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to take item 5 in private. 
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PE1595 by Alexander Taylor on Moratorium on shared space schemes 
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Humza Yousaf, Minister for Transport and the Islands; 
Jill Mulholland, Head of Transport Accessibility and Road Safety, 
Transport Scotland; 
Sandy Robinson, Principal Architect, Scottish Government. 
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PE1612 by Graham McKinlay on Criminal Injuries Compensation Scheme 
- change to the "same roof rule" 
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Graham McKinlay; 
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PE1620 by Colin Fraser, on behalf of Friends of the Museum of Fire, on 
Museum of Fire. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

6th Meeting, 2016 (Session 5)  

Thursday 10 November 2016 

PE1595: Moratorium on shared space schemes 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Alexander Taylor 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
place a moratorium on all shared space schemes until safety and 
equality concerns have been addressed. 

Webpage http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01595 

Background 

1. This Committee last considered this petition at its meeting on 29 September 
when members agreed to invite the Minister for Transport and the Islands to 
provide oral evidence on the petition. At this meeting the Committee will have 
the opportunity to take evidence from the Minister and his officials. A separate 
briefing note on the issues raised in the petition has been provided to members. 

Action 

2. At the conclusion of the evidence session, members will be invited to consider 
and agree what further action they may wish to take on the petition. At the 
meeting on 29 September the option of referring the petition to the Equalities 
and Human Rights Committee was suggested. 

3. Other possible actions that members may wish to consider, depending on the 
evidence heard, include— 

 Reflecting on the evidence and considering what further action to take a 
future meeting 

 Seeking further information or clarification from the Scottish Government 
on issues arising from the evidence heard 

 Any other action the Committee wishes to take. 

Clerk to the Committee 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01595


PE1595: MORATORIUM ON SHARED SPACE SCHEMES 

Petitioner Alexander Taylor 

 

Date 

Lodged 

18 December 2015 

Petition 

Summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 

to place a moratorium on all shared space schemes until safety and 

equality concerns have been addressed. 

Previous 

Action 

I have written to MSPs, MPs and Scottish ministers, including the 

Minister for Transport, who all tell me that this is a Local 

Government issue and that they cannot intervene. 

 

The petition stems from my experience with East Dunbartonshire 

Council with whom I have tried to engage during the past 15 months 

over a proposed Shared Space Scheme in Kirkintilloch without 

success. As a member of the National Federation of the Blind I am 

able to get information on the many schemes throughout the 

country and I have informed all local Councillors on a regular basis 

of all the many accidents which have taken place where schemes 

have been introduced. 

 

I have the support of East Dunbartonshire Visibly Impaired peoples 

Forum, The National Federation of the blind, The RNIB, The Access 

Panel, The Scottish Disabled Equality Forum, Visibility, Deaf Blind 

Scotland, Guide Dogs UK, All the local traders, Parents whose 

children attend local schools, together with 99% of the public, yet 

we are being ignored. 

Background 

Information 

"Shared space" schemes are designing many blind, deaf-blind, 

disabled, and other vulnerable people out of their Town Centres as 

due to uncontrolled Courtesy Crossings they can no longer access 

their High Street. 

 

Questions about the impact of shared spaces and their impact on 

blind people and others have been raised in the both houses of the 

UK Parliament and I am aware of at least 70 reports from across the 

UK detailing the dangers that shared space schemes can present, 

including fatalities and injuries suffered by vulnerable pedestrians. A 

paper for the Institute of Civil Engineers (available online at 

http://eprints.uwe.ac.uk/17937/8/tran1200047h.pdf) has also 

questioned the evidence base for the introduction of these 

schemes. 

 

WHAT IS A SHARED SPACE SCHEME? 

 

"Shared space" is a design approach which aims to reduce the 

impact of motor traffic in places used by pedestrians. 



Robert Goodwill MP, in his previous role as Parliamentary Under 

Secretary at the Department for Transport, has defined a shared 

space as follows— 

"This is a design approach which aims to reduce the impact of 

motor traffic in places used by pedestrians. Courtesy crossings can 

form part of a shared space scheme, but they are not a requirement 

and there will be places where provision of formal crossings is more 

appropriate. 

 

There is no single definition of 'shared space' - it is a spectrum 

covering many types of design, which aims to reduce the impact of 

motor traffic in places used  by pedestrians. The phrase 'shared 

space' is often used as shorthand to describe a 'level surface' - the 

situation where kerbs are removed and there is a single surface 

used by pedestrians and vehicles. However, this can be misleading 

as a level surface is not a requirement for a shared space scheme. 

Kerbs can still be retained, and the decision on whether to do so is 

for the local authority to make. 

 

Because shared space is an umbrella term, rather than a definition 

of a particular road type, there are no specific rules (including any 

for who has priority) associated with it. Pedestrians should treat it as 

any other road, using the advice for pedestrians given in the 

Highway Code. 

 

Nor is there any formal definition of a 'courtesy' crossing, but they 

are similar in principle to informal dropped kerb crossings, which 

can be used to provide a crossing place where a controlled crossing 

is not justified. 

