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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1792: Access to Scottish piers and harbours  

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Thomas Butler 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to ensure 
that local authorities and service providers provide access for those 
with disabilities at public facilities such as piers and harbours. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01792 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 31 January 2020.  

2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s consideration of 
the petition and can be found at Annexe A.  
 

3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect signatures 
and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner elected to collect 
this information. No signatures were received in support, no comments were 
received.   

 
4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, the 

Committee was unable to meet to consider petitions between March and the 
summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek advanced views 
from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to consider this 
information when it returned to the formal consideration of petitions. 

 
5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government and can 

be found at Annexe B. The submission states that as ports are a commercial 
interest, it is not for the Scottish Government to decide how they should operate 
which includes accessibility issues.  

 
6. The submission also states that a port could be said to provide a public function 

under the Equality Act 2010. Compliance with the Equality Act 2010 rests with 
individual organisations, in this case, Highland Council who owns Uig port. 
Responsibility for oversight of compliance with the 2010 Act rests with the 
Equality and Human Rights Commission. Private individuals may also seek to 
enforce their rights under the Equality Act in courts and tribunals. 
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Background 

7. The petitioner owns and operates a small wildlife cruise company in Uig on the 
Isle of Skye. Highland Council plan to make infrastructure improvements to the 
port at Uig. These improvements are necessary to accommodate a new dual 
fuel vessel which will be owned by Caledonian Maritime Assets Ltd (CMAL) 
which is intended to be operated by CalMac Ferries Ltd (CFL) from summer 
2022. The vessel, known as Hull 802, is currently being built at the Ferguson 
Marine shipyard in Port Glasgow.  
 

8. Hull 802 has been delayed in construction and is forecast to cost more than 
intial estimates, and is one of the two such ferries under scrutiny by the Rural 
Economy and Connectivity Committee in its inquiry into construction and 
procurement of ferry vessels in Scotland. 

 
9. The Ferguson Marine Programme Review Board report, published by the 

Scottish Government on 18 December 2019 indicated a delivery range for Hull 
802 of July to October 2022, and an estimated outstanding cost for delivery of 
the two delayed ferries of £110.3m. 

Action 

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

• To write to the Equality and Human Rights Commission to ask for its views on 
local authority and service provider compliance with the Equality Act 2010 
regarding access to piers and harbours.   

• To write to the Highland Council to seek its views on the action called for in 
the petition, given that the Council owns the port in question and so are 
responsible for access to it under the 2010 Act; 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/113986.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/113986.aspx
https://www.gov.scot/publications/ferguson-marine-report-on-cost-and-programme-for-vessels-801-and-802/
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Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE01792 

Main Petitioner: Thomas Butler 

Subject: Access to Scottish piers and harbours 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to ensure that 
local authorities and service providers provide access for those with 
disabilities at public facilities such as piers and harbours. 

Introduction 

The petitioner wants to ensure that piers and harbours are accessible to 
disabled people.  

All service providers have a duty make reasonable adjustments for disabled 
people under the Equality Act 2010. The 2010 Act is mainly reserved, but the 
Scottish Parliament can encourage equal opportunities and impose duties on 
Scottish public bodies with regard to carrying out their functions with due 
regard to meeting equal opportunity requirements.  

Public authorities also have a general duty under the 2010 Act to eliminate 
discrimination, advance equality, and foster good relations between different 
groups of people.  

Background 

The petitioner owns and operates a small wildlife cruise company in Uig on 
the Isle of Skye. Highland Council plan to make infrastructure improvements 
to the port at Uig. These improvements are necessary to accommodate a new 
dual fuel vessel which will be owned by CMAL and operated by CalMac 
Ferries Ltd (CFL) on “Skye Triangle” routes from Summer 2022.  The vessel, 
known as Hull 802, is currently being built at the Ferguson Marine shipyard in 
Port Glasgow. 

The Skye triangle routes serve three ports: 

• Uig (owned by Highland Council)
• Lochmaddy (owned by Comhairle nan Eilean Siar)

ANNEXE A

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01792
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
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• Tarbert (Harris) (owned by CMAL)

The petitioner says he has been writing to and attending meetings with 
Highland Council for two years to discuss disabled access to the water at the 
local harbour. The petitioner states: 

“Since the first public consultation meeting for the project two years 
ago, I and many others have been trying our hardest to have ramped 
access to the water included in the new designs. Sadly, the council 
have stated that, as the pier development is not covered by legislation 
in DDA [now replaced by the Equality Act 2010] and BS 8300 2018, the 
provision of steps will meet the minimum requirement. Accordingly, 
they say that they are not in breach of the equalities act (sic) 2010.” 

CMAL have a webpage setting out the Skye Triangle Infrastructure 
Programme, including programme updates and progress, as well as 
stakeholder events held at the three ports. 

Construction works at Uig are expected to begin in Spring 2020 and be 
complete by Spring 2022, “subject to consenting timescales and funding from 
Transport Scotland.”1  

Stakeholder meetings 

A Stakeholder meeting Q&A document from 2018 includes the following 
questions which are relevant to the petition:  

At Uig 

Q: “Can you please include the local disability access group in any 
discussions regarding the design and access to the building?” 

A: “Noted and will be passed on to Council Architect for consideration” 

Update at Sept 2018 “The proposed layout of the terminal building has 
recently been agreed with THC and CFL and these drawings will be 
issued to the access groups”.  

At Tarbert/Uig/Lochmaddy 

Q: “Concerned about passenger access at all 3 facilities, especially for 
elderly, disabled passengers, how will they be accommodated?” 

A: “Access to the vessel will continue to be provided by a gangway. 
New gangways will however be provided which will reduce the 
maximum slope up to the vessel from the pier (to a maximum of 20 

1 Sky Triangle Infrastructure Programme Newsletter (November 2019) Available at: 
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Skye-Triangle-
November-Newsletters.pdf 

https://www.cmassets.co.uk/project/skye-triangle-infrastructure-works/
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/project/skye-triangle-infrastructure-works/
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/2018-stakeholder-meetings-QandA-document-1.pdf
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Skye-Triangle-November-Newsletters.pdf
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Skye-Triangle-November-Newsletters.pdf
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degrees at high tide compared with a maximum angle of approaching 
30 degrees if the current gangways were used).  
 
The provision of facilities similar to those at Ullapool and Stornoway 
has been considered. However, the foot passenger numbers on the 
‘Skye Triangle’ routes are very low compared to the Ullapool/ 
Stornoway route and the cost of provision of similar passenger access 
arrangements on the Skye Triangle is therefore prohibitively high.  
 
Passengers that cannot use the gangways will continue to be given 
assistance via the car deck.” 

 
 

Equality Act 2010 

 
Reasonable adjustments 
The Equality Act 2010 requires service providers2 to make reasonable 
adjustments for disabled people (s.20). Where a disabled person is at a 
substantial disadvantage compared with a person who is not disabled, there is 
a duty to take reasonable steps to remove that disadvantage by: 

• changing provisions, criteria or practices 
• changing or removing a physical feature or providing a reasonable 

alternative way to avoid that feature 
• providing auxiliary aids 

The duty is anticipatory and applies to disabled people generally.  
 
What is reasonable depends on a range of factors, such as how effective the 
adjustment would be, whether it can be done, the costs, and the 
organisation’s size and resources.  
 
Failure to comply with the duty is disability discrimination.   
 
Schedule 2 of the Equality Act 2010 provides that some transport providers 
are not required to make adjustments to the physical features of vehicles3: 
 

3 (1) This paragraph applies where A is concerned with the provision of 
a service which involves transporting people by land, air or water. 
(2) It is never reasonable for A to have to take a step which would— 
(a) involve the alteration or removal of a physical feature of a vehicle 
used in providing the service; 

                                            
2 Service providers includes anyone who provides goods, services, or facilities to the public, 
whether paid for or not. Includes the public, private and voluntary sector providers 
3 Explanatory Notes to the Equality Act 2010: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/notes/division/3/16/19 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/schedule/2
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/notes/division/3/16/19
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(b) affect whether vehicles are provided; 
(c) affect what vehicles are provided; 
(d) affect what happens in the vehicle while someone is travelling in it. 

 
Public sector equality duty 
The general equality duty (s.149) places a duty on public authorities, and any 
body when exercising public functions, to have due regard to the need to: 
 

• eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other 
conduct that is prohibited by or under the Act  

• advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it  

• foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and persons who do not share it. 

 
Certain public authorities in Scotland, listed under the Equality Act 2010 
(Specific Duties) (Scotland) Regulations 2012 (as amended), are required to 
meet the specific equality duty. The aim of the specific duty is to help public 
authorities meet the general equality duty. 
 
One of the requirements of the specific duty is to assess the impact of new or 
revised policies or practices against the general equality duty. The Equality 
and Human Rights Commission in Scotland provides guidance on how to 
conduct Equality Impact Assessments.  
 
The Highland Council webpage on the Uig Harbour redevelopment includes 
links to several public documents on the redevelopment, but there is no 
evidence of an Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA). It may be worth enquiring 
if an EQIA has been undertaken. 
 
  

Building Regulations and Planning Guidance 

 
The petitioner refers to British Standard BS8300. Scottish Building Standard 
4.1 requires that “Every building must be designed and constructed in such a 
way that all occupants and visitors are provided with safe, convenient and 
unassisted means of access to the building.” Detailed technical guidance on 
how architects and building industry professionals can design buildings to 
meet this requirement are set out in the Building standards technical handbook 
2019: non-domestic. It highlights additional guidance on the accessible design of 
buildings and refers to BS 8300 – “Design of buildings and their approaches to 
meet the needs of disabled people – code of practice”.  
 
There is also the Scottish Government’s : Planning and Building Standards Advice 
Note: Inclusive Design.  
 
 

https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/public-sector-equality-duty-scotland/regulations-specific-duties-and-details-which-public
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/public-sector-equality-duty-scotland/regulations-specific-duties-and-details-which-public
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/assessing-impact-and-public-sector-equality-duty-guide-public-authorities
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/assessing-impact-and-public-sector-equality-duty-guide-public-authorities
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
https://www.gov.scot/publications/building-standards-technical-handbook-2019-non-domestic/about/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/building-standards-technical-handbook-2019-non-domestic/about/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/pan-78-planning-building-standards-advice-note-inclusive-design/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/pan-78-planning-building-standards-advice-note-inclusive-design/
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Transport Scotland 

 
Transport Strategy 
The Cabinet Secretary for Transport, Infrastructure and Connectivity, Michael 
Matheson, launched Transport Scotland’s Transport Strategy for the next 20 
years on 5 February 2020.  
 
One of the four priorities is to reduce inequalities which includes:  
 
• Will provide fair access to services we need: we have a duty to reduce 

inequalities and advance equality of opportunity and outcome, including 
the protected characteristics of age, disability, gender reassignment, 
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or 
belief, sex and sexual orientation. We will ensure that our disadvantaged 
communities and individuals have fair access to the transport services they 
need. The transport system will enable everyone to access a wide range of 
services and to realise their human rights. 
 

• Will be easy to use for all: people have different needs and capabilities. 
Our transport system will recognise these and work to ensure that 
everyone can use the system with as few barriers as possible. 

 
 
Ferries Accessible Fund 
Transport Scotland administers the Ferries Accessible Fund. The purpose of 
the Fund is to improve the accessibility of ferries and ports and to enhance the 
ferry travelling experience of disabled people.   
 
There is £160,000 of funding available. Deadlines for the most recent round of 
funding applications closed at 5pm Friday 15 November 2019.  
 
Paragraph 9.4 of the guidance note includes a non-exhaustive list of the type 
of adaptations the fund might support. This includes “Ramps and elevators (if 
not required by legislation)” 
 
Accessible Travel Framework for Scotland 
The Ferries Accessible Fund supports the Accessible Travel Framework for 
Scotland (2016). This was a framework to make travel more accessible for 
disabled people. 
 
Scotland’s Accessible Travel Framework: Our Delivery Plan for 2019-2020 
sets out achievements and actions for 2019-2020. One priority area was on 
passenger assistance – “More people with reduced mobility, using public 
transport who require passenger assistance use trains and ferries.” 
 
In respect of the Ferries Accessible Fund, it notes that it was launched in 2014 
and that “the last round of the fund is due to be completed in 2019-2020.” 
 
Nicki Georghiou 

https://www.transport.gov.scot/news/transport-strategy-for-next-twenty-years/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/news/transport-strategy-for-next-twenty-years/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/our-approach/national-transport-strategy/national-transport-strategy-reduces-inequalities/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/our-approach/accessible-transport/ferries-accessible-fund/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/45831/ferries-accessibility-fund-fifth-round-application-pack.pdf
https://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-framework/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-framework/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/45098/transport-scotland-communications-corporate-publications-accessible-travel-annual-external-delivery-plan-2019-2020-120720191634.pdf
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Senior Researcher 
6 March 2020 
 
 
 
SPICe research specialists are not able to discuss the content of petition briefings 
with petitioners or other members of the public. However, if you have any 
comments on any petition briefing you can email us at spice@parliament.scot  

Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in petition briefings is 
correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware however that these 
briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise amended to reflect subsequent 
changes. 

 

Published by the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe), an office of the 
Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body, The Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh, EH99 
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PE1792/A 
Scottish Government submission of 27 July 2020 

Thank you for your email of 1 June 2020 in connection with Petition PE1792 which 
calls on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to ensure that local 
authorities and service providers provide access for those with disabilities at public 
facilities such as piers and harbours: 

www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01792 

The committee has asked that the Scottish Government provide its views.  Our views 
are set out as follows.   

The Scottish Government’s vision is that all disabled people can travel with the same 
freedom, choice, dignity and opportunity as other citizens.  We believe in the 
absolute rights of disabled people to participate as full and equal citizens; we know 
that accessible travel is key to enabling this.  Scotland’s Accessible Travel 
Framework is about improving the journeys that disabled people make whilst working 
to remove the barriers which prevent them travelling: 

www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-
framework/ 

The Framework has been shaped by disabled people themselves, together with 
organisations that represent them.  This ensures the experiences and voices of 
disabled people are heard. 

Organisations not specifically listed under Schedule 19 of the Equality Act 2010 may 
be subject to the general duty to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of 
opportunity and foster good relations contained in section 149(1) of the 2010 Act if 
they fulfil a public function: 

www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/section/149 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission has produced the Services, Public 
Functions and Associations Statutory Code of Practice: 

www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/services-public-functions-
and-associations-statutory-code-practice 

With Chapter 11 (at paragraph 11.7) suggesting that: 

Whether or not an activity is a service to the public, or a public function, will 
depend on all the circumstances of the case.  Many of the activities that a 
public authority carries out are services to the public – for example, the 
provision of social care, library or leisure services.  Activities such as these will 
be subject to the provisions of the Act relating to the provision of a service to 
the public. 

ANNEXE B

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01792
http://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-framework/
http://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-framework/
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/section/149
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/services-public-functions-and-associations-statutory-code-practice
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/services-public-functions-and-associations-statutory-code-practice
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It could be argued that a port carries out a public function; however, it would not be 
for the Scottish Government to opine and each case would need to be decided on its 
merits.  Scottish ports operate in a commercial environment usually with no direct 
public funding, with trust, private and local authority ports competing in the market.  
All ports on which the Scottish Parliament has devolved statutory powers and duties 
in the public interest should be accountable for their use.  It is not possible for the 
Scottish Government to dictate how any commercial company is run, nor interfere 
with its business decisions on how to best utilise its resources.   
 
In relation to disabled people, the Equality Act 2010, Part 2 Chapter 2, requires 
service providers to make reasonable adjustments in circumstances where a 
disabled person is placed at a substantial disadvantage in comparison with non-
disabled people.   
 
www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/part/2/chapter/2/crossheading/adjustments-
for-disabled-persons 
 
That requirement covers changing the way things are done; making changes to the 
built environment; and providing auxiliary aids and services.  The Equality and 
Human Rights Commission has produced a Code of Practice that gives more 
information on the application of reasonable adjustments: 
 
www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/multipage-guide/reasonable-adjustments-practice 
 
However, responsibility for complying with the requirements of the Equality Act 2010 
rests with individual organisations.  Responsibility for oversight of compliance with 
the 2010 Act rests with the Equality and Human Rights Commission.  The 
Commission is independent and cannot be directed by Scottish Ministers.  Private 
individuals may also seek to enforce their rights under the Equality Act in courts and 
tribunals. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/part/2/chapter/2/crossheading/adjustments-for-disabled-persons
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/part/2/chapter/2/crossheading/adjustments-for-disabled-persons
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/multipage-guide/reasonable-adjustments-practice


PE1792: Access to Scottish piers and harbours 
Petitioner Thomas Butler 
Date 
Lodged 

 

31 January 2020 

Petition 
summary 

I have raised the issue with Kate Forbes MSP and Rhoda Grant 
MSP who have both been very supportive.  I have also discussed 
the issue with Transport Scotland 

Previous 
action 

The issue has been raised with my constituency MSP, Kenneth 
Gibson and with Ministers at the Scottish Government. 

Background 
information 

For many people, living on the coast and being at sea is a 
fundamental part of their culture and identity. Throughout Scotland 
people have been making a living from the sea for generations 
which continues today in industries such as fishing, aquaculture and 
marine tourism. These marine industries, both large and small, are 
vital for the sustainability of already-challenged coastal regions, 
such as the Scottish Highlands, where seasonality and remoteness 
make for fragile economies and a difficult life. 

With the significant decline of fishing and boat-building in recent 
years, tourism has become the main and vital element enabling 
many communities to, at least, survive. Whilst tourism has grown 
significantly, even in remote areas, the infrastructure necessary to 
support this growth has either lagged behind or been completely 
absent. The huge financial benefits from tourism will not be 
sustained in the long term if the necessary improved facilities are 
either not put in place, or are not executed to the standards 
expected by today's 'world' traveller. 

The need is for facilities which are 'socially inclusive' of as many 
sections of society as possible and cater for the young, the elderly 
and those with disabilities. Visitors and locals alike need to feel 
welcomed and not excluded. 

I own and operate a small wildlife cruise company in Uig on the Isle 
of Skye where The Highland Council is preparing to embark on a 
£60 million regeneration project to the pier and wider harbour area. 

I have been writing to and attending meetings with the Highland 
Council for 2 years to discuss disabled access to the water at our 
local harbour. Since the first public consultation meeting for the 
project two years ago, I and many others have been trying our 
hardest to have ramped access to the water included in the new 
designs.  Sadly, the council have stated that, as the pier 
development is not covered by legislation stated in DDA and BS 
8300 2018, the provision of steps will meet the minimum 



requirement. Accordingly, they say that they are not in breach of the 
equalities act 2010. 

I, and many others in our community, find this attitude unbelievable 
in the 21st century. It specifically excludes and positively 
discriminates against a large section of society with limited mobility 
from working or enjoying what Scotland’s seas and magnificent 
coastline have to offer. 

I would be hugely grateful if this issue was considered more fully 
and widely with a view to improving and revising construction 
legislation, as necessary, to right this injustice for anyone who can’t 
use steps. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1794: New eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Christopher Walls 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
expand the eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme to 
ensure that small businesses can benefit from it, no matter what their 
location. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/smallbusinessrates 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 28 February 2020.

2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s consideration of
the petition and can be found at Annexe A.

3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect signatures
and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner elected to collect
this information. 20 signatures and 5 comments were received in support.

4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, the
Committee was unable to meet consider petitions between March and the
summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek advanced views
from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to consider this
information when it returned to the formal consideration of petitions.

5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government and can
be found at Annexe B. A submission has also been received from the petitioner
and can be found at Annexe C.

Scottish Government submission 

6. The Scottish Government submission highlights that whilst non-domestic rates
are often erroneously referred to as business rates, they are not in fact a tax on
business. They are a tax on the occupation of non-domestic properties and as
such they are not intended to reflect the turnover, profitability or number of
employees at that property.

7. It notes details on turnover, balance sheets and employee numbers are not held
by any of the public bodies currently involved with the business rates system in
Scotland and to require businesses to submit this to local authorities creates an
additional burden on both businesses and councils.

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/smallbusinessrates
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8. It further notes the Scottish Government have no data on how a change in criteria 
will impact on businesses across Scotland, but it would be inevitable that while 
some businesses may fall into the small business bonus scheme (SBBS) who 
previously did not, some may fall out. Because of this, the costs of such a scheme 
to the public purse are unknown, but are potentially very significant if large 
number of business became newly eligible. 

9. In June 2019, the Scottish Government commissioned the Fraser of Allander 
Institute (FAI) to carry out an independent review of the SBBS. The Scottish 
Government advises that due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the FAI is now set to 
report in Spring 2021 and is of the view that it would be inappropriate to introduce 
significant reforms in advance of that report. 

Petitioner submission 

10. The petitioner submission, in response to the Scottish Government submission, 
notes the Scottish Government’s own web site refers to non-domestic rates as 
business rates. They advise “as non-domestic rates are a tax on business 
premises most people view them as a business tax”. 

11. The submission notes that as the Scottish Government make no checks on the 
size of the businesses who apply for the scheme, a more concise description 
would be that 120,000 properties with a low rateable value benefited from a 
further reduction in business rates. They further note the rateable value of a 
business’s premises is no indication of the size of the business. 

12. The petitioner believes basing SBBS solely on rateable value unfairly penalises 
small retail and hospitality businesses from receiving support as they are more 
likely to have premises in high rental areas. 

13. The petitioner further believes “a new system should be developed where 
businesses who apply can self-certify that they meet the criteria for being a small 
business and as such are eligible for the scheme”. 

14. Another aspect of the scheme the petitioner believes should be changed is how 
a business leaves the SBBS. The petitioner notes if a small business leaves the 
scheme then it should be a stepped increase over several years to allow the 
business to adjust to the new amount of non-domestic rates being paid. The 
petitioner advises “At present it is simply a cliff edge and such a drastic change 
in costs has resulted in successful small businesses being forced to close with 
the loss of tax revenue and jobs”. 

Action 

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

• To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that the 
Scottish Government does not agree with the action called for in the petition; 
and it does not intend to make any significant reforms to the small business 
bonus scheme prior to the publication of the independent review of the 



PPC/S5/20/10/2 

3 

scheme; following which the petitioner could re-petition should they be 
unhappy with the outcome of the review. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 



Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE1794 

Main Petitioner: Christopher Walls 

Subject: New eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to expand the 
eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme to ensure that small 
businesses can benefit from it, no matter what their location.   

Background 

The Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS) provides a general scaled 
reduction of rates for certain properties (provided that they are not used for 
payday lending). Eligibility and the value of the relief is based on the rateable 
value of the property. Ratepayers must apply for SBBS through their local 
council by completing an application form.  

Businesses can get non-domestic rates relief through the Small Business 
Bonus Scheme if: 

• the combined rateable value of all owned/rented business premises is
£35,000 or less

• and, the rateable value of individual premises is £18,000 or less

From 1 April 2020, SBBS relief will only be available for properties that are 
actively occupied. 

Annual changes to the SBBS banding and rates is confirmed in the Local 
Government Finance Circulars which accompany the Budget process.  

Based on the total (cumulative) rateable value of all owned/rented non-
domestic premises, the following relief is available: 

• total rateable value up to £15,000 - 100% relief (no rates payable) on
each individual property

• total rateable value of £15,001 to £35,000 - 25% relief on each
individual property with a rateable value of £18,000 or less

ANNEXE A

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/smallbusinessrates
https://www.mygov.scot/non-domestic-rates-relief/small-business-bonus-scheme/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/local-government-finance-circular-1-2020-settlement-for-2020-21/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/local-government-finance-circular-1-2020-settlement-for-2020-21/
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Ratepayers can save a maximum of £7,350 in 2019-20 and £7,470 in 2020-
21. 

The Scottish Government sets out Non-Domestic Rates relief statistics 
annually. As at 31 May 2019, 36% of all Non-Domestic Rates relief awarded 
was accounted for by SBBS. There were 120,420 recipients of SBBS relief at 
the snapshot date in 2019, 6,480 more than at the same time in 2018. The 
value of SBBS relief awarded was £266m, up from £248m at the same time in 
2018. 

Barclay Review 

Recommendation 7 of the Barclay Reviews of Non-Domestic Rates set out 
that “the effectiveness of the Small Business Bonus Scheme should be 
evaluated.” 

The following paragraphs detail the findings and recommendation in full: 

“4.33 The Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS) was introduced by 
the Scottish Government to support economic growth. Considerable 
anecdotal evidence was presented to us to suggest that it has provided 
vital assistance to many small businesses. However, the case was also 
made to us that, as the policy has been in place for a decade with over 
£1.3 billion of public funds committed, the time was right for it to be 
formally evaluated. 

4.34 A commonly made point to us was that some small businesses in 
receipt of SBBS would be happy to make a modest annual contribution 
to the local services they receive (amounts of £500 or £1,000 a year 
depending on size was suggested to us by several current SBBS 
recipients). One participant in the consultation process even referred to 
some local villages where no businesses paid any rates as 'rates 
deserts' and others noted businesses who paid no contribution to local 
services were to some extent disconnected with their local council and 
community as a result. 

4.35 Some misuse of the Scheme is also apparent (see 
recommendation 22). 

4.36 An evaluation should consider recent policy developments in 
Northern Ireland, where the equivalent relief was evaluated but found 
to be misdirected and it was suggested it be replaced with a relief more 
targeted on town centres. It should therefore include a discussion of 
whether the current scheme could be adapted to better support towns 
or include some element of incentivisation in order to promote desirable 
economic activities (such as paying the living wage, carrying out 
investment or offering modern apprenticeships). 

4.37 The evaluation should also consider i) how the SBBS can best be 
targeted to support local investment, employment and growth (see 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/Non-domestic-rates-relief-statistics/
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Annex C4) and ii) the merits of giving councils some autonomy in the 
design of any reformed SBBS in their areas (see Annex C5). 

Cost. There will be modest costs associated with an evaluation if this is 
carried out independently. The costs will depend on the breadth and 
scope of the review carried out but should not be more than a few tens 
of thousands of pounds. 

Implementation. This should be a substantive review, taking on board 
the views of ratepayers (including those who became newly eligible for 
the relief following the expansion of the scheme in 2017) and should be 
initiated as soon as possible with any findings implemented in time for 
the next revaluation in 2022.” 

Scottish Government Action 

The Scottish Government has commissioned a review of SBBS which is 
ongoing. Its website states: 

“The Barclay Review recommended that the effectiveness of SBBS be 
evaluated. We accepted this recommendation and commissioned the 
Fraser of Allander Institute (FAI) in June 2019 to carry out an 
independent review of the scheme. 

The overall aim of the review is to evaluate what the impact of SBBS 
has been and whether it can be better targeted to support local 
investment, employment and growth.  

It’s key objectives are: 

• to understand who is getting the relief 

• to assess the impact of the scheme on relief recipients and 
identify wider benefits and costs 

• to consider whether the current scheme could be improved 

The FAI is set to report in 2020” 

Scottish Parliament Action 

The Local Government and Communities Committee took evidence from the 
Scottish Government on the Barclay Review, which included discussion of 
SBBS on 17 January 2018. 

Ailsa Burn-Murdoch 
Senior Researcher 
27/02/2020 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11312
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PE1794/A 
Scottish Government submission of 4 August 2020 

Thank you for providing the Scottish Government with the opportunity to comment on 
the above petition. 

The Scottish Government notes that Mr Walls, who previously benefited from 100% 
rates relief under the Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS) prior to 2017, now 
ceases to benefit. 

The petition suggests that the Small Business Bonus Scheme should include a wider 
eligibility criteria rather than the rateable value of the property, offering tax relief to 
any small business with at least one of the following: 

• a turnover of not more than £632,000
• a balance sheet total of less than £312,000
• on average, fewer than 10 employees.

Currently Over 120,000 properties across Scotland receive SBBS, of which 111,000 
receive 100% relief, the total value of SBBS relief awarded in 2019-20 was £272 
million. 

It is important to note from the outset that although Non-Domestic Rates are often 
erroneously referred to as business rates, they are not in fact a tax on business 
rather they are a tax on the occupation of non-domestic properties. As such they are 
not intended to reflect the turnover, profitability or number of employees at that 
property.  

Details on turnover, balance sheets and employee numbers are not held by any of 
the public bodies currently involved with the business rates system in Scotland and 
to require businesses to submit this to local authorities creates an additional burden 
on both businesses and councils. 

One of the main benefits of the current Small Business Bonus Scheme is its relative 
simplicity and ease of application process for both the businesses who benefit and 
the local authorities who administer the scheme. Costs of administrating a new 
scheme using the criteria suggested to local authorities is unknown, but are likely to 
be significant. 

The Scottish Government also have no data on how a change in criteria will impact 
on businesses across Scotland, but it would be inevitable that while some 
businesses may fall into the SBBS who previously did not, some may fall out.  

Because of this uncertainty on number of businesses who would be eligible under 
any new criteria, the costs of such a scheme to the public purse are unknown, but 
are potentially very significant if large number of business became newly eligible. 

Moreover we are not convinced such a significant reform would be beneficial to 
business. The current scheme is based solely on the rateable value of a property 
and this is fair and transparent to all. The rateable value of any property is publically 

ANNEXE B
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available and can be found at www.saa.gov.uk, so all businesses can search the 
criteria on which any other business is accessed for SBBS eligibility, including its 
competitors. As such, the system is transparent. To base entitlement on information 
which is not publically available, such as turnover, significantly reduces that 
transparency. 
 
Perverse employment incentives could be created by including staff numbers, for 
example a business with just over 10 staff could lay off a small number of these to 
qualify for rates relief. 
 
Finally, as you may be aware, in June 2019 the Scottish Government commissioned 
the Fraser of Allander Institute (FAI) to carry out an independent review of the SBBS. 
 
Due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, the FAI is now set to report in Spring 
2021 and the Scottish Government and it would be inappropriate to introduce 
significant reforms in advance of that report. 
 
I trust this information is helpful, 

http://www.saa.gov.uk/
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PE1794/B 
Petitioner submission of 17 August 2020 

In response to the Scottish Government’s submission 4th August 2020. 

It should be noted that the Scottish Government’s own web site also refers to non-
domestic rates as business rates.  As non-domestic rates are a tax on business 
premises most people view them as a business tax.  The Small Business Bonus 
Scheme was envisaged to help small businesses by reducing the amount of tax they 
paid, however, as no effort is made to check the actual size of eligible businesses 
the name of the scheme is at best erroneous. 

