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Day One 17/07/2010 
 

 
 
The interviews were conducted over a two day period which followed the 
appended itinerary and included an evening meal at the Cladhan Hotel, 
Falkirk, the day beforehand, at which all the artists were present.  The briefing 
on day one was given by Grace MacDonald of the Helix Trust and Mark 
Chapman of Ironside Farrar. Christian and John and introduced Gillian Smith 
and Catherine King who spoke briefly about their work. Alex Russell also 
attended the briefing and raised a number of questions. This was followed by 
a tour of the whole Helix site by minibus and lunch at the Dawson Centre 
attended by Alex Ferguson MSP (Presiding Officer) and Michael Matheson 
MSP (Falkirk). Community members were able to join the session and 
members of the local community also attended.  
 

 
 
In the afternoon Alex Russell and Helen Coffey led a walking tour of the area 
both in the Abbotshaugh woodland and around the local community.  A dinner 
was held at the Dawson Centre in the evening which provided an opportunity 
for artists and community opportunities to mingle.   
 
The day provided a good opportunity for the artists to absorb the thinking of 
panellists and community members and for community members to meet and 
discuss ideas with the artists without having any particular agenda. 
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Day Two 18/07/2010 
 
The day started with a two part briefing.  John and Christian had delivered an 
artists’ briefing the previous evening and in the morning Christian briefed 
panellists and community members about the day and how to approach 
making an assessment.  Christian had prepared a summary document 
itemising all the same points in the brief made by panellists in assessing the 
original expressions of interest and summarising the key comments made at 
that time as a refresher and this was circulated to the group as a reminder.  
Alongside this as a tool to help focus on the issues in the brief was a scoring 
matrix which followed closely the format and criteria set out in that document.   
 
The expressions of interest were available in a breakout room upstairs that 
the panellists were invited to use for breaks.  
 
On a scale of 1 to 5 each community member was asked to score against the 
following criteria :– 
 
1. Personal impression 
2. Community engagement potential 
3. Ability to work with others 
4. Cross disciplinary working 
5. Track record 
6. Beneficial engagement (Idea of place not a thing) 
7. Human scale 
8. Form making ability 
9. Maturity 
 
Sheets were completed by seven of the nine panellists.  Audrey Duguid was 
unable to attend the day and Barbara Brown was able only to attend the 
interviews scheduled for 4.30 pm.  Christian briefed each panellist to use this 
documentation to frame their discussions with the artists during the charettes.   
 
The charettes were broken into two sessions during the day on either side of 
lunch and allowed for five and a half hours of unprepared discussion.  During 
the charette the public were admitted and free to become involved.  The Helix 
team had organised children’s entertainment to support adult attendance at 
the charette.   
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Aggregate Scores in descending order at end of char ette two (17 Jul 2010)  
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Jephson Robb 33 33 30 31 31 33 33 32 33 289 
Richard Harris 26 24 28 32 33 28 30 34 33 268 
Shiels Flynn/Charlotte Howarth 27 31 30 28 31 30 30 29 29 265 
Rachel O'Neill 33 32 32 27 26 32 31 23 29 265 
Keith Barratt 25 24 27 29 31 27 31 32 29 255 

 
On the closure of the second charette the score sheets were collected and 
suggestions for interview questions were taken and agreed by the panel as 
follows – 
 
1. Ian Freck (opening question) “Having seen so may different people 
today we want to ensure that you have managed to co ver everything you 
want to say with everybody here.  Are there any key  points you want to 
make sure you have made with everyone?”  
 
2. Catherine King – “What is your vision for the sustainability of th is 
project” and (supplementary) “What is the key thing  to start if off?”  
 
3. Alex Russell – “What do you perceive as the potential weakness in 
your approach to this project?” and (supplementary)  “What help do you 
require in terms of support from this panel?” 
 
Interviews were to last approximately ten to fifteen minutes each and it was 
agreed that no decision would be reached as to a final appointment on the 
day.  It was agreed that Christian would write up a report of the proceedings 
and circulate it to panel members together with Mark Chapman’s comments in 
the following week. 
 