 

Pedestrians have no explicit right of way in law at uncontrolled 

crossings, and in the event of an incident at such a crossing, it 

would be for the courts to determine where liability lay. 

 

Pedestrians do have a right of way at formal crossings, which 

include zebra, pelican and puffin crossings. Drivers must stop at a 

red light to allow pedestrians to cross where facilities are provided, 

or must give way at zebra crossings to anyone on the crossing. 

Advice on crossing the road is given in Highway Code, both for 

formal controlled crossings and for situations in which no formal 

crossing place is provided. We last updated the Highway Code in 

September 2007 and we currently have no plans to amend it. 

 

The design of traffic management schemes, including decisions on 

what type of crossing to provide, is the responsibility of local 

authorities." 

The Scottish Government document "Designing Streets: A Policy 



Statement for Scotland" details a number of different crossings 

stating that signalised crossings are preferred by older people and 

people with visual and mobility impairments. This document also 

states that 'inclusive design should be a first principal in street 

design' and it refers the user to their legal requirements under the 

Disability Discrimination Act 2005, the PAN 78 Inclusive Design 

document and the Disability Discrimination Act: Good Practice 

Guide for Roads. The document also states that those who fail to 

observe the requirements of the Disability Discrimination Act 2005 

will be at risk of a claim.  It also mentions briefly shared space and 

refers users to the Department of Transport guidance note 1/11 

"Shared Space" and states that the final outcome of that document 

should be taken into account when considering shared space. The 

guidance note had not been published when Designing Streets 

came out and as far as I can see has not been assessed for the 

Scottish situation. 

 

The Mobility and Access Committee for Scotland (MACS) raised 

concerns about the use of crossings and shared space when the 

"Designing Streets: Policy Statement for Scotland was out to 

consultation. In particular, in the response to Section G3.3.9 MACS 

reconfirmed that designers should consider the needs of disabled 

people especially for those who are visually impaired or less mobile.  

Further concerns were raised about shared space in Section 

G3.3.13 where MACS stated 'shared space aims to slow speed 

visually / mobility impaired person can still be injured. Often drivers 

see a visually impaired person, slow down, wave them over the 

road, but because the person can't see the driver waving, they get 

impatient and drive off'.  Other concerns were raised in sections 

G3.3.31 and G4.2.10, with the most significant concern raised in 

G4.2.11 which stated MACS requests that no new Shared Surface 

Areas are agreed by Planners until research commissioned by the 

DfT is completed analysed and commented on. The MACS 

consultation response is available online at  

http://www.transportscotland.gov.uk/system/files/documents/ 

consultations/Consultation_on_Designing_Streets.pdf 

 

To date we cannot find evidence that MACS has analysed the 

'Shared Space document 1/11' even through the issue was on 

MACS work plans and concerns reported in their Annual Reports. 

The issue of shared space was also on the MACS work plan from 

2013-2015 but no name assigned to it and did not feature in the 

annual reports. 

 

We cannot find any document from MACS or any other document 

which has analysed the impact of shared space road design in 

Scotland. The Transport Scotland 'Roads for All Good Practice 



Guide Document' states Transport Scotland cannot support the use 

of zebra crossings because they are unsuitable for visually impaired 

pedestrians and in Section 4.4.2 explains the common 

misconception over blister paving, that people believe it is put there 

to indicate it is a safe place to cross a road.  Although this document 

is for trunk roads the needs of blind and disabled people to cross 

and the legal requirement under disability legislation is the same 

and therefore we question how local authorities expect blind people 

to cross the road on courtesy crossings and without kerbs. 

We would like to know how shared space road design / balanced 

streets can be used in Scotland when MACS has not from what we 

can see undertaken any assessment on this design and asked for 

no scheme to be introduced in 2009 until assessment had been 

done. 

 

I would also ask how the Scottish Government can meet two of its 

key strategic objectives being 'Wealthier and Fairer' and 'Safer and 

Stronger' identified Transport Scotland in Annual Business Plan 

2014-15 with the use of shared space / balanced streets approach. I 

would like to ask how Transport Scotland can meet four imperatives 

of the Scottish Government Business Strategy with the use of 

shared space / balanced street design especially the 'Being the 

Scotland we want to see' wanting 'Access to transport for all ages 

and needs'. Transport Scotland Corporate Delivery Commitments 

2012-14 Number 44 was for its work to 'Ensure that equalities and 

cultural issues underpin all of transport Scotland's activities' with 

44.5 being 'To recognise the Mobility and Access committee for 

Scotland (MACS) as a key resource providing guidance and advice 

on disability issues affecting the travelling public.' If MACS have not 

assessed it how can Transport for Scotland fund organisations to 

undertake this work for local authorities? 

