
PPC/S5/21/2/A

PUBLIC PETITIONS COMMITTEE

AGENDA

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)

Wednesday 27 January 2021

The Committee will meet at 9.30 am in a virtual meeting and will be broadcast on
www.scottishparliament.tv.

1. Consideration of continued petitions: The  Committee  will  consider  the
following continued petitions—

PE1319: Improving youth football in Scotland;
PE1637: Ship to ship oil transfers and trust port accountability; 
PE1683: Support for families with multiple births;
PE1768: Children Hearing proceedings should be minuted and or
recorded;
PE1793: Alleviation of Water Poverty;
PE1801: Retain powers of economic and industrial intervention;
PE1808: Remuneration of vital public service employees;
PE1811: Independent sport ombudsman;
PE1812: Protect Scotland's remaining ancient, native and semi-native
woodlands and woodland floors;
PE1823: Full body scans to all neonates in Scotland;
PE1827: Support for first time buyers in areas with higher house inflation;
PE1828: Improve opportunities for employment; and
PE1829: Allow a designated visitor into intensive care wards.

Lynn Russell
Clerk to the Public Petitions Committee

Room T3.60  The Scottish Parliament  Edinburgh
Tel: 0131 348 5186

Email: petitions@parliament.scot



PPC/S5/21/2/A

The papers for this meeting are as follows—
 
Agenda item 1  

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/1

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/2

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/3

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/4

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/5

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/6

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/7

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/8

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/9

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/10

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/11

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/12

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/21/2/13

 



PPC/S5/21/2/1 
 

1 
 

Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1319: Improving youth football in Scotland 

 
Petitioner William Smith and Scott Robertson     

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to investigate— 

• the legal status and appropriateness of professional SFA 
clubs entering into contracts with children under 16 years 
 

• audit process and accountability of all public funds distributed 
by the Scottish Football Association to its member clubs 
 

• social, educational and psychological affects and legality of 
SFA member clubs prohibiting such children from participating 
in extra curricular activity 
 

• appropriateness of ‘compensation’ payments between SFA 
member clubs for the transfer of young players under the age 
of 16 years 
 

• increase the educational target from 2 hours curricular 
physical activity to four hours per week 
 

• develop a long-term plan to provide quality artificial surfaces 
for training and playing football at all ages across all regions. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE1319  

  

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 30 January 
2020. The Committee has since published its report on the petition on 22 June 
2020 and held a debate in the chamber on 19 November 2020.  
 

2. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 
 
Committee consideration 

3. PE1319 has been under consideration by the Public Petitions Committee since 
2010, with the issues raised by this petition pursued in Sessions 3, 4 and 5. The 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01319
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Committee has considered a substantial amount of oral and written evidence in 
this time from a range of stakeholders including the petitioners, former Ministers 
for Public Health and Sport, the Scottish Professional Football League, the 
Scottish Football Association and the Scottish Youth Football Association. The 
Committee has also taken oral and written evidence from the former and current 
Children and Young People’s Commissioner Scotland.  

 
4. The Committee published its report on the petition on 22 June 2020. The report 

welcomed the progress that had been made to help protect children and young 
people within the youth football system during the lifetime of this petition, 
including recent work undertaken by the SFA as follows—  

 
• the establishment of a wellbeing and protection department, which is 

overseen by an independent wellbeing and protection advisory board, 
chaired by the chief executive of Children in Scotland.  
 

• the publication of a “Child Wellbeing and Protection Strategy” covering the 
period 2019 to 2024 which is aligned to the Scottish Government’s 
framework for supporting children and young people.  

 
• A commitment to review the registration rules in relation to 15, 16 and 17-

year olds.  
 
5. In welcoming this progress, the Committee highlighted that the time it has taken 

to implement these changes has been unacceptably slow and that systemic 
issues relating to the professional youth football system in Scotland remain. 
Further information on these issues is outlined in more detail on page 3 of this 
paper. 
 

6. The report also recognised that a number of actions in the petition have been 
considered and concluded in earlier sessions of the Parliament. 

 
Actions considered and concluded in earlier sessions of the Parliament 

7. Point 2 of the petition called the Scottish Government to investigate the audit 
process and accountability of all public funds distributed by the Scottish Football 
Associations to its member clubs. In February 2012, sportscotland advised that 
public funds are invested in governing bodies according to clear investment 
principles and on the basis of robust plans with specific outcomes but that public 
funds are not invested in member clubs. The Committee acknowledged in its 
report that the Session 4 Committee was satisfied with this evidence as it was not 
pursued further in that Committee's consideration of the petition. 
 

8. Point 5 of the petition called for an increase the curricular physical activity target 
to be increased from two to four hours per week. Evidence gathered from the 
Scottish Government by the Session 4 Committee noted that it did not propose to 
increase its target to 4 hours of curricular activity per week. The Committee 
acknowledged in its report that the Session 4 Committee was satisfied with this 
evidence as it was not pursued further in that Committee's consideration of the 
petition. 

https://sp-bpr-en-prod-cdnep.azureedge.net/published/PPC/2020/6/22/PE1319--Improving-youth-football-in-Scotland/PPCS052020R2.pdf
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9. Point 6 of the petition called for the development of a long-term plan to provide 
quality artificial surfaces for training and playing football at all ages across all 
regions. The Committee acknowledged in its report that the Session 4 Committee 
noted the provision of high quality artificial surfaces is primarily a matter for local 
authorities, working in conjunction with other bodies, including within the context 
of the SFA Facilities Forum. 

Actions considered in Session 5 

10. Point 3 of the petition called on the Scottish Government to investigate the social, 
educational and psychological affects and legality of SFA member clubs 
prohibiting such children from participating in extra curricular activity. This 
particular action related to restrictions being placed on boys registered with 
professional SFA clubs, in relation to their participation in extra-curricular 
activities. In December 2016, the SFA clarified that a club cannot, and should not 
attempt to, prevent a player from also playing for their school team if they wish to 
do so. In accepting this evidence, the Committee recommended in its report that 
the SFA and SPFL should undertake regular checks with players to determine 
whether there are any issues with the application of this rule. 
 

11. The remaining issues pursued by the Session 5 Public Petitions Committee relate 
to points 1 and 4 of the petition regarding the legal status and appropriateness of 
professional SFA clubs entering into contracts with children under 16 years and 
the appropriateness of ‘compensation’ payments between SFA member clubs for 
the transfer of young players under the age of 16 years. 

 
12. The Committee considered a significant amount of evidence on these issues 

including concerns raised by the former Children and Young People's 
Commissioner Scotland about the registration of players. The current system of 
registration provides for registration periods of different durations depending on 
the age of the child or young person. For players aged from 10 to 14, the duration 
of registration is a year. For players aged 15, the duration of registration can be 
for a total of three years based on a rolling annual registration that can be 
unilaterally extended by a club.  
 

13. The former Commissioner was not supportive of this registration system and 
commented that he did “not know of any other situation in which you can hold a 
child aged 15 against their will for three years”. 
 

14. Concerns were also raised by the former Commissioner about the way in which 
compensation schemes are currently administered, stating— 

 
“As soon as a child signs with a club, there is a price on their head that is the 
cost of the compensation to release that child to play for another club. That 
cost mounts, and, to me, it gets in the way of decisions about the best 
interests of the children”. 

15. During an evidence session with the current Children and Young People's 
Commissioner Scotland in November 2019, it was confirmed to the Committee 
that issues that his predecessor raised had not been resolved. Taking into 
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consideration the balance of evidence received on these matters, the Committee 
made the following recommendations in its report— 
 

• extend the one-year registration period that applies to players in the 10-14 
year age group to 15 year-old players on the basis that players under the 
age of 16 should not be required to sign up to a system that ties them in to 
a multi-year registration.  
 

• change the system for reimbursement of training costs so that 
compensation is only required to be paid when a player signs their first 
professional contract. 

 
16. The  report also addressed the question of external regulation and whether this is 

necessary to ensure that the right balance is struck between the interests of clubs 
and the welfare of children and young people. In the report, the Committee noted 
the position of the current Children and Young People's Commissioner for 
Scotland in November 2019— 
 

“In human rights terms, it is important to have the strongest possible legal 
protection. There might, in some circumstances, be a legitimate place for self 
regulation, but when we are talking about human rights issues, as we have 
been, given the concerns that have been raised throughout this work, there is 
a compelling case for statutory external regulation.” 

17. In response to the question of what assurances the SFA could provide the 
Scottish Government to avoid the need to introduce statutory measures, Ian 
Maxwell, representing the Scottish FA stated in January 2020— 
 

“We could give it reassurances about the measures that we have in place that 
we have discussed this morning, and about our focus on children’s wellbeing 
and protection throughout Scottish football”. 

18. The report concluded that while the Committee welcomed these measures by the 
SFA, it is of the view that the interests of children and young people can only be 
served by way of external, independent regulation of youth football in Scotland.  

 
Committee debate 

 
19. On 19 November 2020, the Committee held its second debate on the petition1. 

The debate demonstrated cross party support for the Committee’s report and a 
recognition that the issues raised by the petition highlight a role for both the 
footballing authorities and the Scottish Government. Members will also be aware 
that in advance of the debate, the Children and Young People's Commissioner 
Scotland confirmed that it fully supports the Committee’s recommendations.  
 

20. During the debate, the former Minister for Public Health, Sport and Wellbeing 
recognised that the current rules regarding the registration period and the issue 
of compensation payments are “at the heart of what is a long-running debate”.  

                                                           
1 The first debate on the petition took place on 26 September 2017. 
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The Minister went on to explain that for the Scottish Government, the key issue is 
the power imbalance that the Committee refer to in its report and that the 
Government— 

 
“should work with the football authorities to consider the professional youth 
football system in detail, and the impact of any changes that have been made 
to date”. 

 
21. The Minister also recognised that while the pace of change has been slow, 

“there has been change and the football authorities have engaged on the 
agenda that the committee has brought forward”. The Minister cited progress 
that had been made to help protect children and young people in the youth 
football system including the ability for club academy Scotland players to play 
recreational football and the establishment of a young player wellbeing panel. 
The Minister also welcomed “other encouraging steps that are being taken by the 
football authorities”. 

 
22. While noting the progress that had been made, the Minister acknowledged the 

Committee’s outstanding concerns and agreed that children who play football are 
able to “participate safely in a safe environment” and that this should be “an 
absolute and overriding duty” of the Scottish FA. The Minister stated that the 
Scottish FA recognises and is committed to that that view which had been 
demonstrated to him during the many meetings he has had with the 
organisation. 
 

23. The Minister also agreed with the Committee that enough time has passed 
to consider whether the changes that have been made to date have been 
effective and that the Scottish Government will consider how best to 
assess the system and the potential impact of recommendations that are 
proposed by the Committee. As part of this consideration, the Minister stated 
that it will “continue to consider how to introduce greater external independent 
oversight of the existing system, should that be necessary”.  

 
24. During the debate, the Minister confirmed that Scottish Government 

officials are continuing to discuss the outstanding issues raised by the 
petition with stakeholders and intends to meet the children’s 
commissioner’s office, the Scottish FA and the petitioners to consider next 
steps. The commissioner’s office is facilitating a round-table discussion and this 
will take place “as soon as it is safe to have it”. Members may wish to note that 
the Minister has stated that the petitioners “are very much part of the on-
going discussion”.  

 
Petitioners responses 
 
25. The petitioners’ have submitted two written submissions to the Committee. In 

their submission of 29 June 2020, the petitioners endorse the report and its 
recommendations, while expressing their regret that the governing bodies “are 
still entrenched in their archaic beliefs and approach to young players’ best 
interests”. The petitioners also recognised that the position taken by the 
governing bodies has resulted in significant time and effort being invested by both 
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themselves and the Committee, to explore the issues raised by the petition over 
the past decade.  

26. The petitioners’ most recent submission of 19 January 2021 refers to the
commitment made by the SFA, as abovementioned, to look specifically at the
registration rules in relation to 15, 16 and 17-year-olds. The submission seeks to
establish the findings of this working group, given that the petitioners believe
sufficient time has elapsed since this commitment was made for the Scottish FA
to implement changes in this area.