In the 2019-20 120,000 properties benefited from the Small Business Bonus Scheme 
with the total relief valued at £272 million.  However, as the Scottish Government’s 
own submission notes they make no checks on the size of the businesses who apply 
for the scheme.  A more concise description would be that 120,000 properties with a 
low rateable value benefited from a further reduction in business rates.  The rateable 
value of a business’s premises is no indication of the size of the business.   

Basing SBBS solely on rateable value unfairly penalises small retail and hospitality 
businesses from receiving support as they are more likely to have premises in high 
rental areas.   The system is far from transparent as it is skewed towards benefiting 
office-based businesses of indeterminate size.  There is no way at present to check 
whether an eligible business is a small business. 

A new system should be developed where businesses who apply can self-certify that 
they meet the criteria for being a small business and as such are eligible for the 
scheme. Only non-small businesses with premises with a low rateable value who are 
eligible at present would be affected by this change.  Applicants would not need to 
provide evidence that they meet the new small business criteria and need only sign a 
document for anti-fraud purposes.  This is used a present  when a business certifies 
that they do not have additional properties when applying for SBBS.  Councils 
already operate a whistleblowing service to report business rates fraud.  

A mechanism would be introduced to allow small businesses with a high rateable 
value to supply additional evidence to be eligible for the scheme.  Therefore, only a 
small proportion of applicants would need to supply additional information keeping 
the administration costs of the scheme low.  An example of additional information 
could be a letter from their Accountant confirming the size of the business.   

A new set of eligibility criteria could easily be created which does not offer any 
perverse incentives as suggested in the Scottish Government’s submission.  
However, it should be noted that the present system has a perverse disincentive by 
dissuading small businesses from operating premises in premium shopping areas.  
This can limit the growth of a small business and reduce competition. 

Another aspect of the scheme which should be changed is how a business leaves 
SBBS.  If a small business leaves SBBS then it should be a stepped increase over 
several years to allow the business to adjust to the new amount of non-domestic 
rates being paid.  At present it is simply a cliff edge and such a drastic change in 

ANNEXE C
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costs has resulted in successful small businesses being forced to close with the loss 
of tax revenue and jobs.   

I would like to take this opportunity to highlight to the Committee how important 
SBBS is for the growth of a small business.  Since leaving SBBS the growth of my 
business has slowed drastically, however I consider myself fortunate that it was 
strong enough to survive the shock of the increased rates, many have not been as 
fortunate. 

I would also like it noted in reference to the Scottish Government’s submission that 
my business has never received 100% rates relief.  Pre-2017 my rateable value was 
£12,000 and as such I received a 50% discount on my non-domestic rates which the 
relief available at that time. 



PE1794: New eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme 
Petitioner Christopher Walls 
Date 
Lodged 

 

28 February 2020 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to expand the eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus 
Scheme to ensure that small businesses can benefit from it, no 
matter what their location. 

Previous 
action 

I have contacted my local Councillor and MSP.  I have also 
contacted relevant Ministers and Cabinet Secretaries within the 
Scottish Government 

Background 
information 

I run a small business from a kiosk in the Silverburn Shopping 
Centre. 

In 2017, following a re-evaluation process, my rateable value was 
increased from £12,000 to £28,750.  As a result, my business is no 
longer eligible for tax relief under the Small Business Bonus 
Scheme.  

The Scheme is meant to support all small businesses, but in 
practice it is more likely to only benefit those located in lower rental 
areas.  This is because current eligibility for the scheme is based on 
rateable value.  

This means that many small retail and hospitality businesses that 
operate in premium shopping centres and other high rental areas 
miss out. 

I have contacted the Scottish Government who have confirmed that 
Part 11 of the Community Empowerment (Scotland) Act 2015 gives 
councils a discretionary power to amend business rates in the event 
of a local issue.  

I understand that Glasgow City Council has chosen not to use the 
powers they have been given under this legislation as they don’t see 
it as a city-wide problem.  However, the detrimental impact that high 
business rates can have on small businesses can be massive.  This 
is why the Small Business Bonus Scheme was originally created. 

I believe that that the Small Business Bonus Scheme now needs to 
look beyond rateable value.  It could, for example, use the 
Companies House definition of a micro-entity to widen its eligibility 
criteria, offering tax relief to any small business with: 



• a turnover of not more than £632,000 
• a balance sheet total of less than £312,000 
• on average, fewer than 10 employees. 

Including at least one of these criteria is likely to give a fairer 
indication of what constitutes a small business and ensure that the 
Small Business Bonus Scheme benefits those who need it most. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1795: Maoineachadh do Spòrs Gàidhlig - Funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd  

Petition 
summary 

Airson gun iarr Pàrlamaid na h-Alba air Riaghaltas na h-Alba 
coinneachadh ri Bòrd na Gàidhlig a bhruidhinn mu mhaoineachadh 
seasmhach nas fhaide-ùine do Spòrs Gàidhlig, iomairt shòisealta a’ 
lìbhrigeadh ionnsachadh air a’ bhlàr a-muigh do dh’òigridh tro 
mheadhan na Gàidhlig. 
 
Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
meet with Bòrd na Gàidhlig to discuss longer term and sustainable 
funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig, a social enterprise delivering outdoor 
learning to young people through the medium of Gaelic. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE1801 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 17 March 2020.  
 
2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s 

consideration of the petition and can be found at Annexe A.  
 
3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect 

signatures and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner 
elected to collect this information. 20 signatures were received in support, 
no comments were received.   

 
4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, 

the Committee was unable to meet consider petitions between March and 
the summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek 
advanced views from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to 
consider this information when it returned to the formal consideration of 
petitions. 

 
5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government 

and can be found at Annexe B.  
 

6. The submission highlights that Spòrs Gàidhlig did not realise the interest 
from local authorities that it had hoped, leading to the financial problems 
discussed in the petition. Bòrd na Gàidhlig has agreed to an additional 
funding package of £45,000 for the period from 1 November 2019 to 31 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/retainpowers
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March 2021, once the Bòrd has received income projections from Spòrs 
Gàidhlig demonstrating viability, in particular from growing revenue 
through paid for activity – which has been a key aim of the project from 
the outset. Since then, the Bòrd have also agreed additional funding to 
help groups of young people from across the Gaelic community, to take 
part in Spòrs Gàidhlig activities. 

7. The project is currently halted due to the Covid-19 virus, but the Scottish
Government states that it is hoped that some activity will resume from
August 2020 onwards. In the interim, the Bòrd plan on supporting the
Spòrs team in discussions with sportscotland to seek other funders for
longer term sustainability.

8. In addition, sportscotland, through Glenmore Lodge, the national outdoor
training centre, is working with Spòrs Gàidhlig to boost the delivery of
outdoor activity training and activities for young people. As part of this
partnership, it was noted that the main challenge for Spòrs Gàidhlig to
ensure future viability is to persuade local authorities/schools to work
with Spòrs Gàidhlig to deliver their outdoor education programmes.

Action 

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

• To write to Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Spòrs Gàidhlig seeking their views on
the action called for in the petition.

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 



Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE1795 

Main Petitioner: Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd 

Subject: Maoineachadh do Spòrs Gàidhlig - Funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig 

Airson gun iarr Pàrlamaid na h-Alba air Riaghaltas na h-Alba coinneachadh 
ri Bòrd na Gàidhlig a bhruidhinn mu mhaoineachadh seasmhach nas 
fhaide-ùine do Spòrs Gàidhlig, iomairt shòisealta a’ lìbhrigeadh 
ionnsachadh air a’ bhlàr a-muigh do dh’òigridh tro mheadhan na Gàidhlig. 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to meet with Bòrd 
na Gàidhlig to discuss longer term and sustainable funding for Spòrs 
Gàidhlig, a social enterprise delivering outdoor learning to young people 
through the medium of Gaelic. 

Introduction 

It was announced in October 2019, that Spòrs Gàidhlig had secured 18 
months of funding.  A press release from Spòrs Gàidhlig said: 

“It had been feared that the service would have to close, with two staff 
being made redundant, as sales uptake had not grown as quickly as 
first expected. 

“The new £45,000 funding package from Bòrd na Gàidhlig means that 
Spòrs Gàidhlig can continue for at least the next 18 months, during 
which time it is hoped that more schools and parents will take 
advantage of the opportunities offered.” 

The full press release and a statement by the Bòrd na Gàidhlig is included in 
an annexe to this briefing. 

The remainder of this briefing focuses on the Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Spòrs 
Gàidhlig. 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig is an executive non-departmental public body, responsible 
through Ministers to the Scottish Parliament. Established under the Gaelic 
Language (Scotland) Act 2005, The Bòrd is the principal public body in 
Scotland responsible for promoting Gaelic development and providing advice 
to the Scottish Ministers on Gaelic issues. 

ANNEXE A 
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The sponsorship team at the Scottish Government is in regular contact with 
the Bòrd. 

The 2005 Act (s.1) provides for the following general functions of the Bòrd: 

(a) promoting, and facilitating the promotion of—

(i) the use and understanding of the Gaelic language, and

(ii) Gaelic education and Gaelic culture,

(b) advising (either on request or when it thinks fit) the Scottish
Ministers, public bodies and other persons exercising functions of a
public nature on matters relating to the Gaelic language, Gaelic
education and Gaelic culture,

(c) advising (on request) other persons on matters relating to the Gaelic
language, Gaelic education and Gaelic culture,

(d) monitoring, and reporting to the Scottish Ministers on, the
implementation of the European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages dated 5 November 1992 in relation to the Gaelic language.

The Act sets out that these functions are to be exercised with a view to, 
“securing the status of the Gaelic language as an official language of Scotland 
commanding equal respect to the English language”.  The Bòrd should do this 
by: 

(a) increasing the number of persons who are able to use and
understand the Gaelic language,

(b) encouraging the use and understanding of the Gaelic language,
and

(c) facilitating access, in Scotland and elsewhere, to the Gaelic
language and Gaelic culture.

National Gaelic Plan 

The Bòrd has a duty (s.2 of the Act) to prepare a national Gaelic language 
plan which sets out how it will fulfil its statutory duties. The current Plan covers 
the period 2018-2023. 

The Plan set out the Bòrd’s aim that, “Gaelic is used more often, by more 
people and in a wider range of situations”.  This is broken down under three 
headings: increasing the use of Gaelic; increasing the learning of Gaelic; and 
promoting a positive image of Gaelic.  Perhaps the second heading is most 
relevant in relation to this petition.  Under that heading, the Plan identifies the 
following priorities: 

• Gaelic in the family
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• Gaelic medium workforce recruitment, retention, training and supply
• Resources and support for learning • Gaelic in Early Learning and

Childcare (ELC)
• Gaelic medium education (GME) in primary and secondary schools
• Gaelic learner education (GLE) in primary and secondary schools
• Gaelic in Higher and Further Education
• Adult Gaelic learning

The statutory process for the national Gaelic language plan is that the Bòrd 
consults and then prepares a plan which is approved by the Scottish 
Government. 

Budget and funding 

At the time of writing, the 2020-21 Budget had provisionally allocated 
£5.125m, a small increase in cash terms from 2019-20 when the budget was 
£5.100m.  The Bòrd may also receive small amounts of income from other 
sources. 

The Bòrd distributes funds to organisations for the development of the Gaelic 
language.  The Bòrd supports 11 delivery partners.   

The Bòrd’s website currently identifies the following additional funds which 
can/could be applied for: 

• Gaelic Education Grants 2019/20
Support for individuals currently working towards a career in Gaelic
teaching or Gaelic-medium teachers looking to develop their
professional skills. Applications deadline was 6 September 2019).

• Early Years Education Grants 2019/20
Support for voluntary early years groups that support parents, families
and children aged 0-5 years, to encourage and increase the day to day
use of Gaelic, and to encourage continuity into Gaelic education.
Applications deadline was 14 June 2019.

• Gaelic Arts Fund 2018-19
Applications deadline was 28 September 2018

• Taic Freumhan Coimhearsnachd 2020/21
Support for community groups to undertake projects in support of the
national Gaelic language plan. Applications deadline was 21 January
2020.

• Gaelic Language Act Implementation Fund (GLAIF) 2020/21
Support for public authorities in the delivery of commitments in their
Gaelic Language Plans, and in support of the national Gaelic language
plan. Applications deadline is 16 April 2020.

• Colmcille 2020/21
The Colmcille scheme is run jointly by Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Foras na
Gaeilge to promote cultural exchanges between Scotland and Ireland,
and in particular the Gàidhlig and Gaeilge languages. Applications
deadline was 20 February 2020.

https://www.gaidhlig.scot/bord/fundraising/
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Audit Scotland’s 2018/19 Audit of Bòrd na Gàidhlig: Governance and 
transparency, raised several concerns relating to governance and 
transparency and found, among other things: 

“There was also a lack of consideration of whether ongoing grant 
funding to organisations was contributing towards the Bòrd's strategic 
aims and thus achieving value for money.” 

Spòrs Gàidhlig 

Spòrs Gàidhlig is a part of Comunn na Gàidhlig which delivers wider youth 
and community work throughout Scotland although it operates as a separate 
company.  Comunn na Gàidhlig is one of the Bòrd’s 11 delivery partners 
which receives separate funding from the Bòrd. 

Spòrs Gàidhlig’s website describes itself as: 

“Spòrs Gàidhlig is a social enterprise working throughout Scotland 
which creates opportunities for young people to use and learn about 
Gaelic in a fun, positive and supportive setting. We offer outdoor 
activities, residential camps, educational programmes and events. 

“We can provide a range of outdoor activities, educational programmes 
and bespoke events. Our residential camps are popular and provide 
young people with the opportunity to engage in activities and meet new 
friends. 

“We cater for young people who speak Gaelic, those who are learning 
and also those who have no current knowledge of the language.” 

Ned Sharratt 
Senior Researchers 
5 March 2020 

SPICe research specialists are not able to discuss the content of petition 
briefings with petitioners or other members of the public. However, if you 
have any comments on any petition briefing you can email us at 
spice@parliament.scot  

Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in petition 
briefings is correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware 
however that these briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise 
amended to reflect subsequent changes. 

Published by the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe), an office of 
the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body, The Scottish Parliament, 
Edinburgh, EH99 1SP 

https://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/report/the-201819-audit-of-b%C3%B2rd-na-g%C3%A0idhlig-governance-and-transparency
https://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/report/the-201819-audit-of-b%C3%B2rd-na-g%C3%A0idhlig-governance-and-transparency
http://www.cnag.org/
mailto:spice@parliament.scot
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Annexe 

Media statements 

Spòrs Gàidhlig media release, 31 October 2019 

‘Spòrs Gàidhlig’ to Continue 

The pioneering ‘Spòrs Gàidhlig’ service, delivering Gaelic-language outdoor 
activities, is set to continue following the announcement of further funding 
support from Bòrd na Gàidhlig. 

It had been feared that the service would have to close, with two staff being 
made redundant, as sales uptake had not grown as quickly as first expected. 

The new £45,000 funding package from Bòrd na Gàidhlig means that Spòrs 
Gàidhlig can continue for at least the next 18 months, during which time it is 
hoped that more schools and parents will take advantage of the opportunities 
offered. 

Spòrs Gàidhlig is a service created by youth and community development 
company Comunn na Gàidhlig (CnaG). CnaG Chief Executive Donald 
MacNeill said: “We are delighted that we have been able to reach agreement 
with Bòrd na Gàidhlig, and to secure this additional support. We’ve been 
working on this service for four or five years, but are as convinced now, as we 
were at the beginning, of the value of this service – supporting young people’s 
language, social and physical development. 

“This new Bòrd na Gàidhlig support is a vital part of our funding 
package, but it remains the case that we will have to earn £120,000 in 
sales income over the next 18 months to make the service sustainable 
into the longer term. This will be quite a challenge, but we are optimistic 
based on the progress we have made already and the offers of support 
we have had on social media from parents and schools.” 

Shona MacLennan, Bòrd na Gàidhlig CEO, said: “Bòrd na Gàidhlig has 
supported Spòrs Gàidhlig since its inception and we are delighted to continue 
support for the next 18 months.  Sport contributes greatly to the use of Gaelic, 
so we look forward to working with Comunn na Gàidhlig, the other funding 
partners, parents and schools to help this service continue and be a success.” 

Formally established in 2017, Spòrs Gàidhlig has focussed on training a small 
team of Gaelic-speaking instructors in a variety of outdoor activities. These 
qualifications, and the securing of the essential AALA (Adventurous Activities 
Licensing Agency) in 2018 allowed the team to begin delivering outdoor 
activity sessions in Gaelic – primarily to schools, but also through bookings 
with individual parents or groups of parents. 

The activities provided range from climbing to gorge walking, SUP paddle 
boards to orienteering, bush craft, or Duke of Edinburgh expeditions. All of 
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these are delivered in Gaelic – helping to support the language learning of 
pupils following Gaelic Medium Education (GME). In a strong partnership with 
Glenmore Lodge, sportscotland’s national outdoor training centre near 
Aviemore, it has also been possible to deliver high-quality residential trips to 
GME pupils. 

Spòrs Gàidhlig service manager Donald Morris said: “It is great news that we 
can continue for the next 18 months. We are extremely grateful for the 
supportive letters and comments we received from parents and others when 
Spòrs Gàidhlig was threatened with closure. Knowing the work was so widely 
and highly-regarded was a boost to the staff and gives us a lot of confidence 
to sustain our efforts. 

“Our challenge now is to turn this support into bookings for the months 
ahead, and we already have firm plans in place to visit schools and 
parent groups to outline the opportunities and activities we can deliver, 
and to start putting firm bookings into our calendar. 

“We would urge any school, or parent group who wants to know more 
to get in touch.” 

Statement from Bòrd na Gàidhlig on Spòrs Gàidhlig 23 September 
20191 

A spokesperson for Bòrd na Gàidhlig said: “The Spòrs Gàidhlig project, run by 
Comunn na Gàidhlig, has been supported by Bòrd na Gàidhlig since its 
inception 18 months ago because we recognise how sport contributes to 
using Gaelic and the value that brings.  Our initial funding was to establish the 
project and subsequent funding was for equipment.  We have also funded 
groups of young people to take part in Spòrs Gàidhlig activities.  To date Bòrd 
na Gàidhlig has committed more than £60k to this project. 

“Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Comunn na Gàidhlig have been in discussions about 
further funding for the project.  The board is supportive of providing additional 
funding and required more financial information and projections to progress 
this further.   Bòrd na Gàidhlig remains willing to continue discussions in 
collaboration with Comunn na Gàidhlig and other funding partners about the 
future of the Spòrs Gàidhlig project.” 

1 https://www.gaidhlig.scot/statement-on-spors-gaidhlig/ 

https://www.gaidhlig.scot/statement-on-spors-gaidhlig/
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PE1795/A 
Scottish Government submission of 2 June 2020 

The Scottish Government and Bòrd na Gàidhlig have had regular discussions 
regarding Spòrs Gàidhlig and will continue to do so. 

The Scottish Government and Bòrd na Gàidhlig have been pleased to have been 
involved with the Spòrs Gàidhlig project since its inception in 2014.  We recognise 
the importance of creating opportunities for young people to use their Gaelic 
Language skills beyond the traditional school environment and the project have been 
successful in providing this service.. 

During the early applications by the project to LEADER it was clear that support from 
Scottish Government and Bòrd na Gàidhlig would be necessary to ensure that Spòrs 
Gàidhlig was viable in the development stage.  This intervention would allow the 
team the opportunity to train and to work with Local Authorities to build up a business 
base.  During the initial 2 years (2017/18 and 2018/19) the Scottish Government and 
the Bòrd provided £30k and £60k respectively to the project.  In addition, the Bòrd 
have also funded groups of young people to take part in Spòrs Gàidhlig activities. 

It is important to note that following this initial stage of development that despite 
great efforts the Spòrs Gàidhlig team did not realise the interest from Local 
Authorities that it had hoped in this period placing the continuation of the project in 
jeopardy.  In 2019 and following discussions with the Scottish Government, Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig agreed to an additional funding package of £45,000 for the period from 1st 
November 2019 through to 31st March 2021, once the Bòrd had received income 
projections from Spòrs Gàidhlig demonstrating viability, in particular from growing 
revenue through paid for activity – which has been a key aim of the project from the 
outset.  Since then, the Bòrd have also agreed additional funding to help groups of 
young people from across the Gaelic community, to take part in Spòrs Gàidhlig 
activities. 

From March 2020 and in line will many other outdoor activity providers, Spòrs 
Gàidhlig activities came to a halt due to COVID-19 restrictions and the staff have 
been furloughed.  The Scottish Government recognises the potential that the project 
team have in supporting young people with their Gaelic language development at 
this time and see them as part of the ongoing Education Recovery Plan.  It is hoped 
that some activity will resume from August 2020 onwards, at which point the 
potential for securing earned income over the coming months will become clearer. 

We most recently discussed the project with Bòrd na Gàidhlig on 11 June and it 
believes in the benefits that the project affords young people in using Gaelic in 
outdoor activities.  The Bord are also of the view that it would be helpful in terms of 
the long term sustainability of the project, that other funders come on board in 
recognition of the health and well-being benefits of the project for young Gaelic 
speakers and its contribution to delivering aspects of  Curriculum for 
Excellence.  They plan on supporting the Spòrs team in discussions with 
sportscotland. 

ANNEXE B
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In addition sportscotland, through Glenmore Lodge, the national outdoor training 
centre, continues to work closely with Spòrs Gàidhlig to boost the delivery of outdoor 
activity training and provide activities for young people, both through Gaelic and 
bilingually.  This has, for example, included Glenmore Lodge providing a base for the 
Spòrs Gàidhlig instructor development trainees and the development coordinator 
during 2018 and 2019. Glenmore Lodge also continues to assist with expert advice 
and support on all aspects of the instructor development programme.  This includes 
providing opportunities to attend skills and qualification courses and training 
sessions offered at Glenmore Lodge. 

More recently, sportscotland met with Spòrs Gàidhlig on 24 January 2020.  Spòrs 
Gàidhlig discussed a number of issues and sought further support from Glenmore 
Lodge. Glenmore Lodge’s Principal was very accommodating and agreed to work 
with Spòrs Gàidhlig and support them. The support requested and agreed included 
ongoing professional development for instructors and support with equipment, 
storage and facilities. 

As part of the discussions it was noted that the main challenge is the need to 
persuade local authorities/schools to work with Spòrs Gàidhlig to deliver their 
outdoor education programmes. It was understood that Spòrs Gàidhlig had to 
develop interest and ultimately persuade schools to attend their courses if they were 
to be financially and operationally viable. 



PE1795: Maoineachadh do Spòrs Gàidhlig - Funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig 
Petitioner Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf 
Date 
Lodged 

 

17 March 2020 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to meet with Bòrd na Gàidhlig to discuss longer term and 
sustainable funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig, a social enterprise delivering 
outdoor learning to young people through the medium of Gaelic. 

Previous 
action 

I have contacted my local Councillor and MSP.  I have also 
contacted relevant Ministers and Cabinet Secretaries within the 
Scottish Government 

Background 
information 

1. Chaidh dùnadh Spòrs Gàidhlig a ghairm faisg air deireadh 2019. 
Às dèidh seo, tha mi a’ tuigsinn gun tug Bòrd na Gàidhlig dhaibh 
maoineachadh de £45,000 anns an t-Samhan 2019, a tha a’ 
ciallachadh gun urrainn do Spòrs Gàidhlig cumail a’ dol airson mu 
18 mìosan eile. 

2. ’S e amas an Riaghaltais foghlam tro mheadhan na Gàidhlig 
(FMG) a chur am meud thairis air na bliadhnaichean a tha romhainn, 
agus tha sin a’ fàgail gum bi barrachd iarrtais ann airson 
sheirbhisean mar Spòrs Gàidhlig. Tha co-dhùnaidhean a’ Bhùird 
agus an Riaghaltais gun a bhith a’ toirt taic dhan bhuidhinn tro àm 
doirbh, gus am bi i air stèidh nas daingne, a’ sealltainn dìth lèirsinn 
agus a’ dol calg-dhìreach an aghaidh amasan an Riaghaltais a 
thaobh foghlam agus an cànan a bhrosnachadh am measg dhaoine 
òga. Tha am poileasaidh a th’ ann an-dràsta a’ glasadh Gàidhlig san 
t-seòmar-teagaisg mar dàrna cànan. Bidh seirbheisean mar Spòrs 
Gàidhlig riatanach ma tha buaidh gu bhith aig FMG ann a bhith a’ 
cruthachadh ginealach ùr de luchd-labhairt gnìomhach. Air sgàth a’ 
chion lèirsinn a sheall dùnadh Spòrs Gàidhlig, agus cion lèirsinn san 
fharsaingeachd aig Bòrd na Gàidhlig, bu chòir don Riaghaltas 
coimhead gu geur air an dòigh anns a bheil Bòrd na Gàidhlig ga 
ruith gus taic do thar-chur cànain am measg an t-sluaigh a 
neartachadh. 

3. Tha e follaiseach gum feum am fuasgladh a thighinn bhon 
Riaghaltas fhèin aig an ìre seo is bhiodh e air leth feumail nan 
deigheadh a’ chùis seo a thogail sa Phàrlamaid. Chan e an 
duilgheadas dìreach an aon cho-dhùnadh seo, ach pàtran fada de 
bhuidhnean cudromach a’ dol à bith fo stiùir Bhòrd na Gàidhlig. 
Chan eil an structar a th’ againn an-dràsta ag obair agus tha luchd 
na Gàidhlig a’ call earbsa ann am Bòrd na Gàidhlig agus ann an 
Riaghaltas na h-Alba a thaobh chùisean Gàidhlig. 

4. Tha mòran air nochdadh sna meadhanan Gàidhlig mu seo: 



https://www.bbc.co.uk/naidheachdan/49796478 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/naidheachdan/49825948 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/naidheachdan/49811139 

http://ow.ly/Bqo550xkXAO 

5. Tha cuideachd tòrr air nochdadh mun chuspair air na meadhanan 
sòisealta. 

Faic: Alt air Facebook mu Spòrs Gàidhlig le Misneachd, 24 Sultain 
2019 

6. Anns an alt seo, tha Misneachd ag innse gun do chuir Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig grunn cheistean air Spòrs Gàidhlig a thaobh cothrom air 
tuilleadh maoineachaidh, agus gun do fhreagair Spòrs Gàidhlig na 
ceistean sin. An uair sin thug Bòrd na Gàidhlig am maoineachadh 
air falbh bho Spòrs Gàidhlig, a chionn nach robh iad sàsaichte leis 
na freagairtean a fhuair iad. Ach, tha Misneachd den bheachd gu 
robh freagairtean Spòrs Gàidhlig iomchaidh, agus, air an adhbhar 
sin, nach robh còir aig a’ Bhòrd stad a chur air a’ mhaoineachadh. 

7. Mar eisimpleir, nuair a dh’fhaighnich iad mu àireamhan chom-
pàirtichean mu choinneamh nan cosgaisean agus teachd-a-steach 
(sruth-airgid) airson nan 18 mìosan ri thighinn, a rèir coltais cha do 
thuig oifigich a’ Bhùird nach urrainnear fiosrachadh deimhinnte a 
lìbhrigeadh airson 18 mìosan. Tha e stèidhichte air ro-shealladh air 
cò na sgoiltean a ghabhas pàirt.  Chaidh innse do na h-oifigearan cò 
na sgoiltean ris an robh dùil againn agus àireamhan. 

1. The closure of Spòrs Gàidhlig was announced in late 2019. 
Following this, I understand that a £45,000 funding package was 
provided by Bòrd na Gàidhlig in November 2019, which means that 
Spòrs Gàidhlig can continue for approximately 18 months. 

2. The Scottish Government’s aim is to increase Gaelic-medium 
education (GME) over the next few years, which will lead to an 
increased demand for services such as Spòrs Gàidhlig. The 
decisions of the Bòrd and the Scottish Government not to support 
the organisation through a difficult period, until it is on a firmer 
footing, reflect a lack of vision and is at odds with the Scottish 
Government’s aims regarding education and promoting the 
language among young people. The current policy ghettoises Gaelic 
in the classroom as a second language. Services such as Spòrs 
Gàidhlig will be essential if GME is to create a new generation of 
active speakers. Given the lack of vision demonstrated by the recent 
near closure of Spòrs Gàidhlig, and the general lack of vision shown 
by Bòrd na Gàidhlig, the Scottish Government should examine 



carefully the way in which Bòrd na Gàidhlig is run, with a view to 
strengthen language transmission amongst the population. 

3. Clearly, a solution must come from the Scottish Government at 
this stage and it would be extremely helpful to have this issue raised 
in Parliament. What is at issue is not just this one decision, but a 
long pattern of significant organisations disappearing under the 
stewardship of Bòrd na Gàidhlig. The present structure is not 
working and Gaelic speakers are losing confidence in Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig and the Scottish Government regarding Gaelic matters. 

4. Much has appeared in Gaelic media on this subject: 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/naidheachdan/49796478 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/naidheachdan/49825948 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/naidheachdan/49811139 

http://ow.ly/Bqo550xkXAO 

5. The subject has also gained a lot of attention on social media. 

See: Facebook article on Spòrs Gàidhlig by Misneachd, 24 
September 2019 

6. In this article, Misneachd explains that Bòrd na Gàidhlig asked 
Spòrs Gàidhlig various questions with regard to the possibility of 
their continued funding, which Spòrs Gàidhlig answered. Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig subsequently removed the funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig, as 
Bòrd na Gàidhlig perceived the answers to be inadequate. However, 
Misneachd believes that Spòrs Gàidhlig adequately answered the 
questions, and therefore that the funding shouldn’t have been 
removed. 

7. For example, in asking the question about numbers of participants 
against costs and income (cash flow) for the next 18 months, 
apparently Bòrd officials did not understand that guaranteed 
information cannot be given for 18 months. It is based on a forecast 
of which schools might participate. The officers were given 
information on which schools we were expecting and numbers. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1796: Equality, Inclusion and the Gaelic language 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd  

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
review whether public bodies are complying with the Achd na Gàidhlig 
2005 (Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005) to ensure that the Gaelic 
language, and therefore linguistic diversity, is fully recognised and 
promoted in Scotland. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/protectminorities 

  

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 17 March 2020.  
 
2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s 

consideration of the petition and can be found at Annexe A.  
 
3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect 

signatures and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner 
elected to collect this information. 29 signatures were received as well as 
two comments in support.   

 
4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, 

the Committee was unable to meet consider petitions between March and 
the summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek 
advanced views from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to 
consider this information when it returned to the formal consideration of 
petitions. 

 
5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government 

and can be found at Annexe B.  
 