 

LEGAL POSITION 

 

As you may know, under the provisions of the Equality Act 2010 it is 

unlawful for a public authority to discriminate in the exercise of its 

public functions. This includes highways functions.  Section 20(4) 

requires that where a physical feature puts a disabled person at a 

substantial disadvantage in comparison to a person who is not 

disabled, an Authority is required to take such steps as is 

reasonable to have to take to avoid the disadvantage.   We consider 

that the arrangements currently in place for pedestrians to cross 

High Street's discriminates against blind and partially sighted people 

(and other disabled people) who are either unable to cross or face 

unreasonable difficulty in crossing. Council's appear to have given 

little, if any, thought to their obligations under the Equality Act in this 

matter, in particular their duty to make reasonable adjustments. 



 

As public authorities, Councils are also subject to the Public Sector 

Equality Duty and are required to have "due regard" to equality 

outcomes in everything they do. In particular, Councils are required 

to ensure that they eliminates discrimination, advances equality of 

opportunity and foster good relations between, amongst others, 

disabled and non-disabled people.  It is not at all clear that Councils 

have given any consideration to their duty to promote disability 

equality in relation to arrangements made for accessing High 

Streets. Clearly, at the very least, plans should include an 

assessment on the impact of schemes on equality. It is quite clear 

that this has not taken place and Council's appear to be relying on 

an overall impact assessment in relation to the Local Transport 

Plan. This is clearly insufficient. 

 

In any event the duty is on-going and yet it is clear that the access 

concerns raised by organisations representing blind and partially 

sighted people have not been given any further consideration or 

assessed for their impact on equality.  We also note that many 

Councils' Equality Objectives include a commitment to promote 

equality through the provision of fair and accessible services, which 

will ensure that all their customers are able to access services and 

facilities and that there is a robust structure in place for Equality 

Impact Assessments. They have clearly failed to meet these and 

other objectives in relation to these schemes. Legal cases are 

ongoing in Northern Ireland on this issue and in England, with 

another two cases being reviewed. 

 

Finally, we also consider that the Human Rights Act is of relevance 

to this matter in that the current crossing arrangements may be 

considered a breach of Article 8. We further consider that the 

current arrangements may breach the United Nations Conventions 

on the Rights of Persons with a Disability in particular Articles 5, 9 

and 8.  The problem of shared space road design being used in the 

UK has been reported to the United Nations by the Equality and 

Human Rights Commission in December 2014 and this includes 

Scotland too. 

 

We support the principles that the scheme was designed to achieve 

in terms of reducing traffic flow and speed and providing an 

improved pedestrian experience. However, these schemes have 

been implemented in such a way as to make them hazardous to 

blind and partially sighted people thereby excluding them from the 

High Street. We have made considerable efforts to engage with 

Councils on this matter and to highlight the problems experienced 

by blind and partially sighted people, however Councils have failed 

to listen.  In the circumstances, we would once again request that 



Councils now take steps to install controlled crossings to facilitate 

blind and partially sighted people's access to High Streets. 

Concerns were raised during this year Accessible Summit by the 

Transport Scotland with the only survey showing 21% people 

concerned over the lack of definition of pavements and road and 

that shared space was an issue during the regional summits held 

across Scotland in 2015. 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

Why are Councils not complying with the Equality Act 2010 and 

their Public Sector Equality Duty to protect disabled people by not 

installing controlled crossings? Why can’t these new developments 

be inclusive and serve the needs of all, pedestrians and road users. 

Why is it claimed that these schemes give the pedestrian priority 

when the step onto the road, when Minister for Transport Mr Robert 

Goodwill stated in the House of Commons that the pedestrian does 

NOT have priority on Courtesy Crossings. Why has the Shared 

Space guidance 1/11 from the Department of Transport not been 

assessed by the Access and Mobility Committee Scotland (MACS). 

Why is Transport Scotland passing on all responsibility to local 

Councils on Shared Space when the DFT Shared Space Guidance 

has not been assessed by the MACS Committee. Further 

investigation on the policy or lack of it from this Committee should 

be sufficient to put a halt on Shared Space Design. 

. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

6th Meeting, 2016 (Session 5)  

Thursday 10 November 2016 

PE1612: Criminal Injuries Compensation Scheme – change to the “same roof 
rule” 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Graham McKinlay 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Government, as a key stakeholder in Criminal 
Injuries Compensation Authority, to seek a change in the rules for 
compensation claims arising from incidents in Scotland and remove 
the bar to claims in respect of victims of childhood sexual abuse who 
are currently denied compensation by the CICA under the so called 
"same roof rule." Alternatively I would ask that the Scottish Parliament 
create a separate mechanism to ensure that individuals in Scotland 
who are currently unable to claim under the present Criminal Injuries 
Compensation Scheme are fairly compensated for their injuries. 

Webpage http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/sameroofrule  

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition being considered for the first time. The petition collected 
sixteen signatures of support, and the petitioner has accepted an invitation to 
speak to his petition. 

2. This paper sets out the background to the issues raised by the petition and 
invites the Committee to consider what action it wishes to take on the petition. 

Background (incorporating the SPICe briefing) 

3. The Criminal Injuries Compensation Scheme is a state scheme to compensate 
victims of violent crime. A non-statutory scheme was first introduced in 1964, 
with a series of statutory schemes being introduced under the Criminal Injuries 
Compensation Act 1965. 