27. The response also notes the Committee’s recommendations with regards to the
rules surrounding professional youth football registration questions what progress
the Scottish FA has made since the report was published in June 2020. The
petitioners are of the view that “if the Scottish FA fails to implement these
recommendations, then legislation must be introduced to ensure that these
recommendations are not ignored for any longer”.

28. The petitioners also express their disappointment that attempts to engage with
the Scottish FA and the former Minister for Public Heath, Sport and Wellbeing
have not been successful. The petitioners recognise however that in the case of
the Minister, he shortly left his post after correspondence was sent to him.

29. In closing, the petitioners express their frustration about the lack of action the
Scottish FA has taken to respond to the findings of the Committee’s report and
that the “Scottish Government must now step in to ensure that imminent action is
taken, and that children’s rights stop falling through the net at the hands of the
Scottish FA”.

Action 

30. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on the petition.
Options include—

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis 
that—

o the Committee has considered all aspects of the petition in 
significant detail over a period of 10 years covering several 
sessions of Parliament;

o the majority of actions in the petition have been considered and 
concluded in earlier sessions of the Parliament;

o the Scottish Government has committed to liaising directly with the 
petitioners as well as the Scottish FA and the Children and Young 
People's Commissioner Scotland on the remaining outstanding 
issues when restrictions will allow;
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o the Scottish FA has confirmed that a working party has been
established to review the registration rules in relation to 15, 16 and
17-year olds.

• In closing the petition, the Committee could—

o Write to the current Minister for Public Health, Sport and Wellbeing
to—

 draw their attention to the outstanding issues raised by the
petition, stressing the importance of engaging with the
Children and Young People's Commissioner Scotland, the
Scottish FA and the petitioners at pace to address the
outstanding issues raised by the petition and;

 request that they provide an update to the Scottish
Parliament committee responsible for sport by the end of
2021 on the work that has been progressed.

o Write to the Scottish FA to request that they also provide an update
on its review of the registration rules in relation to 15, 16 and 17-
year olds to the Scottish Parliament committee responsible for sport
by the end of 2021.

o Write to the current Convener of the Health and Sport Committee to
draw their attention to the requests made to the Minister for Public
Health, Sport and Wellbeing and the Scottish FA for updates to be
provided to their successor committee;

o Write to the petitioners to ask them to note that they would be able
to submit a new petition in the future, specifically focussed on the
outstanding issues identified in this paper, should insufficient
progress be made by the Scottish Government, the Scottish FA and
the Children and Young People's Commissioner Scotland.

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting — 

• PE1319/EEEE: Petitioners submission of 29 June 2020 (66KB pdf)
• PE1319/FFFF: Petitioners submission of 19 January 2021 (102KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1319_EEEE.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1319_FFFF.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01319
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1637: Ship-to-ship oil transfers and trust port accountability 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Greg Fullarton on behalf of Cromarty Rising 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
ensure that environmental legislation in Scotland is sufficient to 
prevent ship-to-ship transfers of crude oil in environmentally sensitive 
locations, such as the Inner Moray Firth, and to enhance the 
accountability of trust port boards to their stakeholders. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/shiptoshiptransfers 

 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee at its meeting on 
12 November 2020. At that meeting, the Committee took evidence from the 
Minister for Energy, Connectivity and the Islands. 

2. The Committee agreed to consider the evidence heard alongside forthcoming 
written evidence from the Minister, and others with an interest in the petition, at 
a future meeting. 

3. Submissions have been received from the Minister for Energy, Connectivity and 
the Islands, four submissions from the Port of Cromarty Firth and two 
submissions from the petitioner. 

4. The Committee is invited to consider its next steps. 

Committee consideration 

Stakeholder engagement 

5. At its meeting on 12 November 2020, the Minister for Energy, Connectivity and 
the Islands advised he takes to heart the very real concerns of the communities 
that live around the Moray and Cromarty firths over the now withdrawn 
application from the Cromarty Firth Port Authority to undertake ship-to-ship 
transfers of crude oil at sea in the Moray Firth. 

6. The Minister advised the Scottish Government has written four times to the 
United Kingdom Government to seek devolution of the powers to determine 
applications for ship-to-ship oil transfer licences within Scottish waters . He also 
advised the Secretary of State for Transport undertook a light-touch review of 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/shiptoshiptransfers
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the regulations in 2017 and amended them earlier this year, all without 
consultation with Scottish ministers. 

7. When consent is given for any regulated activity that takes place in Scottish 
waters, it is for the regulator to ensure that environmental legislation is 
complied with. In the case of ship-to-ship oil transfer licences, the Minister 
advises that responsibility currently sits with the UK Government. 

8. In relation to Trust Ports across Scotland operating with reference to the 
Modern Trust Ports for Scotland: Guidance for Good Governance, the Minister 
advised complaints against trust ports in Scotland are very low in number.  
Scottish Government records show that, this year, it received five 
representations about trust ports, of which two related to Cromarty Firth Port. 

9. During the evidence session, the Minister’s Official advised that larger trust 
ports are required to have liaison groups with their local communities, so that 
they can deal with any complaints that they have received. 

10. The Scottish Government insist that trust ports should do all that they can to 
comply with the guidance. However, the Minister accepts that not all trust ports 
will be in a position to comply fully with every provision in the guidance and 
believes that trust port boards should exercise their own judgment on the 
essential elements of their operations. 

11. The Minister advised the Scottish Government are “trying to take a 
proportionate, reasonable and pragmatic approach by not enforcing things 
through legislation and instead putting them in guidance.” However, he would 
encourage any party with concerns about the Port of Cromarty Firth (PoCF) or 
any other trust port in Scotland, or who believes that their port is acting illegally 
or is otherwise in breach of the principles of the trust port, to follow the 
processes for having those concerns fully considered. 

12. All ports in Scotland are expected to be good neighbours. The Minister notes 
the port authority has said that it investigates each complaint that it receives 
and, where possible, undertakes monitoring to measure and investigate. 

13. In his follow-up letter of 11 December 2020 the Minister for Energy, 
Connectivity and the Islands confirms Transport Scotland has received 5 
complaints about trust ports in Scotland across the last 12 months, of which 2 
relate to PoCF. A number of other complaints were highlighted at the 
Committee and it is likely that these will have been directed to the port or to the 
local authority (with responsibility for noise or traffic congestion). The Highland 
Council have confirmed to the Minister that they directly received 26 noise 
complaints from 16 different stakeholders in 2020. 

14. PoCF has confirmed to the Minister that the total number of individuals 
complaining to them is nine - four people from Cromarty (accounting for 18 
complaints) and five people from Invergordon (accounting for five complaints).  

15. The Minister notes that as context, while not diminishing the importance of the 
complaints to those complainants, it is important to note that of the 18,000 
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residents living around the Cromarty Firth, the individuals’ complaints account 
for 0.05% of the community population. 

16. From the number of complaints made, the Minister states “guidance would 
appear to be serving the purpose for which it was intended and protocols put in 
place by ports are generally robust enough to deal with complaints made.” 

17. In its submission of 14 January 2020, the Port of Cromarty Forth notes it is its  
duty to operate in a manner which respects the interests of all our stakeholders, 
not just one group. It states it is acutely aware of the challenges it faces in 
obtaining the best balance of stakeholder interests to achieve a ‘common good’ 
for all, and it is confident that the Port’s activities are supported by the vast 
majority of stakeholders. 

18. The submission highlights that the most significant impact which PoCF has 
within local communities and the regional economy, is the creation and support 
of essential employment opportunities, and a Highlands & Islands Enterprise 
study highlighted that within the local area 1 in 6 people are employed in port-
related activity. 

19. It advises oil and gas rig activity within the Cromarty Firth is a critical service 
offered to the industry and a major source of employment for the local and 
regional workforce. 

20. PoCF advise local community interests are always considered and, subject to 
availability, the Port limits the use of anchorage locations adjacent to the 
Cromarty Firth’s communities for warm-stacked rigs and those undertaking 
major work scopes. However, on occasions near-shore anchorages are the 
only suitable locations. Whilst the rigs are moored in the Cromarty Firth, PoCF 
requests that measures are put in place to mitigate against excessive noise 
being created so far as is reasonably practicable. 

21. The submission states that PoCF operates a policy of open engagement and 
dialogue and work closely with all stakeholder groups, including the nine 
communities that border the Cromarty Firth. PoCF advise it undertakes an 
extensive programme of engagement to understand the interests and 
requirements of stakeholders, which is used to inform the Port’s decision 
making process, commercial objectives and operating strategy. 

22. PoCF highlight it has convened the Joint Community Council meetings for five 
years and that these meetings provide an opportunity to give updates on 
current Port activities, sectoral developments and future strategy along with 
providing an opportunity for participants to express any concerns. 

23. Over the last 12 months PoCF advise it has not received any direct 
communication from Cromarty Rising. 

24. In December 2019 and throughout 2020, a series of collaborative workshops 
regarding Invergordon cruise infrastructure were organised by PoCF and held 
with a range of representatives including Invergordon Community Council and 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_M.pdf
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Invergordon Development Trust. PoCF notes it also convenes a ‘Cruise 
Stakeholder Group’. 

Right to appeal 

25. The Minister was asked what advice he would offer to someone who has been 
unable to resolve their issue directly with the trust port, but does not have the 
financial means to take it to court. 

26. The Minister advised that if anybody believes that a port, whether it is a trust 
port, a private port or a local authority port, is operating outside its powers as 
set out in legislation, they should raise that with the trust port board or 
alternative in the first instance. He maintains there are potential routes for 
recourse for specific issues such as noise complaints and in that case, the 
route would be through the local council. 

27. He continued that ultimately, a community or an individual has the option to 
consider a legal remedy via the courts and that it may well be that support is 
available for individuals.  

28. The “Modern Trust Ports for Scotland: Guidance for good governance” states 
that, if a complainant does not believe that the response that they have 
received from the trust port— 

“is reasonable in addressing the grounds of his or her concern, the matter 
should be reported to Scottish Ministers who may assist in resolving any 
dispute in their role as ‘honest broker’.” 

29. However, the Minister advises that Ministers “have no locus in regulating the 
commercial decisions or activities of a trust port, nor do we become involved in 
good-neighbour disputes, because those are matters for the board to resolve in 
the way that I described earlier. Our interest is in ensuring that the board does 
not take decisions in an arbitrary, unaccountable manner that is inconsistent 
with the spirit of the guidance.”  

30. In his follow-up letter of 11 December 2020 the Minister for Energy, 
Connectivity and the Islands states that there is little difference between the 
duties of a trust port board member and those of the members of a private 
company port's board. Company port boards are accountable to their 
shareholders, the trust ports to their stakeholders. Both have a clear and 
unambiguous duty to these groups and are accountable to the general public 
for the way in which they exercise the statutory powers and duties devolved 
onto them by Parliament. 

31. The submission advises that Ministers’ role as “honest broker” is limited to 
working with the port and stakeholders to resolve conflicts and ensure the 
board does not take decisions in an arbitrary unaccountable manner which is 
inconsistent with the spirit of the guidance. An example of where Scottish 
Ministers’ role could be applied is highlighted that if there was a complaint from 
a stakeholder of a perceived unreasonable increase in port fees, or if a 
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stakeholder believed they were being treated unreasonably compared to other 
businesses on access to the port, with no explanation from the port. 

32. The Minister notes that Transport Scotland officials meet with the majority of 
Scottish ports three times per annum at the British Ports Association’s Scottish 
Ports Group Committee meetings, along with fortnightly meetings with some of 
the main ports, and are in regular correspondence with individual ports on a 
wide range of issues. 

33. The Committee questioned whether legal aid could be provided to assist 
stakeholders investigating whether a port has acted outwith their legal 
compliance. The Minister advises that in the first instance a stakeholder will 
want to obtain advice from a solicitor to find out what could be done, and they 
can do this using the Civil Advice and Assistance Scheme provided they are 
financially eligible.  

34. In its submission of 14 January 2020, the Port of Cromarty Forth confirms it 
received noise complaints against six events in the Cromarty Firth in 2020.  