6. The submission states that Bòrd na Gàidhlig monitors delivery and 
effectiveness of Gaelic Language Plans (which it supports public 
authorities to deliver under the 2005 Act), which includes a requirement 
on authorities to submit an annual monitoring report. In May 2020, and for 
the first time, Bòrd na Gàidhlig published a summary of key data from 
monitoring reports received during financial year 2019-20.  This report will 
be updated annually, with the aim of showing progress within each 

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/protectminorities
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authority and to give a more complete national picture. The Bord also 
commissioned independent research on some of the Gaelic Language 
Plans, which did not indicate there were any issues.    
 

7. The submission also states that adequate resource is a key challenge for 
both the Bòrd and the authorities. The Scottish Government says it 
recognises the challenge, and has responded by bringing relevant 
organisations together under the initiative Faster Rate of Progress for 
Gaelic, with the aim of ensuring Gaelic is more efficiently embedded into 
policy developments.   

 
Action 

8. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 
include— 
 
• To close the petition under Standing Order Rule 15.7 given that the 

Scottish Government have stated that public bodies are complying with 
the Achd na Gàidhlig 2005 (Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005) as 
the petition asks, and that the process is under constant review and has 
been independently assessed recently. 

• To write to Bòrd na Gàidhlig seeking its views on the action called for 
in the petition. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 



Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE1796 

Main Petitioner: Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd 

Subject: Equality, Inclusion and the Gaelic language 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to review whether 
public bodies are complying with the Achd na Gàidhlig 2005 (Gaelic 
Language (Scotland) Act 2005) to ensure that the Gaelic language, and 
therefore linguistic diversity, is fully recognised and promoted in Scotland. 

Introduction 

The petition mentions the Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005 and, in the 
petition background information, the Education (Scotland) Act 2016, in relation 
to the promotion of Gaelic Medium Education (GME). 

This briefing sets out the duties for public bodies under those Acts and 
provides additional information on the Bòrd na Gàidhlig, which was 
established by the 2005 Act. 

Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005 

The 2005 Act established the Bòrd na Gàidhlig and provided for the Bòrd to 
develop a National Gaelic Language Plan.   

Sections 3 to 8 of the 2005 Act provide the process for the Bòrd to give notice 
to a public authority to prepare a Gaelic language plan.   

A relevant public authority for the purposes of the 2005 Act (s10) is defined 
as: 

• a Scottish public authority,
• so far as not falling within paragraph (a), a cross-border public authority

(but only in relation to functions exercisable in or as regards Scotland
which do not relate to reserved matters), and

• the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body.

When issuing a notice to a public authority to produce a Gaelic language 
(under S.3 of the 2005 Act), the Bòrd must have regard to: 

• the National Gaelic Language Plan
• the extent to which:

ANNEXE A 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/protectminorities
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o the Gaelic language is used by persons in relation to whom the 
functions of the authority are exercisable, and 

o in the Bòrd's opinion, there is potential for the authority to 
develop the use of the Gaelic language in connection with the 
exercise of those functions, 
 

• any representations made to it in relation to the use of the Gaelic 
language in connection with the exercise of those functions, and 

• any guidance given by the Scottish Ministers.  

Once a public authority has developed a plan, following a statutory notice to 
do so, the Bòrd can require the authority to report on the extent to which the 
authority has implemented the measures set out in the plan.   

There are currently around 60 Gaelic language plans at various stages of 
development.  The Bòrd request an annual report from each organisation that 
has produced a plan and seek to work closely with them on the plans’ 
development and delivery.1 

Should the Bòrd consider that a relevant public authority is failing to 
implement adequately measures in its Gaelic language plan, it may submit to 
the Scottish Ministers a report setting out its reasons for that conclusion. 
Scottish Ministers could then take either or both of the following steps: 

• lay a copy of the report before the Scottish Parliament; and/or 
• direct the authority in question to implement any or all of the measures 

in its Gaelic language plan by the date specified in the direction. 

Under section 9 of the 2005 Act, the Bòrd must prepare and submit to the 
Scottish Ministers guidance in relation to the provision of Gaelic education and 
the development of such provision.  Current guidance was published in 2017. 

Education legislation 

The Education (Scotland) Act 2016 sets out a process for parents to request 
an assessment of the need for Gaelic medium primary education, how a local 
authority should do so, and the process that a local authority should undertake 
in deciding whether to make provision for Gaelic medium primary education.  

Section 15 of the 2016 Act places a duty on all local authorities to “promote 
the potential provision of school education, “by means of Gaelic medium 
education and Gaelic learner education “in such manner as it thinks 
appropriate”.  In doing so, the local authority should have regard to the Bòrd’s 
guidance in relation to the provision of Gaelic education. 

                                            

1 Personal communication with the Scottish Government. 

https://www.gaidhlig.scot/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Statutory-Guidance-for-Gaelic-Education.pdf
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Very little of the curriculum in Scotland is statutory.  One exception, under S.1 
of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980, is, “the teaching of Gaelic in Gaelic-
speaking areas”. 

Section 70 of the 1980 Act also provides for a remedy and complaint 
mechanism should an individual believe that a local authority has, “failed to 
discharge any duty imposed on them [by any] enactment relating to 
education”.  The Scottish Government has published guidance on this 
procedure. 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig is an executive non-departmental public body, responsible 
through Ministers to the Scottish Parliament. As noted above, the Bòrd was 
established under the Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005.  It is the principal 
public body in Scotland responsible for promoting Gaelic development and 
providing advice to the Scottish Ministers on Gaelic issues. 

The 2005 Act (s.1) provides for the following general functions of the Bòrd: 

(a) promoting, and facilitating the promotion of: 

(i) the use and understanding of the Gaelic language, and 

(ii) Gaelic education and Gaelic culture, 

(b) advising (either on request or when it thinks fit) the Scottish 
Ministers, public bodies and other persons exercising functions of a 
public nature on matters relating to the Gaelic language, Gaelic 
education and Gaelic culture, 

(c) advising (on request) other persons on matters relating to the Gaelic 
language, Gaelic education and Gaelic culture, 

(d) monitoring, and reporting to the Scottish Ministers on, the 
implementation of the European Charter for Regional or Minority 
Languages dated 5 November 1992 in relation to the Gaelic language. 

The Act sets out that these functions are to be exercised with a view to, 
“securing the status of the Gaelic language as an official language of Scotland 
commanding equal respect to the English language”.  The Bòrd should do this 
by: 

(a) increasing the number of persons who are able to use and 
understand the Gaelic language, 

(b) encouraging the use and understanding of the Gaelic language, 
and 

(c) facilitating access, in Scotland and elsewhere, to the Gaelic 
language and Gaelic culture. 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/section-70-education-scotland-act-1980-guidance-document-users-section-9781788515023/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/section-70-education-scotland-act-1980-guidance-document-users-section-9781788515023/
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National Gaelic Plan 

The Bòrd has a duty (s.2 of the Act) to prepare a National Gaelic Language 
Plan which set out how it will fulfil its statutory duties. The current Plan covers 
the period 2018-2023. 

The Plan set out the Bòrd’s aim that, “Gaelic is used more often, by more 
people and in a wider range of situations”.  This is broken down under three 
headings: increasing the use of Gaelic; increasing the learning of Gaelic; and 
promoting a positive image of Gaelic.  Perhaps the third heading is most 
relevant in relation to this petition.  Under that heading, the Plan identifies the 
following priorities: 

• Support for Gaelic from the Scottish Government, Parliament and wider 
political support  

• Gaelic Language Plans implemented by public authorities (local 
authorities and public bodies)  

• Promoting a positive image of Gaelic and raising awareness through:  
o Gaelic media and other media  
o Gaelic education at all levels, and  
o Gaelic arts  

• Promoting the social, economic and cultural value of Gaelic  
• Positive messages about Gaelic, bilingualism, and about diversity and 

inclusion.  

The statutory process for the National Gaelic Language Plan is that the Bòrd 
consults and then prepares a plan which is approved by the Scottish 
Government. 

In relation to Gaelic language plans, the national plan stated: 

“In many cases, Scottish public authorities are taking important steps to 
support Gaelic in their areas and in line with their functions. Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig has a role to support and encourage this. The mechanism of 
Gaelic Language Plans enables partnership working between Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig and those public authorities.  

“Gaelic Language Plans are found throughout Scottish public life. To 
date, over 50 Gaelic Language Plans have been developed and 
implemented by local authorities, public bodies, national parks, health 
boards, academic institutions and by the Scottish Parliament and 
Scottish Government, and some 20 others are being prepared.  

“The impact of these is evident in the increased visibility of Gaelic in 
public authorities, in developing initiatives and projects which support 
increased learning and use of Gaelic as well as increased service 
delivery such as Gaelic medium education and Gaelic learner 
education.” 
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Ned Sharratt 
Senior Researchers 
6 March 2020 
 

SPICe research specialists are not able to discuss the content of petition 
briefings with petitioners or other members of the public. However, if you 
have any comments on any petition briefing you can email us at 
spice@parliament.scot  

Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in petition 
briefings is correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware 
however that these briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise 
amended to reflect subsequent changes. 

 

Published by the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe), an office of 
the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body, The Scottish Parliament, 
Edinburgh, EH99 1SP 

mailto:spice@parliament.scot


PE1796/A 
Scottish Government submission of 14 July 2020 

As the Committee is aware, the Scottish Government is committed to supporting all our 
indigenous languages, including Gaelic.  We recognise the cultural, economic, educational 
and health benefits that they bring to the whole of Scotland and want to create opportunities 
for those who wish to learn and use them in everyday sitautions. 

The Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005 was a landmark piece of legislation for Gaelic.  Not 
only did this Act establish a Gaelic public body, Bòrd na Gàidhlig, and gave it important 
functions in relation to the promotion of Gaelic in Scotland but the Act also ensured that Gaelic 
was to be given equal respect to that of English. 

The Act put the Bòrd at the centre of a Gaelic language planning framework, and it gave BnG 
important functions of advising on Gaelic matters, providing Guidance on Gaelic planning and 
on Gaelic education. Under Section 6(2) of the Act states that Bòrd na Gàidhlig may require a 
public authority to submit a Gaelic Language Plan monitoring report and section 6(3) states 
that this may happen annually.  Over the past 14 years, Bòrd na Gàidhlig has put a team and 
a system in place which allows Public Authorities to be supported while they are creating and 
delivering their Gaelic Language Plans.   I am pleased that this has helped create a network 
of around 60 Public Authorities with Plans which offer an array of commitments that support 
the Gaelic language and those who wish to use it. 

I can confirm that the Bòrd has a regime for monitoring delivery and effectiveness of Gaelic 
Language Plans and that this process is kept under review.  As part of the ongoing process 
the Bòrd have created a system that requires all public authorities with approved Gaelic 
Language Plans older than 12 months, to submit an annual monitoring report.  This is a useful 
process which gives the Public Authority and the Bòrd an opportunity to reflect on good 
practice, assess progress and highlight any challenges that may have arisen.   

In addition, the Bord has commissioned independent research on some of the Gaelic 
Language Plans that were in the system at that time.   I am told that this research carried out 
over 3 years did not highlight any problems and commended the efforts of the organisations 
involved.   In May 2020, and for the first time, Bòrd na Gàidhlig published a summary of key 
data from monitoring reports recieved during financial year 2019-20.  This report will be 
updated annually, with the aim of showing progress within each Public Authority and also 
allowing to build a more complete national picture.   

One of the key challenges which both Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Public Authorities share, is 
ensuring that adequate resource is made available to ensure that approved Gaelic Language 
Plans are taken forward in support of the aim in the National Gaelic Language Plan 2018-23 - 
that Gaelic is used more often, by more people and in a wider range of situations. 

In recognition of the challenges and that Public Authorities have abilities to support the 
development of Gaelic across Scotland, I brought 24 organisations together for the first time 
in 2018 under the initiative Faster Rate of Progress for Gaelic.  This has helped focus the work 
of these bodies under a number of  headings where I feel we can make good progress but 
have cross cutting relevance to all our aims for the language.  These areas include 
Communities, Digital and Media, Economy and Labour Market, Participation and Teacher 
Recruitment and Retention. All these areas help ensure Gaelic is at the heart of policy 
developments within organisations and theserfore helping with the linguistic diversity and 
promotion across Scotland.   

ANNEXE B



PE1796: Equality, Inclusion and the Gaelic language 
Petitioner Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd 
Date 
Lodged 

 

17 March 2020 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to review whether public bodies are complying with the Achd na 
Gàidhlig 2005 (Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005) to ensure that 
the Gaelic language, and therefore linguistic diversity, is fully 
recognised and promoted in Scotland. 

Previous 
action 

We have submitted formal complaints to the Highland Council, Bòrd 
na Gàidhlig and the Scottish Government under the Gaelic 
Language (Scotland) Act 2005 and the Education (Scotland) Act 
2016. We have also submitted a complaint to the Equalities 
Commissioner, as well as written letters to the relevant Councillors.  

Background 
information 

am petitioning the Scottish Parliament on this issue to ensure that 
the Gaelic language, and therefore linguistic diversity, is recognised 
as essential in an open, inclusive Scotland and encouraged at all 
levels by local authorities, education bodies and the Scottish 
Government. 

The intention and spirit of equalities legislation and inclusivity in 
public life must make provision for the use of languages other than 
English such as Gaelic, and events intended to support minority 
language groups, held through the medium of these languages, 
should not be characterised as exclusionary. 

I am aware of cases of discrimination against minority languages, 
and specifically Gaelic, which have had a negative effect on children 
and their school education. 

I refer to Part 6, ‘Monitoring of implementation’ of the Achd na 
Gàidhlig 2005 (Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005), and Part 15 
of the Act, ‘Duty to promote and support Gaelic medium education 
and learning’ of the Achd an Fhoghlaim 2016 (Education (Scotland) 
Act 2016) to support my petition. 

Comann nam Pàrant, Alasdair Allan MSP and Kate Forbes MSP 
have corresponded with Highland Council on this issue. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1797: End live chick culling 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Kirsten MacQuarrie 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
ban the maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to end 
all live chick culling in the egg industry. 

Webpage  parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/endchickcull 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 10 March 2020.  

2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s consideration of 
the petition and can be found at Annexe A.  

3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect signatures 
and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner elected to collect 
this information. 256 signatures and 22 comments were received in support.   

4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, the 
Committee was unable to meet to consider petitions between March and the 
summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek advanced views 
from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to consider this 
information when it returned to the formal consideration of petitions.  

5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government and can 
be found at Annexe B. 

6. The submission highlights that it “takes the welfare of all animals extremely 
seriously at all stages of their lives”. It notes regulation Schedule 11 of The 
Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 
Regulations"). 

7. It also reiterates that under the 1995 Regulations, any mechanical apparatus 
used must be used by a skilled operator and be designed so as to produce 
immediate death without any unnecessary suffering caused to the chicks. 

8. Whilst the Scottish Government is aware of ongoing research into methods of 
determining the sex of a chick prior to hatching it advises “the methods currently 
available are not viable on an industrial scale. The Scottish Government will 
continue to monitor developments in this area of research”. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/endchickcull
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Action 

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

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

o there are currently no hatcheries located in Scotland producing laying 
hens for egg production; therefore there is no maceration of newborn 
male chicks.  

o other methods of determining the sex of a chick prior to hatching 
currently available are not viable on an industrial scale; however the 
Scottish Government will continue to monitor developments in this area 
of research. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 



Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE1797 

Main Petitioner: Kirsten MacQuarrie 

Subject: End live chick culling 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to ban the 
maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to end all live chick 
culling in the egg industry. 

Background 

The petition calls on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to ban the maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to end all 
live chick culling in the egg industry. 

The background information to the petition states that 

“Male chicks in the UK egg industry are currently killed using gas or 
maceration: while gas is the more common method, maceration 
(mechanical destruction) remains legal. I understand all plants in the UK 
have at least one macerator. This killing typically takes place on the first 
and only day of life for male chicks, occurring at an immense scale – the 
charity Animal Aid estimates that 30 million chicks are killed in the UK 
every year - and it is the case for all newborn male birds, whether they 
are hatched on free-range facilities or not. 

“In January 2020, France announced that it would be outlawing the 
practice of culling the egg industry’s day-old male chicks by 2021. Last 
year, the German Federal Administrative Court also ruled that this 
practice could continue only on a temporary basis, and in Switzerland 
the act of macerating male chicks has been banned since the beginning 
of 2020. In the US, the trade group United Egg Producers has also 
committed to 2020 being the final year of live chick culling, as the 
technology available to the egg industry advances beyond the need for 
this practice.” 

ANNEXE A 

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/endchickcull
http://external.parliament.scot/gettinginvolved/petitions/petitionPDF/PE01797.pdf


 2 

Hatching for egg production in Scotland 

The question of culling day-old chicks relates to hatcheries for laying hens (i.e. 
for hatching day-old chicks, that will become hens to lay table eggs once 
mature)1, rather than egg producing farms. 

There are no hatcheries located in Scotland producing laying hens for egg 
production. There are a small number of hatcheries in England. 
 

There are egg producers in Scotland who will obtain their laying hens from a 
hatchery. 

Why are chicks culled? 

Traditionally, female chicks were used for egg production, and male chicks 
were raised for meat. However, selective breeding throughout the 20th century 
gave rise to specific poultry breeds for meat and eggs, resulting in male chicks 
born into egg production no longer being considered optimal for meat.  

In most situations, there is therefore no use for male chicks within egg 
production, and consequently, these chicks are most often killed shortly after 
hatching.2 The culled male chicks are used to feed other species such as 
birds of prey and reptiles, kept both privately and in zoos.  

How are chicks culled? 

Shortly after hatching, the sex of the chick is determined, and male chicks are 
diverted for culling. 

The law on these practices in Scotland is regulated by Schedule 11 of The 
Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 
Regulations"). Under the 1995 Regulations chicks must be under 72 hours 
old, and any mechanical apparatus used must be used by a skilled operator 
and be designed so as to produce immediate death without any unnecessary 
suffering caused to the chicks. 
 
A “mechanical apparatus producing immediate death” (e.g. a macerator), a 
gas mixture consisting of a high concentration of argon gas or carbon dioxide, 
or dislocating the neck are the only permitted practices in Scotland.  
 
The Humane Slaughter Association (HSA) is a charity “promoting the humane 
treatment of all food animals worldwide” and produces practical guidelines for 
the food industry, including the British Egg Industry Council. The HSA only 
recommends dislocation of the neck in an emergency but state that both 
maceration and gas are humane.  
 

                                            
1 British Egg Industry Council, pers. comm. 10 March 2020. 
2 https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-
hatcheries.pdf 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/731/schedule/11/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/731/schedule/11/made
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-hatcheries.pdf
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-hatcheries.pdf
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In relation to maceration specifically, the HSA state that “Although it is 
aesthetically unpleasant, IMD [maceration] is an acceptable and humane 
method of chick disposal providing the equipment has been well maintained 
and used responsibly.”3 The HSA specifies the conditions and handling 
methods that are appropriate to ensure humane slaughter, and stresses that it 
is important that they are carried out appropriately by trained staff.  
 
Permitted gas mixtures by law include 100% carbon dioxide, or a mixture with 
high concentrations of argon gas. The HSA does not consider using 100% 
carbon dioxide acceptable for chicks as CO2 is “thought to be highly aversive 
to birds at concentrations above 25%”4.  
 
The British Egg Industry Council confirm that all culling at commercial 
hatcheries in the UK is done using 100% argon gas, and that carbon dioxide 
is not used on welfare grounds.5  
 
The British Egg Industry Council state that: 
 

“Currently in the UK, disposal of male chicks is carried out quickly, 
painlessly and humanely. This is by controlled exposure to argon, which 
is quick and painless, following a Code of Practice approved by the 
Humane Slaughter Association and monitored by the Government's 
Animal and Plant Health Agency. UK pullet hatcheries (hatching chicks 
for future egg production) are members of the RSPCA Assured Scheme 
and are monitored independently by the RSPCA, as well as by 
DEFRA/APHA. 
  
“Maceration is not used by pullet hatcheries in the UK for disposal of live 
male chicks, although it is a legally approved method of disposal of 
chicks and is widely used in other countries. Macerators are however 
used in the UK for the disposal of unhatched eggs - indeed it is a legal 
requirement for hatcheries to have a macerator for this purpose.”6 

Certification schemes: Rules for chick culling 

The Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) run the 
RSPCA Assured certification scheme. While the RSPCA recognises such 
practices can be distressing, and welcomes research into alternatives, the 
RSPCA Assured standards do permit maceration and gassing of chicks under 
strict conditions.7 The organisation states, similar to the Humane Slaughter 
Association, that “both maceration, which kills chicks instantaneously – and 
the use of inert gases (such as argon or nitrogen) as well as inert gas 

                                            
3 https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN9-mechanical-destruction.pdf 
4 https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-
hatcheries.pdf 
5 British Egg Industry Council, pers. comm. 10 March 2020. 
6 British Egg Industry Council press statement, sent in pers. comm. 10 March 2020 
7https://science.rspca.org.uk/documents/1494935/9042554/RSPCA+welfare+standards+for+h
atcheries+%28PDF+2.45MB%29.pdf/07353d8b-3466-a052-dcfd-
33365b3f2476?t=1557668425642 

https://www.rspcaassured.org.uk/maceration-of-male-chicks/
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN9-mechanical-destruction.pdf
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-hatcheries.pdf
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-hatcheries.pdf
https://science.rspca.org.uk/documents/1494935/9042554/RSPCA+welfare+standards+for+hatcheries+%28PDF+2.45MB%29.pdf/07353d8b-3466-a052-dcfd-33365b3f2476?t=1557668425642
https://science.rspca.org.uk/documents/1494935/9042554/RSPCA+welfare+standards+for+hatcheries+%28PDF+2.45MB%29.pdf/07353d8b-3466-a052-dcfd-33365b3f2476?t=1557668425642
https://science.rspca.org.uk/documents/1494935/9042554/RSPCA+welfare+standards+for+hatcheries+%28PDF+2.45MB%29.pdf/07353d8b-3466-a052-dcfd-33365b3f2476?t=1557668425642


 4 

mixtures can offer humane methods of euthanasia, as long as they are carried 
out correctly by trained competent staff”8.  

90% of British eggs also carry the British Lion certification9, run by the British 
Egg Industry Council. All of the UK commercial pullet hatcheries also have 
British Lion certification.10 According to the British Lion code of practice, male 
or cull chicks within egg production carrying this certification must be gassed, 
not macerated, and the code of practice specifies that an argon gas mixture 
should be used.11 

What happens after the chicks are culled? 

After culling by either method, male chicks tend to be used for food for other 
species, such as reptiles and birds of prey.12 The British Egg Industry Council 
state that “the demand from both zoos and private owners is such that 
approximately 30% of the chicks required are imported from other 
countries”.13 

Perceptions of chick culling 

The practice of killing male chicks is often emotive. A German study carried 
out a survey which found that 80% of respondents found the issue “very 
problematic”14.  

A number of UK animal welfare and animal rights charities find the practice 
problematic;151617 some support ending egg consumption as a result of 
practices within the egg industry, such as chick culling.18 

What are the alternatives? 

A number of people would prefer to see alternatives developed, both within 
the poultry industry and among concerned members of the public.  

• In-ovo sexing: In-ovo sexing allows the sex of the chick to be 
determined in the egg, allowing only the female eggs to be incubated 
fully. There are a number of different technologies currently being 
developed.19  

                                            
8 https://www.rspcaassured.org.uk/maceration-of-male-chicks/ 
9 British Egg Industry Council, pers. Comm. 10 March 2020. 
10 British Egg Industry Council, pers. Comm. 10 March 2020. 
11 http://www.britisheggindustrycouncil.com/download/LCoPV7.pdf 
12 http://www.poultrynews.co.uk/production/hatching/analysis-hatching-a-new-approach.html 
13 https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-
yet 
14 https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10806-019-09806-y 
15 https://www.viva.org.uk/resources/video-library/hatchery-investigation;  
16 https://www.compassioninfoodbusiness.com/our-news/2015/11/eliminating-male-chick-
culling-in-the-egg-industry 
17 https://www.peta.org.uk/blog/the-uk-egg-industry-is-lying-to-you/ 
18 https://www.viva.org.uk/resources/video-library/hatchery-investigation 
19 https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/08/ethical-eggs-could-save-male-chicks-mass-
slaughter 

https://www.rspcaassured.org.uk/maceration-of-male-chicks/
http://www.britisheggindustrycouncil.com/download/LCoPV7.pdf
http://www.poultrynews.co.uk/production/hatching/analysis-hatching-a-new-approach.html
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10806-019-09806-y
https://www.viva.org.uk/resources/video-library/hatchery-investigation
https://www.compassioninfoodbusiness.com/our-news/2015/11/eliminating-male-chick-culling-in-the-egg-industry
https://www.compassioninfoodbusiness.com/our-news/2015/11/eliminating-male-chick-culling-in-the-egg-industry
https://www.peta.org.uk/blog/the-uk-egg-industry-is-lying-to-you/
https://www.viva.org.uk/resources/video-library/hatchery-investigation
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/08/ethical-eggs-could-save-male-chicks-mass-slaughter
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/08/ethical-eggs-could-save-male-chicks-mass-slaughter
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o The one which has already reached commercial stage is a 
German technology which uses a laser to create a small hole in 
the eggshell, take a sample of the fluid and determine the sex. 
This technology is behind German respeggt-certified eggs, 
which are available in supermarkets.20 However, UK industry 
representatives question to what extent it is developed enough 
to work at a large scale.21 

o Within the poultry industry, sexing poultry is a skilled task which 
must be done by hand, and there have previously been reported 
shortages of trained staff in the UK.22 In-ovo technology does 
not require sexing by hand, which can provide solutions to 
shortages as well as eliminate the need for male chick culling. 

• Dual-purpose breeds: The possibility of dual-purpose breeds for both 
meat and eggs has also been explored.  

o Ei Care chickens in Germany is one of the companies which is 
raising a breed of chicken called “les bleues”, suitable for both 
meat and egg production.23 There are other heritage chicken 
breeds which are appropriate for both eggs and meat, such as 
British Ixworths.  

o While duel-use breeds produce both meat and eggs, they 
produce less of each; German Ei Care state that they produce 
around thirty percent less meat and thirty percent less eggs. For 
that reason, high-volume producers have chosen specialised 
breeds.  

o However, German researchers Busse et al. suggest that 
“fattening male chicks is an increasingly disseminated 
agricultural practice”24 in some parts of the world and conclude 
that there is a “viable market niche” among some consumers as 
an alternative to eggs laid alongside culled male chicks.  

What is happening in other countries?  

The practice of culling male chicks has come under increasing scrutiny across 
the world.  

In Germany, chick culling has been the subject of a number of legal 
challenges since 2013.25 The German government have called for a ban, and 
                                            
20 https://www.rewe-group.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/1519-
%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80
%8Bstopping-chick-culling-together 
21 https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-
yet 
22 https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/shortage-of-chick-sexers-in-the-uk-
despite-40000-salary-10086063.html 
23 https://www.aktion-ei-care.de/eicare-huehner.html 
24 https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10806-019-09806-y 
25 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-48620884 

https://www.aktion-ei-care.de/eicare-huehner.html
https://www.slowfood.org.uk/ff-products/ixworth-chicken/
https://www.rewe-group.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/1519-%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8Bstopping-chick-culling-together
https://www.rewe-group.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/1519-%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8Bstopping-chick-culling-together
https://www.rewe-group.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/1519-%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8Bstopping-chick-culling-together
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/shortage-of-chick-sexers-in-the-uk-despite-40000-salary-10086063.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/shortage-of-chick-sexers-in-the-uk-despite-40000-salary-10086063.html
https://www.aktion-ei-care.de/eicare-huehner.html
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10806-019-09806-y
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-48620884
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the state of North-Rhine Westphalia issued a ban in 2013. However, the high 
court in Leipzig ruled in June 2019 that the practice would be permitted until 
alternatives were available.26  

At the end of January 2020, France announced that culling male chicks would 
be banned from the end of 202127. A Franco-German partnership was 
announced at the same time, where the two countries will accelerate and 
share scientific expertise on alternatives and technological advancements to 
replace the practice.28 

In Switzerland, culling chicks by maceration has been banned from the 
beginning of 2020, though the use of gas is allowed.29 

Egg industry bodies around the world are also committing to phasing out male 
chick culling in favour of finding other alternatives. United Egg Producers, who 
represent about 90% of egg production in the United States have “embraced 
our drive toward the goal of eliminating this practice as soon as it is 
commercially viable and economically feasible”.30  

The Zentralverbandes der Deutschen Geflügelwirtschaft (ZDG), a 
representative body for the German poultry industry, have stated that they 
want to stop chick culling as quickly as possible, and their aim is to halve the 
number of chicks killed by 2022, but warn that banning chick culling would 
result in importation of laying hens from elsewhere, where this practice is not 
regulated.31  

The UK industry have not committed to phasing out chick culling with 
concerns that in-ovo technology is not yet fully developed, but the British Egg 
Industry Council stated on 30 January 2020 in response to France’s 
announced steps to a ban that they are “excited” by the developments in 
technology.32 

Scottish Government Action 

The Scottish Government have not committed to taking any action. The 
response from the Cabinet Secretary for Environment, Climate Change and 
Land Reform in response to the petitioner stated that 

“the killing of surplus chicks which are less than 72 hours old and embryos in 
hatchery waste is regulated by Schedule 11 of The Welfare of Animals 
(Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 Regulations"). Under these 

                                            
26 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-48620884 
27 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-51301915 
28 https://agriculture.gouv.fr/fin-du-broyage-des-poussins-males-julia-klockner-et-didier-
guillaume-mobilisent-les-acteurs-des 
29 https://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/animal-protection_-switzerland-bans-shredding-of-male-
chicks-/45240798 
30 https://unitedegg.com/united-egg-producers-updated-statement-on-male-chick-culling/ 
31 https://www.poultryworld.net/Health/Articles/2019/11/Germans-plea-for-sense-in-matter-of-
killing-day-old-chicks-504254E/ 
32 https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-
yet 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-48620884
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-51301915
https://agriculture.gouv.fr/fin-du-broyage-des-poussins-males-julia-klockner-et-didier-guillaume-mobilisent-les-acteurs-des
https://agriculture.gouv.fr/fin-du-broyage-des-poussins-males-julia-klockner-et-didier-guillaume-mobilisent-les-acteurs-des
https://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/animal-protection_-switzerland-bans-shredding-of-male-chicks-/45240798
https://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/animal-protection_-switzerland-bans-shredding-of-male-chicks-/45240798
https://unitedegg.com/united-egg-producers-updated-statement-on-male-chick-culling/
https://www.poultryworld.net/Health/Articles/2019/11/Germans-plea-for-sense-in-matter-of-killing-day-old-chicks-504254E/
https://www.poultryworld.net/Health/Articles/2019/11/Germans-plea-for-sense-in-matter-of-killing-day-old-chicks-504254E/
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
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regulations mechanical apparatus must be used by a skilled operator and be 
designed so as to produce immediate death without any unnecessary 
suffering caused to the chicks. The Scottish Government noted it is aware of 
ongoing research into methods of determining the sex of a chick prior to 
hatching, however the methods currently available are not viable on an 
industrial scale.” 