4. A single scheme covers Scotland, England and Wales. The power to amend 
the scheme rests with the UK Government (with the Scottish Government being 
consulted on proposed changes). 

5. The Criminal Injuries Compensation Authority (CICA) is responsible for 
administering the Criminal Injuries Compensation Scheme (including taking 
decisions on individual applications). A Memorandum of Understanding sets out 
the working arrangements between the Scottish Government and CICA on 
matters relating to the scheme, including arrangements for the Scottish 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/sameroofrule
http://www.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/Petitions%20briefings%20S5/PB16-1612.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/criminal-injuries-compensation-authority
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Government to make an appropriate contribution towards the funding of the 
scheme.1 

6. The power to establish a separate scheme for Scotland lies within the devolved 
competences of the Scottish Parliament. 

Proposed Reform 

7. The petition seeks reform of the ‘same roof rule’, to allow victims of childhood 
sexual abuse to claim criminal injuries compensation where they were living 
under the same roof as their assailant. It notes that different rules apply to 
injuries sustained before and after October 1979. These differences are 
explained below. 

The Same Roof Rule 

8. The Criminal Injuries Compensation Scheme 2012 is the relevant scheme for 
applications received on or after 27 November 2012 (even if the injury was 
sustained before that date).2 The eligibility criteria for receiving an award under 
the 2012 Scheme include the following: 

“An award will not be made in respect of a criminal injury sustained before 1 
October 1979 if, at the time of the incident giving rise to that injury, the 
applicant and the assailant were living together as members of the same 
family. 

An award will not be made in respect of a criminal injury sustained on or after 
1 October 1979 if, at the time of the incident giving rise to the injury, the 
applicant and the assailant were adults living together as members of the 
same family, unless the applicant and the assailant no longer live together 
and are unlikely to do so again.” (paras 19-20) 

9. The above restrictions on eligibility are sometimes referred to as the ‘same roof 
rule’.3 As can be seen, the provisions relating to injuries sustained on or after 1 
October 1979 are less restrictive (eg only applying to adults). 

10. The basis of the ‘same roof rule’, along with the reaction to it, is outlined in the 
House of Commons Library briefing paper Criminal Injuries Compensation: The 
‘Same Roof’ Rule (2016). It notes that: 

“Some victims cannot get compensation from the Criminal Injuries 
Compensation Scheme. This is because they were injured before 1 October 
1979 by someone living under the same roof as themselves. In January 2016, 
the Mirror highlighted the case of a woman who as a child had been 
repeatedly raped by her father. She was denied compensation because her 
injuries took place before 1979 when she was still living with her father. 

                                                           
1
 Ministry of Justice. Triennial Review, Criminal Injuries Compensation Authority (July 2013). 

2
 The process leading up to the introduction of the 2012 Scheme is considered in the House of 

Commons Library note Changes to Criminal Injuries Compensation (2012). 
3
 Similar restrictions were contained in earlier statutory schemes (2008, 2001 and 1996). 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/243480/9780108512117.pdf
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7498
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CBP-7498
https://consult.justice.gov.uk/digital-communications/cica-triennial-review/results/cica-triennial-review-report.pdf
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/SN06451
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The year 1979 is significant because, in that year, the rules were changed to 
allow for awards involving intra-family violence. 

Before 1 October 1979, awards were not possible where the victim and 
offender were living together as members of the same family. 

The ‘same roof rule’ can also affect adult domestic violence victims where the 
injuries took place on or after 1 October 1979, unless the assailant and victim 
have stopped living together. 

Successive governments have decided not to change this ‘same roof rule’ 
retrospectively, for cost and other reasons. This was confirmed by the last 
Labour Government and by the Coalition Government who reformed the 
Criminal Injuries Scheme in 2012. In its January 2016 report, the Mirror 
quoted the Ministry of Justice as saying that one of the aims of the 2012 
reforms had been to reduce the burden on the taxpayer and that there were 
no plans to change the decision.” (p 3) 

11. In response to a recent parliamentary question (March 2016) the UK 
Government stated that: 

“We deeply sympathise with anyone who has been a victim of crime. Some 
victims of incestuous sexual abuse may be eligible for compensation under 
the Criminal Injuries Compensation Scheme which awards taxpayer-funded 
payments to victims who are seriously injured as a result of violent crime. 

From 1964 to 1979 the scheme did not allow compensation to be awarded 
where the offender and victim lived in the same household as members of the 
same family. The so called ‘same roof rule’ was part of the original scheme 
and was introduced to stop offenders benefiting from compensation paid to 
victims who lived with them. It was amended in 1979 so the restriction only 
applied to adults who remained living together after the incident. This was to 
protect payments to the most seriously injured victims of crime, while reducing 
the burden on the taxpayer. The changes to the ‘same roof rule’ were not 
applied retrospectively. This decision was consistent with the general 
Government approach that rule changes apply to future claimants, rather than 
in respect of historical claims.” 