Prior to the interview starting Christian summarised the results of the charette 
scoring process.  Five people preferred Jephson, one person preferred 
Richard and one person preferred Rachel. Jephson had clearly made the best 
impression. 
 
Christian expressed a concern that the charette process had not advantaged 
Richard Harris who would have preferred the opportunity to conduct his 
charette in the woodland itself. 
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Christian also read out the comment forms completed by some of the 
teenagers who had attended the walk and charettes as follows: - 
 
Charley Morrison 
What inspires you about what you have seen? – The ideas inspire me 
because they are so into what they want to bring to the community. 
What will make it better? – If one of the artists that I pick get to be the one 
who helps in the community. 
What concerns you about what you have seen? –  One person would like 
sculptures as of the others want everyone in the community involved. 
Have you any other comments to make? – What would they like to gain out 
of this by helping the community? 
 
Chloe Louise Kemp Howe McRae 
What inspires you about what you have seen? – I really liked Richard’s art 
as he has done a lot of inspiring stuff. 
What will make it better? – If the artist that is picked really helps with the 
community and includes the community in everything. 
What concerns you about what you have seen? – All of the artists are 
really good, nice people and have shown us good work but only three artists 
have really inspired me and they are Richard and Rachel and Jephson. 
 
Julie Hayward 
What inspires you about what you have seen? – The commitment of the 
artists I’ve met and their commitment to engage with the community as part of 
the whole process. 
What will make it better? – Really taking into account what local people 
want to see – i.e. making the area child-friendly and engaging for all its future 
users.  I also like the idea of involving school children in the build. 
What concerns you about what you have seen? – I would like to continue 
to be involved. 
 
Emma Murray 
What inspires you about what you have seen? – The artists views on how 
to better the community with their projects. 
What will make it better? – I find Jephson’s and Keith’s projects very 
inspiring, they have really thought about bettering the community in an 
excellent way. 
What concerns you about what you have seen? – No concerns. 
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Panellists written comments prior to interviews. 
 
Helen Coffey – I have been watching how all artists have been interacting 
with the community.  Jephson and Rachel stand out as being very 
approachable where Keith and Richard can be quiet and I wonder if they 
could work with the wider more challenging community and the range of age 
groups that would be involved.  I like Jephson’s ideas and thoughts as this 
would introduce things back into the green space that used to be there years 
ago and make the whole of the woodlands more accessible and a space that 
could be used. 
 
Jenny Lim – Jephson Robb for me set the bar but so high I felt and still feel 
he has it all.  First choice all categories for me.  Vital [?]  we are looking for.  
His commission will excite and inspire and will truly come from the local 
population.  2nd and 3rd choices well ahead of 4th and 5th for me.  I would love 
to commission Rachel to work on a range of site specific works across the 
whole Helix site and project to trust the whole Falkirk population with the 
space.  Could we do this?  I feel she has a place in this project but not the 
Sentinel but as a force to bind the Falkirk communities to the whole project. 
 
If Jephson didn’t want the job I would choose Richard Harris for the earthwork 
as 2nd choice and Rachel still as whole site input. 
 
4th and 5th choices I don’t feel are the right people for our commission.  [?] 
shows this and I can elaborate on this. 
 
Gillian Smith – What a fantastic group of artists.  No doubt all could produce 
something wonderful. 
Charlotte Howarth – liked the vision of approach/gave an idea of how they 
would engage/gave examples of previous work to demonstrate/strong on 
engagements and landscape architects. 
Rachel – Community engagement – key.  Sees the importance of all and 
communities.  Sees experience from engineers etc. as support.  Conceptual – 
no great experience of making landform but isn’t put off. 
Jephson – Strong community engagement.  Ideas come from the community.  
Got involved with community of the past two days, young and old. 
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CB’s notes on Interviews 
 
 
Keith Barratt  
 

 
 
Question 1. Keith set out has past experience of working on similar projects 
and discussed the techniques he had used to engage people in other 
communities.  He specifically emphasised working directly with people 
through workshop based activities such as wood carving workshops, school 
groups etc. 
 