35. PoCF advises it operates a robust system and procedure to manage noise 
complaints when they are formally received. The complaint is recorded within 
its HSEQ database and a follow-up communication takes place directly with the 
complainant (if requested). The operator of the associated vessel/rig is advised 
to reduce noise-generating activity as far as practicable and to remain within 
the legal limits. If a pattern of complaints have been received regarding an 
operation or vessel, PoCF try to identify proactive measures to mitigate against 
excessive noise being generated. 

36. The submission notes PoCF has invested in staff training and equipment to 
carry out noise monitoring following noise complaints and tests completed in 
2020 found all noise levels to be within the legal limits. 

Public funding 

37. The Scottish Government has previously stated that trust ports operate in a 
commercial environment, usually with no direct public funding. However, the 
Cromarty Firth Port Authority received Scottish Government funding worth £7.5 
million for a new cruise hub development, which followed a £4 million grant 
from Highlands and Islands Enterprise in August 2014. 

38. The Minister advised that ports, just like any other business, can apply to 
economic development agencies for support for large-scale developments that 
are beyond their normal operations or are considered to be of wider economic 
significance. He clarifies the £4 million grant funding from Highlands and 
Islands Enterprise in 2014 was viewed as future proofing the port. 

39. It was highlighted by the Minister that it is normal for a fair work framework to 
be a core condition of such funding. 

40. In his follow-up letter of 11 December 2020 the Minister for Energy, 
Connectivity and the Islands states the £4m funding from Highland and Islands 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_O.pdf
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Enterprise in August 2014 was provided on the basis that the majority of project 
funding should come from private sources. He notes it would be accurate to 
reflect that the 4 cruise hub element of the project (£7.5m) would not have 
happened without the additional quayside (£4m) having been delivered first. As 
with all financial investments made by HIE, standard terms and conditions are 
applicable. 

41. In its submission of 14 January 2020, the Port of Cromarty Forth notes it made 
strategic investments into the Port’s infrastructure to future-proof the facility and 
ensure there is sufficient capacity and capability to meet the requirements of 
key industries, such as offshore renewables, oil & gas and cruise. 

42. PoCF completed the Phase 3 development in 2015, which involved the 
reclamation of 11 acres of laydown area and the creation of a new 154m deep-
water quayside. The total project cost was £24m, which was funded through the 
following sources:  

• PoCF funding - £17.4 million 

• Highland and Islands Enterprise (HIE) funding - £4.0 million 

• European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) - £2.6 million 

43. PoCF confirm that no inducement was offered to withdraw its ship-to-ship oil 
transfer application. 

44. The submission states that construction of PoCF’s Phase 4 development is 
currently ongoing and will provide an additional 9 acres of laydown area and a 
new 218m deep-water quayside. 

45. The estimated project cost is £31m, which has been funded through the 
following sources: 

• PoCF Funding - £10.25 million 

• HIE funding (including ERDF) - £7.75 million 

• Bank borrowings - £13 million 

Freeport initiative 
46. The Minister confirmed there has been engagement between the UK and 

Scottish Governments on freeports. The Scottish Government welcomed the 
engagement and continue to have regular dialogue with the UK Government on 
the matter. It is understood that the UK Government has made it clear that any 
process for selecting freeports in Scotland would be agreed on and undertaken 
jointly by the UK and Scottish Governments. 

47. The Scottish Government has not yet taken a decision on free ports but the 
Minister advised it remains open to exploring the policy and its potential 
benefits, but are aware of its potential detriments, such as economic 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_N.pdf
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displacement, because a freeport potentially displaces activity away from other 
ports and harbours. 

48. Key information requested by the Scottish Government from the UK 
Government, including on the tax and finance levers that the UK Government 
intends to apply, has not yet been shared. As a result, the Minister advises the 
Scottish Government is unable to make a full assessment of the risks and 
opportunities of the policy for Scotland, or to calculate the likely impact on 
Scotland’s economy and finances. 

49. In its submission of 14 January 2020, the Port of Cromarty Forth advises  a 
freeport would ensure Scottish companies can remain competitive and are not 
disadvantaged against international competitors in the offshore wind sector. 

50. With regards to public consultation, the submission advises a major media 
campaign has been undertaken to raise awareness and seek feedback on 
Opportunity Cromarty Firth’s proposals over the past six months, in addition to 
two public meetings, a stakeholder round table, a presentation to Inverness 
Chamber of Commerce members as well as multiple briefings and 
presentations to politicians, businesses, community councils, port users and 
other stakeholders. 

51. Members should note freeports are outwith the scope of this petition. 

Petitioners submissions 

52. The petitioners believes a position has been created where governance over 
Scottish trust ports has been “relinquished in exchange for the removal of 
several hundred million pounds from Scotland’s debt, (as recorded by ONS)”. 
They believe “it has been demonstrated that no matter what level of impacts 
there are for the environment or stakeholders, Scottish Ministers will not 
oppose Scottish Trust Ports in any way.” 

53. The petitioners note no financial assistance is available to stakeholders apart 
from minor pre-court costs but only to those in low wealth situations. They feel 
this leaves community port stakeholders powerless to address issues such as 
ship to ship transfer (STS) which may require judicial review. The petitioners 
believe Ministers have “strengthened the hand of wealthy ports in dealing with 
complaints from stakeholders.” 

54. The submission notes the petitioners are of the opinion that: 

“the key legislation in the form of the Harbours (Scotland) Act 2015 and 
guidance in the form of Modern Trust Ports for Scotland: Guidance for Good 
Governance 2012, have left the Scottish government with no fiscal, fiduciary, 
legal or operational control over Scottish trust ports.” 

55. The petitioners believe Trust Ports have no external governance that they 
“control national assets, responsible to themselves and their self-appointed 
boards. There is no regulation, no real accountability and no audit of their 
action.” 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_P.pdf
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56. The submission notes more than 105,000 people objected to PoCF plans for 
crude oil transfers within a protected area for bottlenose dolphins. 25 
community councils either opposed the plans outright, or expressed concern. 
The petitioners advise that to describe this level of disapproval of PoCF 
activities as just one group is a very inaccurate characterisation. 

57. The petitioners advise PoCF have one-way communication with stakeholders. 
They highlight various times contact has been made by Cromarty rising which 
has been ignored. 

58. In relation to noise complaints, the petitioners note the Cromarty Firth 
Confirmation Order Act 1974 requires PoCF to create Byelaws to prevent 
nuisance in and around the Cromarty Firth. It also highlights that the Statutory 
Nuisance Provisions of the Public Health etc. (Scotland) Act 2008, which 
identifies that each Local Authority has a duty in law to inspect and detect 
whether a nuisance exists or is likely to occur or reoccur. They note this 
legislation enables Ministers to implement their responsibilities under 
international Health Regulations. 

Action 

59. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options the 
Committee may wish to consider include— 
 
• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that— 

o the licencing of ship-to-ship transfers is reserved to the UK 
Government and the Committee does not have a remit to intervene in 
relation to the specific application in the Cromarty Forth; 

o evidence provided to the Committee notes low number of complaints 
against trust ports in Scotland and open engagement and dialogue 
exists with stakeholder groups, including the nine communities that 
border the Cromarty Firth. 

• Any other action that the Committee wishes to take. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting— 

• PE1637/L: Minister for Energy, Connectivity and the Islands submission of 11 
December 2020 (90KB pdf)  

• PE1637/M: Port of Cromarty Firth submission of 14 January 2021 (116KB pdf) 
• PE1637/N: Port of Cromarty Firth submission of 14 January 2021 (89KB pdf) 
• PE1637/O: Port of Cromarty Firth submission of 14 January 2021 (91KB pdf) 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1637_L.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1637_L.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_M.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_N.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_O.pdf
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• PE1637/P: Port of Cromarty Firth submission of 14 January 2021 (84KB pdf)
• PE1637/Q: Petitioner submission of 19 January 2021 (92KB pdf)
• PE1637/R: Petitioner submission of 19 January 2021 (222KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_P.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_Q.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1637_R.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/shiptoshiptransfers
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5) 

Wednesday, 27 January 2021 

PE1683: Support for families with multiple births 

Note by the Clerk 
 

Petitioners Jennifer Edmonstone 
 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
provide better support for multiple birth families, including both 
financial and non-financial support. 
 

Webpage parliament.scot/gettinginvolved/petitions/supportformultiplebirths 
 

 Introduction 
 
1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee at its meeting on 

25 November 2020, when it agreed to write to the Minister for Children and 
Young People and to COSLA.  
 

2. The Committee has received a response from the Minister for Children and 
Young People. The petitioner was invited to respond, however, a submission 
has not been provided to date. 

 
3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 

 
Committee consideration 
 
4. The Committee wrote to the Minister for Children and Young People to 

request— 
 

• an update on what progress has been to work with Twins Trust to 
commission research in order to better understand the challenges facing 
families with multiples;  

 
• her view on what support could be provided to mothers of multiples, who 

are unable to return to work following maternity leave when childcare 
costs for two, or more, children are prohibitive.  

   
5. In her most recent written submission, the Minister notes that a meeting is 

planned between Scottish Government officials and Twins Trust for 21 January 
2021, to discuss possible routes into developing research, with the aim of better 
meeting the needs of multiple birth families. 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/supportformultiplebirths
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6. Responding to the query on support for mothers of multiples, the Minister states 
that the UK and Scottish Government both have a role in supporting families 
with childcare costs and providing access to high quality early learning and 
childcare to all children in Scotland. This support is provided through— 

 
• The benefits system, for those receiving Universal Credit and Tax 

Credits, they can recover some childcare costs through their claims;  
• Tax Free Childcare, which allows parents or carers to top up money they 

put aside for childcare costs; and  
• Funded Early Learning and Childcare (ELC) – for all children from age 3 

and a targeted offer for 2-year olds who meet the eligibility criteria.  
 

7. The Minister states that although the Scottish Government understands there 
can be an impact on family circumstances as a result of a twin or multiple birth, 
there are no plans to extend funded ELC for children under 3 who are part of a 
multiple birth, on the basis of this factor alone.  

 
8. In her submission, the Minister explains that eligibility criteria for funded ELC for 

children under 3 largely focus on qualifying low and no income benefits and 
care experience. She went on to state, however, that the Scottish Government 
welcomes suggestions and proposals to improve that targeting and will 
consider new evidence as it is published. 

 
9. The Minister also reiterates that local authorities have discretion to provide 

funded ELC to any child they see fit. She advises that if families feel their 
children would benefit from early access to funded ELC, they can contact their 
local authority to discuss what is available locally.  

 
10. In her submission, the Minister highlights the Scottish Government commitment 

to increase the funded early learning and childcare hours entitlement from 600 
hours to 1140 hours for all three- and four-year olds, and eligible two-year olds.  

 
11. The Minister explains that the Scottish Government was unable to meet its 

original August 2020 implementation date for 1140 hours, owning to the impact 
of the Covid-19 public health emergency. The Minister is confident, however, 
that this policy will be fully implemented by August 2021, with around 80% of 
eligible children already benefiting from increased funded hours. 

 
12. The expansion of this policy to 1140 hours per child will be worth up to £4,500 

per child, benefitting all families, including those with multiples. 
 

13. The submission also highlights other supports available such as the Neonatal 
Expenses Fund and Scottish Child Payment which could be relevant to families 
with multiples.  

 
14. In recognition of the fact that twins and multiple births are more likely to require 

neonatal care, the Neonatal Expenses Fund provides support for travel and 
food costs for parents who have a premature or sick newborn baby in a 
neonatal unit at hospital.  
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15. The Scottish Child Payment is being introduced for low income families with
children under 6, from 15 February 2021. The Scottish Government intends to
roll out this benefit to families with children under 16 by the end of 2022.

16. The petitioner has previously highlighted what she sees as a fundamental
unfairness regarding Child Benefit which, in the case of families with multiples,
provides a higher payment for the first born child, and a lower payment to a
child or children who may be merely minutes younger.

17. In her submission, the Minister notes that the Scottish Child Payment provides
a payment of £10 per week, for every eligible child.