Action 

12. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on this 
petition. Options available to the Committee might include— 

 to seek the views of the Scottish Government and the Criminal Injuries 
Compensation Authority on the issues raised in the petition 

 to seek the views of other organisations that might have an interest in the 
petition. Such organisations might include Survivors Trust and Victim 
Support Scotland 

 any other action the Committee may consider appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 

http://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2016-03-07/30135/


PE1612: CRIMINAL INJURIES COMPENSATION SCHEME – CHANGE TO THE 

“SAME ROOF RULE” 

Petitioner Graham McKinlay 
 

Date 
Lodged 
 

29 July 2016 

Petition 
Summary 

Calling on the Scottish Government, as a key stakeholder in 
Criminal Injuries Compenstion Authority, to seek a change in the 
rules for compensation claims arising from incidents in Scotland and 
remove the bar to claims in respect of victims of childhood sexual 
abuse who are currently denied compensation by the CICA under 
the so called "same roof rule." Alternatively I would ask that the 
Scottish Parliament create a separate mechanism to ensure that 
individuals in Scotland who are currently unable to claim under the 
present Criminal Injuries Compensation Scheme are fairly 
compensated for their injuries. 
 

Previous 
Action 

 I have met with my MSP John Swinney who has clarified the 
position with the CICA and in subsequent meetings he has 
suggested that I submit a public petition to the Scottish 
Parliament.  

 I have met with my MP Pete Wishart who was to investigate the 
possibility of claims in respect of abuse prior to 1979 being 
allowed i.e. that such applications may now be treated with the 
same conditions as every other application. I am awaiting an 
update from Pete Wishart.  

 I have written to the Prime Minister and received a reply from the 
Ministry of Justice who are not presently inclined to consider 
amending the “same roof rule.” 

 
 

Background 
Information 

The Criminal Injuries Compensation Authority (CICA) is an 
executive agency of the UK Government. The Authority, established 
in 1996 and based in Glasgow, administers a compensation 
scheme for injuries caused to victims of violent crime in England, 
Scotland and Wales. Despite the CICA being an executive of the 
Department of Justice, criminal compensation is a devolved matter 
and the Scottish Government is a key stakeholder in the CICA. 

The “same roof rule” states that compensation cannot be paid to a 
victim prior to October 1979 – i.e. where the victim was living under 
the same roof as the offender at the time of the incident. Such 
victims are thus presently excluded from making a successful claim. 
I would ask that the Scottish Government as a key stakeholder in 
CICA, seek a change in the rules for compensation claims arising 
from incidents in Scotland relating to crimes before 1979 where the 
perpetrator was resident in the same home. However, it would 



normally be for the UK Government to amend the scheme and if the 
Scottish Government was unable to obtain this change then the 
Scottish Government should create a separate mechanism that 
adequately compensates those victims. 

Such victims have sadly suffered many years of anguish and upset, 
and to be further dismissed out of hand by the CICA does little to 
restore their faith in the system. To be considered as a “burden” by 
Westminster is wholly unacceptable. Studies among survivors of 
childhood sexual abuse show that victims of childhood sexual abuse 
are most likely to suffer poorer health in adult years and their life 
expectancy can be reduced by 10 years or more! I would submit 
that being consistently abused from e.g. the age of 2 until the age of 
16 by a close family member must surely be more traumatic that a 
one of incident from someone outside the family. Bear in mind that 
these victims were abused in the 50’s 60’s and 70’s when there was 
little or no child protection and child abuse was not to be talked 
about. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

6th Meeting, 2016 (Session 5)  

Thursday 10 November 2016 

PE1620: Museum of fire 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Colin Fraser on behalf of Friends of the Museum of Fire 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Government to urge the Scottish 
Government to meet with the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service to 
discuss the future of the Museum of Fire, including its collection and 
location, in the context of the National Strategy for Scotland’s 
Museums and Galleries. 

Webpage www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01620  

  

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition being considered for the first time. The petition was not 
opened to collect signatures or comments. The Committee has a SPICe 
briefing and a submission from the petitioner and is invited to consider what 
action it wishes to take. 

Committee Consideration 

2. The SPICe briefing explains that the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service (SFRS) 
owned the building in which the Museum was situated in Lauriston Place, 
Edinburgh.  

3. On 30 September 2016, the SFRS announced that the building was to be sold 
to the University of Edinburgh. 

4. The petitioner’s written submission dated 11 October 2016 indicates that he 
would like to withdraw the petition because the museum volunteers have come 
to an agreement with the SFRS as to the museum’s future.  

Action 

5. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on this 
petition. Options available to the Committee might include— 

 To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that 
the petitioner has indicated he would like to withdraw the petition because 
the museum volunteers have come to an agreement with the SFRS as to 
the museum’s future; 
 

 To take any other action the Committee may consider appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01620
http://external.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/Petitions%20briefings%20S5/PB16-1620.pdf
http://external.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202016/PE162020161011PetitionerEmailof11October2016.pdf


PE01620: MUSEUM OF FIRE 

Petitioner Colin Fraser on behalf of Friends of the Museum of Fire 

Date 
Lodged 

14 September 2016 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
meet with the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service to discuss the future 
of the Museum of Fire, including its collection and location, in the 
context of the National Strategy for Scotland’s Museums and 
Galleries. 