Question 2.  Keith’s approach to sustainability focussed on the extent to which 
the community would buy in to the design process and develop a sense of 
ownership of the place. Keith envisaged starting by working closely with the 
panel to identify opportunities to develop the scheme with the wider 
community.  He also wanted to initiate contact with the developers (Helix 
Trust and other professional advisers). 
 
Question 3.  Keith felt that his shyness could be an impediment but had 
always managed to overcome this in the past.  He did not answer the 
supplementary question. 
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Richard Harris. 
 

 
 
Question 1. Richard’s approach would focus around the panel’s links to 
residents and would involve him spending extended periods in the area on a 
residency basis.  He envisaged making “sketch projects” such as a very large 
community sandpit on the site to engage people with sculpting and imagining 
the environment in the environment itself.  He also mentioned the possibility of 
hiring in cherry pickers to lift people up to the height of an intended summit of 
any earthworks.  He focussed on the need to work with the drainage 
requirement on the site perhaps creating a water body as part of the project, 
the idea being to use water in a positive way. 
 
Question 2. Richard felt that the maintenance of the site was a problem that 
would require funding on a revenue basis but that on an emotional level it was 
important for people to connect with the site. He felt that fruit picking and other 
activities including the design of seating areas and shelter from the elements 
were important to increase the amenity value of the site.  One of the reasons 
that people did not linger there is that there is nothing for them to linger on or 
around.  He envisaged exploring these issues through on-site workshops. 
(Supplementary)  He proposed to start the projects by inviting panellists and 
residents to meet him and work with him directly during an extended period of 
residency in the woodland.  He saw an organised programme of workshops 
promoted to the community as being the start of the project.   
 
Question 3. Richard felt that an area of weakness might be his ability to 
engage fully with the community and hoped that the panel would be able to 
support his presence in the woodland. 
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Rachel O’Neill 
 

 
 
Question 1. Rachel’s practice focussed on social engagement.  She 
proposed an intense period of encounters with people in the area, community 
based research looking at histories, maps and relating this ‘testimony’ to 
places.  This is an area that does not tell its own story and she proposed to 
start the project with paper based initiatives setting out to research just that.  
She felt that this could take the form of a map or a book which could include 
experiential information about how people feel as well as historical information 
about the form of the landscape and its history.  She felt that this approach 
should inform any design initiative and that she would want to complete this 
exercise before working on the specific proposals for landforms. 
 
Question 2. Rachel felt that if people were better able to navigate and know 
the area they would increase their use of it and that this would help with the 
sustainability of amenity green space.  She discussed the idea of the map as 
a legacy document as well as a means of kick starting the project. 
 
Question 3.  Rachel responded to this question with shock and then diffused 
the tension with humour by asking if the panel had asked everybody this 
question or whether it was just her!  Her instinct and presence of mind in 
doing this impressed me immensely and I felt that she was a robust person 
who could tackle any reasonable situation she was likely to encounter.   
(Supplementary) The supplementary question was somewhat lost in laughter 
but she had dealt with the issue during question 1 in relation to the panel.  
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Jephson Robb 
 

 
 
Question 1. Jephson returned to the brief to which he felt there were two 
parts.  1.  The amenity value of Abbotshaugh woodland and the promotion of 
its use and 2. the movement of a large amount of spoil.   
 
He felt that the linkage between these things might appear contrived and that 
the project was partly about ‘dumping’ material.  Much of the content of the 
brief such as the establishment of views and the sense of place he felt did not 
require the construction of an elevated viewing platform.  To illustrate his point 
he made reference to the open landscape off the road at the bottom of the 
site. 