Action 

18. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on this
petition. Options include—

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis
that the Scottish Government—

o is implementing policies to support low income families,
including those with multiples;

o has no plans to extend funded Early Learning and Childcare for
children under 3 who are part of a multiple birth, based on this
factor alone; and

o is working with Twins Trust to discuss possible routes into
developing research, with the aim of better meeting the needs
of multiple birth families.

• To write to the Minister for Children and Young People and to Twins
Trust to request an update on its discussions regarding possible
routes into developing research, with the aim of better meeting the
needs of multiple birth families.

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting— 

• PE1683/O: Minister for Children and Young People submission of 18
December 2020 (84KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1683_O.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1683_O.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/supportformultiplebirths
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5) 

Wednesday, 27 January 2021 

PE1768: Children Hearing proceedings should be minuted and or recorded 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner James Mackie 

Petition 
summary 

Calls on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
ensure that all proceedings in a Children's Hearing are minuted or 
recorded. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01768 

 
Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered on 24 September 2020. At 
this meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish Government to seek 
its view on the suggestion that there may be scope to establish a way of 
recording the key points resulting from a Children’s Hearing without this impeding 
on the intended informal and participative nature of these meetings.  

2. The Committee has written a response from the Scottish Government. The 
petitioner was invited to respond, however, a submission has not been provided 
to date.  

3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 

Committee consideration 

4. In its most recent submission of 22 December 2020, the Scottish Government 
explains that, at present, a “Record of Proceedings” is kept for each Children’s 
Hearing. This notes why a hearing has been arranged, who is present and 
absent, as well as the decisions that are taken and the reasons for them.   
 

5. The key points that result from a hearing are primarily included in the reasons for 
decisions and Children’s Panel members serving on hearings recognise that the 
reasons must reflect the discussion that has taken place and explain why the 
particular decision was made.  

 
6. The submission notes that written decisions prepared by panel members, and 

included in the Record of Proceedings, should be sufficiently detailed to make 
clear— 

 
• what they have decided; 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01768
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• why they have made each decision, and what information they have relied 
on; 

• what outcomes the decision is designed to bring about; and  
• what the child’s views are and that these views have been taken into 

account.   
 

7. In recording the reasons for decisions, panel members may include— 
 

• details of minority decisions and the reasons for them;  
• any opposing views provided to the hearing;  
• any requests made to the hearing for a particular decision but where the 

hearing does not make such a decision; or  
• significant consideration of a possible decision which is subsequently not 

made.  
 

8. In addition, the statutory procedural rules relating to children’s hearings allow the 
Children’s Reporter to record information additional to the decisions and actions 
of the hearing where the Reporter considers that appropriate.   
 

9. The Scottish Government believes that, as a consequence, there is considerable 
scope for panel members and reporters to be flexible and pragmatic about what 
information must be recorded and made available to all attendees at future 
hearings.  

 
10. In its submission, the Scottish Government acknowledges the petitioner’s 

outstanding concerns. It believes however that full minuting or recording of every 
hearing would be disproportionate, resource intensive and have a negative 
impact on the meaningful participation of children and young people. 

 
Action  

11. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on this petition. 
Options include–  

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that— 

o a Record of Proceedings is kept for each Children’s Hearing which 
notes why a hearing has been arranged, who is present and absent, as 
well as the decisions that are taken and the reasons for them, and that 
this record should be sufficiently detailed to make clear what has been 
decided, why a decision has been made, what information has been 
relied on, what outcomes the decision has been designed to bring 
about and what the child’s views are and that these views have been 
taken into account; and  

o the Scottish Government has confirmed that the full minuting or 
recording of every hearing would be disproportionate, resource 
intensive and have a negative impact on the meaningful participation of 
children and young people. 
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• To take any other action members consider appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submission is circulated in connection with consideration of the petition 
at this meeting— 

• PE1768/D: Scottish Government submission of 22 December 2020 (56KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage.  

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1768_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01768
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5) 

Wednesday, 27 January 2021 

PE1793: Alleviation of Water Poverty 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Gordon Walker 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
remove water and sewerage charges from all households in Scotland 
on a low income or benefits. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01793 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee at its meeting on 
25 November 2020, when it agreed to write to the Scottish Government.  

 
2. The Committee has received a response from the Cabinet Secretary for 

Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform. The petitioner was invited to 
respond, however, a submission has not been provided to date.  

 
3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 

Committee consideration 

4. In her most recent written submission, the Cabinet Secretary for Environment, 
Climate Change and Land Reform reiterates that the Scottish Government 
considers that water charges should remain linked to council tax bands as it is 
committed to affordability of water charges and believes that in the vast majority 
of cases, higher banded houses are occupied by higher income households. 
 

5. The Cabinet Secretary states that the Principles of Charging for 2021–27 were 
published on 7 December 2020 and that these include measures that seek to 
protect those least able to afford water charges.  

 
6. These measures include— 

 
• increasing the maximum discount under the existing water charges 

reduction scheme (WCRS) from 25% to 35%; and  
 

• extending the WCRS to include around 290,000 households that receive 
a 25% single person discount 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01793
https://www.gov.scot/publications/principles-of-charging-2021-2027/
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7. Furthermore, the Scottish Government will lend Scottish Water up to 
£1.03billion in the 2021-2027 period to keep downward pressure on water 
charges in the face of the need for increased levels of investment that have 
been identified.   

 
8. The Cabinet Secretary welcomes the submission from Citizens Advice Scotland 

(CAS) and states that the Scottish Government is working closely with CAS on 
affordability and responsible debt recovery methods.   

 
9. The Cabinet Secretary notes that CAS recommends that customers’ bills 

should be clearer and states that she would be happy to ask Scottish Water to 
work with stakeholders to consider how communications could be improved to 
ensure that customers, and in particular those that receive 100% Council Tax 
Reduction and therefore do not pay anything towards Council Tax, are made 
aware of any liabilities for water and sewerage charges.   

 
10. Regarding CAS’ recommendation in relation to debt recovery practices, the 

Cabinet Secretary states that each local authority has discretion to allow them 
to take a case-by-case approach to deciding if it is appropriate to make a Water 
Direct request to DWP to allocate part of the individual’s social security 
payment towards that their water debt and a second deduction to cover current 
charges.  

 
11. The submission states that it would be a matter for individual local authorities to 

consider the practicality of undertaking pre-action assessments of individuals’ 
ability to pay, as suggested by CAS. 

 
12. Regarding CAS’ recommendation in relation to reducing the statute of limitation 

that allows local authorities to recover water charges from 20 years to six years, 
the Cabinet Secretary states that taxes payable to the Crown (HMRC and 
Revenue Scotland) and to local authorities are exempt from the five-year 
negative prescription period.  

 
13. The Cabinet Secretary asserts that there should be no distinction made 

between taxes owed to central government and those owed to local authorities 
as to do so could lead to the undermining of local taxation. 

 
14. The Cabinet Secretary also highlights that a 20-year negative prescription 

period for recovery of arrears allows local authorities to quickly begin the 
recovery process at minimal cost to taxpayers and for those who owe arrears 
can enter into long-term arrangements. The submission notes that changing 
and shortening the prescription period could jeopardise this. 

 
15. The submission goes on to state that although local authorities have 20 years 

before debt owed is extinguished by prescription, it does not follow that they 
can wait 10, 15 or 19 years before attempting recovery. As Scots law 
recognises the separate doctrine of delay, were local authorities to wait unduly 
before seeking to recover their debt, then a debtor may be able to bar a local 
authority from enforcing their rights. 
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Action 

16. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options
include—

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that—

o water charges are linked to the council tax banding of the house
occupied as that will frequently reflect the ability to pay and allow
discounts and exemptions which apply to Council Tax to also be
available for water and sewerage charges;

o the Scottish Government is working closely with CAS on affordability
and responsible debt recovery methods; and

o as part of the Principles of Charging for 2021-27, the maximum
discount under the existing water charges reduction scheme (WCRS)
is increasing from 25% to 35%; and the WCRS is being extended to
include around 290,000 households that receive a 25% single person
discount

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting— 

• PE1793/E: Cabinet Secretary for Environment, Climate Change and Land
Reform submission of 13 January 2021 (67KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage.  

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1793_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1793_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01793
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1801: Retain powers of economic and industrial intervention 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Vincent Mills on behalf of Radical Options for Scotland and 
Europe 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
negotiate with the UK Government to ensure that in any future EU 
withdrawal agreement, Scotland retains the power to provide state aid 
to workplaces threatened with closure; take public utilities such as rail, 
bus and power fully back into public ownership and require public 
sector contractors to recognise trade unions and collectively bargain 
wages. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE1801 

 

Background 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered on 12 November 
2020. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government and the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and 
Industrial Strategy.  

 
2. The Committee also agreed to highlight the issues raised in the petition 

to the Finance and Constitution Committee. 
 

3. Responses have been received from the Scottish Government, the 
Finance and Constitution Committee and the UK Minister for Small 
Business, Consumers and Labour Markets.  

 
4. A submission has also been received from the petitioner and the 

Committee is invited to consider what action is wishes to take. 
 
Committee consideration 
 
5. In its written submission, the Scottish Government states that the UK 

Government engagement with devolved nations has been limited, and 
that the UK Government has taken all decisions on the UK negotiating 
position unilaterally.  
 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/retainpowers
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6. The Scottish Government states that, as a result, it has been severely 
limited in its “ability to influence even the UK’s position in the 
negotiations let alone their final outcome.” 
 

7. The Scottish Government reiterates that state aid is a devolved matter 
and explains that it has repeatedly demanded that the Secretary of State 
for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy fully consult with Scottish 
Ministers with respect to their plans for future controls and legislation on 
subsidy control in the UK. It notes, however, that responses from the UK 
Government have not been reassuring. 
 

8. In its written submission, the Scottish Government states that its 
ambition is for the railway in Scotland to be public-sector controlled. It 
highlights that this has been repeatedly made clear to the UK 
Government, including through the UK Rail Review, which has still to 
report.  

 
9. With respect to fair work practices, the Scottish Government states that it 

has taken steps to embed Fair Work considerations into its procurement 
processes, including through the Sustainable Procurement Duty.  

 
10. It further states that the Scottish Government sees procurement practice 

as a lever to promote Fair Work and that its internal procurement 
processes have been updated to reflect Fair Work First. 

 
11. In his written submission, the UK Minister for Small Business, 

Consumers and Labour Markets states that the Scottish Government 
currently has responsibility for its spending decisions, which includes the 
ability to grant subsidies. 

 
12. The Minister explains that, as now, any subsidies granted in the future 

by the Scottish Government will need to be consistent with subsidy 
control rules applicable to the UK.  

 
13. Until the end of the transition period, these subsidy control rules are the 

European Union’s (EU) State Aid framework. After the end of the 
transition period, the rules will be based on the UK’s commitments as a 
member of the World Trade Organisation, and any signed Free Trade 
Agreements, including any Comprehensive Free Trade Agreement with 
the EU.  

 
14. The Minister explains that, in respect of the future UK domestic regime, 

the UK Government intends to hold a public consultation in the coming 
months.  

 
15. In its correspondence, the Finance and Constitution Committee explains 

that it has recently considered state aid as part of its consideration of the 
UK Internal Market Bill Legislative Consent Memorandum (LCM). The 
Bill makes for provision for the UK Government to introduce any future 
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state aid legislation without the need to seek consent from the devolved 
legislatures. 

 
16. In its report on the LCM, the Committee reported its views that the UK 

Government should involve and secure the support of the devolved 
administrations in devising the future UK subsidy control or subsidy 
control framework.   

 
17. The Finance and Constitution Committee also agreed with the Scottish 

Government and the Welsh Government that State Aid is a devolved 
matter and that any future legislation should be agreed between all of 
the four governments and legislatures across the UK through the 
common frameworks process. 

 
18. In his written submission, the petitioner explains that the EU (Future 

Relationship) Bill, based on the UK-EU Trade and Cooperation 
Agreement (TCA), and the Internal Market Act 2020 have now been 
passed by the UK Parliament.  

 
19. The petitioner believes that the passing of this legislation underlines the 

concerns that the petition sought to highlight and accepts that the scope 
to challenge the TCA in the Scottish Parliament is limited. 