Previous 
action 

Our original petition on keeping the Museum of Fire at Lauriston 
Place has been running on Change.org and to date over 5,000 people 
from all over the world have signed it. We have also been running a 
paper based petition and this has raised almost 2,000 signatures. 

We have made contact with several MSPs who raised concerns about 
the Scottish Fire and Rescue Service's (SFRS) proposal to move the 
location of the Museum of Fire in the Session 4 Scottish Parliament, 
including: Alison Johnstone (Question S4W-30577 and Motion S4M-
15247), Sarah Boyack (Question S4W-29578) and Cameron 
Buchanan (Question S4W-29695). 

We have also had motions laid by City of Edinburgh Councillors 
Lesley Hinds and Cammy Day to SFRS. 

We were allowed to present a deputation to the Corporate Policy and 
Strategy Committee and a subsequent motion was laid down in 
Council, asking SFRS to re-examine all possibilities of keeping the 
Museum of Fire at Lauriston Place. The Leader of the Committee, 
Andrew Burns is intending to have a meeting with Pat Waters, Chair 
of the SFRS Fire Board. 

A meeting was also held with Ruth Davidson MSP for Central 
Edinburgh, and Leader of the Scottish Conservative Party to inform 
her of the latest developments in regards to the Museum of Fire. 

Background 
information 

The Museum of Fire is located at 76-78 Lauriston Place, Edinburgh in 
the previous headquarters of Lothian & Borders Fire and Rescue 
before its amalgamation in 2013 into the Scottish Fire and Rescue 
Service (SFRS). The Museum, which opened in 1988 and has been 
open to the public, Monday – Friday, has since 2013 had over 12,000 
visitors. A visit was once part of the school curriculum but stopped 
when education funding was cut, however we still have facilities for 
pupils to visit and learn. 

The building was erected in 1900 and was a purpose built fire station 
housing both fire appliances, horses, workshops and accommodation 



for the firemen. It is now the last surviving example of a Victorian Fire 
station in the UK and has been given a Grade A listing for its 
architecture and historical importance. It is this aspect that the 
building contributes to the historical aspect of the fire collection and 
forms such an important part of visitors comments when visiting the 
museum. 

We would contest that the fire collection must be kept in this location 
and stop the disposal of this building to alternative developers. 
Edinburgh holds a proud position within the British Fire Service 
history being the first Municipal Fire Brigade in the UK being formed 
here in the city in 1824. The Firemaster, James Braidwood was 
accredited with developing the principles of fire appliances and fire 
fighting tactics which would be copied throughout the UK. He then left 
and went down to London to set up their Fire Brigade. Sadly he was 
killed at a massive blaze in Tooley Street on 22nd June 1861. 

Current Situation 
SFRS maintain they will keep the Museum Collection but will move it 
to a more prominent location in Edinburgh. Their proposals to date 
are to move it into smaller premises located at McDonald Road Fire 
Station, which is further away from the current site, which is both 
central and enjoys daily exposure to passing tourist buses and is 
located within Edinburgh’s World Heritage site - is this their idea of a 
better proposal to protect and develop the Museums collection as 
stated in the SFRS heritage strategy? Their alternative site would 
have issues with regards to health and safety and access for disabled 
visitors that would have to be addressed and would be a further cost 
implication for the SFRS. 

We would argue that moving the collection will devalue and restrict 
the museum from fulfilling the aims of the National Strategy for 
Scotland’s Museums and Galleries. The Scottish Government lays 
much emphasis on protecting and assisting Scotland’s many 
museums to protect their historical contributions for future generations 
and to the important aspect of tourism within Scotland by the many 
visitors to our city. As the National Strategy states “They are part of 
what defines the culture and profile of a place, attracts visitors and 
stimulates local regeneration. Scotland’s museums and galleries 
enhance appeal for both domestic and international visitors.” 
“Heritage is recognised as a key component in making Scotland a 
competitive destination in the global marketplace and as a driver for 
tourism.” 

With these key aims that form part of a National Strategy, we would 
counter the claim of the SFRS that the Museum is moved to another 
location that will be both prominent, better access and able to be 
developed for the future. The current location has both the historical 
and architecture qualities that forms such an important asset for the 
museum collection and should be developed into a true Museum of 



Fire that will allow visitors from across the world see what an 
important contribution Edinburgh Fire Brigade has made to the history 
of firefighting within the UK and the world. 
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Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
implement urgent action to introduce a state regulated system of 
licensing of gamebird hunting, that addresses the potentially adverse 
environmental impact of gamebird hunting, provides for the revocation 
or amendment of licences where a licence-holder fails to comply with 
their terms and conditions, and to implement the recommendations of 
the Review of Wildlife Crime Penalties in Scotland. 

Webpage http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01615  

Introduction 

1. The Committee considered this petition at its last meeting on 27 October 2016, 
when it heard oral evidence from the petitioner and other supporters of the 
petition.  