 
 
He felt that the vision for the site should be focussed on the trees.  He 
discussed the history of the trees and their role in protecting the area from 
unwanted development some 15-20 years ago with the establishment of the 
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community woodland.  Given that this objective had been achieved he now 
felt that the problem was that the trees had “taken over” and “pushed all the 
people out”, that the planting was too dense and that the woodland required 
management.  He said that the community should think of themselves as 
being landed and that their “ownership” of this site would be important if 
greater amenity use could be made of it.  He made reference to the unease 
with which many people moved in the area, a sense of enclosure and hazard 
particularly from people walking dogs.  His vision for the site was that it should 
become a great community allotment with felling operations clearing vistas 
and views and any planned movement of spoil contributing to this amenity 
building effort.  He felt that the woodland could defray some of the expense of 
forestry operations through the sale of trees and other activities. 
 
Question 2.  Jephson felt unable to look at the sustainability issue directly 
other than to say that increased use of the site would contribute to 
sustainability and that community owned operations on the site could improve 
engagement with it. (Supplementary)  Jephson’s approach to starting the 
project would be to engage and listen, further study the ground and 
understand “Bob”.  He also felt that the community centre and panel were 
assets that could help and open up this process of research. 
 
Question 3.  Jephson did not feel that he has any weaknesses but felt that 
the project presented some challenges – 1.  The size of the land involved and 
2.  The number of partners involved in the project. 
(Supplementary)  Jephson felt that the community would be supportive of 
change and the key to this was to work with the panel to secure support for 
his work with the project.  His approach would be to work with “not what I want 
what they want”. 
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(Eoghan Shiels & Charlotte Howarth) 

  
 
Question 1.  Eoghan & Charlotte set out their process starting with the history 
of the site but would look to inspire the community through visual stimuli and 
writing workshops including poetry.  They would look at the material/technical 
issues and challenges of the site, the historical and current route of the river in 
determining location for the earthworks.  They used much of this part of the 
question to show material produced in the two charettes and a set of maps 
prepared in their research for the day. 
 
Question 2.  They made a linkage between sustainability and the 
sourcing/provenance of material on site which led me to feel that they 
interpreted this question primarily in terms of the movement of earth and 
materials rather than in terms of its need for management or engagement with 
the community.  They did not point to the issue of the site requiring 
management but made clear that the design would be made in such a way as 
“to look after itself” while increasing community access and engagement. 
(Supplementary)  This had been answered in question 1 re. writing 
workshops. 
 
Question 3.  Eoghan & Charlotte worked as a good team.  They always made 
a point of listening to peoples reactions.  They felt that the key to success in 
the project was to have the support of the community panel to sustain positive 
interaction with the community.  They did not want to work in isolation on the 
project.  They also touched on the issue of their distance from the project 
which they proposed to deal with by basing themselves in Falkirk for 
substantial periods of time. 
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Closing Discussion 
 
At the close of the interviews Christian led a discussion inviting everyone 
attending to set out whether their views had been changed by the interviews 
and what their particular thoughts were.  After discussion it was decided that 
Shiels Flynn should not be considered further and that all of the other artists 
presented substantial opportunities.  Discussion focussed strongly on Richard 
Harris’ status as an art world figure and the kudos that might attach to 
appointing him.  Richard Harris had made a very powerful impression 
particularly on the young people who had attended the day.  However, those 
locally resident, Catherine, Helen, Alex and Ian all felt that his quiet manner 
might be an obstacle to successful community engagement.  There was no 
doubt as to his seriousness of purpose or the quality of his work and it was felt 
possible to appoint him. 
 
Rachel’s character and personality and her presence of mind were very much 
admired by everybody.  She was thought to be particularly robust in dealing 
with potentially challenging situations.  It was noted that in response to the 
questions she had a clear vision as to how she would kick off the project by 
using a map as a tool to engage and research for intelligence about the site 
within the community.  However, there were some reservations as to what it is 
she would actually do and a need to weigh up whether this “research” would 
lead to a positive intervention in the area or simply create a legacy project in 
print.  It was noted that Rachel had been shortlisted after argument and that 
her initial impression had not been as a front runner.  However her 
performance during the two days had convinced everybody involved that she 
was a serious contender for the job with the people skills to engage the 
community effectively.  Significantly she had succeeded in convincing Ian 
Freck who had argued against shortlisting her to the extent that she was his 
primary choice for the job!  The impression given was of a very strong 
candidate who was resilient, creative and resourceful. 
 