 
20. In his submission, the petitioner asks for clarification as to how the UK 

Government intends to interpret, and use, its powers under the UK 
Internal Market Act.  

 
21. He further suggests that the Scottish Government test, with the UK 

Government, the limits of the new state subsidy arrangements, citing 
examples such as BiFab and the Springburn Rail workshops where 
State Aid has previously not been permitted. 
 
 

Action 

22. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 
Options include— 
 
• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis 

that the EU (Future Relationship) Bill has now been passed by the UK 
Parliament; 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 
 
The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting— 

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Finance/General%20Documents/FOR_ISSUE_Internal_Market_Bill_LCM_report(4).pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/eu-future-relationship-bill
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/eu-future-relationship-bill
https://ec.europa.eu/info/relations-united-kingdom/eu-uk-trade-and-cooperation-agreement_en
https://ec.europa.eu/info/relations-united-kingdom/eu-uk-trade-and-cooperation-agreement_en
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2020/27/contents/enacted
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• PE1801/D: Minister for Small Business, Consumers and Labour
Markets submission of 10 December 2020 (51KB pdf)

• PE1801/E: Finance and Constitution Committee submission of 10
December 2020 (61KB pdf)

• PE1801/F: Scottish Government submission of 15 December 2020
(70KB pdf)

• PE1801/G: Petitioner submission of 4 January 2021 (80KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1801_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1801_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/retainpowers
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1808: Remuneration of vital public service employees 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Gerald Seenan 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
substantially increase the remuneration of vital public service 
employees, especially NHS and community care staff. 
 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01808 

 

Introduction 

1. This is continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 25 
November 2020. At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to the 
Scottish Government.  

 
2. Submissions have been received from the Scottish Government and the 

petitioner. 
 

3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take in 
relation to the petition.  

 
Committee consideration 

 
Scottish Government submission 

 
4. Following the Committee meeting on 25 November, the Committee 

wrote to the Scottish Government asking: 

• the Scottish Government’s views on national sectoral collective 
bargaining for the care sector, including how this can be 
progressed, or if it cannot be progressed then details of the 
barriers.  

• how the Scottish Government ensures funding for this is 
sustained through its contracts for public services employees 
and care workers. 

5. Employment law is reserved to the UK Government, however, the 
Scottish Government states that it is using its Fair Work policy to drive 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01808
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fairer work practices across Scotland's labour market, specifically 
highlighting its Fair Work in Social Care Group. 

6. The group, which includes representatives from social care provider 
organisations and Trade Unions, is seeking to develop advice on taking 
forward recommendations from the Fair Work Convention (FWC) report 
on social care. This includes consideration of how best to ensure that 
social care workers have an effective voice and the development of a 
collective bargaining role in the sector. 

7. The submission also highlights the work of the Independent Review of 
Adult Social Care, noting that its Chair, Derek Feeley, has member 
meetings of GMB, Unite and Unison to hear about workers’ experiences 
first-hand. 

8. The Independent Review will report at the end of January and is 
expected to influence the final recommendations of the Fair Work in 
Social Care Group. 

9. The Scottish Government highlights its commitment to using the 
Review’s recommendations, when they are published, to inform its plans 
for longstanding, sustainable improvements to adult social care and to 
ensure that workers in care homes and the wider social care sector are 
better supported.  

10. In its submission, the Scottish Government notes that it is not an 
employer or contractor of social care services. It states, however, that it 
works in partnership with local government and the third and private 
sector to support fair work practices.  

11. The Scottish Government states that its Public Sector Pay Policy covers 
49 public sector bodies and requires those public bodies to pay the real 
Living Wage. Employers meet the cost of the Public Sector Pay Policy 
through their Budget allocation. 

12. Large parts of the public sector, such as local government and the NHS, 
however, are not directly covered by the Scottish Government’s pay 
policy and pay is determined separately for these groups. 

13. For NHS staff, for example, the Scottish Government takes advice from 
the NHS Pay Review Body but can opt to adopt a different pay policy if it 
chooses. For local government staff, the Scottish Government has no 
direct influence over pay. 

14. The Scottish Government highlights recent pay deals for NHS and local 
government staff. A three year pay deal for NHS Staff was agreed in 
2018 covering 2018-19 to 2020-21, which provided a cumulative 9% 
uplift.  A three year pay deal in place for local government staff awarded 
pay rises of 3.5% in 2018-19 (for those earning up to £80,000), followed 
by increases for all staff of 3% in 2019-20 and 2020-21. 
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15. In the case of social care workers, the Scottish Government notes that 
there are a range of employers across the public, private and third sector 
who determine their terms and conditions. 

16. The Scottish Government highlights, however, that it provided funding to 
integration authorities to support costs faced by the social care sector, 
including the implementation and delivery of the Living Wage.  

17. In 2020 an additional £8.8m was provided to deliver the real living wage 
commitment quickly given the pandemic situation. In 2020-21, £25 
million of additional funding, specifically targeted to ensure continued 
delivery of the Living Wage, is being provided. 

Petitioner submission 

18. The petitioner, in his submission of 16 January, states he is disappointed 
that the scope of his petition has been watered down from its original 
intent, which was to be applicable to a far greater extent across the NHS 
and Vital Services Community. He further notes the petition was aimed 
at recognising the extent to which as a community we depend 
particularly on front line staff and support services across the NHS and 
all vital services. 

Action 

19. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 
Options include— 
 
• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis 

that— 

o large parts of the public sector, such as local government and 
the NHS are not directly covered by the Scottish Government’s 
pay policy;  

o the work of the Fair Work in Social Care Group and the 
Independent Review of Adult Social Care will inform Scottish 
Government plans for longstanding, sustainable improvements 
to adult social care and to ensure that workers in care homes 
and the wider social care sector are better supported. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 
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Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of 
the petition at this meeting—  

• PE1808/D: Petitioner submission of 16 January 2021 (10KB pdf)
• PE1808/E: Scottish Government submission of 20 January 2021 (89KB

pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage.   

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/1808_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1808_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1808_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01808
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1811: Independent sport ombudsman 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Ken White 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
establish an independent sports ombudsman to – 

• provide a duty of care to all participants, coaches, officials, 
support staff, volunteers and clubs, ensuring all are treated 
fairly and without prejudice; and  

• review and arbitrate on disputes with Scottish Governing 
Bodies (SGBs)  

Webpage www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/sportsombudsman 

Introduction 

1. This is continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 25 
November 2020. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the 
Scottish Sports Association (SSA).  

 
2. Submissions have now been received from the SSA and two from the 

petitioner. 
 

3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take.  
 
Committee consideration 

 
4. Following the Committee meeting on 25 November, the Committee 

wrote to the SSA asking: 

• for its views on the actions called for in the petition; and 

• if it did not agree with the action called for in the petition, what  
could be an alternative solution to address the issues raised by 
the petition.  

5. In its response, the SSA explains that it is an independent and 
representative voice for Scottish Governing Bodies (SGBs), accountable 
to its membership. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/sportsombudsman
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6. The submission highlights that SGBs are independent organisations, 
most of which are Companies Limited by Guarantee and accountable to 
their members and bound by the terms of their grant from sportscotland. 
The petitioner’s response of 21 January 2021 explains that with regard 
to the SGB that prompted this petition, it is an SGB recognised by 
sportscotland and a Company Limited by Guarantee, “with the exception 
that they are accountable to their membership” on the basis of how their 
complaint was handled.  

7. The SSA states that one of the conditions for any SGB to receive a grant 
from sportscotland is the requirement to have completion of an 
independent governance audit, which includes processes and systems. 
In response, the petitioner states— 

“I have working knowledge of similar audits and while it is almost 
certain that the SGBs will have all the paperwork in order for such an 
audit with all their policies and procedures in place, the problem that we 
have experienced is how these policies and procedures are 
administered, including the use of false information. This will not be 
picked up during an audit”. 

8. In terms of dealing with disputes in sport, the SSA explains that there are 
two main models of best practice which most SGBs follow. These are: 

• Identifying independent and skilled individuals to sit on panels 
and appeal panels (which is usually free of charge or at 
minimum cost, but can be difficult to identify such individuals) 
and; 

• Engaging an independent expert/organisation to support more 
complex cases (which is chargeable and can be expensive).  

9. The submission highlights that when sportscotland launched its first SGB 
Governance Framework in Spring 2015, “one of the ideas proposed by 
the SSA to support SGBs to achieve the Framework was to dismiss ad 
hoc arrangements in favour of establishing a supported panel of 
independent individuals to be able to fulfil these functions on behalf of 
SGBs”. The SSA continues to support this solution.  

 
10. The submission also explains that disputes in sport are common, and 

while there “could be a perceived lack of a mechanism, where a final 
arbitration is required through an independent and expert body, with 
minimal cost”, this already exists through Sport Resolutions. The SSA  
notes concerns however regarding the cost of using this model, should it 
be used for every dispute raised.  

 
11. In closing, the SSA states that the sportscotland appeals process 

remains the template that some SGBs use. The SSA would be happy to 
contribute to any review to ensure the application of best practice. 

 

https://sportscotland.org.uk/sport-a-z/governing-bodies-of-sport/sgb-governance-framework/
https://sportscotland.org.uk/sport-a-z/governing-bodies-of-sport/sgb-governance-framework/
https://www.sportresolutions.co.uk/about-us/who-we-are/overview
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12. In his submission of 21 January 2021, the petitioner questions how
policies and procedures are applied consistently and transparently
across SGBs given his experience with his own. He also highlights the
need for an escalation route when a club has an unresolved dispute with
its SGB.

Action 

13. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take.
Options include—

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the
basis that—

o the Minister for Public Health, Sport and Wellbeing has
previously confirmed to the Committee that they are
confident all Scottish Sporting Governing Bodies which are
recognised by sportscotland and therefore receive public
funding, have transparent policies and procedures in place
to ensure that all members of the SGB and associated clubs
are treated fairly and equally and;

o the not-for-profit and independent body, Sport Resolutions
already exists and provides a dispute resolution service for
sport.

• In closing the petition, write to the Minister for Public Health, Sport
and Wellbeing to ask them to work with sportscotland to ensure
its SGB Governance Framework and appeals process are fit for
purpose;

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of 
the petition at this meeting—  

• PE1811/F: Scottish Sports Association submission of 15 January 2021
(95KB pdf)

• PE1811/G: Petitioner submission of 18 January 2021 (50KB pdf)
• PE1811/H: Petitioner submission of 21 January 2021 (56KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage.   

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1811_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1811_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1811_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1811_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/sportsombudsman
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1812: Protect Scotland's remaining ancient, native and semi-native 
woodlands and woodland floors 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Audrey Baird and Fiona Baker on behalf of Help Trees Help Us 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
deliver world-leading legislation giving Scotland's remaining fragments 
of ancient, native and semi-native woodlands and woodland floors full 
legal protection before COP 26 (UN Climate Change Conference of the 
Parties) in Glasgow in November 2021.   

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/ancientwoodlands 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 17 September 
2020. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to NatureScot, Strategic 
Development Planning Authorities and Scottish Land and Estates. 

2. Responses have been received from NatureScot and Scottish Land and 
Estates. A response has also been received from Heads of Planning Scotland 
(HOPS) which provides a planning authority perspective in place of Strategic 
Development Planning Authorities, which no longer exist.  

3. Additional responses have been sent from various individuals and 
organisations who support the petition, as follows below. These submissions 
have made similar points, so only points unique to each submission are 
highlighted in this paper. 

• John Muir Trust  
• Strathclyde Centre for Environmental Law and Governance (SCELG) - 

three separate responses covering different aspects of the petition 
• Jonathon Porritt, writer and campaigner 
• Dr Alison Stewart 
• Rachel McLean  
• John and Sharon Wellwood  
 

4. The Committee has also received a written submission from the petitioner.  

5. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on the 
petition. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/ancientwoodlands


PPC/S5/21/2/9 

2 

Committee consideration 

6. The Committee considered submissions received from the Scottish Government, 
the Woodland Trust and the petitioner at its meeting on 17 September 2020. 
 

7. The Scottish Government’s submission described the possible protections which 
are available for woodlands. It acknowledged that there is no specific legislation 
to protect ancient woodlands. 