2. At that meeting the Committee agreed that it would seek an update on the 
publication and consideration of forthcoming reports relevant to the issues 
raised by the petition. This paper provides that update and invites the 
Committee to consider what action it wishes to take on the petition. 

Wildlife Crime Annual Report 

3. The Committee noted that, although the petition specifically calls for the 
establishment of a licensing system, the issues discussed in the course of the 
evidence session linked to wider issues of the enforcement of laws in relation to 
wildlife crime.  

4. The Committee noted that the Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform 
(ECCLR) Committee’s work programme indicates an intention to carry out 
scrutiny of the next Wildlife Crime Annual Report. One of the options discussed 
by the Committee was referral of the petition to the ECCLR Committee for 
suggested consideration within the context of that scrutiny. However, the 
Committee agreed to seek further information about the timetable for 
publication of the report, and the ECCLR Committee’s scrutiny, prior to 
agreeing what action to take. 

5. The clerks to the ECCLR Committee have confirmed that the intention for 
scrutiny remains as set out in the work programme. This states that the ECCLR 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01615
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Committee would “expect to take evidence on [the report’s] conclusions from 
stakeholders involved in the prevention and investigation of wildlife crime” and 
that its approach to this work will be considered in more detail once the report is 
published.  The Scottish Government has indicated that it anticipates the 
Wildlife Crime Annual Report will be published in the coming weeks, although 
the exact timing of publication is subject to confirmation. 

Review of gamebird licensing and legislation in other European countries 

6. The Committee also heard evidence in relation to the review of gamebird 
licensing and legislation being conducted by Scottish Natural Heritage and the 
expected publication date of that review. The witnesses understood that that 
was a “review without recommendations”. 

7. The Scottish Government has confirmed that as the purpose of the review is to 
gather information and provide comparisons to licensing and legislation in other 
countries it is a review without recommendations. The findings are expected to 
be published shortly. 

UK Government and Parliament petitions 

8. On Monday 31 October the petitions calling for a ban on grouse shooting and to 
“protect grouse moors and grouse shooting” were subject to a Commons 
debate. 

9. In the course of that debate arguments were put forward on the benefits to the 
economy of grouse shooting, but that those who break the law do the shooting 
community no favours. A number of contributors noted that licensing presented 
an option to preventing criminality, and noted the steps taken in Scotland with 
regard to vicarious liability. 

10. However, in her summing up, the Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for 
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs indicated that the UK Government has no 
plans to introduce licensing. 

Action 

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

 to refer the petition to the ECCLR Committee for consideration as part of its 
scrutiny of the Wildlife Crime Annual Report; 
 

 to write to the ECCLR Committee to highlight the petition and the issues 
raised for possible inclusion in its scrutiny of the Wildlife Crime Annual 
Report and to defer further consideration of the petition until that scrutiny is 
completed; 

 

 to take any other action it considers appropriate. 
 

https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/125003
https://petition.parliament.uk/petitions/164851
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2016-10-31/debates/06472E95-10EC-49A0-BF93-84CAD2BE4191/DrivenGrouseShooting
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2016-10-31/debates/06472E95-10EC-49A0-BF93-84CAD2BE4191/DrivenGrouseShooting
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22 August 2016 

Petition 
Summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to implement urgent action to introduce a state regulated system of 
licensing of gamebird hunting, that addresses the potentially 
adverse environmental impact of gamebird hunting, provides for the 
revocation or amendment of licences where a licence-holder fails to 
comply with their terms and conditions, and to implement the 
recommendations of the Review of Wildlife Crime Penalties in 
Scotland. 
 

Previous 
Action 

Since the advent of the Scottish Parliament in 1999, the SRSG has 
met with various Environment Ministers, as well as less frequently 
with the Chair of SNH, to highlight the impacts of wildlife crime on 
protected raptor populations in Scotland. Many individual SRSG 
members have also met with their local MSPs to highlight this 
problem. During these discussions, the SRSG, and its members, 
have repeatedly pressed the case for the effective licensing of 
"driven" grouse shooting in particular. Whilst we have received a 
"sympathetic hearing" in these meetings, and indeed some 
significant improvements to the legislation protecting birds of prey 
has followed (notably in the Wildlife and Natural Environment 
(Scotland) Act 2011), the impacts on some raptor populations from 
illegal killing remains a significant issue. During this period, the 
Scottish Government has also commissioned various reviews 
related to wildlife crime (including the latest one from SNH to look at 
gamebird hunting licensing systems in other parts of Europe). 
However this SNH review, as a good example, will apparently make 
no recommendations for further action, and therefore will likely 
result in no meaningful progress towards eliminating the illegal 
killing of birds of prey in Scotland. 
 