Scottish Parliament Action 

The Scottish Parliament has not taken any relevant action. 

SPICe Research 
10/03/2020 

SPICe research specialists are not able to discuss the content of petition briefings 
with petitioners or other members of the public. However, if you have any 
comments on any petition briefing you can email us at spice@parliament.scot  

Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in petition briefings is 
correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware however that these 
briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise amended to reflect subsequent 
changes. 

Published by the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe), an office of the 
Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body, The Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh, EH99 1SP 

mailto:spice@parliament.scot


PE1797/A 
Scottish Government submission of 20 July 2020 

You ask for the Scottish Government’s views on Petition PE01797 lodged by Ms 
Kirsten McQuarrie calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish 
Government to ban the maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to 
end all live chick culling in the egg industry. 

The petitioner corresponded along these lines with officials in January 2020 and we 
understand that Ms McQuarrie considers that, in line with some EU and EEC 
countries, Scotland should consider banning maceration immediately.  Ms McQuarrie 
also seeks an end to all culling practices when research has identified a means to 
identify male chicks whilst still in the egg. 

The Scottish Government takes the welfare of all animals extremely seriously at all 
stages of their lives. The killing of surplus chicks which are less than 72 hours old 
and embryos in hatchery waste is regulated by Schedule 11 of The Welfare of 
Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 Regulations"). The 1995 
Regulations permit only three methods of killing, which the Scottish Government 
considers to ensure the welfare of the chicks during the killing process: 

• Use of a mechanical apparatus producing immediate death;
• Exposure to gas mixtures; or
• Dislocation of the neck.

Under the 1995 Regulations any mechanical apparatus used must be used by a 
skilled operator and be designed so as to produce immediate death without any 
unnecessary suffering caused to the chicks.  

The Scottish Government is aware of ongoing research into methods of determining 
the sex of a chick prior to hatching. However, the methods currently available are not 
viable on an industrial scale. The Scottish Government will continue to monitor 
developments in this area of research. 

I trust that this information is helpful, and if you require any further information please 
let me know. 

ANNEXE B



PE1797: End live chick culling 
Petitioner Kirsten MacQuarrie 
Date 
Lodged 

 

10 March 2020 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
ban the maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to end 
all live chick culling in the egg industry. 

Previous 
action 

I have contacted the Cabinet Secretary for Environment, Climate 
Change and Land Reform. 

Background 
information 

Male chicks in the UK egg industry are currently killed using gas or 
maceration: while gas is the more common method, maceration 
(mechanical destruction) remains legal. I understand all plants in the 
UK have at least one macerator. This killing typically takes place on 
the first and only day of life for male chicks, occurring at an immense 
scale – the charity Animal Aid estimates that 30 million chicks are 
killed in the UK every year - and it is the case for all newborn male 
birds, whether they are hatched on free-range facilities or not. 

In January 2020, France announced that it would be outlawing the 
practice of culling the egg industry’s day-old male chicks by 2021. 
Last year, the German Federal Administrative Court also ruled that 
this practice could continue only on a temporary basis, and in 
Switzerland the act of macerating male chicks has been banned since 
the beginning of 2020. In the US, the trade group United Egg 
Producers has also committed to 2020 being the final year of live 
chick culling, as the technology available to the egg industry 
advances beyond the need for this practice. 

Researchers from around the world have spent the last decade 
identifying ways in which the sex of chicks can be determined while 
still only eggs. Once this is in place within the industry it will eradicate 
the need for any live chicks to be killed at all. 

In response to my letter to the Cabinet Secretary for Environment, 
Climate Change and Land Reform, the Scottish Government advised 
the killing of surplus chicks which are less than 72 hours old and 
embryos in hatchery waste is regulated by Schedule 11 of The 
Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 
Regulations"). Under these regulations mechanical apparatus must 
be used by a skilled operator and be designed so as to produce 
immediate death without any unnecessary suffering caused to the 
chicks. The Scottish Government noted it is aware of ongoing 
research into methods of determining the sex of a chick prior to 
hatching, however the methods currently available are not viable on 
an industrial scale. It is deeply disappointing to me that, despite often 
being referred to as a ‘nation of animal lovers’, this animal welfare 
issue is not being taken seriously: in the short-term, by banning 



maceration as a brutal and undignified method of culling that carries a 
particularly high risk for malpractice, suffering and cruelty, and in the 
long-term by prioritising research for in-egg sexing technology. 

I believe there is an opportunity for Scotland to lead the way in 
protecting newborn male chicks as part of its responsibilities for 
animal welfare matters. 
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Public Petitions Committee 
 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 
 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 
 

PE1596: In Care Survivors Service Scotland 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 
Petitioner Paul Anderson 

  
Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
retain our essential, dedicated In Care Survivor Service Scotland in its 
current form. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01596 

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

19 December 2019. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Deputy 
First Minister and Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills, following his 
evidence session.  
 

2. The Committee has received submissions from the Deputy First Minister and 
Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills, and from Helen Holland, Chair of the 
survivor group INCAS (In Care Abuse Survivors). The Committee has also 
received a submission from the petitioner.  

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

 
Committee consideration 
 
4. The petitioner has repeatedly raised concerns that survivors must provide 

significant personal data, including a postal address, to access support from 
Future Pathways. In his most recent written submission, however, the Deputy 
First Minister confirms that survivors can register with Future Pathways providing 
a name, which could be pseudonym, and a method of contact, which does not 
have to be an address. Additional information may be required to access other 
services, however, it is the survivor who can decide when to provide that 
information. 

 
5. The Deputy First Minister highlights that— 

 
“A small number of people have chosen to remain anonymous. Future 
Pathways has been able to support them by having good links with specific 
named staff, as well as using a pseudonym. This has permitted Future 
Pathways to deliver support whilst respecting a person’s wish for anonymity.” 

  

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01596
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6. Regarding support for Wellbeing Scotland, the Deputy First Minister highlighted 
in his most recent submission, ongoing discussions between Future Pathways 
and Wellbeing Scotland regarding a contract for continued support and, that 
Wellbeing Scotland has also been successful in a bid for funding from the new 
Survivors of Childhood Abuse Support Fund, pending final Ministerial approval. 
 

7. In her submission, Helen Holland states that—  
 
“As the chair of a group of almost 400 survivors and their families we feel that 
this petition and the tone of language used at recent hearings is 
unrepresentative of the survivors voices in general.” 

 
8. Helen Holland highlights the assurance that the Scottish Government has 

provided to all survivors already in counselling, that this would continue without 
disruptions to the survivors or therapists. 

 
9. In her submission, Helen Holland states that while she does not think that it is 

intentional, she is concerned that this petition is raising suspicions and mistrust 
among the survivor community, and that this is needless as she insists that “the 
fears being raised in the original petition PE1596 proved to be unfounded in the 
very early days.” 
 

Petitioner’s response 
 
10. In his most recent submission, the petitioner highlights amendments that Future 

Pathways have made, following concerns raised by him, to the Support 
Agreement that it asks survivors to sign. These amendments make it clear to 
survivors that they only need to provide a level of information that they are 
comfortable with. 
 

11. The petitioner states that he has no comment to make regarding Helen Holland’s 
submission. 

 
12. In recent correspondence with the clerks, the petitioner has restated the views 

previously made in his submission of 21 June 2019. This submission, included 
in the annexe to this paper, states that the main concern of his petition is that 
survivors can have access to: 

 
• Long term one to one counselling; 
• Group work; and  
• One dedicated counsellor  

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

Options include— 
 

• To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that 
survivors can access the level of support that they require through Future 
Pathways, or can continue their with their current provision  



PPC/S5/20/10/6 
 

3 
 

 
• To take any other action 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— 

 
• PE1596/V: Petitioner submission of 21 June 2019 (77KB pdf) 
• PE1596/FF: Helen Holland submission of 26 January 2020 (72KB pdf) 
• PE1596/GG: Deputy First Minster submission of 4 February 2020 (72KB 

pdf) 
• PE1596/HH: Petitioner submission of 13 March 2020 (128KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1596_V.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_FF.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_FF.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_GG.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_GG.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_HH.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_HH.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01596


PE1596: IN CARE SURVIVORS SERVICE SCOTLAND 

Petitioner Paul Anderson, James McDermott, Chris Daly 
 

Date 
Lodged 
 

12 January 2016 

Petition 
Summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to retain our essential, dedicated In Care Survivor Service Scotland 
in its current form. 
 

Previous 
Action 

Chris Daly had meetings with senior civil servants after the 
proposed change to the ICSSS to raise concerns. 

The petitioners have sought and received support from a number of 
organisations regarding the continued funding for the ICSSS. The 
petitioners have received letters of support from several local 
authorities, Police Scotland, the Scottish Human Rights 
Commissioner, Celcis and others. These letters have been passed 
on to the Scottish Government. 
 

Background 
Information 

In Care Survivor Service Scotland 
 
The service was developed to highlight and address the long term 
effects, as well as current and future needs of those survivors 
subjected to neglect, physical, emotional and sexual abuse while in 
care. 

The background to the development of the essential dedicated 
service was; in 2001 a cross party working group for survivors of 
child sexual abuse was established. The Scottish Governments 
National Strategy was the outcome of that group’s effects in 2005. 

The In Care Survivors Service Scotland (ICSSS) provides a model 
of care that offers counselling, advocacy, informal support, group 
support and access to records. It provides a website and a part time 
helpline staffed by trained counsellors. 

The service has built up experience over the seven years that it has 
been operating. The uniqueness of the service is the approach of 
offering all of the different strands in one service and in many cases 
with one worker. This ensures that survivors do not have to develop 
trust with a number of different workers. Focus group results and 
consultations have evidenced that this is what survivors find 
particularly beneficial about the service.  

It is a crucial part of the service that the worker supports the 
survivor to access their records and then supports them to go 
through them.  Counsellors work with an integrative approach 
utilising a number of counselling modalities depending on the needs 



of the survivor. In focus group results survivors have expressed that 
the approach is life saving and they were unable to have their needs 
met in NHS or generic services. 

Broker Model 

The Scottish Government has indicated that it will put the services 
of the ICSSS out to tender.  The tender process will change the type 
of service that is being provided to survivors.  Rather than a 
specialist service where support workers develop a one-to-one 
relationship with service users, the new proposal is a broker service 
where survivors will be signposted to a number of other service 
providers 

With the new broker model a worker will make contact with a 
survivor either by phone, Skype or in person. The worker will not be 
a specialist counsellor.  They will then carry out an assessment of 
the needs of the survivor and will broker a service for them from 
existing services or the NHS. Where no service is available the new 
service will commission a service for them. We consider this to be a 
significant risk as currently none of the specialist survivor agencies 
with substantial experience of historic abuse have secured ongoing 
core funding. 

Services within the NHS offer time limited support and the medical 
model of care is triggering for people who have been abused, 
particularly in a care setting.  NHS staff, while very skilled in generic 
work, are not trained to work with complex trauma in many cases 
having utilised a time limited Cognitive Behavioural Therapy (CBT) 
approach, something that survivors do not feel works for them.  The 
voluntary sector is trusted by survivors, particularly the specialist 
organisations that can offer flexibility.  We understand NHS staff are 
being trained in complex trauma but this cannot be learned in short 
term courses it has to be a full organisational approach and NHS 
staff have many areas of support that they have to cover. 

There are many aspects of this model that we consider to be a 
risk.  First of all a worker who is not a specialist counsellor carrying 
out assessments could leave survivors having talked to the worker 
feeling suicidal but with no ongoing appropriate support.  Most NHS 
services offer a medical model and CBT, time limited approach. 
Many survivors are diagnosed with mental health conditions that are 
considered untreatable.  

Many clients of ICSSS report that the service has kept them alive 
and has kept them from being admitted to hospital. One survivor 
was in hospital at least four times a year and since accessing 
ICSSS has not required any admissions.  Another survivor has 
asked for the situation he faced to be included as an example. He 
was diagnosed with borderline personality disorder and his GP was 



informed that he was untreatable so would be discharged. On 
appeal by ICSSS he was offered a Community Psychiatric Nurse 
but that has now also been withdrawn.  On one occasion he called 
to say he felt suicidal and was told that was his choice. In areas, 
which ICSSS have discovered are many, where there is limited 
support survivors may be at significant risk of harm by having to 
wait for support. When support is offered it is unlikely to have the 
ability to offer the specialist services that ICSSS can offer. 

In the evaluation by Napier University in 2011 the ICSSS model was 
recommended as being the most appropriate to work with survivors 
of abuse in care and it was recommended that it could be a model 
of good practice to be rolled out to other services.  The new broker 
model without ICSSS to refer to would be potentially dangerous. 
Survivors campaigned for many years for a specialist service and 
now it will be altered with no evidence of need and not according to 
views of survivors in consultations. 

The service is in line with the Survivor Scotland national strategy 
which aims to improve services supporting those who have suffered 
childhood sexual abuse and other abuse including emotional and 
physical wellbeing. 

As we survivors see it the service model currently in place is the 
essential dedicated service which addresses our needs.  We 
survivors and service users believe the current model meets our 
needs. As it is a trauma informed counselling and advocacy support 
service for adults who experienced abuse in care. 

Moreover the work of the locally based development workers across 
Scotland is saving lives. It’s a lifeline to the service users some of 
whom have suicidal ideation and other mental and physical 
disorders. These are a legacy of the childhood trauma. 

The current model is the model that survivors trust. For some 
service users it has taken years to develop that trust. A change in 
service has a potential to cause harm. 
 

 

 



PE1596/V 
Petitioner submission of 21 June 2019 

 
Please refer to my previous correspondence for the above petition PE1596.  

My thoughts and feelings of the service that provides survivors support through the 
In Care Survivors Service Scotland (ICSSS) have not changed.  

It has now been just over 3yrs from when | gave a presentation at the Scottish 
Parliament, my thoughts and feelings have not changed. Survivors needs have not 
changed. | have met with survivors including new ones and professionals at a 
number of meetings and, when listening to them; their main concern is that the 
services that the ICSSS provides should continue, eg:  

1. Long term one to one counselling: Survivors have been able to stop their 
sessions without the pressure of worrying that they have only a few left, this has 
opened the door for other survivors to get the help they desperately need. Most 
have been given short term counselling from the NHS: CBT Psychotherapy, 
which has caused survivors to be re- traumatised because they have left feeling 
they needed more time to trust the counsellors which can take a longer period of 
time. Some have acknowledged that the NHS has been of some support, 
however, others have felt judged earlier on in the sessions and have left feeling, 
“where do | go now?”  

2. Group work: Meeting with other survivors helps them understand that they are 
not alone, (this may sound like a cliché but those are the facts, | would ask 
anyone who is critical of group work and long-term counselling to attend a group 
(and counselling session) and listen to what survivors have to say. There can be 
a strong sense of trust, and friendships can be made. Many survivors have been 
rejected by family and “friends” and have been forced into isolation because they 
have very little or no choice about whom they can trust. For some of them group 
work is their first encounter with other survivors, they no longer feel isolated, they 
can (and have) shared their personal experience.  

3. Having one counsellor: This allows the survivor to have trust in one person to 
help them in other areas: advocacy, access to records, the Scottish Child Abuse 
Inquiry, helping with benefits, attending an appointment with their GP. Please 
remember, survivors find it very difficult to trust, their experience has shown that 
many have been seriously let-down by many people, family, “friends,” some 
professionals. For them having one counsellor to help in a holistic way is far more 
reassuring.  

 



PUBLIC PETITIONS COMMITTEE  
PETITION: PE1596 

1) How long has Future Pathways been operational?  
 
2) Have Future Pathways made referrals of survivors of child abuse to Wellbeing 
Scotland for counselling?  

3) If not can you explain why?  

4) Can Future Pathways give assurance that they will, as soon as possible? 

5) The Future Pathways website provides details of agencies people can contact if 
they are feeling distressed, in a state of despair, suicidal or in need of emotional 
support. These include for example NHS 24, the Samaritans, Breathing Space, Rape 
Crisis Scotland and Childline. Could Wellbeing Scotland be included for survivors to 
contact? 
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PE1596/FF 
Helen Holland submission of 26 January 2020 
 
My name is Helen Holland and I am the chair of the survivor group INCAS. As a 
survivor group it was our understanding that this petition was raised because some 
survivors from In Care Survivors Service Scotland (ICSSS) were wrongly informed 
that when the support fund started they would lose the counsellor relationship they 
already had with that service.  
 
While listening to Janine Rennie’s evidence to the committee, she stated that ICSSS 
were the only people who had a counselling relationship with survivors. 
 
I can tell you that within INCAS (In Care Abuse Survivors) organisation, we already 
had a number of members already receiving counselling from a therapeutic trauma 
informed practice whom we held a contract with.  
 
The concerns around survivors having to end one counselling relationship they'd 
built up and start again was never at risk. The Scottish Government gave assurance 
that ALL survivors already in counselling would continue without disruptions to the 
survivors or therapists.  
 
These talks were already taking place BEFORE the support fund was set up. 
 
At the survivor support fund meeting which took place within the first three months of 
the service starting, survivor fears of losing counsellors was raised again and it was 
made perfectly clear that NO survivor would need to change counsellors. It was 
explained again that the Scottish Government were committed to funding all therapy 
already being undertaken by survivors, that the only change would be that Future 
Pathways would cover the costs of on going counselling until it reached a mutual end 
between survivor and counsellor.  
 
That covers the original concerns of the petitioner. It now appears that this petition 
has moved in a totally different direction and the petitions committee has become a 
means to thrash out organisational funding for wellbeing Scotland.  
 
As the chair of a group of almost 400 survivors and their families we feel that this 
petition and the tone of language used at recent hearings is unrepresentative of the 
survivors voices in general. The committee itself is upsetting and starting to raise 
suspicion and mistrust among the survivor community.  Whilst I don't think that's 
intentional it's understandable that the wider groups of survivors are starting to 
question what gives the committee the right to quote in hearings " We went out and 
spoke to survivors "  when it would appear that NO other survivor group has been 
contacted to seek their views of engaging with future pathways and how they feel 
about the service. This would provide a wider picture of how survivors feel about a 
service which for many has been a life changing experience.  
 
I'm not suggesting that the service is perfect, INCAS have raised issues many times 
on behalf of our members but we have worked together to reach outcomes that 
became agreeable to all concerned. Hence the reason that survivors who have been 
following these committee hearings are finding them biased and at times aggressive 
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and attacking from the onset.  Given that there are over 1400 survivors using the 
service, as a survivor group, we would ask that consideration be given to ALL 
survivors during the evidence and questioning of representatives attending 
committee hearings as those who are following them feel that the wider group are 
being ignored.  
 
Survivors can't understand why this petition is still being heard when the fears being 
raised in the original petition PE1596 proved to be unfounded in the very early days. 
 
The organisational disputes around funding should not be dealt with through the 
petitions committee otherwise the committee will quickly become overwhelmed in 
dealing with internal disputes from current service providers.  
 
Funding for services is dealt with within the Scottish Government application 
processes and survivors are sick of being used by service providers as financial 
commodities. It's extremely upsetting when it's blatantly obvious that that's what's at 
the core of this petition being allowed to remain live. 
 
I have given evidence on numerous occasions to the petitions committee and I would 
be happy to voice these concerns in person if the committee felt it would be helpful.  
 
My only concern is that fear, suspicion and mistrust is affecting survivors at a time 
when they had moved towards trust and openness with a service set up to repair 
some of the harm they'd suffered because of the accusations being thrown around 
during the petitions committee hearings.  
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PE1596/GG 
Deputy First Minster submission of 4 February 2020 
 
Thank you for your letter of 7 January.  I was glad to have the opportunity to give 
evidence and am happy to clarify the points raised in your letter.  
 
You have asked about two specific areas – data sharing and referrals.  
 
On data sharing, the committee has expressed particular concern for clarity on 
whether survivors can access support from Future Pathways without initially being 
required to provide their personal data.  I asked officials to pursue this further and I 
think this can best be covered by an explanation of Future Pathways’ approach.  
 
A name and at least one way of getting in touch is required to register with Future 
Pathways. A pseudonym may be used. The address is not required.  
 
Additional information may be required to access other services.  For example, the 
name and bank details may be required if the person wishes to receive Discretionary 
Fund support directly.  I understand that most people prefer this.  In other cases, 
Future Pathways may make a purchase directly on behalf of the person, but an 
address would be needed to send any goods.  Information is not kept for longer than 
it is needed: once a transaction is completed, a record will exist in finance records.  
This is not easily retrievable and is required for audit purposes. 
 
Future Pathways’ support agreement is designed to document permission for Future 
Pathways to process personal information in order to respond to the person’s needs 
and in line with all UK data protection legislation (including GDPR and the Data 
Protection Act 2018). 
 
A small number of people have chosen to remain anonymous.  Future Pathways has 
been able to support them by having good links with specific named staff, as well as 
using a pseudonym.  This has permitted Future Pathways to deliver support whilst 
respecting a person’s wish for anonymity.  
 
The processing of personal data is managed in dialogue between the Support 
Coordinator and the individual, with the person’s preferences being reviewed regularly.  
Whilst it is possible to obtain some support without giving personal information, the 
range and types of support that may be provided in this circumstance would be limited.   
 
In many, if not most, instances, people have multiple needs and would wish Future 
Pathways to respond to these.  As people get to know their Support Coordinator and 
the service, they are usually content to provide additional information and permit 
Support Coordinators to progress support according to their needs.  
 
Future Pathways recognises that signing a support agreement is difficult for some.  
The document was produced with input from survivors.  Future Pathways notes that 
many people seem open to signing the agreement, although some have difficulty in 
knowing which parts must be completed.  The organisation has taken steps to highlight 
these and to explain why they are necessary.  Future Pathways continues to listen to 
feedback regarding the language used, is keen to review the document again and to 
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resolve any language which might risk introducing uncertainty about what is recorded 
and how information is used.  
 
On referrals, you asked about a specific discrepancy in information and referred to a 
figure of 171. This was a figure provided by Wellbeing Scotland and I understand refers 
to the number of new referrals received by Wellbeing Scotland from all sources and 
funded by Future Pathways.  Future Pathways has made 58 direct referrals, which we 
would expect to be included in this number. 
 
You also asked about continuing support for Wellbeing Scotland.  I understand that 
the discussions between Future Pathways and Wellbeing Scotland continue on a 
contract for continued support and, separately, that Wellbeing Scotland has been 
successful in a bid for funding from the new Survivors of Childhood Abuse Support 
Fund, though confirmation of awards will be subject to the outcome of the Scottish 
budget process and final Ministerial approval. 
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PE1596/HH 
Petitioner submission of 13 March 2020 
 
I raised concerns with Future Pathways about their Support Agreement, suggesting 
amendments. 
 
Following confirmation from Flora Henderson (included in the annexe below), amendments 
have now been made to the Agreement. 
 
With regard to the submissions received since the last consideration of the petition: 
 
I have no comments for Helen Holland submission: 26/1/20 
 
I have the following comments about Deputy First Minister (DFN) John Swinney: 4/2/20— 
 
Mr Swinney has mentioned that survivors can use a pseudonym and, an address is not 
required. 
 
I wish to thank Mr Swinney for his consideration on these matters, I do so with the utmost 
respect. 
 
Giving survivors a choice is very important as to how and when they are ready to provide 
sensitive and personal information about themselves. 
 
 
Annexe  
 
Email from Flora Henderson, dated 3 March 2020. 
 
Dear Paul, 
 
Thank you very much for the time you have taken to speak to Future Pathways about our 
support agreement and other data sharing issues. The feedback has been received in the 
spirit of improvement and trust building; thank you for the time you have taken to work with 
us directly on these matters. It has been much appreciated and the proposed changes are 
seen as an improvement that will help us be as effective as possible in encouraging people 
to sign up and access any needed supports. 
 
I know our conversation was preceded by work done with [the Communications and 
Engagement Manager], which has helped us improve the Support Agreement, which people 
are requested to sign at the start. However, it is not necessary to sign the agreement to 
access the service. I promised that I would be in touch by email to confirm what we agreed 
in our conversation. I also confirm that you are welcome to share what we spoke about with 
others. 
 

1. We agreed that the support agreement should be changed. A number of changes 
were agreed, including adjusting our language (for example, changing ‘information 
collected’ to ‘recording of information’. We will remove the statement that ‘no service 
can be provided without this box ticked’. It is not accurate and some feel it is an 
ultimatum. Future Pathways does not wish to have language in the agreement that is 
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seen in this way. We also agreed to be clear that people may register with ‘a name of 
their choice’ and a contact number.  
 

The refreshed support agreement will be used by all staff from now on. I expect the new 
version to be available across the service by 6 March. 
 

2. We agreed the support agreement should be available on our website. We will 
likely post this on the ‘Frequently Asked Questions’ part of the website, with 
encouragement for people to raise any concerns they might have with their support 
coordinator or directly to Future Pathways. We will also note this in the Future 
Pathways update newsletter, directing people to the website. The support agreement 
will be uploaded onto the website by 6 March. Once this is done, I will send the link so 
you may be assured of this. 

  
3. We will signpost people to the website location of the refreshed Support 

agreement in our next Future Pathways newsletter, which is produced once a 
month. 
 

4. Support Coordinators/ all staff will be reminded to be proactive in assuring 
people about their data rights and alerted to the possibility that people may have 
questions when the new agreement is made available. The reminder to our staff 
team will be done by 11 March, in the next planned staff update letter. 

 
We talked about the importance of assuring people that they may say as much or as little as 
they wish. It is understood that this may affect what services someone might wish and that 
there is a need to be explicit that by choosing to pass information to a service, then anonymity 
may be affected. It is expected that support coordinators do this, in line with good practice 
and data protection regulations. This normally happens in conversation with the person on 
an ongoing basis as both support needs and inclination to share information will vary as time 
goes on. 
 
Where individuals have already signed a support agreement, it is our view that it will not be 
necessary to repeat the process, bearing in mind that people working with a support 
coordinator will be talking about these matters periodically. Future Pathways’ experience is 
that most people wish for admin procedures to be as minimalist as possible.  
 
People may ask questions about why some people signed one version, and others signed 
another. We, all staff, will encourage anyone with questions to contact their Support 
Coordinator, the Communications and Engagement Manager or the Alliance Manager. 
Please also feel free to encourage anyone with any worry about this to be in touch with myself 
or BLANK directly.  
 
Please do be in touch with me at any time if further questions come to mind. It was a pleasure 
to speak to you yesterday. 
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10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 
 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 
 

PE1690: Review treatment of people with ME in Scotland 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 
Petitioner Emma Shorter on behalf of ME Action in Scotland 

  
Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
review the level of support for people with Myalgic Encephalomyelitis 
(ME) in Scotland with a view to: 
 

• Investing in biomedical research and creating a centre of 
excellence for ME  

• Ensuring healthcare professionals' training and education 
materials reflect the latest scientific evidence  

• Providing specialist care for patients and discontinuing the 
harmful treatments graded exercise therapy (GET) and cognitive 
behavioural therapy (CBT).  
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01690 

 
Purpose 
 
1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 19 December 

2019, when it took oral evidence from the Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport 
and officials including the then Chief Medical Officer. The Committee agreed to 
reflect on the evidence heard at a future meeting. 
 

2. The Committee has subsequently received follow-up information in written 
submissions from the Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport and the then Chief 
Medical Officer. The petitioner has also provided three recent submissions.  
 

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

Committee consideration 
 
4. At its oral evidence session of 19 December 2019, the Committee considered 

written evidence received from various health boards, the petitioner and the 
Cabinet Secretary. The Committee discussed a range of issues with the Cabinet 
Secretary including raising awareness of ME among healthcare professionals, 
and the diagnosis and treatment of ME and how that can vary amongst health 
boards. 
 

5. The Cabinet Secretary provided follow up information in her correspondence of 
26 February 2020. In this correspondence, the Cabinet Secretary described the 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01690
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progress made to increase the level of ME research, outlining the agreement (in 
conjunction with the UK Department of Health and Sport through the National 
Institute for Health Research) to contribute funding towards the creation of a 
Priority Setting Partnership at the James Lind Alliance (JLA). The partnership will 
enable patients, carers, clinicians and ME third sector organisations to agree the 
top 10 priorities for future research on ME.  
 

6. Work is also underway to gather data on the prevalence of ME. In December 
2019, the Scottish Government launched Scotland’s first National Framework for 
Action on Neurological Care and Support, which commits to improve the 
recording of neurological conditions, such as ME, in people’s routine health and 
care records, so that they are visible to appropriate services. On raising 
awareness of the information and resources available on neurological conditions, 
both for patients and professionals, the Scottish Government have committed to 
actions that support shared decision making and access to supported self-
management. 

 
7. In terms of raising awareness of ME with healthcare professionals, the Scottish 

Government is continuing to liaise with NHS Education Scotland (NES) to 
explore opportunities through continuous professional development such as the 
small group learning module. The Scottish Government is also working with the 
Royal College for General Practitioners (RCGP) about its eLearning Module to 
explore how they can collaborate on an upcoming update to make this available 
to primary care practitioners free of charge.  

 
8. On the lack of awareness of ME amongst general practitioners and the inclusion 

of ME in the curriculum of medical schools, the Cabinet Secretary said the 
Scottish Government is in dialogue with medical schools about aspects of the 
curriculum and widening access. The Cabinet Secretary explained that she had 
also written to the Chair of the board for academic medicine, Sir Peter Rubin, 
about the teaching of ME in Scottish medical schools to seek his assistance with 
preparatory work ahead of the publication of the revised NICE guideline in 
December 2020. 

 
9. The Committee had noted that NHS Forth Valley’s evidence stated that it no 

longer recognises ME, regarding it as a ‘historic diagnosis’. The Committee 
asked the Cabinet Secretary to explain to NHS Forth Valley that the Scottish 
Government recognises ME as a diagnosis and as a neurological condition, and 
require them to urgently update the information given to their healthcare 
professionals to reflect this, which has now been done. Additionally, the Scottish 
Government published Neurological Care and Support – a National Framework 
for Action 2020-2025 in December 2019, which defines neurological conditions 
in line with the World Health Organisation and ICD-10 classification codes of 
which ME is included.  