 
8. The petitioners’ submission highlighted that tree preservation orders (TPOs) and 

relevant legislation are outdated and do not offer adequate protection. It also said 
that the Scottish Government’s submission had not addressed the lack of 
protection for woodlands in private ownership. 

 
9. The Woodland Trust’s submission stated that identifying ancient woodland is 

challenging with the current Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI), which is held by 
NatureScot. The Trust states that the inventory is “incomplete and in desperate 
need of an update to help identify and locate types of woodland”. The Trust is 
the only organisation that collects and holds this information. There is no 
obligation for any local authority or developer to give this information to the Trust 
as a non-statutory body, which means that these figures are likely to be lower 
than the reality. 

 
10. The Woodland Trust said that ancient woodlands are irreplaceable because they 

cannot be recreated. These woodlands are often in bad condition due to a list of 
factors including poor management, neglect, overgrazing or undergrazing, and 
invasive species. The Trust stated that the next best opportunity to protect 
ancient woodland is to strengthen planning policies in the National Planning 
Framework 4 (NPF4). Additionally it recommended addressing the other threats 
of overgrazing and invasive species, and that adequate grant schemes should 
be made available to land managers. 
 

11. The petitioner had specifically mentioned a mountain bike track, that has been 
constructed causing great damage to an ancient woodland and its flora and 
fauna. The local authority had advised that planning permission was not required 
as the track is made of timber and mud. 

 
12. However the Scottish Government response implied that planning permission 

could have been sought— 
 
“any track constructed for the purposes of recreational activity, including 
mountain biking, may require planning permission, regardless of the method of 
construction or materials used. Planning permission may also be required if the 
planning authority consider there has been a change of use of the land; i.e. 
from forestry use to recreational use. It is for the relevant planning authority to 
consider, on a case by case basis, whether any particular development requires 
planning permission to be applied for. Similarly it is for the relevant planning 
authority to consider enforcement action where they consider a breach of 
planning control has occurred.” 
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Scottish Land & Estates  

13. Scottish Land & Estates (SLE) response of 27 November 2020 states it 
believes ancient woodlands are already afforded high levels of legal and 
planning protection, saying some are designated as Sites of Special Scientific 
Interest (SSSI), Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) or National Nature 
reserves, and the Forestry and Land Management (Scotland) Act 2018 has 
given increasing emphasis to the environmental benefits of forest and 
woodland landscapes. It therefore does not believe that further protection via 
NPF4 is necessary. 
 

14. SLE notes that according to the Native Woodland Survey of Scotland (NWSS), 
44% of native woodlands are in satisfactory condition, but the Scottish 
Biodiversity Strategy requires that 60% are in satisfactory condition by 2020. 
SLE says that, “While progress has been made, some of the more difficult 
aspects of fully integrating impact-based approaches, and particularly native 
woodland condition and restoration remain; these are areas which need to see 
further focus going forward and positive support to improve their condition 
should be a where efforts are concentrated”. 

 
15. SLE states it would prefer the approach of avoiding any new legislation, but 

strengthening existing legislation, and would “welcome a positive approach 
which supports landowners to do the right thing. Where bad practice is 
evidenced, we would support improved enforcement of existing protections”. 

NatureScot 

16. NatureScot’s response of 27 November 2020 states that “overall, natural 
woodland is well protected against some threats, and poorly protected against 
others”. Specifically it believes such woodland is well protected from felling and 
removal, but poorly protected against persistent damage leading to loss of 
area, condition and richness, or threats related to climate change (such as 
drought or wildfire). 

 
17. Nature Scot says evidence shows the main cause of woodland loss is the 

impact of long term high grazing levels which has resulted in a loss of about 
12.5% of ancient, semi-natural woodland by area over the last 40 years, and at 
present most of designated woodlands (>50%) are in unfavourable and 
declining condition – the precursor to eventual loss. Invasion by rhododendron 
is also a significant driver of decline.  

 
18. As regards the Ancient Woodland Inventory (AWI), NatureScot agrees with 

supporters of the petition that it remains provisional. However, it also states that 
whilst its completion would be valuable in some respects, recent survey 
exercises, notably the Native Woodland Survey of Scotland have had a wider 
scope, embracing all native or nearly-native woodlands. It argues that this gives 
a better scope, as it recognises the value of all woodland, and also reflects the 
limits of the AWI process, in that the source maps indicating ancient-ness are 
themselves flawed in representing woodland consistently or accurately. 
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19. Nature Scot also comment that it does recognise the value of woodland floor as 
raised by the petitioner, saying “Our condition assessment of designated 
woodlands includes assessment of the structure, understorey condition and 
ground flora as part of measuring wider woodland condition. The key problem 
to the ground flora and understorey is the negative impact from grazing 
herbivores and invasive species”. 

 
20. On the issue of mountain bike trails and planning permission, NatureScot says 

it has supported the development of guidance on building such trails, and notes 
that “unless the path building is both sustained and extensive, the long term 
effects on the woodland may be slight”. 

Heads of Planning Scotland 

21. The Heads of Planning Scotland (HOPS) submission states that the petition 
has merit as— 
 

“ancient, native and seminative woodlands are a finite resource and are 
constantly and increasingly under threat from development and land 
management pressures”. 

 
22. The submission recognises the importance of woodlands in combatting climate 

change and supports the suggestion made by the Woodland Trust to protect 
ancient woodland by strengthening planning policies in the National Planning 
Framework 4.  
 

23. HOPS highlights that many local authorities already have robust Local 
Development Plan policies and that full legal protection would “strengthen this 
position”.  

John Muir Trust 

24. The John Muir Trust (JMT) response of 19 November 2020 describes the 
threats and vulnerability of Scotland’s woodlands, saying that although planning 
policy indicates that woodland should be protected, the reality is that 
development often takes priority (a view echoed by many who submitted 
responses). It states that legal protection would help— 

“In a time of climate and biodiversity crisis, Scotland remains one of the most 
heavily deforested countries in Europe…In this context, protecting what 
remains of ancient, native and semi-native woodlands is all the more 
significant...Whilst ambitious tree planting programmes are to be commended, 
protecting what we have..can be a less costly approach that strengthens the 
overall resilience of a woodland… This legislation could be part of a suite of 
new legislation for climate and biodiversity ahead of COP26”. 

25. JMT also advocates inclusion of protection of woodland in the forthcoming 
NPF4 (as a precursor to legal protection), saying that a draft is expected to be 
lodged in the Scottish Parliament in September 2021, which would provide an 
“opportunity to require careful siting of new development and a presumption to 



PPC/S5/21/2/9 

5 

avoid development that fragments or destroys ancient, native and semi-native 
woodlands”. 
 

26. JMT states that an unsustainable deer population is another threat to 
woodlands, and says it and Scottish Environment LINK, are asking the Scottish 
Government to implement the changes proposed by the Independent Deer 
Working Group as a matter of urgency through a new Deer Act, so that deer 
are managed sustainably in the public interest. 

Strathclyde Centre for Environmental Law and Governance 

27. Strathclyde Centre for Environmental Law and Governance (SCELG) have 
provided three responses, covering different policy angles to the petition 
including biodiversity and Brexit. 

 
28. SCLEG cites the 1992 UN Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), to which 

the UK is a signatory, which identifies cultural importance as one among 
several reasons for protecting biodiversity, which is relevant to ancient 
woodland, saying that— 

 
“Failure to protect ancient woodland may constitute a violation of these 
provisions and, by extension, an infringement upon cultural rights related to the 
natural environment.” 
 

29. SCLEG also call for a strengthening of law to protect ancient woodlands in the 
context of Brexit, saying that this provides an opportunity to reassess and 
improve statutory protection. It states that the “EU has already taken steps in 
this direction”— 
 
“Authorities, landowners, and managers are encouraged to actively protect 
these areas by focusing on their non-wood benefits and making full use of 
existing financial incentives for site protection where needed. Going forward, 
the relevant standards of stewardship are expected to become even more 
stringent. The EU Biodiversity Strategy for 2030 provides for the strict 
protection of at least a third of the Union’s protected areas, including all 
remaining primary and old-growth forests.” 
 

30. SCLEG provide two specific recommendations for strengthening the statutory 
framework. Firstly, it recommends updating EIA provisions, as “there currently 
is no effective mechanism in place to guide what is considered a ‘manmade’ 
trail within the Forestry (Environmental Impact Assessment) (Scotland) 
Regulations 2017”.  
 

31. SCLEG considers the current law is lenient as studies have shown that nature 
trails destroy key ecological systems, demonstrating that planning authorities 
were incorrect in deeming there to be no ecological damage. SCLEG 
recommends that forest road regulation should be made clearer within the 
assessment protocol to ensure that these trails are not permitted.  
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32. SCLEG also state the current penalty for breaching the EIA system of £5000 
per tree fallen is lenient, and should be replaced with a reparation fee, as this 
would ensure responsibility to repair the damage caused and allow the 
ecosystem to regenerate, and would ensure more cohesion between local 
authorities. 

 
33. Secondly, SCLEG states the Felling Regulations 2018 Assessment Report’s 

recognition of ancient woodlands as heritage merits the introduction of 
protection that reflects this status, similar to ancient monument status. SCLEG 
also says that the Native Woodland Survey of Scotland has identified 
Scotland’s native and ancient woodlands which could form a basis for a list of 
woodlands to be subject to strong protection. 

Other written submissions 

34. Jonathan Porritt’s response of 11 November 2020 highlights the value of 
ancient woodlands as special places under threat, particularly in the context of 
climate change, and the increasing need to protect them for future 
generations— 

 
“In a world increasingly at risk from accelerating climate change, we already 
know that we’re going to see more and more special places, incapable of 
adapting to such disruptive shifts, disappear in front of our eyes…Should we 
not, therefore, do everything we can to minimise that sense of loss that we’ll 
feel?” 

 
35. Dr Alison Stewart ‘s response of 20 November 2020 states that, “Ancient 

woodland not only plays an important role in supporting biodiversity but also in 
tackling climate change”, specifically by forests absorbing greenhouse gases, 
as “ancient woodlands act as carbon sinks and their destruction will release 
carbon back into the environment, neutralising(/counteracting) the benefit of 
tree planting”. 
 

36. Rachel McLean’s response of 20 November 2020 highlights the importance of 
nature and woodlands for people’s physical and mental health, especially in the 
context of Scotland’s rising obesity and suicide levels, and supports legislating 
to protect woodlands— 

 
“By legislating to protect ancient woodland ahead of COP 26 the Scottish 
parliament will be sending a strong message to the public that health and 
wellbeing is important, that ancient woodland should be preserved and 
protected because it is at the heart of a natural system which is essential for 
human health and survival.” 
 

37. John and Sharon Wellwood’s submission of 20 November 2020 describes the 
difficulties in using the protections for woodland for both local authorities and 
interested individuals, and propose that a legal protection of ‘Ancient 
Woodland’ should be reviewed as superior to TPOs in both protection and 
sanctions. They also state that the number of TPO breaches taken to court is 3-
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5% of all breaches and the actual prosecution rate is lower than this, which they 
say leads developers to view it as a low risk. 

Petitioner’s written submission 

38. In their written submission, the petitioner refers to the range of evidence 
gathered on the petition which they believe reinforces the petition’s “compelling 
catalogue of evidence”.  
 

39. The petitioner goes on to state– 
 

“Eco-grief, eco-anxiety, climate change distress, climate grief and other new 
phrases now regularly surface to describe the psychological and physical 
damage many people suffer in relation to our degrading life support system: 
Planet Earth”.    
 

40. In closing, the petitioner restates their view that the Scottish Government must 
“show leadership on a world stage at COP26 by granting full legal protection to 
our ancient and native woodlands & woodland floors”. 