Background 
Information 

Self-regulation by the game bird shooting sector in Scotland has 
patently failed. There is no evidence of any decline in the criminal 
targeting of protected raptors on “driven” grouse moors and large 
scale commercial pheasant shoots in particular, whilst there is 
increasing evidence emerging of the detrimental environmental 
impacts arising from some of the management practices occurring 
in such areas (SNH SAC, 2015). We maintain that a step change in 
the state licensing or regulation of gamebird hunting in Scotland is 
now required to deliver the public interest in the way land for 
gamebird hunting is managed and to protect vulnerable species, 
including the Golden Eagle, Hen Harrier, Peregrine, Goshawk and 
Red Kite. Such regulation applies in other areas of natural resource 



management in Scotland; for example, in relation to the 
management of wild salmonid and deer populations (Aquaculture 
and Fisheries (Scotland) Act 2013 and Deer (Scotland) Act 1996). 

The issue of wildlife crime involving our native and iconic birds of 
prey  has attracted widespread public attention and condemnation 
from successive Scottish Government Ministers concerned about 
our international conservation commitments; the impacts on rural 
diversification and tourism; as well the country’s international 
reputation as a place that should be respecting its important natural 
heritage. Scotland’s soon-to-be first First Minister, Donald Dewar 
MSP rightly called the killing of birds of prey “a national disgrace” in 
1998. Successive Environment Ministers in Scotland have 
condemned the illegal killing of birds of prey and called for firm 
action to tackle this persistent problem. Stronger measures are now 
clearly required to stop these crimes from happening. 

The long-established Partnership Against Wildlife Crime has worked 
hard over many years to raise awareness of wildlife crime amongst 
the public and land management sector; however, despite this good 
work, serious crimes still occur with some frequency and across a 
wide geographical area (RSPB Scotland, 2015).  In the Her 
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary Natural Justice Report 
(2008), a series of recommendations were made for improvements 
to the enforcement of wildlife legislation and the prosecution of 
offenders. Some improvements to the system have been delivered 
following the publication of this report, however much remains to be 
done. 

Good wildlife laws are now in place in Scotland to protect birds of 
prey (Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 as amended), however 
there are parts of this country where these laws are still routinely 
flouted and it has become an entrenched part of the “business 
model” of certain sporting estates to kill birds of prey. A number of 
these same estates are now intensifying their land management 
practices, notably to promote “driven” grouse shooting with higher 
grouse bags for sporting clients (SNH SAC Review of Sustainable 
Moorland Management, 2015. The Intensification of Grouse Moor 
Management in Scotland. Wightman A., Tingay, R. League Against 
Cruel Sports, 2015). 

Whilst wildlife crime has been identified by successive Environment 
Ministers as a high priority issue, enforcement of wildlife protection 
laws has historically been inadequately resourced by the police and 
is compounded by the fact that many of these crimes take place in 
remote areas where they are easily concealed by the perpetrators. 
It is therefore hard to gather sufficient evidence to bring cases to 
court, and when prosecutions are successful, imposed penalties 
(mainly fines) have largely failed to act as a sufficient deterrent to 
others. A recent Scottish Government review of wildlife crime 



penalties (Poustie, 2015) has recommended increased tariffs for a 
number of offences and we hope that this advice will be 
implemented as soon as possible. 

The SNH SAC took evidence from various stakeholders in 
connection with its Review of Sustainable Moorland Management in 
2015. This review has partly been a response to public concerns 
raised about a number of intensive moorland management practices 
that are now custom and practice, particularly on land managed for 
“driven” grouse shooting. These concerns are also documented in 
the scientific literature (e.g. The Environmental Impacts of high 
output driven shooting of red grouse Lagopus lagopus scoticus. 
Thompson et al., Ibis, 2016).  Highlighted negative practices 
include: illegal predator control; burning on deep peatland areas 
(Douglas, 2015); the culling of mountain hares to prevent grouse 
diseases; the widespread use of lead ammunition,(an environmental 
pollutant), and the medication of ‘wild’ red grouse. There have also 
been similar, however less well documented concerns, about the 
impacts of large scale non-native pheasant and red-legged 
partridge releases (estimated at 50 million birds per annum in the 
UK), with unknown consequences for the wider environment. These 
impacts may include damage to sensitive habitats and species, as 
well providing a large food source, thereby increasing predator 
numbers and survival to un-natural levels. These additional 
predation impacts could adversely affect the populations of native 
species. 

SNH are currently conducting a review of gamebird licensing 
systems in Europe following a commitment by the Scottish 
Government in the annual wildlife crime debate in the Scottish 
Parliament. Previous work on this subject (Mustin et al., 2012) has 
shown that Scotland and the rest of the UK have some of the most 
intensive gamebird management systems which are very lightly 
regulated when compared to other EU and North American 
countries. In other similar European Union countries, such as 
Germany and Spain, there are powers for the relevant authorities to 
remove hunting licences and firearm certificates, amongst other 
punitive sanctions, where wildlife crimes are committed. Habitat 
Management Plans and game bag returns are also required in order 
to inform conservation action for the populations of huntable 
species. 

This petition builds on the present review by Scottish Natural 
Heritage (SNH) of gamebird hunting licensing systems in other parts 
of the EU (expected to report in mid-Summer 2016) and the SNH 
Review of Sustainable Moorland Management (October 2015). 
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