 
10. The Cabinet Secretary provided an update on Patient Safety Alerts to primary 

healthcare practitioners, stating that Healthcare Improvement Scotland 
considers NHS England patient safety alerts to determine whether these should 
be endorsed for use in Scotland and, where appropriate, disseminate these to 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/neurological-care-support-scotland-framework-action-2020-2025/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/neurological-care-support-scotland-framework-action-2020-2025/
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targeted audiences. However, it does not currently create patient safety alerts 
itself.  
 

11. As regards the timescale for the update of the Scottish Good Practice Statement, 
the Scottish Government is awaiting a comprehensive review and assessment 
of clinical evidence by NICE before proceeding further (a NICE draft was initially 
expected in July 2020). The Scottish Government will also consider how to 
promote the updated statement to health boards (given the inconsistencies 
highlighted to the Committee). 

 
12. The Committee had asked for further detail on the Scottish Government’s plans 

to provide support for children and young people with ME. The Scottish 
Government has commissioned an updated needs assessment by the Scottish 
Public Health Network to understand the practices and provision for ME in 
Scotland that will cover adults and children/ young people. The steering group 
for this work will include paediatric input. The Scottish Government states that it 
will convene a short life working group in the summer to consider the assessment 
findings, alongside other work, which will consider actions that should be taken 
in Scotland. 

 
13. The then Chief Medical Officer’s follow up correspondence of 3 March 2020  

provides an update on the varied use of Graded Exercise Therapy (GET) and 
Cognitive Behavioural Therapy (CBT) in treating ME. The correspondence 
explains that the Scottish Good Practice Statement (SGPS) provides information 
to assist professionals and members of the public with the diagnosis and 
treatment of this condition, and that it highlights that some psychological 
therapies, such as GET and CBT, are not effective for everyone and it advises 
people should not be pressed into accepting unwanted treatments.  

 
14. NICE has confirmed it will take account of latest evidence, including that for 

treatments such as GET and CBT, as part of its comprehensive review, which 
the CMO states will assist in future decisions about these treatments in Scotland. 

 
15. In their written submission, PE1690/YY, the petitioner stresses the need for 

healthcare professionals to have effective education and training, explaining 
that they do not believe that there is currently a commitment to achieve this.   

 
16. In written submission PE1690/ZZ, the petitioner reiterates their strong concerns 

about the use of Graded Exercise Therapy (GET) to treat people with ME, 
expressing their disappointment that a review of GET will not take place until 
after NICE publishes its review of the ME/CFS guidance, which will not be 
published until April 2021. 

 
17. In this submission, the petitioner also highlights that up to 80% of people with 

ME experience a post-infectious onset and warns that the COVID-19 pandemic 
could lead to an increase in the number of people living with ME. This concern 
is shared by Stuart I Brown, in his most recent written submission 
(PE1690/XX).  
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18. The petitioner quotes, in submission PE1690/ZZ guidelines from NHS England 
for after-care for inpatients recovering from COVID, published in June 2020, 
which states—  

 
“the clinical picture is that patients who have had COVID-19 are reporting 
extreme fatigue beyond the usual reported levels. ..... Of people who have 
been critically ill, 10% could develop chronic fatigue”. 

 
19. These guidelines were updated in August 2020, however, stating— 

“Although some people who have had COVID-19 may experience post-viral 
fatigue, there does not appear to be an association with post-viral fatigue and 
diagnosis of chronic fatigue syndrome (CFS) or myalgic encephalomyelitis (ME). 

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

Options include— 
 

• To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that:  
 
o level of research into ME has increased,  

 
o the Scottish Government has committed to ensuring healthcare 

professionals' training and education materials to reflect the latest 
scientific evidence in light of the forthcoming NICE review, and  

 
o the Scottish Government has advised that people should not be 

pressed into accepting unwanted GET and CBT treatments. 
 

• To take any other action 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— 

 
• PE1690/UU: Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport submission of 26 

February 2020 (134KB pdf) 
• PE1690/VV: Chief Medical Officer submission of 3 March 2020 (66KB 

pdf)  
• PE1690/WW: Anonymous submission of 10 June 2020 (108KB pdf) 
• PE1690/XX: Stuart I Brown submission of 17 August 2020 (127KB pdf) 
• PE1690/YY: Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 (104KB pdf) 
• PE1690/ZZ: Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 (128KB pdf) 

https://www.england.nhs.uk/coronavirus/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2020/06/C0705-aftercare-needs-of-inpatients-recovering-from-covid-19-aug-2020.pdf
https://www.england.nhs.uk/coronavirus/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2020/06/C0705-aftercare-needs-of-inpatients-recovering-from-covid-19-aug-2020.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_UU.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_UU.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_VV.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_VV.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/1690_WW.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/1690_WW.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_XX.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_YY.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_ZZ.pdf
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• PE1690/AAA: Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 (122KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_AAA.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01690
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1 June 2018 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
review the level of support for people with Myalgic Encephalomyelitis 
(ME) in Scotland with a view to: 

• Investing in biomedical research and creating a centre of 
excellence for ME 

• Ensuring healthcare professionals' training and education 
materials reflect the latest scientific evidence 

• Providing specialist care for patients and discontinuing the 
harmful treatments graded exercise therapy (GET) and 
cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT). 

 
Previous 
action 

Contacted MSPs and the Health Minister. 

 
Background 
information 

ME is a devastating disease that affects 21,000 people in Scotland 
and causes profound and disabling ill-health – one in four patients is 
home or bedbound, and quality of life is some of the lowest recorded 
of any chronic disease. 
 
ME is defined by the World Health Organisation as a neurological 
disease (ICD 10 G93.3) but, following recent research, is often called 
a neuro-immune or multi system disease. It is estimated to affect 
more than 21,000 people in Scotland (see endnote 1), which is more 
than the number of people affected by Multiple Sclerosis (MS) and 
Parkinson’s Disease combined. Due to decades of under-investment 
in biomedical ME research, there are currently no effective treatments 
available on the NHS and there are no ME specialist consultants in 
Scotland. Care is the responsibility of GPs, who do not receive 
training into how best to diagnose and treat ME, and have often been 
badly misinformed about the disease. 
 
ME causes profound neurological (2), immunological (3) and 
endocrinological dysfunction. Research shows that people with ME 
score lower on health-related quality of life scores than people with 
most other chronic illnesses, including lung disease, heart disease 
and MS (4). It is estimated that 25% of ME patients, some of whom 
have been bed bound for decades, are severely affected unable to sit 
up, speak or feed themselves. 
 
The estimated cost of ME to the UK economy is £8.8 billion per 
annum (5, 6), while the human costs are far higher. A recent survey of 
patients showed that over 65% of people with severe ME had been ill 



for 10 years or more. In Scotland, less than 10% of people with ME 
are in full-time paid work, education or training and only a further 24% 
are in part-time work, education or training (7). 
Issues we would like to see raised by the review: 
 
Research 
Commitment to a programme of investment in biomedical research by 
the Scottish Chief Scientist Office, proportional to disease burden. 
Creation of a Scottish Centre of Excellence for ME. 
 
Education 
Ensure that NHS Education for Scotland (NES) is complying with the 
classification of ME as neurological disease by WHO and updates its 
training material based on the latest scientific evidence, and ensuring 
that there are no conflicts of interest in the development and review of 
NES materials, with reference to previous studies, such as the PACE 
trial. Concerns about the PACE trial have recently been raised and, in 
a recent Westminster debate, Carol Monaghan MP said "When the 
full details of the [PACE] trial become known, it will be considered one 
of the biggest medical scandals of the 21st century"(8) 
 
Care 
Increased access to and investment in care for patients. Access for 
patients to physician-led services to provide appropriate advice along 
with recognition by GPs and medical practices that many people with 
ME require home visits due to the debilitating nature of the illness. 
Removal of Graded Exercise Therapy and Cognitive Behavioural 
Therapy from the Scottish Good Practise Statement. Ensure that no 
healthcare services in Scotland offer Graded Exercise Therapy and 
Cognitive Behavioural Therapy. These therapies are based on the 
outdated bio-psychological model, there is a lack of evidence of 
efficacy for both CBT and GET and the majority of patients report 
adverse reactions. 
Please support this petition. 21,000 people with ME in Scotland are in 
desperate need of better care and treatment. Some have been 
waiting for decades, for others it is too late. 
 
ENDNOTES 
1. Nacul LC et al. Prevalence of myalgic encephalomyelitis/chronic 
fatigue syndrome (ME/CFS) in three regions of England: a repeated 
cross-sectional study in primary care. BMC Med 2011; 9: 91. 
https://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7015-9-91 
2. Nakatomi Y et al. Neuroinflammation in Patients with Chronic 
Fatigue Syndrome/Myalgic Encephalomyelitis: An C-(R)-PK11195 
PET study 10.2967/jnumed.113.131045 
3. Fletcher M.A et al. Biomarkers in Chronic Fatigue 
Syndrome:Evaluation of Natural Killer Cell Function and Dipeptidyl 
Peptidase IV/CD26 PloS One 1010; 5(5) 
https://dx.doi.org/10.1371%2Fjournal.pone.0010817 
4. HvidBerg M.F et al. The health-related quality of life for patients 



with Myalgic Encephalomyelitis /Chronic Fatigue Syndrome (ME/CFS) 
PLos One. 2015; 10(7): e0132421: 
http://journals.plos.org/plosone/article?id=10.1371/journal.pone.01324
21 
5. Kershaw BJ. How much is M.E. costing the country? Report 
prepared by the Survey & Statistical Research Centre. Sheffield 
Hallam University, 2006. [Estimated annual cost at £6.4 billion in 
2006.] 
6. £6.4 billion in 2006 equates to £8.8 billion in 2017 using the Bank 
of England Inflation Calculator 
7. Action for ME (2016) Time to deliver in Scotland: 
https://www.actionforme.org.uk/uploads/pdfs/me-time-to-deliver-
survey-report.pdf 
8. Westminster Hall debate, 20 February 2018. 
https://hansard.parliament.uk/commons/2018-02-
20/debates/990746C7-9010-4566-940D-
249F5026FF73/PACETrialPeopleWithME 
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PE1690/UU 
Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport submission of 26 February 2020 
 
Thank you for inviting me to provide evidence before the Public Petitions Committee 
on 19 December 2020 with regards to petition PE1690: Review treatment of people 
with ME in Scotland. I agreed to respond in writing to the petitioner’s submission of 17 
December containing various questions and I set out my answers to each of these 
questions below.  
 
Question: Could the Cabinet Health Secretary describe the progress made by 
the Scottish Chief Scientist Office in working with academics to increase the 
level of ME research, as reported in her evidence submission of September 
2019?    
 
The Chief Scientist Office (CSO) has met representatives from several ME 
organisations to consider how academic communities can be supported to increase 
the level of research on ME. I am pleased to report that we have agreed (in conjunction 
with the UK Department of Health and Sport through the National Institute for Health 
Research) to contribute funding towards the creation of a Priority Setting Partnership 
at the James Lind Alliance (JLA) that will enable patients, carers, clinicians and ME 
third sector organisations to agree the top 10 priorities for future research on ME. JLA 
will publicise these priorities widely and make them available for researchers and 
research funders to access.  
 
Question: Will the Cabinet Secretary for Health describe what work is underway 
to gather data on the prevalence of ME and when this will be available?  
 
In December 2019, we launched Scotland’s first National Framework for Action on 
Neurological Care and Support. One of the Framework’s commitments is to improve 
the recording of neurological conditions, such as ME, in people’s routine health and 
care records, so that they are visible to appropriate services. We have prioritised the 
continuation of the prevalence work we started with NHS Information Services Division 
in 2018, recognising that to make progress we are subject to developments underway 
particularly with regard to primary care systems. I still expect progress to be made 
over the next year. 
  
In terms of raising awareness of the information and resources available on 
neurological conditions, both for patients and professionals, we have committed to 
actions that support shared decision making and access to supported self-
management – building on and learning from existing provision including peer support 
networks. 
 
Question: Whilst NES’ commitment to developing a Practice Based Small Group 
Learning (PBSGL) module for GPs is welcome, this module has a very limited 
audience and the material will not be made available outside a small group of 
practitioners. Will the Cabinet Secretary ask NES to identify ways of co-
producing, with patients, education and training material for ME which have 
wider access than the PBSGL Module?    
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In terms of raising awareness of ME with healthcare professionals, we are continuing 
to liaise with NHS Education Scotland (NES) to explore opportunities for this through 
continuous professional development such as the small group learning module. 
 
We are also in dialogue with the Royal College for General Practitioners (RCGP) about 
its eLearning Module to explore how we can collaborate on an upcoming update to 
make this available to primary care practitioners free of charge. 
 
Question: At the Committee meeting in January, the Cabinet Secretary 
described writing to the chair of the board for academic medicine about the lack 
of awareness of ME amongst general practitioners. The letter was forwarded to 
Scotland’s medical schools. Given that it is a year since the original letter to Sir 
Peter Rubin, would she follow up this letter to find out the impact this has had 
on the inclusion of ME in the curriculum of medical schools?   
 
As I highlighted during my evidence on 19 December, we are in dialogue with the 
medical schools about aspects of the curriculum and widening access. I have also 
written specifically to Sir Peter about the teaching of ME in Scottish medical schools 
to seek his assistance with preparatory work ahead of the publication of the revised 
NICE guideline in December 2020.  
 
Question: Would the Cabinet Secretary take immediate action regarding NHS 
Forth Valley’s evidence that it no longer recognises ME, regarding it as a 
‘historic diagnosis’. Will she explain to NHS Forth Valley that the Scottish 
Government recognises ME as a diagnosis and as a neurological condition and 
require them to urgently update the information given to their healthcare 
professionals to reflect this?  
 
In December 2019 we published Neurological Care and Support – a National 
Framework for Action 2020-2025. While this is not condition specific, it defines 
neurological conditions in line with the World Health Organisation and ICD-10 
classification codes of which ME is included. 
 
In terms of the evidence provided by NHS Forth Valley, we have written to the Chief 
Executive to follow this up with them.  
 
Question: Will the Cabinet Secretary request Healthcare Improvement Scotland 
issue a Patient Safety Alert about GET to primary healthcare practitioners?  
 
NHS England's National Patient Safety Response Advisory Panel (NPSRAP) brings 
together frontline healthcare staff, patients and their families, safety experts, royal 
colleges and other professional and national bodies. The panel meets every month to 
discuss and advise on approaches for NHS Improvement’s patient safety team to 
respond to patient safety issues identified from a range of sources. These sources 
include clinical review of incidents reported to the National Reporting and Learning 
System and Strategic Executive Information System, concerns raised by patients, the 
public and healthcare professionals, and coroner letters. Where it is agreed the best 
course of action is to issue a patient safety alert, the panel will also provide advice on 
the contents of the alert. Scotland has a representative on the panel but as a devolved 
nation it does not act in a formal advisory capacity or participate in voting. 
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There are three types of alerts: 
 
• Warning Alerts - typically issued in response to a new or under-recognised patient 

safety issue with the potential to cause death or severe harm. Warning alerts ask 
healthcare providers to agree and coordinate an action plan, rather than to simply 
distribute the alert to frontline staff.  

• Resource Alerts - typically issued in response to a patient safety issue that is 
already well-known, either because an earlier warning alert has been issued or 
because they address a widespread patient safety issue.   

• Directive Alerts - typically issued because a specific, defined action to reduce harm 
has been developed and tested to the point where it can be universally adopted, 
or when an improvement to patient safety relies on standardisation (all healthcare 
providers changing practice or equipment to be consistent with each other) by a 
set date. 

 
Healthcare Improvement Scotland considers NHS England patient safety alerts to 
determine whether these should be endorsed for use in Scotland and, where 
appropriate, disseminate these to targeted audiences. However, it does not currently 
create patient safety alerts itself. 
 
Question: Could the Cabinet Health Secretary inform the committee on the 
progress for the Scottish Good Practice Statement being updated and when this 
will be published?  
 
As NICE has already begun a comprehensive review and assessment of the most up 
to date clinical evidence available, we will follow this review of the NICE guideline 
closely and make a decision on updating the Scottish Good Practice Statement on ME 
once NICE has published the draft in July 2020 and we have considered findings from 
the other work we have commissioned 
 
Question: Given the response from Forth Valley and other health boards 
highlighting the inconsistent approach taken to supporting people with ME, 
would the Cabinet Health Secretary contact all health boards to ensure that 
Scottish Good Practice Statement (SGPS) is being used? (recognising that 
although the SGPS needs updated, it is still the current Scottish guideline)  
 
This information is already in the public domain. We have stated that we recognise 
ME as a neurological condition, in line with the World Health Organisation’s definition 
and ICD-10 classification.  
 
We publicised the SGPS when it was produced and will consider how to highlight it 
again if we make changes following the NICE review. 
 
Question: What are the Government’s plans to provide support for children and 
young people with ME?   
 
I have already highlighted in my letter to the Committee that we have commissioned 
an updated needs assessment by the Scottish Public Health Network to understand 
the practices and provision for ME in Scotland that will cover adults and children/ 
young people. The steering group for this work will include paediatric input. We will 
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convene a short life working group in the summer to consider the assessment findings, 
alongside other work, which will consider actions that should be taken in Scotland.  
 
 
 
 



 

PE1690/VV 
Chief Medical Officer submission of 3 March 2020 
 
Further to my appearance before the Committee on 19 December 2019, regarding the above 
petition, I am writing to provide an update on discussions with Professor Chris Ponting and 
others about the use of Graded Exercise Therapy (GET) and Cognitive Behavioural Therapy 
(CBT) in treating ME.  
 
As our response of 12 July 2018 explained, the Scottish Good Practice Statement (SGPS) 
on ME was published in 2010 and provides information to assist professionals and members 
of the public with the diagnosis and treatment of this condition.  The SGPS highlights that 
some psychological therapies, such as GET and CBT, are not effective for everyone and it 
advises people should not be pressed into accepting unwanted treatments.  
 
I am aware there was a reanalysis of the PACE trial that Professor Ponting and others 
commented on in 2018.  We have spoken to NICE, who has confirmed it will take account of 
latest evidence, including that for treatments such as GET and CBT, as part of its 
comprehensive review of its ME/CFS guideline.  We need to understand what the latest 
evidence is telling us about the efficacy and safety of these treatments before deciding if any 
action needs to be taken in Scotland.   
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PE1690/WW 
Anonymous submission of 10 June 2020 
 
ME/CFS and Covid 
Given the Covid crisis, it is now more important and urgent than ever that the Committee acts 
immediately on the petition to recommend the removal of Graded Exercise Therapy as a 
recommended treatment in Scotland and to invest in much more biomedical research for 
ME/CFS.  
 
Along with many specialists, I am worried that many people who have had even mild Covid-19 
will end up suffering from ME/CFS, triggered by the virus. 
 
My family’s experience 
My teenage daughter and I have both previously suffered from moderate ME/CFS over 
(different) periods of 5 years, in each case following a mild virus infection. 
 
Fortunately, we are both now pretty much fully recovered, with only occasional relapses. I am 
so grateful that we did not do GET as I now understand how much damage it can do, having 
met other ME/CFS patients who got much worse and suffered long term damage.  
 
My own experience of ME/CFS 
When I was ill (2001-2005), my GP did not mention or propose GET or CBT treatment. Once my 
GP had made it clear there was nothing she could do to help, I had no support at all from the 
NHS. But in hindsight, I count myself lucky not to have had GET. I slowly recovered, mainly 
through self-pacing and substantially reducing my work hours.  
 
My daughter’s experience 
When my teenage daughter was ill (2012-2017), I proactively asked her GP if she could 
prescribe CBT and GET - precisely because I saw that these were recommended as being 
helpful in the Scottish ME/CFS good practice statement (SGPS) from 2010.  
 
For CBT, our GP referred us to CAMHS, where the psychologist rapidly concluded that my 
daughter did not need CBT as she had no psychological issues.  
 
For GET, our GP also referred us to an NHS physio, but at the first appointment, I quickly realised 
that this person had no understanding of the needs of ME/CFS patients and was suggesting an 
inappropriate exercise programme. I immediately withdrew my daughter from the GET treatment 
and she also eventually recovered using careful pacing, despite no advice from the NHS on what 
to do about school.  
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Why is there no specialist NHS support? 
There was absolutely no support in fact from the NHS on how to manage ME/CFS for children 
at that time and this continues to be the case. My daughter’s pediatrician consultant had little 
experience nor advice on managing ME/CFS. I had to make the decision myself that it was best 
to withdraw my daughter from the local school for her own long term health. Since there is no 
appropriate state provision for children with many chronic health issues in Scotland, she went to 
private live online school called Interhigh, which we were fortunate to be able to afford. This was 
a social and educational lifeline for her and I am pleased to report that she is now thriving at 
university.  
 
During Covid, teachers and councils are finally understanding that online school (preferably live) 
is better than no school. So I hope that the NHS and educational professionals will expand e-
Sgoil (the Highlands and Islands Council online school) into a proper live online national school 
in order to support children with ME/CFS, as this allows them to pace their energy levels and 
continue their social life and education.  
 
The NHS should provide specialist clinics to help patients, including children and their families, 
understand how to manage their condition, including liaison with work/school. It helps hugely to 
have someone guide you through pacing techniques, as it is really not easy to learn by yourself 
and it is really challenging for employers and teachers to understand too. 
 
How can you say that GET is optional? 
It is really not good enough for the Chief Medical Officer to contend in her previous submissions 
to the committee that: 
 

- ‘The SGPS highlights that some psychological therapies, such as GET and CBT, are not 
effective for everyone and it advises people should not be pressed into accepting 
unwanted treatments.’  

 
Even if people are not ‘pressed’ into GET (which in fact they are for occupational health and 
DWP reasons), they are desperate to get better and will want to try treatments which are 
recommended by the SGPS and their doctor. The Chief Medical Officer needs to understand 
that it is difficult to think clearly when you have ME/CFS due to the huge fatigue.  And you are 
constantly being told that there is medically nothing wrong with you according to all the tests. So 
even if GET makes you feel worse, you or your doctor will encourage/force yourself to continue 
with it because the guidelines say that it can help some people and you need to complete the 
programme to show that you have tried it properly.  
 
GET is even worse and confusing for children who quickly forget what it feels like to have normal 
energy levels and also find it even harder than adults to understand the confusing post-exertional 
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malaise aspect of the typical early stages boom/bust activity-energy pattern. Luckily I already 
had experience of ME/CFS so could immediately understand that it was not going to help my 
daughter, but I know that other parents will continue to encourage their children to do it. For this 
reason, doctors and patients will continue to do GET so long as it is recommended in the 
guidelines - and it will continue to cause harm.  
 
A devolved Scotland can act on the ME patient outcry before NICE 
In her evidence, the Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport explains that the Scottish 
Government is waiting for the NICE review.  
 
The NICE guideline revision has been delayed yet again and the Covid crisis is with us. The 
USA Centre for Disease Control has already officially removed GET as a recommended 
treatment due to the harm it can cause. 
 
The Committee should surely agree that it is a scandal that GET continues to be recommended 
in the SGPS. How can Scottish Government continue to recommend a treatment that all ME 
patient groups agree can cause so such major long term harm to some patients? Even if it does 
help some people, no one has any idea which patients it will harm severely and which it might 
help. 
 
I am so sad to meet parents whose children have become worse using GET and hear of patients 
who are still being recommended it. I am worried that this horrible cycle will continue, especially 
with more people suffering from the after-effects of the Covid virus.  
 
Please can the Committee act to remove GET immediately 
What is the point of a devolved health system if we cannot act to remove the GET 
recommendation from the Scottish good practice statement even before the NICE completes its 
hugely overdue review? And most importantly, explain the risks of GET to health practitioners? 
 
I ask the Committee to urgently recommend to NHS Scotland to remove the GET treatment as 
an option in the Scottish guidelines - even it is only just as a temporary public health 
precautionary measure, pending the NICE conclusions and any definitive evidence.  
 
Given any uncertainty, the prerogative should be to Do No Harm. How many more patients need 
to be harmed by GET before you take action on this?  
 
Invest in robust research  
I also ask the Scottish Government to invest and coordinate extensive biomedical research into 
ME/CFS. With the Covid pandemic upon us and more ME/CFS likely to be diagnosed, this is 
more urgent than ever. 
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PE1690/XX 
Stuart I Brown submission of 17 August 2020 
 
 
Dear Members 
 
You will be aware that I have made a number of previous submissions to your 
committee in support of PE1690: Review Treatment of people with ME in Scotland 
(Emma Shorter) and I thank you for the consideration you have given to these.  The 
paucity of submissions from me in recent months is due to my declining health and I 
would like to make this point:  there are many others like me who want to be active in 
Scottish ME advocacy but who are simply too ill to do so.  I trust that your committee 
will be faithful to those whose voices are silenced by illness. 
 

GRADED EXERCISE THERAPY 
 

“The medical profession would do well to remember the mantra of ‘first 
do no harm’.”  The Countess of Mar, The Times, 13th August 2020 

One of the few uncontroversial facts about ME is that it starts with an acute viral 
infection and follows a course of post-viral fatigue which then becomes established as 
full-blown disease.  For this reason we have every reason to be wary of COVID19 and 
indeed, NHS England have anticipated just such an outcome: “Of people who have 
been critically ill, 10% could develop chronic fatigue.”1.  Ten percent of current Scottish 
COVID patients is at least 1929 individuals.  Although only time will tell if early post-
COVID fatigue matures into long-term ME all the current indications suggest, sadly, 
that a portion of those who have been infected will become long-term ME patients.  It 
is all the more important then that the NHS takes especial care to avoid the mistakes 
of the past.  As I and many others have demonstrated in earlier submissions, the 
foremost error made previously in the treatment of emergent ME cases is the pursuit 
of Graded Exercise Therapy (GET).  While no ME patient would dispute the benefits 
of appropriate exercise in the long term the first and pre-eminent requirement of those 
suffering from post-viral fatigue is rest.  This point cannot be made strongly 
enough: let recovering patients rest. It is not possible to do permanent harm by 
excessive resting but permanent harm is highly likely with excessive exercise. I 
therefore urge the Committee to act with urgency to suspend the prescription of 
Graded Exercise Therapy for both ME and post-COVID patients. 
 

RESEARCH 
 
I was very impressed by the list of research projects identified in the RARC-19 
Programme page2: the government and Chief Scientist are to be applauded for this 
response, especially for the inclusivity towards marginalised groups and the emphasis 
on both physical and mental health.  However, there appears to be a glaring omission: 
there is no attempt to identify the possible long-term disease burden from chronic 
                                                
1  https://meassociation.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/NHS-England-Prof-Powis-Reply-re-Covid-
Recovery-and-GET-13.08.20.pdf accessed 16th August 
2 https://www.cso.scot.nhs.uk/rarc19projects/ 

https://meassociation.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/NHS-England-Prof-Powis-Reply-re-Covid-Recovery-and-GET-13.08.20.pdf
https://meassociation.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/NHS-England-Prof-Powis-Reply-re-Covid-Recovery-and-GET-13.08.20.pdf
https://www.cso.scot.nhs.uk/rarc19projects/
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COVID disease.  As previously stated, there is a distinct possibility that today’s COVID 
patients will in coming months swell the ranks of the existing ME cohort.  Again, we 
have the possibility of learning from the mistakes of the past: the absence of a suitable 
current policy for existing ME patients is because no one has hitherto sought to identify 
the patients and their needs.  It would be a tragedy if today’s COVID patients who are 
now at the forefront of public sympathy become forgotten ME patients in years to 
come, deserted by the NHS, ignored by the media and shunned by the scientific 
establishment.  I would urge the Committee to ensure that the needs of chronic COVID 
patients are recorded, studied and treated with the same urgency as is currently being 
shown for those who are ill with the acute form of the disease. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this submission. 
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PE1690/YY 
Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 
 
#MEAction Scotland’s Response to Feb/March Submissions 
 
1. Introduction 
Our evidence is in response to the discussions at the Petitions Committee meeting on 19 
December 2019 and submissions in early 2020. 
 
Our response is structured under headings representing two of the key aims from our petition:  
training/education and patient care.  
 
We would like to acknowledge the Cabinet Secretary’s comments on communication from 
officials with #MEAction Scotland. We very much appreciate the efforts being made by officials 
who have kept us informed of the steps they are taking to support people with ME, consulting 
with us regularly.  
 
Training and Education of Healthcare Professionals 
The issue of training and education of healthcare professionals was highlighted by the CMO in 
her statement to the last meeting that the responses from the health boards showed that 
training varies “a lot, as I suppose we might have expected, given the variation that we have 
found in other areas”. 
 
There remains little commitment to developing training and education about ME: the NHS 
Education Scotland (NES) development of the PBSGL module referred to by the Cabinet 
Secretary in her evidence will be available only to a limited audience of subscribers, and NES 
has told us that it will not start work on developing the module until the NICE guidelines are 
published (April 2021). We appreciate the pressure faced by the NES module writing team who 
have been assisting with frontline clinical work during the pandemic, but this module was 
originally due to be completed during the financial year 2019-2020.   
 
Patient Care 
The Cabinet Secretary’s statement to the Petitions Committee described the role of the 
Framework for Action on Neurological Care and Support which sets out the commitments to 
improve access to care and support for neurological conditions, including ME. We have 
already submitted evidence of our views on the framework in (PE1690/Y), identifying that 
people with ME were excluded from the two pieces of work that underpin the report as there is 
no data on prevalence of ME and no specialist services to include in the mapping of current 
services. 
 
Critical to understanding patient need is an understanding of the patient population and its use 
of services: this information exists for all the major neurological conditions except ME. The 
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Chief Medical Officer acknowledged this issue in her statement at the recent meeting, saying 
“We want to know about the number of people who have been diagnosed (with ME) and to find 
out about the level of care across our health boards at the moment, or rather the variation in 
the provision of care”.  The Cabinet Secretary stated that the government is committed to 
providing this data for ME and that prevalence work started within the Information Services 
Division in 2018. We look forward to seeing the results of this work as it will lay the foundations 
for providing the levels of support and care people with ME need. 
 
We welcome the framework’s approach of community-based, multi-disciplinary teams, but are 
aware that this approach stems from an understanding of the needs of patients which is based 
on existing services and specialists for neurological conditions. As there is only one ME nurse 
in Scotland and no ME specialists, significant work is required to find out what patient needs 
are in order to make these services relevant to people with ME.  
 