Action 

41. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 
include— 

• To write to the Scottish Government to seek its views given all respondents 
believe that further statutory protection or improvement of existing law is 
required for the protection of woodlands in Scotland. Specific issues the 
Committee may wish to pursue include— 

o Scottish Land & Estates point that the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy 
target requires that 60% of native woodland are in satisfactory 
condition by 2020, and ask the Scottish Government whether it met 
that target, and if not, how it intends to do so. 

 
o NatureScot’s points on the specifics of where woodland is poorly 

protected, and whether the Native Woodland Survey of Scotland could 
more accurately map woodland. 

 
o The support for the inclusion of protection of woodland in the 

forthcoming NPF4 from the John Muir Trust and Heads of Planning 
Scotland. 

 
o The opportunity presented by Brexit to increase the protection of 

ancient woodlands in line with the action taken by the EU and whether 
existing legislation could be improved in the context of Brexit related 
work, as raised by the Strathclyde Centre for Environmental Law and 
Governance. 

 
• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 
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Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting-  

• PE1812/D: Jonathon Porritt submission of 11 November 2020 (51KB pdf)
• PE1812/E:  John Muir Trust submission of 19 November 2020 (87KB pdf)
• PE1812/F: Strathclyde Centre for Environmental Law and Governance

(SCELG) submission of 20 November 2020 (152 KB pdf)
• PE1812/G: Strathclyde Centre for Environmental Law and Governance

(SCELG) submission of 20 November 2020 (151KB pdf)
• PE1812/H: Strathclyde Centre for Environmental Law and Governance

(SCELG) submission of 20 November 2020 (155KB pdf)
• PE1812/I: Dr Alison Stewart, Woodland Under Threat Detector, Woodland

Trust submission of 20 November 2020 (100KB pdf)
• PE1812/J: Rachel McLean submission of 20 November 2020 (91KB pdf)
• PE1812/K: John and Sharon Wellwood submission of 20 November 2020

(83KB pdf)
• PE1812/L: Scottish Land and Estates submission of 27 November 2020

(106KB pdf)
• PE1812/M: NatureScot submission of 27 November 2020 (65KB pdf)
• PE1812/N: Heads of Planning Scotland submission of 16 December 2020

(113KB pdf) 
• PE1812/O: Petitioner submission of 4 January 2021 (120KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_D(1).pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_D(1).pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_J.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_J.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_K.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_K.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_L_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_L_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_M.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_M.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_M.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_N.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1812_N.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1812_O.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1812_O.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/ancientwoodlands


PPC/S5/21/2/10 

1 

Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1823: Full body scans to all neonates in Scotland 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Sameena Javed 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
offer full body scans to all neonates in Scotland with the aim of 
detecting and hopefully treating rare and hidden conditions. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/detectionofhiddenandrareco
nditions 
 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 8 October 
2020. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government and other relevant stakeholders.  
 

2. Responses have been received from the Royal College of Obstetricians and 
Gynaecologists (RCOG), the Royal College of Physicians of Edinburgh (RCPE) 
and the Scottish Government. The petitioner has also responded to the written 
submissions received. 

 
3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 
 
Committee consideration 
 
Scottish Government submission 

4. The Scottish Government response of 11 December 2020 responds to the 
Committee’s specific query asking it to review and expand the existing 
Newborn Screening Programme, as suggested by Genetic Alliance UK.  

5. The Scottish Government states that the UK National Screening Committee 
(UK NSC), an independent advisory group, advises Ministers and the NHS in 
the four UK countries about all aspects of screening, including the potential for 
any new screening programmes. The Scottish Screening Committee then 
considers the advice and recommendations of the UK NSC.  

6. The Scottish Government states that although there are no recommendations 
to implement population screening for AVM, the UK NSC has an annual call for 
suggesting new screening programmes. The annual call has closed for 2020 
but would provide an opportunity in future years to put forward evidence.  

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/detectionofhiddenandrareconditions
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/detectionofhiddenandrareconditions
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Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists submission 

7. The Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists (RCOG) response of 2 
November 2020 includes feedback that it gathered from key stakeholders, 
including the British Association of Perinatal Medicine (BAPM), the British 
Maternal & Fetal Medicine Society (BMFMS) and RCOG’s Scottish Committee.   

8. RCOG states that it follows National Institute for Health and Care Excellence 
(NICE) guidance1 on ‘Antenatal care for uncomplicated pregnancies’ which 
includes a section on screening for fetal anomalies. Under NICE guidance, 
ultrasound screening for fetal anomalies should be routinely offered, and 
women should be given information about the purpose, limitations and 
implications of the anomaly scan to enable them to make an informed choice as 
to whether or not to have the scan. 

9. RCOG also supports recent NHS Scotland changes to the National Pregnancy 
Screening Programme for women, which are optional screening for Edwards’ 
syndrome and Patau’s syndrome in the first trimester, with a second-line Non-
Invasive Prenatal Test (NIPT) offered to those women who have received a 
higher-chance result that their baby may have Down’s syndrome, Edwards’ 
syndrome or Patau’s syndrome. 

10. RCOG explains the limitations of routine ultrasound screening, which include 
that detection rates vary by the type of fetal anomaly, the woman's body mass 
index and the position of the unborn baby at the time of the scan. Additionally, 
complications can be missed, false positives are possible, and some women 
choose not to undergo certain tests due to ethical and/or personal reasons. 
However, the chances of detection of many of the major structural anomalies 
are relatively high. 

11. RCOG explains that the petitioner’s proposal of “offering full body scans to 
neonates carries the same risks as pre-natal screening”, that there are further 
risks— 
 
“There is also a greater risk of identification of complications that modern 
medicine is unable to manage or the significance of which is not fully 
understood. The subsequent support offered to women would therefore be 
limited. This could in some cases, therefore, increase parent anxiety and upset 
if a complication is detected. Furthermore, there is little evidence to suggest 
that total body scanning is a useful screening tool in any age group.” 
 

12. RCOG also highlight that resources are an issue— 
 
“…maternity and neonatal services are already under significant strain across 
the UK due to insufficient workforce to meet rising demand. If offered, this 
service would have to be resourced and funded, which in the current climate of 
struggling NHS resources, would be challenging and costly.” 

                                                           
1 The National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) provides national guidance and advice 
to improve health and social care. https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance 

https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance
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13. RCOG does however support the recommendation in the petition for research 

into rare and hidden conditions, such as brain arteriovenous malformation 
(AVM), so that such rare conditions are better understood by healthcare 
professionals, to allow for the early detection and appropriate management. 

Royal College of Physicians of Edinburgh  

14. The Royal College of Physicians of Edinburgh (RCPE) response of 5 
November 2020 explains that a full body scan for neonates would be either a 
CT scan or an MRI scan, both of which have risks and/ or logistical and 
resource difficulties— 

“CT scans involve a significant amount of radiation, which would be particularly 
concerning for immature tissues (e.g. the developing brain) and on a population 
basis would increase the risk of developing cancer . This would therefore not be 
an option. MRI scans are difficult to perform and not without risk (infants have 
to lie alone and still for a length of time in the scanner), time consuming and 
costly.” 

15. RCPE agrees with RCOG that detection rates would vary, and that not all 
malfunctions would be detected, potentially giving false results and the resulting 
anxiety for parents (and clinicians), leading to unnecessary further 
investigations and follow up appointments. 

16. Similar to what the Scottish Government stated, RCPE explains that as the 
petitioner is seeking to introduce population screening, it would be for the UK 
NSC to normally provide advice and publish criteria to evaluate such new 
screening proposals. It highlights that “there needs to be a reasonable chance 
that the benefits of screening outweigh the risks of screening”, which includes 
“an extremely high chance” that a condition will be detected, and that the “total 
cost of finding a case should be economically balanced in relation to medical 
expenditure as a whole”. 

17. RCPE also states that other necessary elements for a new screening test 
would be high quality evidence that the screening test is effective; that earlier 
diagnosis can give rise to a treatment that has been shown to improve the 
outcome without an unacceptable risk of harm, and that there should have 
been an evaluation of the consequences to individuals who receive false 
positive and false negative tests as a result of participation in screening. RCPE 
states that “there is no supporting information presented with this petition which 
indicates that UK National Screening Committee criteria have been researched 
to the degree required to support consideration of implementation of 
screening”. 
 

18. RCPE suggests that the Committee consider the following factors during their 
deliberations: would the proposal be effective and practical; would this divert 
resources from other areas of the NHS, with the associated ethical 
considerations; and would the benefit gained by individuals from the screening 
programme outweigh any harms, and what ethical implications arise from this. 
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Petitioner’s response 

19. The petitioner’s response to RCOG and RCPE of 5 December 2020 
acknowledges the risks and resource issues outlined by those organisations, 
but reiterates her previous point that body scans for neonates should be offered 
as an option to all parents. 
 

20. She also highlights that future medical research may introduce less risky 
procedures than at present, such as recent research by scientists at 
Gowerlabs, UCL, Cambridge University and the Rosie Hospital on technology 
that allows the brain of a baby to be scanned without the need for sedation. 
This is in the form of a swimming cap device that is worn on the baby’s head 
while the baby is still awake. The cap produces images similar to MRI 
technology.2 The petitioner states that this research “strengthens the case that 
babies can be potentially given brain and body scans safely and that this 
petition should not be dismissed without further consideration”. 

 
21. The petitioner’s written submission of 20 December in response to the Scottish 

Government submission reiterates points made in her previous submission, 
recognising screening methods can be costly and not without risk. The 
submission also reiterates the new research being developed that allows a 
baby’s brain to be scanned without the need for sedation.   

 
22. The petitioner concludes by stating— 

 
“The best way of trying to find out just how rare conditions such as AVM really 
are is to provide screening for everyone. Only then will we know 
approximately how many people are actually living with such a condition and 
only then can we try to develop appropriate treatment methods for this 
condition”. 

Action 

23. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 
include— 

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis 
that: 

o Medical professional evidence states that full body scans for 
neonates would not be a good option given risks and other 
issues;  

o the UK National Screening Committee is responsible for advising 
the Scottish Government if it believes there to be sufficient 
evidence for introducing full body scans for neonates for AVM or 
other conditions not currently covered by the screening 
programme; 

                                                           
2 www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/technology-55062221 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/av/technology-55062221
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• To write to the Scottish Government to ask for views on RCOG’s
support for the petitioner’s proposal for research into rare and hidden
conditions, such as brain arteriovenous malformation (AVM), so that
such rare conditions are better understood by healthcare professionals,
to allow for the early detection and appropriate management;

• To write to the petitioner, suggesting she puts forward evidence as
described by the RCPE (and suggested by the Scottish Government) to
the UK National Screening Committee to recommend implementing
screening for neonates for AVM;

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting—   

• PE1823/E: The Royal College of Obstetricians and Gynaecologists (RCOG)
submission of 2 November 2020 (170KB pdf)

• PE1823/F: Royal College of Physicians of Edinburgh submission of 5
November 2020 (168KB pdf)

• PE1823/G: Scottish Government submission of 11 December 2020 (32KB
pdf)

• PE1823/H: Petitioner submission of 5 December 2020 (78KB pdf)
• PE1823/I: Petitioner submission of 20 December 2020 (53KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_E(1).pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_E(1).pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1823_I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/detectionofhiddenandrareconditions
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1827: Support for first time buyers in areas with higher house inflation 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Chloe Bird 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
increase the help to buy threshold to £250,000 and to extend the 
deadline of the First Home Fund.  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/Firsttimebuyerinflationrate 
 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee at its meeting on 
25 November 2020, when it agreed to write to the Minister for Local 
Government, Housing and Planning. 
 

2. The petitioner was invited to respond to the Minister’s response, but has not 
done so to date. 

3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 

Committee consideration 

4. The Minister’s response of 18 December 2020 details the range of Scottish 
Government support available to first time buyers (and their importance since 
property sales resumed in summer after the initial pandemic period). There are 
various equity schemes as follows: 
 
• the First Home Fund (FHF) - the scheme has been extended to March 

2022, which means one of the petitioner’s proposals has been granted. 

The Scottish Government invested a further £50 million in July 2020 to 
FHF to assist first time buyers in the pandemic context. FHF has been 
paused due to “unprecedented demand” and is expected to reopen early 
in 2021.  

• Help to Buy (Scotland) (HtB) - this scheme has also been extended to 
March 2022 and is accepting applications for next year. 
 