Jephson’s approach was quite challenging both in terms of the funding 
available to the project (its source and application) and in pointing directly to 
the need to engage with the management of the woodland.  Debate focussed 
on discussion led by Alex as to the importance of the woodland in terms of its 
integrity and its uses including that of being a carbon sink and the feeling 
expressed by others that they were in agreement with the idea of the trees 
having pushed the people out.   
 
Jephson’s vision for the site was supported by the majority of those present 
but it was acknowledged that his ideas as to the woodland management 
would require support and were to a certain extent naïve. He specifically said 
that if this project was about building a hill he was not the man for the job. As 
the funding in this project deals with the movement of spoil there is significant 
risk to its value by adopting this approach without further negotiation and 
clarification.  It was felt that Jephson would  need detailed and supportive 
briefings to help him retain the value in the project.  His ability to set out his 
vision for the site was recognised and his advocacy skills were considered 
outstanding. 
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Schedule for the two days. 
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Mary Patterson’s  interview notes 
 
Keith Barratt. 
Q.1 Summarise – 
 Rep of approach – 

- successful cooperative relationships 
- different workshops, different areas e.g. wood carving 
- different hills, embankments 
- design to mix different needs 
- trails, signposts, move through reset places, viewponts, generations 

to future 
 
Q2. Beyond Falkirk leave. Have direct ownership of woodland, school 
groups, open air theatre, legacy of opticus using space, woodcarving 
workshops. 
 
Q3, Where start – contact with ourselves 
 
Q4, Weakness? – shyness?  But always ………. 
 
Jephson Robb 
Q1. Keypoints vision, listening, thinking.  
 Hill not really where project should go.  Creation of views 
 Community land – ownership 
 Trees have taken over 
 Views many – horizontal 
 Woodland 
 Small budget – creat opps 
 Fruit orchard – community education 
 Create Sculpted land forms 
 Community been pushed out by trees 
 Carbon … function 
 Maintained – all needs answered 
Q2. Sustainability 
 How would begin.  Engage, listen, study ground, understand Bob 
 Sub Comm Centre 
Q3. Weaknesses – vastness of land 
 Partners imp. Support 
 Learning 
 What could panel do 
 Community are supportive 
 Panel support – work with 
 What they want not what I want. 
 
Charlotte  
Q.1 Starting point – listening 
 Looked to inspire community so they can inspire us 
 Emotive – visual stimulus 
 Interest – historic sites 
 Difficult question what want? 
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 Start by discovering what want ‘I like working with words’ 
 Think about your feelings using language circular poems 
 Present and work with issues 
 How to get continuity generational code message 
 Plan – turning to note about  landscape 
 Material technical issues 
 Historical route river – the old river  
 Look forward and backwards 
 Development concept – fluid approach – it evolves rather than led – ub  

something can’t be achieved. 
Q.2 Sustain – linked together sustainability……………………. 
 
Richard Harris 
Q.1 Approach – focussed around group, connections to residents 
 Process – final resolution 
 Workshop-/inside – using materials – secure cherry picker to view 
 Needs imput from people 
 Use of whats there already without destroying 
 Using water in a positive way 
 Workshops process of discovery 
2.2 Stability – how continue to be managed budget for continuing 

maintenance 
 Connect with people – part of practical uses for materials inc. …fruit  
 Design seating areas, spend time – shelter from elements  
 Start – workshops key 
Q.3 Weakness – direct work with community panel responsibility.  Not 

answering questions….panic with people 
 
Rachel 
Q.1 Socially engage 
 Intense challenged version. 
 Engaging with people.  Work with many people,  Stories, histories 

attached, responses, maps, research area, maps response to places, 
interest about place to stay.  Identified things about area – lists access 
for different people 

Q.2 How to start.  Your vision sustained – after naturally –think about 
legacy, where people  can go stay- if used becomes legacy map 
document.  YP  becomes back 

Q.3  Weakness.  Collaborate with people – well done.  
  
  
 
 
 
 