We are aware that the government commissioned two pieces of work in late 2019 that will 
address some of these gaps - Scottish Health Council’s consultations and the review of the 
Scottish Public Health Network’s Healthcare Needs Assessment - and welcome the progress 
being made in this area. Both these reports have been delayed due to the pandemic, but we 
hope that they will be available as soon as possible.  
 
Children with ME 
The question of developing support for children with ME remains unanswered, and the Cabinet 
Secretary’s response to our question on this is unsatisfactory. The neurological framework is 
for adults only. The Scottish Public Health Network’s updated needs assessment does not 
include children, although it does include young people. The scope of the Scottish Health 
Council’s consultations on what good care and support would look like does not include 
children, as the SHC were unable to report on the results of consultations with children 
separately from the results of consultations with adults. It is important that consultations with 
children are reported on separately, in order to identify their particular needs and issues.  
 
Next steps 
Training and education: If patients are to be provided with appropriate care and support, it is 
vital that the NES provides healthcare professionals with effective education and training: there 
is no indication that NES is committed to providing this. We ask again that NES identifies ways 
of coproducing, with patients, education and training material for ME which have wider access 
than the proposed PBSGL Module. 
 
Patient care: the actions demanded in our original petition remain: we ask for access for 
patients to specialist services, and support from health professionals who have had effective 
education and training. In addition, we ask that the issues faced by children with ME should be 
addressed urgently. 
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PE1690/ZZ 
Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 
 
#MEAction Scotland’s submission in impact of COVID on the actions in our petition 
 
1. Introduction 
In this submission we address some of the issues relating to the COVID-19 pandemic that 
have arisen since the last meeting which make the actions in our petition increasingly urgent.  
 
COVID-19 and ME 
At the moment, the focus of health professionals and researchers is on the current coronavirus 
pandemic. Up to 80% of people with ME experience a post-infectious onset, and COVID-19 
could lead to a huge increase in the numbers of people living with this disease. Treatment of 
post COVID-19 patients and rehabilitation of COVID-19 sufferers needs to consider ME as a 
differential diagnosis and treat accordingly. This issue has been raised by Paul Garner, 
Professor of Infectious Diseases at Liverpool School of Tropical Medicine, in a British Medical 
Journal blog1 (and highlighted in articles in The Atlantic2, The Times3 and the New Scientist4, 
among many others. 
 
The link with COVID-19 and ongoing fatigue is also referred to in the NHS England guidelines 
for after-care for inpatients recovering from COVID (published in June 2020). The guidelines 
say “the clinical picture is that patients who have had COVID-19 are reporting extreme fatigue 
beyond the usual reported levels. ..... Of people who have been critically ill, 10% could develop 
chronic fatigue”. 
 
We believe that this evidence highlights the need for urgent action to make sure that post-
COVID patients in Scotland who are diagnosed with ME are fully supported and offered 
treatment that does not cause harm. 
 
Graded Exercise Therapy  
The CMO stated at the last meeting “it disturbs me greatly to hear that patients are being 
forced to continue certain treatments before being offered an alternative, even when the 
treatment might not only be unhelpful but might be causing them side-effects and harm”. We 
are, therefore, disappointed by the CMO’s submission stating that a review of Graded Exercise 
Therapy (GET) will not take place until after NICE publishes its review of the ME/CFS 
guidance, which currently promotes GET as effective treatment for people with ME. NICE has 

                                                
1 https://blogs.bmj.com/bmj/2020/06/23/paul-garner-covid-19-at-14-weeks-phantom-speed-cameras-unknown-
limits-and-harsh-
penalties/?fbclid=IwAR366WkUZF4CtAVTDoa4gbou_EU2OFsxGz51JTQkQw3606n1WvbTw9mjQ-0 
2 https://www.theatlantic.com/health/archive/2020/06/covid-19-coronavirus-longterm-symptoms-months/612679/ 
3 https://www.thetimes.co.uk/edition/news/infectious-diseases-expert-warns-of-spike-in-me-cases-307pfbjlg 
4 https://www.newscientist.com/article/mg24632783-400-could-the-coronavirus-trigger-post-viral-fatigue-
syndromes/ 
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recently announced that the new guidelines will not be published until April 2021, which means 
that this harmful treatment will continue to be offered in Scotland until after that date. 
 
We reiterate in this submission our previous evidence (see PE1690/CC) that people with ME 
are being treated with GET without being offered the opportunity of informed consent. They are 
not informed by healthcare professionals of the evidence that the majority of patients report 
GET harmed them or that there is evidence of impaired aerobic metabolism in ME patients.  
 
The evidence submitted anonymously (PE1690/WW) provides a personal testimony of the 
harm done to children by GET and the pressure on patients to accept this treatment: “Even if 
people are not ‘pressed’ into GET  ….they are desperate to get better and will want to try 
treatments which are recommended by the SGPS and their doctor. The Chief Medical Officer 
needs to understand that it is difficult to think clearly when you have ME/CFS due to the huge 
fatigue”. 
 
Clinicians, researchers and patients have provided evidence and patient testimony about the 
harms of GET, which we have provided links to in our previous submissions. Further evidence 
was published in 2019 in this report on a survey by Forward-ME5. It's imperative that the 
Scottish government take action to protect patients. 
 
The Committee should also note that NICE has recently issued a statement explaining that it is 
aware of concerns about GET for people recovering from COVID-19 and clarifying that it 
should not be assumed that the NICE guideline on ME/CFS (CG53), and its treatment 
recommendations, apply to people with fatigue following COVID19.  The statement also 
highlights that the NICE guideline on ME/CFS (CG53) is currently being updated and that one 
of the important issues its guideline committee is considering is the evidence for and against 
graded exercise therapy. We consider this the most prominent warning from NICE that the 
evidence-base for graded exercise therapy does not justify its wholesale use. 
 
Next Steps 
We urge the Committee to ask the CMO to urgently: 

● instruct NHS Boards to withdraw GET as treatment for people with ME and stop the 
harm caused by this treatment now 

● add a warning on GET to the Scottish Good Practice Statement with a view to updating 
the Statement as soon as possible 
 

 
 

                                                
5 https://www.meaction.net/2019/04/03/get-and-cbt-are-not-safe-for-me-summary-of-survey-results/ 

https://www.nice.org.uk/guidance/gid-ng10091/documents/statement
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PE1690/AAA 
Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 
 
#MEAction Scotland’s Response to evidence submitted in August 2020. 
 
This submission is in response to evidence submitted by Stuart Brown in August 2020 
 
Investment in Research Funding  
We very much welcome the Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport’s announcement in her 
submission of February 2020 that the Scottish Government has contributed funding to the 
James Lind Alliance’s Priority Setting Partnership, which will identify the priorities for future ME 
research. We fully support this work and look forward to seeing the results. 
 
We also note the response to Parliamentary Question S5W-28900, in regards to post-viral 
fatigue as a result of the COVID-19 outbreak. Joe Fitzpatrick, Minister for Public Health, Sport 
and Wellbeing, responded by saying that the Chief Scientist Office (CSO) is funding 55 COVID 
rapid research projects which will help the Government ”better understand the effects of 
infection in order to inform and improve treatment and consequences of the virus”  
https://www.cso.scot.nhs.uk/rarc19projects/.  Having reviewed the 55 projects, however, we 
confirm Stuart Brown’s submission that none of them appear to address the issue of post-viral 
fatigue and potential increase in ME.  
 
In June 2020, the Medical Research Council and National Institute for Health Research 
announced funding of £3.2 million for DecodeME, the ME/CFS DNA study that will analyse the 
differences in a person’s DNA that may affect their risk of developing ME/CFS, and the 
underlying causes of the condition. The study is being led by Professor Chris Ponting, MRC 
Human Genetics Unit, University of Edinburgh, who supported #MEAction Scotland volunteers 
by appearing as a witness before the Committee when it first met to consider this petition.  
 
The Scottish Government is, however, failing to respond to the need for investment in 
biomedical research. Their current funding of £15,000 a year for a PhD student, while a 
positive step, is inadequate. As we noted in our submission PE1690/RR, there has been 
strong support in the evidence submitted to the Petitions Committee for research investment 
from many of the health board and government submissions.  
 
The Cabinet Secretary’s most recent response to the question on progress being made to 
increase the level of ME research again mentions the Scottish Chief Scientist Office’s (SCSO) 
meeting with ME organisations. During this meeting, we were told that the SCSO does not 
work to stimulate scientific research in areas which are underfunded. Rather, patient 
organisations must raise hundreds of thousands of pounds to stimulate scientific research, and 
find and encourage academics to study ME. While we appreciate the Cabinet Secretary’s 
ongoing support, we consider this response to be inadequate.  
 

https://www.cso.scot.nhs.uk/rarc19projects/
https://www.decodeme.org.uk/
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We ask the Scottish Parliament and Government to commit to a programme of investment in 
biomedical research in relation to ME: this has become increasingly urgent given the link 
between ME and viral infection in the time of COVID described in our previous submission. 
 
Next Steps 
Although some progress is being made, we ask the Committee to note that this petition was 
launched in May 2018 and over two years later there is little evidence of substantial change on 
the key issues raised by the petition, which are: 

● Lack of investment in biomedical research  
● The need to develop evidence-based training and education materials for healthcare 

professionals 
● The lack of provision of specialist care for patients 
● The urgent need to discontinue the harmful treatments of people with ME 

 
On 24th January 2019, the CMO is recorded in the meeting notes of the Petitions Committee 
as saying, “We are talking about something that we have been aware of for many decades 
without, it would appear, making much progress. I hope that, given the issues that the 
petitioner has highlighted, we in Scotland may be able to start to move forward rather than 
saying that this is something that cannot be done.”  
Over eighteen months later, the Scottish Government continues to make little progress and 
continues to harm people with ME through its support for GET. We ask the Petitions 
Committee to continue their support for our petition. 
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PE1746: Creation of a Scottish space non-departmental public body 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 

Petitioner Andrew Paliwoda 
  

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
create a non-departmental public body with responsibility for space 
technology and to work in partnership with other relevant organisations 
to ensure Scotland’s space sector potential is fulfilled. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/spaceoffice  
 
Introduction 
 
1. This is a continued petition that was last considered on 10 October 2019.  

 
2. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish Government, 

Argyll & Bute Council, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, Highland Council, Moray 
Council, South Ayrshire Council, UK Space Agency, Scottish Enterprise, Space 
Network Scotland and Highlands and Islands Enterprise. 
 

3. Responses have been received from the Scottish Government, Argyll & Bute 
Council, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE), 
Scottish Enterprise and UK Space Agency. The petitioner was invited to 
comment on the written submissions received, but they have not done so. 

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

 
5. In its written submission, Argyll & Bute Council states that “Scotland needs to 

create a strategy that will encompass the needs of each sector, monitor and 
oversee development” to take advantage of the opportunities provided by the 
space industry. 

 
6. The submission goes on to advocate that, to support the Scottish space sector, 

the Scottish Government: 
 

• Provide adequate support for R&D, targeting areas close to spaceport 
locations 

• Encourage small business development 
• Engage positively with local communities to highlight the benefits to remote 

communities of setting up a spaceport. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/spaceoffice
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• Interact with schools and curricular development  
• Provide fiscal and/or policy incentives to enable business growth and attract 

inward investment. 
 

7. In its written submission, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar notes that “the Scottish 
Government has already appreciated and demonstrated the benefits of a 
supportive environment for spacefaring developments”, adding that the creation 
of a Scottish Non-Department Public Body would be consistent with the Scottish 
Government’s approach. 

 
8. Comhairle nan Eilean Siar goes on to highlight that, as space is a reserved 

matter, any NDPB would have to work closely with UK Space Agency and other 
UK bodies to ensure there was no duplication or confusion for those involved in 
the Scottish space sector.  

 
9. In its written submission, Scottish Enterprise states that there is “already 

considerable joint working among the enterprise agencies in this sector”. Scottish 
Enterprise outlines some of the work that they have undertaken such as the 
completion of a study to map Scotland’s range control assets, thereby 
highlighting growth opportunities to deliver range control services critical for 
developing launch capabilities. 

 
10. In their written submissions, Highlands and Islands Enterprise, the UK Space 

Agency and the Scottish Government highlight that significant collaboration is 
ongoing between the Scottish Government, enterprise agencies and the 
industry-led Scottish Space Leadership Council, together with the UK Space 
Agency and UK bodies. UK Space Agency states that Scottish companies (and 
inward investors) across the sector benefit from “coordinated and tailored” 
support as a result of this close working relationship.  

 
11. A consistent theme emerging from a number of written submissions is whether  

a new Non-Departmental Public Body is necessary as such a body would 
replicate and overlap work already being carried out. 

 
Action 
 
12. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 

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

creation of a Non Department Public Body with responsibility for space 
technology would duplicate existing work in this area. 
 

• 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— 
 

• PE1746/A: Argyll & Bute Council submission of 30 October 2019 (119KB pdf) 
• PE1746/B: Comhairle nan Eilean Siar submission of 1 November 2019 (68KB 

pdf) 
• PE1746/C: Scottish Government submission of 7 November 2019 (126KB pdf) 
• PE1746/D: Scottish Enterprise submission of 8 November 2019 (95KB pdf) 
• PE1746/E: UK Space Agency submission of 8 November 2019 (69KB pdf) 
• PE1746/F: Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE) submission of 8 November 

2019 (97KB pdf) 
 
All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 
 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_F(2).pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_F(2).pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/spaceoffice
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16 September 2019 
 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
create a non-departmental public body with responsibility for space 
technology and to work in partnership with other relevant 
organisations to ensure Scotland’s space sector potential is fulfilled. 

Previous 
action 

This issue has been brought up with senior Scottish Government 
politicians and MSPs. 

Background 
information 

Scotland is currently a leader in space technology, with Glasgow 
leading in satellite manufacture and Edinburgh leading in downstream 
technologies. Glasgow produces more satellites than any other 
European city. 

Scotland is home to major Space research institutions and 
companies. Strathclyde, Glasgow, Heriot Watt and Edinburgh 
Universities are taking part in important space research. Many 
companies too are working on ensuring satellite launch capability 
from the north of Scotland. This put Scotland a unique position of 
having full spacefairing capability in the space of several hundred 
kilometres. A non-departmental body will ensure that the Scottish 
Government is well placed to ensure that the public, industry and 
academia can capitalise on this opportunity. 
 
The Scottish Government currently aims to capture 10% of the UK 
space market. The creation of a non-departmental body will ensure 
that this target is met and exceeded by providing: 

● R&D Funding (Academia & Industry) 
● Public Policy 
● Research Fellowships (PhD & PostDoctoral) 
● Country of Origin Marketing (Ensuring Scotland is seen as a place 
of excellence) 
● STEM Outreach 
● Internship funding (Academia & Industry) 
● Events 

This petition recognises that many powers within Space are still 
reserved by the UK Government. A non-departmental body focussed 
on Space will work in partnership and alongside UK bodies to ensure 
Scottish space leadership. 

 

 



 

PE1746/A 
Argyll & Bute Council submission of 30 October 2019  
 
How can Scotland maximise its potential as a spacefaring nation? 
 
By recognising the benefits of having multiple launch site options and taking due 
consideration of all available sites. Promotion of the different locations and their unique 
features and benefits to the development of the space industry. Dispersed locations will 
help ensure inclusive growth in some of Scotland’s most fragile rural economies. 
 
What action should the Scottish Government take to harness Scotland’s potential 
within space industries? 
 
Provide adequate support for R&D in or near the most appropriate spaceport location for 
each discipline. Encourage small business development through small business grants 
and support. Positive engagement with local communities is essential to highlight the 
benefits to remote communities of setting up a spaceport. Interactions with schools and 
curricular development are also key to the success of the industry.  
 
Provide fiscal and/or policy incentives to enable business growth and attract inward 
investment. 
 
What are the best ways for government, academia and industry to work together? 
 
The space industry is growing rapidly and the opportunities for graduates and 
postgraduates are set to increase across a wide array of disciplines.  
To take full advantage of the opportunities Scotland needs to create a strategy that will 
encompass the needs of each sector, monitor and oversee development. Providing 
support and showcasing what the space industry and Scotland can do together.  
 
What is the best way to inspire tomorrow’s youth through space? 
 
Early years engagement, especially in our more geographically challenged areas. 
Interactions with schools and curricular development are also key to the success of the 
industry and that of associated areas such as software development, law, insurance, 
journalism, education and tourism. This will allow for good succession planning and 
reduced population drift to the central belt, given that the majority of space port options 
are in remote, rural locations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PE1746/B 
Comhairle nan Eilean Siar submission of 1 November 2019 
 
Members of the Committee are, I am sure, already aware of the policy position and 
active involvement of Comhairle nan Eilean Siar as regards spacefaring development, 
and the Comhairle forms part of a consortium with other partners which is seeking to 
develop a Spaceport on the island of North Uist, a project which has now reached the 
stage of a planning application designed to enable test launches to be undertaken. 
 
The potential for Scotland, particularly the Highlands and Islands, to develop as a 
spacefaring country is already well evidenced, and the Committee will also be aware 
that other developments at Unst in Shetland, and in Sutherland, are also under 
consideration.  Scottish Government has shown itself to be very supportive of Space 
development throughout Scotland, and the Comhairle has enjoyed support from the 
Cabinet Secretary for Rural Economy and the Minister for Trade, Investment and 
Innovation, and their officials, in particular.   
 
“Space” is currently a matter reserved to the UK Parliament and, although not 
therefore devolved to the Scottish Parliament and Administration, Scottish 
Government has already appreciated and demonstrated the benefits of a supportive 
environment for spacefaring developments, and the creation of a Scottish NDPB would 
be consistent with that approach.  An NDPB could have benefits as regards the co-
ordination of development activity, the criteria which could be developed to unlock 
financial support for projects, and the promotion of Scotland as a spacefaring 
destination for businesses from elsewhere.   
 
Given the current reserved status of Space issues, however, a Scottish NDPB should 
seek to work collaboratively with the UK Space Agency, the Civil Aviation Authority 
and other UK-level organisations and actors, to ensure particularly that the necessary 
regulation, of which there will necessarily be much in this sector, is aligned across the 
UK and, wherever possible, the EU, in order to reduce duplication or confusion for 
businesses and developers.  It would clearly not be helpful for a new body to be 
established which would signal overlap or confusion with existing bodies.  
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PE1746/C 
Scottish Government submission of 7 November 2019 
 
Scottish Government response to the petition 
 
The Scottish Government supports the petitioner’s view that the space sector 
represents a great opportunity for Scotland. The latest (2018) UK Space Agency 
(UKSA) Health report1 put the sector’s global value at £400bn by 2030. UKSA is 
aiming for the UK to achieve 10% of this global share and is actively building 
capability to achieve that through the emerging Space Sector Deal.   
 
Space has been identified as a key priority in the Scottish Government’s Programme 
for Government in which we have set out our ambitions for Scotland to have £4 
billion of the global space market by 2030 and become the first country in Europe to 
provide an end-to-end solution for small satellite manufacture, launch and innovation 
in satellite data analysis, including critical earth observation and environmental data. 
However, the Scottish Government does not consider that the creation of a non-
departmental body (NDPB) is the best, or correct, way to ensure that Scotland fulfils 
its full space sector potential for a number of reasons. 
 
We have a strong system of existing organisations and structures already in place to 
support the effective development of the space sector in Scotland, with great 
progress having been made. 
 
The latest UK Space Industry 2018 report shows that Scotland already punches well 
above its weight in the space sector. The report shows the sector in Scotland has 
seen an increase in employment of almost 10% since the previous report and 
Scotland is now home to almost one fifth of all UK space sector jobs. The total 
workforce employed by the sector in Scotland is considerably higher than that of the 
UK, with 0.29% of the total workforce in Scotland compared with 0.13% across the 
UK as a whole. 
 
Scotland has become an increasingly attractive destination for space sector 
organisations as a base of operations. The latest figures show an increase of over 
25% in the number of businesses situated in Scotland and almost double the number 
of organisations are headquartered in Scotland than Wales and Northern Ireland 
combined. The space sector in Scotland has increased its annual income by almost 
7% to £140m, with great potential for future growth.   
 
Underpinning this growth is a strong system of support from both public and private 
sector partnerships.  The Scottish Space Leadership Council (SSLC) brings together 
a community of Scottish businesses with an involvement in Industrial/Commercial 
Space and is leading on the development of the sectoral opportunity for Scotland. 
SSLC membership includes public, private and academic partners who have come 
together with the aim to increase business opportunities, efficiencies, effectiveness 
and economic impact through collaboration, partnering and mutual support, and 
whose role is firmly business-based.  

                                                        
1 https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/774450/LE-
SHUKSI_2018-SUMMARY_REPORT-FINAL-Issue4-S2C250119.pdf 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/774450/LE-SHUKSI_2018-SUMMARY_REPORT-FINAL-Issue4-S2C250119.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/774450/LE-SHUKSI_2018-SUMMARY_REPORT-FINAL-Issue4-S2C250119.pdf
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Scottish Enterprise (SE) is Scotland’s national economic development agency and 
are committed to growing the Scottish economy for the benefit of all, helping create 
more quality jobs and a brighter future for every region. Highlands and Islands 
Enterprise (HIE) is the economic and community development agency for the North 
of Scotland, with a remit to support sustainable and inclusive growth across the 
region. Alongside these agencies we have established the Scottish Government 
Space Group to ensure a coordinated and strategic approach to the sector which is 
working in partnership with the SSLC, UKSA and others to support the Scottish 
aspiration of delivering the full potential of the space sector now and in the future.  
 
As space remains a matter reserved to the UK parliament we are maintaining close 
working relations with the relevant UK Government department, and particularly 
working in partnership with UKSA, who have responsibility for all strategic decisions 
on the UK civil space programme and the regulatory regime around the space 
sector. 
 
Satellite manufacturing 
Scotland is leading in small satellite manufacturing with Glasgow building more small 
satellites than any other place in Europe.  AAC Clyde Space is recognised as a 
world-class innovator and supplier of small satellite systems and was behind 
Scotland's first space satellite, UKube-1, launched from Kazakhstan in July 2014.  
AAC Clyde Space supports circa 40% of all current and past CubeSat missions and 
its customers have included NASA and UKSA.  
 
Spire Global was the first company in Europe to provide an end-to-end CubeSat 
development and data service offering.  Spire designs, builds, tests, and operates all 
its satellites in-house. Spire’s data services include space-to-cloud analytics that 
uses nanosatellites to track aviation, maritime, and weather patterns. The First 
Minister recently announced a £14.7m package of support from Scottish Enterprise 
for Spire to grow their total employment in Glasgow from 60 to 320 over the next five 
years.  
 
Alba Orbital is building and launching some of the world's most advanced 
picosatellites, named PocketQubes, for earth observation and telecoms purposes. 
Alba Orbital holds contracts with the European Space Agency for the development 
and manufacture of the Unicorn-1 and Unicorn-2 satellite platforms and was named 
in 2015 by CNN as one of the top 10 startups to watch. 
 
Launch capability 
Scotland is the best location in the UK for launching small satellites, situated in the 
northern half of the northern hemisphere and therefore well-placed to launch 
satellites into Lower Earth Orbit (LEO) - launches from Scotland have shorter 
trajectories, reducing risk and enabling satellites to reach their destination more 
quickly.  
 
The public sector is already playing a leading role in the delivery of the infrastructure 
for satellite launch capability. HIE are leading the delivery of Space Hub Sutherland 
with a £17m funding package in place to deliver vertical launch (including £2.5m 
from UKSA). South Ayrshire Council are leading the delivery of an £80m package to 
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support horizontal launch from Prestwick Spaceport through the Ayrshire Growth 
Deal.  Successful delivery of these projects in collaboration with industry will make 
Scotland the home of European small satellite launch.  
As well as this there are a number of other launch projects underway; for vertical 
launch through  Comhairle Eilean Siar’s plans for ‘Spaceport 1’ in the Western Isles, 
and the Shetland Space Centre (SSC) and for horizontal launch through the 
Macrihanish Airbase Community Company (MACC).  
 
Data analysis and exploitation 
Scotland is the data driven capital of Europe, hosting the largest centre for 
informatics in Europe and having more than 170 data science companies. Scotland 
has world class facilities and expertise and through leading university programmes 
such as Edinburgh University’s Data Driven Innovation Programme and Strathclyde 
University and Glasgow University’s Innovation Districts, Scotland is extremely well 
placed to capitalise on the significant potential associated with downstream data 
analysis and exploitation. Much of this data will be focussed on monitoring, tracking 
and solving the fundamental issues of our time such as the climate emergency and 
includes forest and crop monitoring systems; using space-derived intelligence to 
monitor global construction; and aiding disaster response. For example, on 25 
September 2019 Orbital Micro Systems announced that it had partnered with the 
Bayes Centre at Edinburgh university to create the International Centre for Earth 
Data (ICED) and plan to employ 50-60 people within the year. 
 
It is, therefore, the view of the Scottish Government that this sector is developing 
effectively and that the creation of a new NDPB would distract, duplicate and overlap 
on much of the existing activity already underway. As such, the Scottish Government 
does not support the petitioners’ view to create a new Scottish space non-
departmental public body at this time.  
 



   

PE1746/D  
Scottish Enterprise submission of 8 November 2019 
 
A decision on whether or not to create a dedicated non-departmental public body for 
the Scottish space industry is for the Scottish Government.  It should be noted that 
there is already considerable joint working among the enterprise agencies in this 
sector. 

As the planned home to Europe’s first dedicated small satellite launch facility, 
Scotland is at the forefront of the commercial NewSpace market as it develops the 
infrastructure, technologies and skills to anchor a new industry in Scotland, creating 
sustainable jobs for our economy.  Given its history, Scotland has all the 
prerequisites for a strong and leading space industry. Indeed, Scotland’s space 
industry is significant and it leads the line globally in the nascent field of small 
satellites and covers activities across the value chain – from concept to launch; from 
components to services – spanning our existing business and academic excellence 
in engineering, manufacturing and data. 

Scottish Enterprise is committed to maximising nationally significant opportunities 
such as space and in response to the £400 billion global space opportunity we are 
actively involved in a number of developing projects to create growth of the 
commercial industry in Scotland across the full space value chain.  We work closely 
with key partner organisations such as the Scottish Government and Highlands and 
Islands Enterprise on a national basis to deliver our overarching strategic aims for 
the industry as outlined in the Programme for Government.   

Scottish Enterprise support the ambitions of the industry which is highlighted by the 
recently announced £14.7m investment into Glasgow-based satellite company Spire 
Global which will help the firm generate over 260 jobs in Scotland’s space 
sector.  This announcement timed with the release of our inward investment 
proposition entitled Scotland in Space: Expanding your Horizons during the UK 
Space Conference 2019 at which Scottish government authorities and industry 
created a strong Scottish presence marking our leading position in commercial 
space.   

We continue to work collaboratively with partners including Glasgow Prestwick 
Spaceport and South Ayrshire Council to develop Scotland’s horizontal launch 
capability and through the Ayrshire Growth Deal, support development of the 
nationally significant infrastructure required to assist in maximising Scotland’s 
ambition in Space.  Most recently, Scottish Enterprise completed a study to map 
Scotland’s range control assets, highlighting growth opportunities to deliver range 
control services critical for developing launch capabilities.   

I trust that this information is useful to the Committee in your deliberations. 

 



PE1746/E 
UK Space Agency submission of 8 November 2019 

The UK Space Agency is an executive agency, sponsored by the Department for 
Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy. It is responsible for all strategic decisions on 
the UK civil space programme and provides a clear, single voice for UK space 
ambitions.  Whilst space is a reserved matter, our ambitions to grow the sector within 
the UK lead to clear synergies with Local Enterprise Partnerships in England and 
with the Devolved Administrations in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland with 
regard to economic development. We believe that actions to support local growth of 
the space sector should be locally-led, and we work closely with our partners across 
the UK to best achieve their, and our, shared ambitions.   

The space sector is diverse, ranging from the development of instruments and small 
satellites to data processing and exploitation within other market segments as 
diverse as offshore energy, financial services and transport and logistics. Scotland 
has significant space activity, employing circa 18% of the UK space sector workforce 
with end-to-end capabilities across the space value chain and strengths in both 
industry and academia. 

The Scottish space sector is growing strongly with significant support from the 
Scottish Government (which has identified ambitious targets to host a £4bn space 
sector by 2030), the industry-led Scottish Space Leadership Council, Scottish 
Enterprise, Highlands & Islands Enterprise, Scottish Development International and 
other agencies. These bodies work closely with each other, and with the UK Space 
Agency and UK bodies, to bring their individual skill sets and expertise to bear in 
relation to the core space sector and its application markets. This approach ensures 
that Scottish companies (including inward investors) across the breadth of space 
activities benefit from coordinated and tailored support. This means that the Scottish 
space community is well placed to maximise its potential through the existing 
relationships and bodies, and it is not therefore clear what benefit a new NDPB 
would add. 

The UK Space Agency would be pleased to discuss this further with colleagues from 
the Scottish Government if this would be helpful. 

 



PE1746/F 
Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE) submission of 8 November 2019 
 
HIE response to the petition 

Highlands and Islands Enterprise is the economic and community development 
agency for the North of Scotland, with a remit to support sustainable and inclusive 
growth across the region. The region is well suited to the development of Spaceport 
facilities with Northern trajectories enabling access to orbital and sun synchronous 
orbits from the mainland and islands. We also recognise that the strong tradition of 
engineering skills in the region opens up further opportunities for companies across 
the whole space supply chain to establish themselves in the Highlands and Islands. 

We support the petitioner’s view that space represents a great opportunity for 
Scotland. In the near future, it is possible to see multiple Scottish spaceports, using 
launch vehicles built in Scotland, with satellites made in Scotland, providing data 
analysed in Scotland, and it is correct that Scotland needs to ensure this potential is 
fulfilled. However, HIE does not consider that the creation of a non-departmental 
body is the correct way to ensure this happens, for a number of reasons. 

Firstly, Space remains a reserved matter, and the development of the sector is better 
managed through maintaining close working relations with the relevant UK 
Government department, and particularly the UK Space Agency rather than creating 
another NDPB. 

Secondly, many of the activities identified by the petitioner such as R&D funding, 
STEM outreach and internships are already in place through established structures. 
As an example, HIE, Scottish Enterprise, Scottish Funding Council, and Skills 
Development Scotland operate under an overarching Strategic Board. This ensures 
cooperation, collaboration and alignment at a strategic level across the broad 
industry, academia, and business support ecosystem. Space is identified as a key 
priority in the Scottish Government’s Programme for Government, and mechanisms 
to ensure collaboration and effective delivery are already in place.  

