitors who are submitting applications and managing cases. This may assist in being able to show Legal Aid that the work is a necessary part of the process.
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(iii)  Solicitors withdrawing from acting for patients 
We are aware how time critical some of the work with MHTS is.  All we ask is that we have notice as early as possible if a solicitor is withdrawing from a case. If this is due to the patient not being able to instruct any longer, then the more time we have to allow us to appoint a curator (if necessary) the better. In particular with section 50 and 100 cases, we will appoint a curator to protect the patient’s position and assess whether the application should continue. One attendee noted that if a solicitor is withdrawing late in the day, it might not be appropriate for them to attend the hearing to provide an explanation, but they may be able to provide a written explanation for the panel.

4. AOCB
One attendee noted that there had been a few issues with regard to some Child and Adolescent hearings of late and wondered if any additional training could be provided. DH noted that all members who sit on these types of cases are given training specific to this before they are able to sit on a panel, but we can consider if there is anything else we may be able to do.
DH thanked legal colleagues for the important work that they do on behalf of patients. 

5. Close of Solicitor session
Curators only session:
(i) Timeous submission of  accounts
Please look to submit accounts in a timeous manner. We updated Curators’ Guidance around this recently and we now ask that accounts are submitted within 3 months of the conclusion of the case.
(ii)  Remuneration and fees update  
A point was raised by an attendee in advance of the event regarding any possible update to the current level of fees. DH advised that our fees currently mirror the ABWOR scheme, where the fees were increased in 2023. We will keep under review for any future changes to the ABWOR scheme.  
Following a request from SCTS, where it was noted that there were considerable variations in charges within various curators’ accounts, particularly around individual items in accounts and how curators are charging for them, we will be conducting a review in this area.  There is a desire to ensure some uniformity within curator invoices to ensure fairness and parity.  Further information will follow on this once our review has been completed. 
(iii) Keeping details and availability up to date 
We appreciate contact details, such as email addresses and phone numbers, are kept up to date with us. We have a contacts log with each curator’s details on it; as well as recording your contact details here, we can also record notes to advise of any days you may not be available, as well as any other noteworthy points.
(iv) Reappointment process 2025 / 2026 

Anyone who went through the new appointment process in 2021 will be due for reappointment in 2026. We will be contacting you about this next year. It is expected that this process will not be as onerous as the 2021 tranche, but will likely require a new PVG/disclosure to be completed.

(v) AOCB and close
One attendee raised the issue of difficulties when patients are in a general hospital, more specifically Glasgow Royal Infirmary. They wondered if there was anything the tribunal could do regarding getting some better facilities. Even a simple meeting with a patient can often be difficult to facilitate. LD and DH noted that we can look into this and see what we can do to help – we have a meeting about venues regularly and can add this to this discussion topics.

An attendee noted that it would be helpful if more accurate and comprehensive details could be include for RMOs within applications that are sent on to the curators.  It can often be a struggle to get in touch with an RMO quickly. Another attendee advised that she had been told the process was for RMOs to leave certain details off applications to prevent the patient getting direct contact information.

One attend asked if the fee review will include looking at the upper limit that is set for expert reports. The current limit is almost always not enough to cover the cost of an expert report. The current process is that curators can contact MHTS and ask for permission to exceed the limit, and that will continue for now, but we can look at this as part of the wider review.

The final point made was about application paperwork, there often seems to be a lot of incorrect or missing information in this paperwork – one example is that paperwork is still noting Blythswood House as the place where the patient is, however no patients are currently there, they are all in Stobhill as work is due to be undertaken in Blythswood house.

DH thanked curators for all that they contribute to the tribunal process in protecting the rights of patients. 


End of Note