• The Open Market Shared Equity (OMSE) and New Supply Shared Equity 
(NSSE) schemes for first time buyers, as part of the Low Cost Initiative for 
First Time Buyers (LIFT) - there is no specific end date for LIFT support at 
present. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/Firsttimebuyerinflationrate
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/Firsttimebuyerinflationrate
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LIFT offers first time buyers and priority groups up to a 40% equity 
contribution with OMSE supporting open market purchases and NSSE 
supporting new builds from a Registers Social Landlord. OMSE uses price 
thresholds with the aims of ensuring support is targeted towards 
affordable housing across individual local authorities. The OMSE price 
thresholds were updated on 15 December 2020.  

 
5. The Committee had asked the Minister for Local Government, Housing and 

Planning whether the Scottish Government had considered— 
 
• applying regional variations in the support it provides to first time buyers, 

in recognition of the disparity in house prices across the country. 
 

• the balance of spending within the support given to first time buyers 
versus the support provided for affordable homes to rent. 

 
6. Regarding the regional variations question, the Minister highlighted that FHF 

has “no maximum price threshold and offers first time buyers a £25,000 equity 
contribution towards the purchase of a new or existing property regardless of 
price or location”.  
 

7. He also explained why the maximum price threshold of HtB had been reduced 
to £200,000, which is “to ensure that more people can benefit from the 
available funding and help to target funding at lower income families and first 
time buyers”. He also states that the £200,000 cap had been agreed with key 
stakeholders and is above the average price of a property purchased through 
the scheme, which was £175,000 in 2019-20. 
 

8. The Minister also stated that the future of both HtB and FHF will be considered 
in 2021, using evidence-based evaluations to consider how these schemes 
should be run after March 2022. 
 

9. Regarding the balance of spending question, the Minister said that— 

“From April 2016 to March 2020 the Scottish Government has provided 
financial assistance to first time buyers via Help to Buy and the First Home 
Fund totalling £243 million. In the same time period, the Scottish Government 
has committed almost £2.5 billion towards the delivery of affordable homes 
through the Affordable Housing Supply Programme. This investment includes 
over £1.9 billion for homes for social rent and over £567 million for other 
affordable homes, comprising other affordable rent and affordable home 
ownership (e.g. LIFT) primarily targeted at first time buyers.” 

Action 

10. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 
include— 

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis 
that: 
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o the petitioner’s proposals have been met regarding the deadline
of the First Home Fund, which has been extended to March
2022.

o As regards the petitioner’s proposal to increase the help to buy
threshold to £250,000, the Minister has explained the reasoning
behind the current £200,000 threshold, and an evaluation of the
scheme will be considered in 2021.

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting—  

• PE1827/A: Minister for Local Government, Housing and Planning submission
of 18 December 2020 (66KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1827_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1827_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/Firsttimebuyerinflationrate
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5) 

Wednesday, 27 January 2021 

PE1828: Improve opportunities for employment 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Matthew Goundry 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to ensure that people using Skills Development Scotland funded 
welfare to work agencies can access employment opportunities in 
any area of the country. 

Webpage parliament.scot/gettinginvolved/petitions/unemployment  

 

Introduction 
1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee at its meeting on 

25 November 2020 when it agreed to write to the Scottish Government and 
COSLA.  

2. The Committee has received a response from the Scottish Government. A written 
submission has also been provided by the petitioner. 

3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 

Committee consideration 
4. In its initial written submission of 4 November 2020, the Scottish Government 

explained that employability services delivered by local authorities, such as 
Routes to Work South, are funded by those local authorities. As a consequence, 
the services are only available to residents and there is no obligation on the local 
authority to widen the scope.  

5. At its meeting on 25 November 2020, the Committee asked what alternative 
support is available to people unable to access enough opportunities through 
local employability organisations, in addition to the national programmes 
highlighted by the Scottish Government in its initial submission. 

6. In its subsequent written submission of 18 December 2020, the Scottish 
Government, highlights other nationally available employability support. This 
support aims to help those, of all ages, who are further from the labour market to 
secure and sustain employment, including— 

• National Transition Training Fund which supports people aged 25 and over 
who have been made unemployed or whose jobs are under threat as a 
result of Covid-19. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/unemployment
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12978


PPC/S5/21/2/12 
 

2 

• Individual Training Accounts, which aim to help people to improve work-
related skills and qualifications they may need for work. 

• No One Left Behind which is jointly managed by Scottish and local 
government and aims to develop a more flexible, joined up approach to 
employability service for— 

o Individuals who have the right to live and work in the UK;  

o Individuals currently not engaged in employment, training or 
education;  

o People of all ages who are experiencing at least one of the 30 
barriers to employment listed in the submission. This list includes 
people who are: over 50 years of age, Armed Forces Veterans, 
from rural areas, low income employed or have mental health 
issues;  

o Young people aged 16 to 19 years, who are at risk of not making a 
successful transition from school, 6 months prior to their official 
school leaving date. 

• Employability Fund, which is managed by Skills Development Scotland 
and aims to support individuals of all ages by funding provision which 
enables learners to demonstrate their achievements to employers.  

7. The Scottish Government also notes support that is targeted at young people 
such as— 

• The Young Person’s Guarantee which aims to ensure that within two years 
every 16-24 year old will either be in paid employment, enrolled in 
education, involved in an apprenticeship or training programme, or 
engaged in a formal volunteering or supported activity programme. 

• Community Jobs Scotland which is an employability programme delivered 
by SCVO which works with voluntary sector employers to create job 
opportunities for unemployed people aged 16 to 29. 

8. In his response, the petitioner states that, in his experience, the National 
Transition Training Fund is not well known and raises the concern that the focus 
of employability support is on getting young people into work. 

Action  

9. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on this petition. 
Options include–  
 
• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that— 

o employability services delivered by local authorities, such as Routes to 
Work South, are funded by those local authorities. As a consequence, 
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the services are only available to residents and there is no obligation 
on the local authority to widen the scope; and 

o nationally available employability support programmes are in place to
support people of all ages.

• In closing the petition, write to the Minister for Business, Fair Work and Skills
to highlight the petitioner’s concerns that the National Transition Training
Fund is not well known and encourage the Scottish Government to consider
how it promotes this form of employabaility support in the future.

• To take any other action members consider appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting— 

• PE1828/A: Scottish Government submission of 4 November 2020 (58KB pdf)
• PE1828/C: Scottish Government submission of 18 December 2020 (128KB

pdf)
• PE1828/D: Petitioner submission of 22 December 2020 (9KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage.  

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1828_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1828_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1828_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1828_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1828_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1828_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/unemployment
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Public Petitions Committee 

2nd Meeting, 2021 (Session 5) 

Wednesday 27 January 2021 

PE1829: Allow a designated visitor into intensive care wards 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Tracy Phillips 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
allow a designated carer or family member into intensive care wards 
to visit, support and care for their loved ones. 

Webpage parliament.scot/gettinginvolved/petitions/designatedintensivecarevisit
or 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 24 November 
2020 when it agreed to write to NHS Scotland. 

2. The Committee has received a response from the Scottish Government’s 
National Clinical Director. A written submission has also been received from the 
petitioner. 

3. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take.  

Committee consideration  

4. In his written submission, the National Clinical Director states— 

“Guidance has been reviewed in conjunction with Health Protection Scotland 
and Public Health Scotland and aligns with policies and recommendations in 
terms of Infection Prevention and Control (IPC). We are clear that where 
possible visiting should continue to adopt a person-centred approach. The 
guidance has been written with this flexibility in mind and allows for the 
exercise of clinical judgement. This helps staff to adhere to the principle that 
the individual views and needs of each patient should be central and avoids 
“blanket” policies for all hospitals”. 

 
5. The submission goes on to state that Directors of Nursing and Person-Centred 

leads, representing each of the Scottish health boards, convene in a fortnightly 
forum. This forum provides the opportunity to share experiences regarding— 
 

• the current visiting restrictions,  
• the impact on the ground,  
• to examine how the guidance is helping staff to manage visiting, and  
• where it may need strengthening or reinforcing.  

http://www.parliament.scot/gettinginvolved/petitions/designatedintensivecarevisitor
http://www.parliament.scot/gettinginvolved/petitions/designatedintensivecarevisitor
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6. The forum also adopts best practice throughout Scotland to ensure there is a 

consistent approach to visiting and application of the guidance, accepting 
geographical and environmental constraints. 

 
7. The National Clinical Director explains that Health Boards support staff are 

supported to follow the guidance in a variety of ways, including— 
 

• developing guides on visiting restrictions which are reviewed regularly to 
respond to changes to designated tiers;  

• arranging regular staff updates on visiting restrictions and encourage staff to 
be mindful of the need to apply the guidance with flexibility and compassion;  

• ensuring that clinical areas have a process in place for visitor booking and 
collecting contact details ensuring that all visitors observe Covid-19 safety 
procedures;  and  

• ensuring senior staff are available as a contact for staff to talk through 
individual situations. 

 
8. In her response, the petitioner states that this was not her experience, 

explainging that any communication she had with her sister was done using an 
electronic device, often belonging to  a member of staff, as the equipment for 
patients frequently did not work.  
 

9. The petitioner also reiterates that if she had been able to visit her sister, this 
would have led to less frustration and stress for her sister and reduced the 
burden on hospital staff. 

 
Action  

10. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on this petition. 
Options include–  

 
• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that— 

 
o health boards have a range of guidance and support measures in place 

for visiting in hospitals which is regularly reviewed; 
 

o clinicians have the flexibility to apply their clinical judgement in the 
application of the guidance; and 

 
o best practice across Health Boards is regularly shared through the 

Directors of Nursing and Person-Centred leads forum. 
 
• To take any other action members consider appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 
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Annexe 

The following submissions are circulated in connection with consideration of the 
petition at this meeting—  

• PE1829/C: National Clinical Director submission of 5 January 2021 (68KB
pdf)

• PE1829/D: Petitioner submission of 19 January 2021 (74KB pdf)

All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage.   

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1829_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1829_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1829_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202021/PE1829_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/gettinginvolved/petitions/designatedintensivecarevisitor

	Menu Template 27 January 2021
	PUBLIC PETITIONS COMMITTEE
	Agenda

	Agenda
	PPC-S5-21-2-1 PE1319
	PE1319 PetitionTemplate
	PE1319_EEEE
	PE1319_FFFF
	PPC-S5-21-2-2 PE1637
	PE1637 PetitionTemplate
	PE1637_L
	PE1637_M
	PE1637_N
	PE1637_O
	PE1637_P
	PE1637_Q
	PE1637_R
	PPC-S5-21-2-3 PE1683
	PE1683 Petition Template
	PE1683_O
	PPC-S5-21-2-4 PE1768
	PE1768 Petition Template
	PE1768_D
	PPC-S5-21-2-5 PE1793
	Gordon Walker
	Introduction
	Committee consideration
	Action

	PE1793 Petition Template
	PE1793_E
	PPC-S5-21-2-6 PE1801
	Vincent Mills on behalf of Radical Options for Scotland and Europe

	PE1801 Petition template
	PE1801_D
	PE1801_E
	PE1801_F
	PE1801_G
	PPC-S5-21-2-7 PE1808
	Gerald Seenan

	PE1808 Petition Template
	PE1808_D
	PE1808_E
	PPC-S5-21-2-8 PE1811
	Ken White

	PE1811 Petition Template
	PE1811_F
	PE1811_G
	PE1811_H
	PPC-S5-21-2-9 PE1812
	PE1812 Petition template
	PE1812_D
	PE1812_E
	PE1812_F
	PE1812_G
	PE1812_H
	PE1812_I
	PE1812_J
	PE1812_K
	PE1812_L
	PE1812_M
	PE1812_N
	PE1812_O
	PPC-S5-21-2-10 PE1823
	PE1823 Petition template
	PE1823_E
	PE1823_F
	PE1823_G
	PE1823_H
	PE1823_I
	PPC-S5-21-2-11 PE1827
	PE1827 Petition Template
	PE1827_A
	PPC-S5-21-2-12 PE1828
	Introduction
	Committee consideration

	PE1828 Petition template
	PE1828_A
	PE1828_C
	PE1828_D
	PPC-S5-21-2-13 PE1829
	PE1829 Petition template
	PE1829_C
	PE1829_D