Thirdly, the Scottish Space Leadership Council, a community of Scottish businesses 
with an involvement in industrial/commercial space, is already established and 
leading on the development of the sectoral opportunity for Scotland.  SSLC 
membership includes public, private and academic partners who have come together 
with the aim to increase business opportunities, efficiencies, effectiveness and 
economic impact through collaboration, partnering and mutual support, and whose 
role is firmly business-based.  

HIE’s view is that the a new NDPB would duplicate and overlap on much of the 
existing activity already underway, and does not support its establishment- 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1747: Adequate funding to support children with additional support needs 
in all Scottish Schools 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Alison Thomson 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
provide adequate funding to support children with additional support 
needs in all Scottish Schools (Primary, Secondary and Special). 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/asnschools 

Introduction 
 
1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 10 

October 2019. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government, COSLA, Education Scotland and Enable Scotland. 

 
2. Written submissions have been received from the Scottish Government, COSLA 

and Education Scotland. A further submission was received from Royal Blind. 
 

3. The petitioner was invited to comment on the written submissions received, but 
has not done so. 

 
Committee consideration 
 
Scottish Government Funding 
 
4. In its written submission, the Scottish Government states that the "vast majority" 

of the revenue funding it provides to local authorities is in the form of a block 
grant, which ensures that local authorities have "the financial freedom to operate 
independently." It goes on to state that it is for local authorities to manage their 
own budgets,  allocating resources based on local need, "having first fulfilled their 
statutory obligations and the jointly agreed set of national and local priorities." 
 

5. The Scottish Government states that the funding package for local authorities in 
2019-20 was “£11.2 billion…a real terms increase of £310 million or 2.9 per cent.” 
The submission goes on to highlight that, in 2017-18, local authorities spent 
£5.22 billion on education in Scotland, a 1.0% increase in real terms and 3.0% 
in cash terms from 2016-17. Of that, £628 million was spent on additional support 
for learning, an increase of 0.9% in real terms and 2.9% in cash terms compared 
to 2016-17. 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/asnschools
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_C.pdf.
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_A.pdf
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6. The Scottish Government also highlights £11.6 million per annum of funding that 
it provides to support children and young people with additional support as well 
as £15m that it will provide in 2019/20 “to improve the experiences of children 
who need additional support and their families.” 
 

7. In its written submission, Royal Blind welcomes this additional £15 million for 
additional support for learning, however, it states that the commitment “has been 
made against a backdrop of cuts in local education budgets for additional support 
needs”. 
 

8. COSLA, in its written submission, states that local government budgets have 
decreased significantly over a number of years, highlighting that between 
2013/14 and 2019/2020, local government has been passed a disproportionate 
cut in comparison to budget reductions the Scottish Government has faced, with 
the local government revenue settlement decreasing by 4.7% more that the 
Scottish Government revenue budget. 
 

9. The submission further highlights that the balance between ‘protected’ (i.e. ring-
fenced) and ‘unprotected’ funding it receives has shifted significantly over the 
last 5 years, with 61% of Local Authorities’ overall budget now being ‘protected’.  
 

10. COSLA goes on to agree with the petitioner that additional funding is required, 
however, it states that local authorities’ preference would be for this to be 
unprotected funding. COSLA contends that this would allow local authorities 
maximum flexibility, as “many….services are outwith schools and support 
children and young people with Additional Support Needs.” 
 

Presumption to mainstream 
 
11. The petition background information highlights that between 2012 and 2018, the 

number of pupils with Additional Support Needs increased by 62% in Primary 
Schools; and increased by 87% in Secondary Schools. During the same period, 
the number of ASN Pupils in Special Schools decreased by 2%. 
 

12. The petition argues that the presumption to mainstream has not been sufficiently 
funded, stating that motivation for the policy is to “save money as placements at 
special schools are costly with a much higher staff to pupil ratio.” 
 

13. In its written submission, Royal Blind highlights its concern that budget, rather 
than the environment that will best meet the needs of the child, is the “main driver 
for decisions over the education for blind and partially sighted children and young 
people”. 
 

14. Royal Blind explains that “inadequate provision at school level can also have 
consequences when young people with additional support needs transition to 
further and higher education or employment”, highlighting the need for 
“appropriate support…at every age and stage in education”. 
 

15. Royal Blind goes on to state— 
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“our experience working with pupils who joined the Royal Blind School after 
struggling in mainstream education suggests that a presumption to mainstream 
has become an assumption to mainstream, compounding exclusion rather than 
promoting inclusion.” 
 

16. In its written submission, Education Scotland explains that, as part of its scrutiny 
approaches, HM Inspectors of Education evaluate the quality and improvement 
in Scottish schools using the quality improvement framework, of which Ensuring 
Wellbeing, Equality and Inclusion is a key quality indicator. 
 

17. Education Scotland states that the evidence of its scrunity shows that “children 
and young people’s additional support for learning needs are being identified well 
in most schools/settings.” 
 

18. Education Scotland goes on to states that staff have been “improving their 
knowledge and understanding of children and young people’s needs”. It 
highlights however, that “this knowledge needs to be used to greater effect to 
ensure staff plan learning activities that better meet children’s and young 
people’s needs.” 

 
19. With regard to special schools, Education Scotand states that “overall a majority 

of special schools are making positive improvements to their approaches to 
planning to meet children and young people’s needs”, noting, however, that “the 
focus on whole-class approaches to learning does not always take sufficient 
account of the range of children and young people’s individual needs”. 

 
Current developments 

 
20. In March 2019, the Scottish Government published research concerning this 

area: Additional support for learning: experiences of pupils and those that 
support them.  The research took place in 18 schools in six local authority areas 
across Scotland, in 2018. This qualitative research found that local authority and 
teaching staff, pupils, and parents on the whole felt that children’s needs are 
being met. However, concerns were raised, in relation to the resources available. 
 

21. An independent review on the implementation of additional support for learning  
was commissioned by the Scottish Government last year between October and 
December 2019. The report and recommendations were submitted to the 
Scottish Government in February 2020, and published in June 2020.  

 
22. The Education and Skills Committee undertook a short inquiry into Additional 

Support for Learning in 2017, publishing a report in May 2017. The Committee 
has kept a watching brief on the topic and held further evidence sessions in 
February and March 2019.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://education.gov.scot/improvement/Documents/Frameworks_SelfEvaluation/FRWK2_NIHeditHGIOS/FRWK2_HGIOS4.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/publications/additional-support-learning-research-experience-children-young-people-those-support/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/additional-support-learning-research-experience-children-young-people-those-support/
https://www.gov.scot/groups/additional-support-for-learning-review/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/review-additional-support-learning-implementation-executive-summary/
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/Reports/ASN_6th_Report_2017.pdf
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Action 
 
23. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 

include— 
 
• To refer this petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.6.2 to the Education and 

Skills Committee to consider in the context of its work on Additional Support 
for Learning. 
 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 
 

Clerk to the Committee 

 

Annexe 

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

• PE1747/A: Royal Blind submission of 9 October 2019 (77KB pdf)  
• PE1747/B: Scottish Government submission of 5 November 2019 (100KB 

pdf) 
• PE1747/C: COSLA submission of 8 November 2019 (267KB pdf) 
• PE1747/D: Education Scotland submission of 15 November 2019 (11KB pdf) 

 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/asnschools
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in all Scottish Schools 

Petitioner Alison Thomson 
 

Date 
Lodged 

16 September 2019 
 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
provide adequate funding to support children with additional support 
needs in all Scottish Schools (Primary, Secondary and Special). 
 

Previous 
action 

I have written to the First Minister and other MSPs about the issue of 
inadequate funding in schools for Children with ASN. 

I have written to Edinburgh Council via our Parent Council. 
  

Background 
information 

The Scottish Government want children with Additional Support 
Needs (ASN) to be included in mainstream education more than 
ever.  Whilst this is to be encouraged, it is certainly not suitable for all 
children with ASN and indeed not for any without the required support 
and staffing in place.  

We do not doubt that part of this "inclusion plan" is actually to do with 
saving money as placements at Special Schools are costly with a 
much higher staff to pupil ratio.  The presumption of mainstream has 
not been sufficiently funded.  Its implementation by many councils is 
damaging to very young children with complex needs. 

Children with Additional Support Needs 
Statistics gathered from the Pupil Census’ show: 
2012 ASN Pupils in Primary 62,546, Secondary 48,434, Special 6,976 
2018 ASN Pupils in Primary 101,530, Secondary 90,554, Special 
6,823 

A rise of 62% in Primary, 87% in Secondary and interestingly a 
reduction of 2% in Special School. 

It is unclear if these figures will include the many children who are on 
part-time timetables, children who are being utterly failed by the 
system that cannot support them in a full time programme.  These 
figures also may not include children who are currently not in the 
education system at all as a suitable placement cannot be found for 
them. 

The falling numbers in Special Schools reflect the massive growth in 
children with ASN in the mainstream environment and also the hugely 
limited places in – and closure of some – special schools.  Some 
parents find the only option is to move their children to private schools 
to ensure they are getting the support required.  This comes at a 
great cost to parents/carers wellbeing in addition to the child and legal 
costs to the council in already dwindling budgets. Staffing in Special 



Schools is also changing, with specialised Learning Support staff 
being replaced with PSAs to save money.  Whilst the PSA role is 
crucial, in this environment where children with the most complex 
physical and behavioural needs are placed, specialised support is 
vital to the success of their education. 

Pupil Support Assistants (PSAs) 
PSA numbers have reduced, in real terms, in all local 
authorities.  Just recently the City of Edinburgh Council initially 
refused to consider 250 applications for pupil support in 2019-20. 
Following some negative press articles, a halt on further cuts and a 
review process was promised. However, the initial decision that 250 
children whose needs were not even being considered was shocking, 
and no doubt the reconsideration was only due to the bad press 
received. 

We previously obtained statistics relating to City of Edinburgh Primary 
Schools and from 2014 pupils with ASN had risen by 25% but PSAs 
in Edinburgh Primary Schools had only increased by 16.5% since 
2014-5.  So we can clearly see that funding has not increased in 
proportion to the rapidly rising number of pupils requiring additional 
support. 

Education throughout Scotland needs adequate and ring-fenced 
funding specific to additional support for learning to be able to 
effectively cope with rising numbers of children with identified 
needs. 

Getting it Right for Every Child (GIRFEC) states that education: 

Is child-focused - It ensures the child or young person – and their 
family – is at the centre of decision-making and the support available 
to them. 

Is based on an understanding of the wellbeing of a child - It looks at a 
child or young person’s overall wellbeing – how safe, healthy, 
achieving, nurtured, active, respected, responsible and included they 
are – so that the right support can be offered at the right time. 

Is based on tackling needs early - It aims to ensure needs are 
identified as early as possible to avoid bigger concern. 

To quote from the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 “Your education 
authority must provide your child with “adequate and efficient” 
additional support so that they are able to benefit fully from their 
education.”  The local authorities do not have the budgets to offer 
anywhere near the correct level of support and so cannot meet the 
objectives of GIRFEC or the Education Act. 

With the inadequate funding, families compete against each other for 



support.  There is simply not enough to go around.  This is a battle 
every academic year and one that should not have to be fought.  With 
the numbers of children with ASN attending mainstream rapidly rising, 
these children may receive lots of support there but this is to the 
detriment of other children at the mainstream school who require less 
support (but who still have additional support needs).  There are 
children being failed daily, not because the school staff don’t want to 
help, but because there are simply not the human resources.  The 
PSA role was originally brought in to be of assistance to the teacher 
and the whole class.  With the gap of Pupils with ASN to ASL Staff 
widening, the PSAs available for the rest of the class is limited and 
potentially non-existent.   PSAs would also not be able to support the 
teacher as per the original intention.  The effect is a negative one on 
the whole school. 

We feel the role of the PSA is not now what it was planned to be 
when first introduced.  PSAs in mainstream schools are dealing with 
children with the most complex needs and challenging behaviours, 
carrying out tasks set by professionals such as Occupational 
Therapists, Speech Therapists, Psychologists etc.  Additionally, there 
are so many PSAs on temporary contracts, which means high 
turnover of staff. This is not ideal for any of the children involved, 
where routine and consistency is a major factor to successful 
learning.  We need to be able to provide permanent posts with 
salaries that reflect the skills and importance of this role, to attract and 
retain more quality staff to these posts. 

In special schools there has also not been a relative increase in 
staffing and resources, and some of the special schools therapy 
rooms are now used as additional classrooms, so it is difficult for 
therapies to take place in the schools. 

There has been much in the media recently with serious concerns 
regarding the Mental Health of young people and also the immense 
stress that teachers are constantly being put under by having to 
support children with a wide variety of additional needs.  With the 
figures for Autism alone standing at 1 in 100 children affected, there is 
an argument that nearly every school needs a special unit, 
adequately staffed with professionals such as Occupational Therapy, 
Educational Psychologists, and Pupil Support Assistants.  There are 
nowhere near enough language units attached to mainstream 
schools, and again with the most in need taking these places, those 
who would still require this option are unable to access them.  There 
really is no such thing as mainstream anymore. It is a complex mix of 
children from all backgrounds with all abilities. 

We urge you to see the future picture here: to reduce the strain on our 
teachers, allow our ASN pupils the support they deserve, allow all the 
children to reach their full potential and reduce the impact and cost to 
our future Health and Social Care services by acting now to provide 



the necessary support for our future generation. 
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PE1747/A 
Royal Blind submission of 9 October 2019 

 

Royal Blind is Scotland's largest vision impairment organisation. Our vision is to see 
a community in which blind and partially sighted people, including those who have 
other disabilities, are fully included and lead fulfilling lives. We care for, educate and 
employ blind and partially sighted people from across Scotland and the UK. We 
support people of all ages - from babies and toddlers at our pre-school playgroup, 
children and young people at the Royal Blind School and Kidscene after school club, 
young adults through our supported accommodation and respite care, employees 
with vision impairment at the Scottish Braille Press and older people in our care 
homes.  

Royal Blind supports the petition calling for adequate funding to support children 
with additional support needs. The Standards in Scotland’s Schools etc. Act 2000 
guarantees children the right to have education which is “directed to the 
development of the personality, talents and mental and physical abilities of the child 
or young person to their fullest potential”. The presumption to mainstream can only 
deliver on this right if schools and teachers are properly resourced. In many 
instances schools are not equipped to achieve equal and inclusive education for 
learners with vision impairment. There is a lack of training for pupil support 
assistants in vision impairment and a gap in knowledge and understanding among 
teachers of its impact on the social and emotional development of children and 
young people. This can lead to blind and partially sighted pupils experiencing 
loneliness, isolation and continuing stigma, while it can also have a detrimental effect 
on the learning of their sighted peers. Royal Blind strives to address this through our 
vision impairment awareness training offered free of charge through the Learning 
Hub, as well as our national resource base of teachers who offer advice on a 
consultancy basis.  

We are concerned that the main driver for decisions over the education for blind and 
partially sighted children and young people is based on budget, rather than where 
they will receive education which best meets their needs. Our experience working 
with pupils who joined the Royal Blind School after struggling in mainstream 
education suggests that a presumption to mainstream has become an assumption to 
mainstream, compounding exclusion rather than promoting inclusion. 

The need to address these issues is made all the more urgent by the growing 
number of children and young people who have vision impairment. The Scottish 
Government’s school census figures show that the number of blind or partially 
sighted pupils has more than doubled, from 2,005 in 2010 to 4,574 in 2018. It is vital 
that pupils benefit from learning approaches designed by specialist teachers with 
knowledge of delivering and designing a curriculum. A successful education for 
pupils with vision impairment must involve habilitation and skills for life, which too 
often are not being sufficiently provided through mainstream education. With 
research showing that up to 80% of learning takes place through our vision, the 
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importance of specialist additional support for pupils who are blind and partially could 
not be clearer. 

In 2017 the Royal Blind School launched the vision impairment service for East 
Lothian Council, delivering specialist education and support to pupils with vision 
impairment across the local authority. The East Lothian Vision Impairment Service 
enables pupils to access learning through the use of braille, large print, specialist 
technology and adapted learning materials, such as tactile diagrams, while offering 
support in developing independence and social skills. The service also assists pupils 
and staff at crucial times of transition. Increased funding could be used to promote 
similar innovative approaches offering flexible provision and outreach provision.  

Inadequate provision at school level can also have consequences when young 
people with additional support needs transition to further and higher education or 
employment. There remains an attainment gap between blind and partially sighted 
pupils and their sighted peers. In 2017-18, 87.8% of school leavers with a vision 
impairment progressed to further or higher education, training or employment, 
compared to 96% of whom move on to positive destinations. Appropriate support 
must be provided for a range of conditions at every age and stage in education. For 
pupils studying in a specialist school there could be more opportunities to spend an 
additional year in school to help ensure more effective transitions for these young 
people, and more flexible placements in mainstream and specialist schools. 

While we warmly welcome the First Minister’s announcement of an extra £15 million 
in additional support for learning in the coming year, it has been made against a 
backdrop of cuts in local education budgets for additional support needs. Despite the 
rapidly rising number of pupils with additional support needs, data collected in Local 
Financial Returns shows spending on additional support for learning has remained 
static at 12% of the overall spend on education in Scotland. 

We urge the Committee to support the petition and take action to ensure appropriate 
funding and resources to help pupils with vision impairment and other additional 
support needs to realise their full potential.  
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PE1747/B 
Scottish Government submission of 5 November 2019 
 
It may be helpful for the Committee and the Petitioner if I firstly set out the context of 
the way in which funding is provided to local authorities.  The Scottish Government’s 
policy on local authorities’ spending is to allow them the financial freedom to operate 
independently.  As such, the vast majority of the revenue funding is provided by 
means of a block grant.  It is the responsibility of individual local authorities to 
manage their own budgets and to allocate the total financial resources available to 
them, on the basis of local needs and priorities, having first fulfilled their statutory 
obligations and the jointly agreed set of national and local priorities. 
 
When the 2019-20 local government finance settlement was set, excluding Health, 
the Scottish Government’s resource budget was 7.8% lower in real terms compared 
to 2013-14.  Despite this cut we have continued to ensure our partners in local 
government receive a fair funding settlement, in 2019-20 we are delivering a funding 
package of £11.2 billion for local authorities, a real terms increase of £310 million or 
2.9 per cent for essential public services in Scotland. 
 
The Scottish Government’s 2019-20 Budget will provide local government with an 
additional £298.5 million resource funding for day to day services and an increase of 
£207.8 million capital funding in 2019-20.  As well as this funding increase councils 
had the flexibility to increase council tax by up to 3 per cent in real terms.  Taken 
together with councils’ actual council tax increases they will have access to an 
additional £602 million (5.7 per cent) in 2019-20 compared with 2018-19. 
 
Local Government Financial Statistics for 2017-18 showed that local authorities 
spent £5.22 billion on education in Scotland.  This has increased from £5.07 billion in 
2016-17 - a 1.0% increase in real terms and 3.0% in cash terms.  Of that, £628 
million was spent on additional support for learning – increasing from £610 million in 
2016-17 – a 0.9% increase in real terms and 2.9% in cash terms. 
 
In addition, the Scottish Government continues to provide £11.6 million per annum of 
funding to support provision for children and young people with additional support 
needs. 
 
Programme for Government 
 
Building on the work undertaken in the last year as part of the 2018 Programme for 
Government, we continue to take action to support further implementation of 
additional support for learning.  We will invest an additional £15 million this year to 
improve the experiences of children who need additional support and their families.  
We are engaging with CoSLA to agree how this commitment will be implemented 
across Scotland to build capacity within education authorities and schools to respond 
more effectively to the individual needs of children and young people; and enhance 
learning outcomes to ensure young people reach their future potential.  
 
We have also announced plans to undertake an independently chaired review on the 
implementation of additional support for learning, as well as a review of co-ordinated 
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support plans, with a view to evidencing areas for improvement in children and 
young people’s and their families experiences.  
  
These additional commitments will further enhance support for implementation of 
additional support for learning, and I hope would reassure the Committee and the 
Petitioner of our continued support for implementation, including the provision of 
financial support. 
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PE1747/C 
COSLA submission of 8 November 2019 
 
Thank you for asking COSLA to provide a response on the above Petition.  COSLA 
and all our member local authorities are fully committed to the provision of Additional 
Support for Learning and to Getting it Right for Every Child (GIRFEC) by providing 
the right kind of support to enable all children and young people to be fully included 
and to achieve the best they can.   
 
In this response we would like highlight two areas: 

I           The impact of a declining core budget and increasing ring-fencing 
II          The independently Chaired review of additional support for learning 

 
The Impact of a declining core budget and increasing protections 
 
The petitioner makes a number of references to Local Authorities not being 
adequately funded- this is a point we concur with.  However, the proposal to resolve 
this by the provision of funding that is essentially ‘ring- fenced’ is in our view not the 
solution and will simply lead to cuts in other areas.  Local Government should be 
adequately funded so that it can decide the best way to provide the wide range of 
services for our communities; many of these services are outwith schools and 
support children and young people with Additional Support Needs.   
 
Local Government budgets have decreased significantly over a number of years.  As 
SPICe highlighted in their most recent report on Local Government Finance, 
between 2013/14 and 2019/201, Local Government has been passed a 
disproportionate cut in comparison to budget reductions the Scottish Government 
has faced:  
 

 
Source: SPICe 

 
Over this period, Local Government’s share of the Scottish Government budget has 
fallen from 34.8% to just 33%.  Although reported as a 1% increase for local 
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authorities between 2018/19 and 2019/20, this was linked to new policy 
commitments and principally related to the ring-fenced funding for early learning and 
childcare (discussed in more detail below).   
 
Within this pattern of reductions, not only have local authorities been tasked with 
delivering an increasing number of Scottish Government priorities, Councils have 
absorbed the impact of inflation which last year alone was calculated to be £294m, 
as well as coping with increases in demand totalling £255m in 2019/20.  Councils are 
undeniably doing more with less.   
 
As explained more fully in COSLA’s submission to the Local Government and 
Communities Committee, protections within ‘core’ budgets are continuing to increase 
which impacts Local Government’s ability to plan strategically and holistically.  In the 
2019/20 budget, protections had reached a point where 61% is protected with only 
39% unprotected (see charts below) – a shift in balance even since 2018/19. Our 
Committee submission made it clear that this is not sustainable. 

 

 
 
As well as protected money such as Pupil Equity Funding (PEF), this year has seen 
other examples of policy-specific funding for local authorities, presented as additions 
to the core. Whilst the policy intent is valued and the funding welcomed, they are 
essentially ring fenced for a specific purpose: 

34%

66%

2013/14

Protected Unprotected

61%

39%

2019/20

Protected Unprotected

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Local_Gov/Inquiries/LGC_S5_19_PBS_23_COSLA.docx.pdf
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• Access to Counselling in Schools- an additional £12m was provided in 19/20, 

with another £4m for 20/21, seeing £16m added to core budgets but to be 
used for a very specific purpose. Whilst agreement was reached on local 
flexibility in relation to delivery, the funding comes with an administration and 
reporting burden for all Local Authorities. 

• Additional Support for Learning – an additional £15m recurring funding has 
been committed as part of the 2019 Programme for Government but with very 
specific requirement around support staff, employed using the funding, being 
additional, committing local authorities to maintaining existing numbers of ASL 
staff thereby ringfencing local authority funding out with this £15m package.  
This reduces their ability to set their own budgets based on the entirety of 
demand for all local authority services, not just Additional Support for 
Learning. 

 
The independently Chaired review of additional support for learning 
 
The review is a direct result of a motion in the Scottish Parliament, the review will 
make recommendations by February 2020.   
 
Following a motion and debate in the Scottish Parliament on 28 January 2019 the 
Deputy First Minister agreed to the setting up of an independently Chaired review of 
Additional Support for Learning.  Scottish Government Officers held a series of 
discussions with COSLA and ADES to shape how the review will work, and the 
Remit for the review was developed.  The review will report jointly to COSLA and 
Scottish Government. 
 
The review is founded on a continued commitment to a presumption to 
mainstreaming and on the need to ensure that children and young people’s 
additional support needs are met.  And will consider current evidence and engage 
with a range of people and groups to identify good practice and areas for further 
improvement in the ways that children and young people with additional support 
needs progress in their learning. 
 
The review will consider: 

• how ASL works in practice, across early learning and childcare centres, 
primary, secondary and special schools (including enhanced provision, 
services and units) 

• where children and young people learn within the balance of the provision set 
out above, recognising that not all authority areas have all of those provisions 

• the quality of learning and support, including overall achievement and positive 
destinations achieved post-school 

• the different approaches to planning and assessment to meet the needs of 
children and young people 

• the roles and responsibilities of support staff, teaching staff, leadership role, 
education authorities and national agencies 

• the areas of practice which could be further enhanced through better use of 
current resources to support practice, staffing or other aspects of provision 

Conclusion 
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The result of the reduction in local authorities budgets and more protected priorities 
from the centre are impacting on local authorities' ability to deliver key services. The 
solution to this is to make sure that Local Government receives a fair settlement.   A 
review of additional support for learning is taking place, this was instigated by the 
Scottish Parliament.  The review will make recommendations to COSLA and Scottish 
Government in February 2020.  The Public Petitions Committee may wish to let the 
review conclude rather than accepting the petitioner’s asks for the Scottish 
Parliament to seek further ring-fencing within Local Government budgets. 
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PE1747/D 
Education Scotland submission of 15 November 2019 
 
Introduction 
 
Education Scotland’s role is to provide leadership in inclusion, wellbeing and 
equality by: 
 

• developing, promoting and supporting more effective and innovative practices; 
• contributing to the fulfilment of statutory duties in relation to inclusion, wellbeing 

and equality; and 
• providing evidence-based advice to influence national policy development and 

implementation. 
 
Our focus is on supporting services to deliver on expectations within Getting it Right 
for Every Child to ensure children and young people receive the right help at the 
right time from the right people. Our aim is to reduce inequity in educational 
outcomes for all learners and improve practices to better meet the needs of diverse 
learners. 
 
As part of Education Scotland’s scrutiny approaches, HM Inspectors of Education 
evaluate the quality and improvement in Scottish schools using the quality 
improvement framework How Good is Our School? (4th edition).  This framework 
includes a key quality indicator entitled: Ensuring Wellbeing, Equality and Inclusion. 

 
Scrutiny Evidence 
 
Education Scotland scrutiny evidence is collated from inspections of both 
mainstream and special educational establishments.  
 
Across all sectors approaches to identify the needs of children and young people 
requiring additional support have been found to be effective. Staff are improving their 
understanding of barriers to learning for children and young people, and how they 
can overcome those barriers. Contributions from a range of partners, including 
health professionals, are effectively supporting professional learning and providing 
targeted interventions for individuals and groups of learners.  
 
As a result of the Attainment Scotland Funding, an increasing number of support 
staff are being deployed to support children requiring additional support. Supporting 
and improving children’s and young people’s wellbeing has been found to be a high 
priority in schools/settings. 
 
Staff have been found to be improving their knowledge and understanding of 
children and young people’s needs, particularly in relation to the socio-economic 
factors which affect their lives. However, this knowledge needs to be used to greater 
effect to ensure staff plan learning activities that better meet children’s and young 
people’s needs. 
 
Overall a majority of special schools are making positive improvements to their 
approaches to planning to meet children’s and young people’s needs. However, staff 
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in special schools need to take better account of the range of children and young 
people’s needs to ensure they experience learning of an appropriate level of difficulty 
at all times.  
 
There is evidence that across sectors, planned learning is too often not differentiated 
well enough, and does not sufficiently involve children and young people in planning 
their learning. The focus on whole-class approaches to learning does not always 
take sufficient account of the range of children and young people’s individual needs. 
It was found that staff in all sectors need to consider how to plan learning more 
effectively to better meet all children and young people’s learning needs.  
 
 
Mainstreaming 
 
Education Scotland worked closely with Scottish Government to help develop 
guidance to education authorities on their duty to provide education in a mainstream 
school or early learning and childcare setting unless certain exceptions apply: “the 
presumption of mainstreaming.” 
 
Presumption of mainstreaming guidance aims to encourage a greater understanding 
of the legislation and to take a child-centred approach to making decisions about 
placement. This requires Scotland’s teaching workforce to be well trained and with 
the required skills to help all learners reach their full potential. Education Scotland 
has an important role to play in building teachers’ skills in additional support needs in 
general.  Education Scotland’s role in Scottish education involves having working 
relationships with local authorities and universities, and includes regular engagement 
with specialist teachers and managers of additional support. Education Scotland’s 
Inclusion Team has written a suite of e-learning modules on the subject of additional 
support needs including autism. Some of the modules have been developed in 
partnership with Edinburgh City Council and Queen Margaret University. The 
modules are now available via Education Scotland’s website.  Education Scotland 
provides learning seminars on a range of themes. This has included a recent 
national Additional Support for Learning Summit where there was sharing of 
innovative programmes on: dyslexia approaches; Compassionate and Connected 
Classrooms and Personalised Learning (learning for life) in secondary schools. 
 
Education Scotland continues to deliver a range of support to increase the capacity 
and confidence of practitioners in meeting the needs of particular groups of learners 
including those with dyslexia, children and young people from Service Families, 
gypsy traveller pupils, as well as refugees and asylum seekers and offender 
learners. 
 
Supporting local Authorities 
 
Education Scotland is now supporting local authorities and regional improvement 
collaboratives (RICs) to review, develop, plan and implement their policies and 
practices for inclusion, wellbeing and equality. Our Inclusion specialists work in close 
partnership with RICs, local authorities, schools and practitioners to provide direct 
support within schools. 
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This support includes the following areas: 
 

• Equality and Diversity (Race, tackling sectarianism, disability, LGBTi, gender) 
• Corporate Parenting 
• Promoting positive relationships and behaviour 
• Anti-bullying 
• Attendance 
• Exclusion 
• Inclusive education 
• Empowerment of Children’s Rights and participation 
• Getting it right for every child 
• Universal support entitlements and guidance 
• Targeted support entitlements 
• Additional Support For Learning and staged intervention 
• Mental health and wellbeing 
• Safeguarding 

 
Conclusion 
 
As noted during the Committee, the allocation of resources to support inclusion is the 
responsibility of local authorities.  Local authorities are regularly reviewing the 
effectiveness of their support for learners and will use Education Scotland inclusion 
staff working within the regional improvement teams for professional advice and to 
seek good practice.  Although there are many demands on local authorities services 
the evidence from Education Scotland scrutiny states that “children and young 
people’s additional support for learning needs are being identified well in most 
schools/settings.”   Education Scotland is fully committed to supporting practitioners 
to deliver on presumption of mainstreaming by providing high quality, accessible 
professional learning, advice and guidance. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1748: Provide protection for small communities in Scottish planning policy 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Isobel Kelly on behalf of Gartcosh Tenants & Residents Association 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
provide specific provision within the National Planning Framework 3 
(NPF 3) and the Scottish Planning Policy for small communities which: 
 
• Provides for a pre-development community asset and 

infrastructure audit when an area is identified as being able to 
accommodate large-scale, urban growth and; 

 
• Protects areas considered by its community to be high value 

scenic assets and at risk of the coalescence of communities. 
 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/assetsplanninganddevelopm
ent 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered at the Committee’s meeting 
on 10 October 2019. 
 

2. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish Government, North 
Lanarkshire Council, the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) Scotland, the Built 
Environment Forum Scotland and Scotland’s Towns Partnership. The Committee 
also agreed to write to COSLA to ask about local development plans.   

 
3. Submissions have been received from the Scottish Government, North 

Lanarkshire Council, RTPI Scotland, Built Environment Forum Scotland and 
COSLA. 1  

 
4. The Committee has also received written submissions from Heads of Planning 

Scotland, and the petitioner.  
 

 
 
 

                                                             
1 It should be noted that these submissions were received before the Covid-19 crisis and therefore any 
timescales quoted (e.g. in relation to consultation processes) may be subject to change.  
 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/assetsplanninganddevelopment
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/assetsplanninganddevelopment
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1748_H.pdf


PPC/S5/20/10/10 

2 
 

Committee consideration 

2. In June 2014, the Scottish Government sets out its key planning priorities and 
policies in the National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3) and the Scottish 
Planning Policy (SPP).  
 

3. The Scottish Government is currently leading a significant planning reform 
programme. The legislative change required to support this programme is set out 
in the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, which received Royal Assent on 25 July 2019.   

 
4. In its written submission, the Scottish Government highlights that the Planning 

(Scotland) Act 2019 includes measures that are—  
 
“intended to improve the process of preparing local development plans, and the 
involvement of communities in influencing the future of their places.  In addition 
to housing needs, the local development plan must take account of the health 
of the population and their health needs, and the education needs of the 
population, the likely effects of development on those health and education 
needs, and the infrastructure of the district, including health care and education 
facilities.” 

  
5. The Scottish Government explains in its submission, that it identified the 

infrastructure first approach to planning and development as a priority during its 
planning review, and that this approach “will be taken forward by a number of 
measures, including through the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, 2 forthcoming 
regulations and guidance.” 
 

6. The Scottish Government further explains that—  
 
“although the term infrastructure ‘audit’ is not used, the 2019 Act aims to ensure 
that robust information and analysis regarding infrastructure provision is 
established at an early stage to inform the preparation of NPF and Local 
Development Plans.” 

 
7. In addition to this legislative change, the Scottish Government states that as it 

prepares planning policy for National Planning Framework 4 [NPF4] and guidance 
for new style local development plans, it “will consider further how best we can 
incorporate the need for appropriate infrastructure analysis as part of this.”  

 
8. The Scottish Government goes on to highlight that it has also committed to “…work 

with stakeholders to design and take forward a collaborative process for preparing 
NPF4”.  The Scottish Government states that it aims to have a draft of NPF4 laid 
in Parliament in Autumn 2020.  

Experiences in North Lanarkshire  

9. Whilst the focus is on national planning policy, this petition arose from the 
experiences of the petitioners in relation to their own community in North 
Lanarkshire, with the petition encouraging “good practice in forming [planning] 

https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/Built-Environment/planning/NPF3-SPP-Review/NPF3
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/
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policy that could help protect small communities from being overtaken by 
development”. 
 

10. In its written submission, North Lanarkshire Council states that  the development 
in Gartcosh/Glenboig was guided by the principle “that development should 
reinforce and enhance existing amenities and allow for provision of local shopping, 
education and other community facilities”, whilst also containing “substantial areas 
of high quality open space”. The council also recognised that “there was a need to 
address how new developments would be integrated into the existing communities 
whilst still allowing them to maintain their individual community identities.” 

 
11. North Lanarkshire Council recognises,however, that in this instance “it has been 

challenging for all concerned to attempt to manage the co-ordination of large scale 
development through the determination of individual planning applications”, stating 
that “it is unlikely that this approach would be used again for a development site of 
this scale and complexity.” 

 
12. North Lanarkshire Council suggests that “the amendments to the planning process 

being presented through the introduction of the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 
present sufficient powers to address the points raised by Gartcosh Tenants and 
Residents Association, rather than requiring an amendment to National Planning 
Framework 3 as they [the petitioners] have requested.” 
 

Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 & NPF4 
 
13. The opportunities offered by the 2019 Planning (Scotland) Act and the creation of 

NPF4 were generally welcomed by stakeholders and recognised as a means of 
improving community engagement. 
 

14. In its written submission, the Royal Town Planning Institute Scotland states that 
that NPF4 will  “be an important opportunity for all planning stakeholders – 
communities and professionals alike – to influence the direction of Scotland’s 
national planning policy”, and highlights the importance of the creation of local 
authority Chief Planning Officers and Local Plans, suggesting that “this should 
result in a more joined up approach, where decisions made outside of the planning 
framework do not undermine the intentions of planning policy.” 

 
15. Heads of Planning Scotland, highlights that the 2019 Act sets out provisions for 

“effective and early community engagement in Local Development Plans”, 
suggesting that this is “a powerful mechanism for the issues highlighted in the 
petition to be discussed, debated and examined locally and for communities to 
influence the Local Development Plan”.  

 
16. The organisation explains that the 2019 Act requires local authorities, when 

preparing a local development plan, to “produce evidence reports to support the 
spatial strategy of the plan to show that they have considered a range of issues 
including population change, the cultural, economic, social, built heritage and 
environmental characteristics of the areas, as well as taking account of the 
infrastructure of the area”. It suggests that this “reinforces the good practice already 
undertaken by planning authorities and ensures that assessment of infrastructure 
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and community assets is a key component of the Local Development Plan 
process.”  

 
17. In its written submission of 11 November 2019, COSLA notes that the NPF4 

consultation is likely to begin in summer 2020 and urges “any communities who 
seek to influence national planning policy to utilise the opportunities this presents”. 
The COVID-19 public health emergency has impacted on the Scottish 
Government’s original timescales, however, with the draft NPF4 now expected to 
be published in September 2021.  

 
18. In the meantime, the Scottish Government is consulting on proposed interim 

changes to the Scottish Planning Policy (2014) to clarify specific parts of the 
Scottish Planning Policy that relate to planning for housing. This consultation is 
open until 9 October 2020. 

 
19. In her most recent written submission, of 2 January 2020, however, the petitioner 

states that whilst stakeholders have suggested that the 2019 Act and the creation 
of NPF4, alongside local placement plans offer a solution to the issues raised by 
this petition “none of the above mentioned, in law, guidance, advisory or through 
consultation provide any statutory protection for small communities”.  

 
20. The petitioner goes on to highlight that if, as the Scottish Government states in 

their submission, Scottish Ministers are committed to “empowering communities 
and encouraging participation and collaborative working in local areas”, then 
communities must be allowed to highlight sites of scenic beauty for protection, list 
community assets required, allocate new community assets on sites put forward 
by the community and establish no build zones to maintain community cohesion 
and ensure that there is no coalescence. 

 
21. The petitioner suggests that “this should be carried out through a community audit 

process and be incorporated into the Masterplan of major development…ensuring 
a path into local development plans.” 

 
Action 

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

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

legislation and guidance is likely to tackle many of the issues highlighted 
raised in the petition. 

• To write to the Local Government and Communities Committee to highlight 
the issues raised by this petition, for consideration in any scrutiny it undertakes 
of the draft NPF4. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy-housing-technical-consultation-proposed-policy-amendments/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy-housing-technical-consultation-proposed-policy-amendments/
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Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

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

• PE1748/B: Scottish Government submission of 4 November 2019 (92KB 
pdf) 

• PE1748/C: RTPI Scotland submission of 7 November 2019 (101KB pdf) 
• PE1748/D: Heads of Planning Scotland submission of 8 November 2019 

(104KB pdf) 
• PE1748/E: Built Environment Forum Scotland submission of 11 November 

2019 (60KB pdf) 
• PE1748/F: COSLA submission of 11 November 2019 (72KB pdf) 
• PE1748/G: North Lanarkshire Council submission of 18 November 2019 

(146KB pdf) 
• PE1748/H: Petitioner submission of 2 January 2020 (126KB pdf) 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1748_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1748_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/assetsplanninganddevelopment


PE1748: Provide protection for small communities in Scottish planning policy 

 

Petitioner ISOBEL KELLY ON BEHALF OF GARTCOSH TENANTS & 
RESIDENTS ASSOCIATION 
 

Date 
Lodged 

16 September 2019 
 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
provide specific provision within the National Planning Framework 3 
(NPF 3) and the Scottish Planning Policy for small communities 
which: 
• Provides for a pre-development community asset and infrastructure 
audit when an area is identified as being able to accommodate large-
scale, urban growth and; 
• Protects areas considered by its community to be high value scenic 
assets and at risk of the coalescence of communities.  
 

Previous 
action 

Raised issues with council representatives and local MSP. 

 

Background 
information 

We are calling for a change in legislation to ensure that small 
communities are provided for in planning policy. 
 
Small communities are being expanded with little evidence of 
consideration to the provision of assets and amenities within the 
original community or their geographical character. Housing and 
industrial developments are given planning permission and the focus 
on any new, and not necessarily enough, community assets are 
placed within the new development, to the exclusion of the original 
community. Many small communities start from a disadvantaged 
position, often overlooked in terms of asset and infrastructure. There 
is often no asset building equity ability within these communities. 
When new development starts, and asset and infrastructure are 
placed within that new development, land banking has already 
occurred making it difficult for small communities to build asset in the 
original settlement. The triggers on volume agreed with planning and 
developers on asset and infrastructure don’t meet the community’s 
needs. There are long periods of insufficient capacity in asset and 
infrastructure to service old and new residents. 
 
Ensuring provision for small communities in NPF 3 could offer 
protection for small communities so that the scenic views and natural 
surroundings contributing to a community’s character are considered 
when decisions are made regarding new developments, including the 
cumulative impact of developments. It could also ensure that small 
communities, even once expanded, remain distinct and do not merge 
into others. In other words, prevent coalescence of communities with 
a mechanism for small communities to halt development if 



masterplanning is not creating a sustainable community. 
 
The complexity of planning policy has meant that while communities 
have the right to contribute, they do not necessarily have the capacity 
to process all the necessary information. When the impact of 
developments eventually become clear, communities are told that 
their chance to participate has passed. This is not about being against 
any new development but a lack of engagement and a disregard for 
community perspective and ideas which is unacceptable. A 
community should have an impartial adviser before and when a local 
plan is out for consultation. 
 
This petition highlights good practice in forming policy that could help 
protect small communities from being overtaken by development. A 
pre-development community asset and infrastructure audit associated 
with place shaping would ensure the original settlement/community is 
not under resourced in asset/infrastructure, and identify if there is land 
or asset building equity within that community and address deficits 
before development. The audit would therefore highlight deficits and 
should result in provision in any local plan before a call for 
development sites – not capital expenditure but agreed provision and 
land identification to address deficits. 
 
It can only be made possible if promoted by policy. Our hope is that 
this petition will shed light on the issues and will provide protection for 
small communities in planning and national framework policies in the 
future. 
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PE1748/B 
Scottish Government submission of 4 November 2019   
 
The Petition calls on the Scottish Parliament “to urge the Scottish Government to 
provide specific provision within the National Planning Framework 3 (NPF3) and the 
Scottish Planning Policy for small communities which:  

• Provides for pre-development community asset and infrastruture audit when 
an area is identified as being able to accommodate large-scale, urban growth 
and;  

• Protects areas considered by its community to be high value scenic assets 
and at risk of the coalescence of communities”.  

 
These provisions are intended to ensure that issues encountered by the petitioners 
as a result of local development pressures are addressed in the future.  The 
Glasgow and Clyde Valley Development Plan identified Gartcosh/Glenboig as a 
planned Community Growth Area in 2006.  Since then, North Lanarkshire Council 
has prepared a number of documents setting out a vision for the development of the 
area.  I note that the Council has also been asked to comment on the petition so may 
provide you with further information on this work. 
 
Scottish Ministers are committed to empowering communities and encouraging 
participation and collaborative working in local areas.  The Place Principle, adopted 
by the Scottish Government and COSLA, requests that all those responsible for 
providing services and looking after assets in a place, need to work and plan 
together, and with local communities, to improve the lives of people, support 
inclusive and sustainable economic growth and create more successful places.  The 
Place Standard, developed in partnership by Scottish Government, NHS Health 
Scotland and Architecture and Design Scotland, is a practical tool which can support 
the Place Principle, allowing communities to assess their local area and identify local 
assets and opportunities.   
 
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) states that planning should direct the right 
development to the right place.  Spatial strategies within development plans should 
promote a sustainable pattern of development appropriate to the area, identifying the 
most sustainable locations for long term development, and where necessary, 
reviewing the boundaries of green belts.     
 
SPP sets out that green belt may be designated for a range of purposes including 
protecting the character setting and identity of a settlement and that the planning 
system should facilitate positive change while maintaining and enhancing distinctive 
landscape character.  The need for, and the detailed boundaries of green belts, is a 
matter for local authorities as the planning authorities for their areas.   
 
SPP also states that early discussion should take place between local authorities, 
developers and relevant agencies to ensure that investment in necessary new 
infrastructure is addressed in a timely manner.    

Through our review of the planning system, the infrastructure first approach to 
planning and development was identified as a priority and this will be taken forward 
by a number of measures, including through the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, 
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forthcoming regulations and guidance.  Although the term infrastructure ‘audit’ is not 
used, the 2019 Act aims to ensure that robust information and analysis regarding 
infrastructure provision is established at an early stage to inform the preparation of 
NPF and Local Development Plan’s.  A key element of requiring Planning Authorities 
to produce an evidence report, which will subject to scrutiny, prior to preparing a 
Local Development Plan is to ensure that infrastructure considerations are properly 
addressed and central to the process of plan making.   As we progress formulating 
planning policy for NPF 4 as well as the preparation of guidance for new style LDP’s, 
we will consider further how best we can incorporate the need for appropriate 
infrastructure analysis as part of this. 
 
The new Planning Act includes a number of measures which are intended to improve 
the process of preparing local development plans, and the involvement of 
communities in influencing the future of their places. In addition to housing needs, 
the local development plan must take account of the health of the population and 
their health needs, and the education needs of the population, the likely effects of 
development on those health and education needs, and the infrastructure of the 
district, including health care and education facilities.   
 
In preparing their evidence report, the first stage in the local development plan, the 
planning authority must show how it has sought the views of “the public at large” and 
community councils, and how those views have been taken into account.  There are 
also requirements to consult widely on the proposed plan before it is finalised.  We 
want community engagement on local development plans to be more effective than it 
has been in the past.  Scottish Ministers are to issue guidance on how to do this, and 
the Act will require planning authorities to have regard to that guidance.  Community 
bodies will also be able to prepare local place plans, setting out their views on how 
the area should develop, and these must be taken into account in the local 
development plan.  A local place plan can include reference to assets which are 
particularly valued by the community, which may be open spaces as well as 
buildings or structures. 
 
We have recently commenced work on preparing Scotland’s fourth National Planning 
Framework (NPF4).  NPF4 will be a long term spatial plan looking to 2050 that aims 
to set out where development and infrastructure is needed to support sustainable 
and inclusive growth.  It will guide spatial development, set out our national planning 
policies, designate national developments and highlight regional spatial priorities.   

 
For the first time, the new National Planning Framework will incorporate Scottish 
Planning Policy.  Spatial and thematic planning policies will be addressed in one 
place and NPF4 will have the status of development plan for planning 
purposes.  This is a change to the current position and will mean that the policies in 
NPF4 should inform day to day decision making.  NPF4 will also be relevant to 
regional spatial strategies and important for communities as they develop their Local 
Place Plans.   
 
NPF4 will be approved by Parliament, before it is adopted by Scottish Ministers, and 
we aim to have a draft laid in Parliament in Autumn 2020. The Parliament can then 
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scrutinise the draft NPF4 for a period of up to 120 days, and we will also formally 
seek public representations on it at that stage. We are committed to encouraging 
interest and wide public involvement in the preparations of NPF4 and in early 2020 
will be undertaking a period of extensive early engagement to inform the preparation 
of the draft.  We will engage with stakeholders in the public, community, voluntary 
and private sectors, as well as academic experts and professional bodies.  A 
particular effort will be made to reach beyond the people and organisations normally 
involved in planning consultations.  As you know, we are working with stakeholders 
to design and take forward a collaborative process for preparing NPF4. 
 
The preparation of NPF4 will be supported by a participation statement setting out 
how, where and when Ministers will engage on the preparation of the framework.  
This will be published shortly and will contain details of events including those 
targeted at community groups.  We also are working on the provision of a small grant 
scheme for community groups to get involved in planning.    
 
As our policy development process progresses, we will reflect further on the detail of 
this petition. I strongly encourage all stakeholders to participate in the early 
engagement phase for NPF4 and hope that the Gartcosh Tenants and Residents 
Association are able to participate and input their views and exeprience.   
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PE1748/C 
RTPI Scotland submission of 7 November 2019 
 
The Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) is the champion of planning and the planning 
profession.  We work to promote the art and science of planning for the public benefit. We 
have around 2,100 members in Scotland and a worldwide membership of over 25,000. We: 
 

• support policy development to improve approaches to planning for the benefit of the 
public; 

• maintain the professional standards of our members; 
• support our members, and therefore the majority of the planning workforce, to have 

the skills and knowledge they need to deliver planning effectively; 
• maintain high standards of planning education; 
• develop and promote new thinking, ideas and approaches which can improve 

planning; 
• support our membership to work with others who have a role in developing places in 

Scotland; and 
• improve the understanding of planning and the planning system to policy makers, 

politicians, practitioners and the general public. 
 

The Institute is grateful to the Committee for the invitation to comment on Petition 1748, 
‘Provide protection for small communities in Scottish planning policy’. Outlined below are 
examples of where in current Scottish Planning policy the issues raised by the Petitioner are 
addressed, and opportunities in the near future for influencing renewal and implementation 
of this policy. 
 
Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to provide specific 
provision within the National Planning Framework 3 (NPF3) and the Scottish Planning Policy 
for small communities which provides for a pre-development community asset and 
infrastructure audit when an area is identified as being able to accommodate large-scale, 
urban growth 
 
Scottish Planning Policy (SPP) requires assessment of various categories of ‘community 
assets and infrastructure’ in relation to proposed new development in all locations and at all 
scales, through both the development planning and development management processes. 
Principally, paragraph 40 of Scottish Planning Policy says ‘Planning should direct 
development to the right place’, and that decisions should be guided by a series of policy 
principles, including ‘optimising the use of existing resources’. Other examples of relevant 
paragraphs include 224 and 230, which give outline the approach that should be taken to 
open space, and 272 and 286, which deal with transport. 
 
Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to provide specific 
provision within the National Planning Framework 3 (NPF 3) and the Scottish Planning 
Policy for small communities which protects areas considered by its community to be high 
value scenic assets and at risk of the coalescence of communities. 
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Paragraphs 196 to 201 of SPP provide a framework for making landscape designations, 
including local designations, through the development planning process. Paragraph 197 in 
particular states that ‘the purpose of areas of local landscape value should be to safeguard 
and enhance the character and quality of a landscape which is important or particularly 
valued locally or regionally’.  
 
‘Coalescence’ is an issue dealt with by green belt policy, which is outlined in paragraphs 49 
and 50 of SPP.  
 
Future opportunities to influence Scottish Planning Policy 
The renewal of the National Planning Framework (NPF) that is currently underway will 
incorporate renewal of SPP, as the new look NPF will include both policy and a spatial 
expression of Scotland’s national developments to 2050. As a result of changes brought 
about by the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 the new NPF will also form part of the statutory 
development plan. This means that planning decisions will have to be taken in line with it, 
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The preparation of the new NPF will be 
an important opportunity for all planning stakeholders – communities and professionals alike 
– to influence the direction of Scotland’s national planning policy.  
 
Implementing Scottish Planning Policy 
The Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 introduces several mechanisms that if well implemented 
should help to ensure that Scottish Planning Policy meaningfully shapes development on 
the ground. Of particular note are the introduction of local authority Chief Planning Officers, 
and Local Place Plans.  
 
Chief Planning Officers will help to ensure that when local authorities make strategic 
decisions about investment and service delivery, matters of planning and place are taken 
into account. This should result in a more joined up approach, where decisions made 
outside of the planning framework do not undermine the intentions of planning policy. The 
Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 requires Scottish Government to produce guidance on the 
role and qualifications of Chief Planning Officers, and the Government has confirmed that 
it plans to do this by the end of 2020. This guidance will be crucial for ensuring that Chief 
Planning Officers are well placed to promote joined up thinking in local authorities.    
 
Local Place Plans could offer an important opportunity for communities to express their 
priorities for development and landscape designation. The regulatory framework for Local 
Place Plans is due to be complete by Q2 2021.  
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PE1748/D 
Heads of Planning Scotland submission of 8 November 2019 
 
Heads of Planning Scotland (HOPS) is the representative organisation for senior 
planning officers from Scotland’s local authorities, national park authorities and 
strategic development planning authorities. 
 
HOPS welcomes the opportunity to comment on Petition 1748, as set out below: 
 
Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to provide 
specific provision within the National Planning Framework 3 (NPF 3) and the Scottish 
Planning Policy for small communities which: 
 

• Provides for a pre-development community asset and infrastructure audit 
when an area is identified as being able to accommodate large-scale, urban 
growth and; 

 
• Protects areas considered by its community to be high value scenic assets 

and at risk of the coalescence of communities 
 
Heads of Planning Scotland response 
 
Heads of Planning Scotland do not agree that a specific reference to small 
communities is necessary in National Planning Framework 3 or within Scottish 
Planning Policy (SPP). The issues the petition raises can be addressed through the 
existing local and national planning policy framework.  
 
There is an opportunity for the issues raised in the petition to be considered in the 
preparation of NPF 4 (which will now incorporate Scottish Planning Policy) and the 
new Local Development Plan processes set out in the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019. 
 
Reasoning for response 
 
The petition derives from the specific circumstances of development proposals at 
Gartcosh and in particular, the implications of large scale housing development on 
the small communities in its orbit in terms of impact on services and facilities, loss of 
green space, community cohesion and coalescence.  
 
It is understood that the relevant planning authority, North Lanarkshire Council, has 
been invited to comment on the petition and will no doubt respond to the local 
specifics of this case. Heads of Planning Scotland has focussed on the wider 
implications of the issues raised in the petition. 
 
Whilst there may be parallels with similar small communities around Scotland, this 
does not require a specific statement of national planning policy to address the 
issues raised. There are already a range of policy drivers to protect the landscape 
and environmental qualities of communities and consider the implications of 
development on local infrastructure and assets. These are set out in NPF3, SPP and 
the suite of other planning policy documents published by Scottish Government and 
also in Development Plans and planning guidance prepared by local authorities.  
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The Planning (Scotland) 2019 Act sets out key measures to enhance participation, 
involvement and the influence of communities in the planning process. This reflects 
the need to re-establish trust in the planning system and for communities to feel that 
they have an active role in the planning for their locality. 
 
The Planning Act makes provision for Scottish Planning Policy to be incorporated 
into the next National Planning Framework (NPF4) and for it to become part of the 
Development Plan. There will be opportunities for communities to influence national 
planning policy during the consultation on the NPF4, which is due for publication in 
summer 2020.  
 
Heads of Planning Scotland is a strong advocate of the pro-active early community 
engagement implicit in the Act and are working with Scottish Government to develop 
secondary legislation and guidance in this regard. As well as setting out provisions 
for effective and early community engagement in Local Development Plans, the 
Planning Act requires local authorities to assist communities in preparing Local Place 
Plans for their locality and to take account of them in producing the statutory 
Development Plan. This is a powerful mechanism for the issues highlighted in the 
petition to be discussed, debated and examined locally and for communities to 
influence the Local Development Plan. 
 
The Planning Act also places great emphasis on ensuring local authorities have 
sufficient information on a range of issues to prepare the local development plan. 
Local authorities will have to produce evidence reports to support the spatial strategy 
of the plan to show that they have considered a range of issues including population 
change, the cultural, economic, social, built heritage and environmental 
characteristics of the area as well as taking account of the infrastructure of the area 
(including communications, transport and drainage systems, systems for the supply 
of water and energy, and health care and education facilities). This requirement 
reinforces the good practice already undertaken by planning authorities and ensures 
that assessment of infrastructure and community assets is a key component of the 
Local Development Plan process. 
 
 



PE1748/E 
Built Environment Forum Scotland submission of 11 November 2019 
 
 
Having had sight of the RTPI Scotland (Members of BEFS) response, PE1748/B, I 
can only say we have nothing substantive to add. 



PE1748/F 
COSLA submission of 11 November 2019 
 
Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to provide 
specific provision within the National Planning Framework 3 (NPF 3) and the Scottish 
Planning Policy for small communities which: 
 

• Provides for a pre-development community asset and infrastructure audit 
when an area is identified as being able to accommodate large-scale, urban 
growth and; 

 
• Protects areas considered by its community to be high value scenic assets 

and at risk of the coalescence of communities. 
 
As the representative voice of local government in Scotland, COSLA welcomes the 
invitation from the Committee to respond to Petition 1748: Provide protection for 
small communities in the Scottish Planning Policy. In our response, we have opted to 
focus on the principles of the petition, rather than comment on the specifics of 
individual examples.   
 
As strong advocates of subsidiarity, COSLA supports early community engagement 
in the Scottish planning system, however we do not consider National Planning 
Framework 3 or Scottish Planning Policy to be an appropriate vehicle for the 
ambition of the Petition. Existing policy mechanisms exist at both a local and national 
level, however there are a number of emerging areas which may provide alternative 
opportunities to achieve the results sought by the petition.  
 
The Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 contains a number of provisions which aim to 
enhance community involvement in the planning system. As well as setting out 
provisions for effective and early community engagement in Local Development 
Plans, the Act creates provisions for Local Place Plans. Local Authorities are 
required to assist communities in preparing these and to take them into account 
when producing the statutory development plans. This has the ability to provide 
communities with a more appropriate mechanism to address the themes highlighted 
in the petition than National Planning Framework 3 or Scottish Planning Policy.  
 
Additionally, a consultation process for developing National Planning Framework 4 
will commence in the summer of 2020. Part of this work will involve the incorporation 
of Scottish Planning Policy into the National Planning Framework, thus combining. 
We would urge any communities who seek to influence national planning policy to 
utilise the opportunities this presents. 
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PE1748/G 
North Lanarkshire Council submission of 18 November 2019 

Gartcosh Tenants & Residents Association has made its submission based on its 
experience of being part of one of the Community Growth Areas (CGAs) designated 
by North Lanarkshire Council in the North Lanarkshire Local Plan 2012. Within the 
background information in support of the petition, the Gartcosh Tenants and Resident 
Association assert that there is little evidence of consideration being given by the 
Planning Authority to the provision of assets and amenities within the original 
community or the geographical character of the area in question. It might be helpful to 
give some context to the Community Growth Area that is resulting in the expansion of 
the communities of Gartcosh and Glenboig. (This is set out in some detail in the 
accompanying Appendix) 

In 2005 the Consultative Draft Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Structure Plan set out its 
vision for the economy and population of the Structure Plan area growing at a more 
rapid rate than had previously been envisaged over the next 10 -15 years. In order to 
accommodate this growth additional development land was to be identified and the 
capacity of existing brownfield sites was not considered sufficient to meet this growth.  
Accordingly, new greenfield development sites of a strategic scale were considered 
necessary to meet projected demand.  North Lanarkshire Council, through sites 
submitted to it through the Local Plan process, carried out a site selection exercise.  
Having used a site selection process which measured each site against various 
criteria, the Gartcosh and Glenboig area was selected as one of the preferred areas 
for growth. The main reasons for its selection was that the location scored well in terms 
of urban renewal as it was in close proximity to the former Gartcosh Steelworks site 
which was being made ready by the agency that is now called Scottish Enterprise for 
development for business and industry, and development was seen as a means of 
ensuring protection of existing facilities and triggering development of additional 
facilities for the existing and increasing population. As part of the Structure and Local 
Plan processes there were a number of events and opportunities for the residents to 
make representation, again this is set out in the Appendix.  

In 2010 ‘Concept Statements’ were prepared for all 3 of North Lanarkshire’s CGAs 
including Gartcosh/Glenboig.  This set out the Council’s vision for the form that the 
new development would take, and included “Guiding Principles” (section 5 – page 7).  
Included within these principles were that development should reinforce and enhance 
existing amenities and allow for provision of local shopping, education and other 
community facilities.  In addition, new developments were to contain substantial areas 
of high quality open space, and it was acknowledged that there was a need to address 
how the new developments would be integrated into the existing communities whilst 
still allowing them to maintain their individual community identities.  Furthermore, it 
can be seen from the “Issues map” on page 13 of the Concept Statement that 2 sites 
in particular were identified as being “no build buffer zones to prevent coalescence”.   

The Strategic Development Framework (SDF), approved, following consultation, in 
2014 expanded on these points in site specific detail, including identification of sites 
for community hubs and potential Community Park locations. The intention was that, 
based on the principles set out in the SDF, there would be a masterplan developed 
which would coordinate the different phases of development to ensure that all of the 
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required supporting infrastructure and facilities would be provided in the right locations 
and at the right times. Ownership of the entire Gartcosh/Glenboig CGA site was held 
by a large number of private companies and individuals so negotiations were held to 
try to get them to work together on preparing a joint masterplan. These negotiations 
proved unsuccessful as there were too many competing interests and individual 
developers began submitting planning applications for permission in principle for 
development of their own sites.  On one of the earliest of these applications, the 
Planning Committee decided to approve planning permission so that progress could 
be made on what it viewed as a priority development.  Efforts were then focused on 
establishing the transportation infrastructure requirements for the development and 
establishing an approved Council policy so that contributions towards these could be 
secured through S.75 Planning Agreements.  The Council has since built the Glenboig 
Link Road, through the City Deal programme, which was identified as necessary to 
serve the development and other works will be carried out by the Council as the 
developments progress. 

It is acknowledged that it has been challenging for all concerned to attempt to manage 
the co-ordination of large scale development through the determination of individual 
planning applications and it is unlikely that this approach would be used again for a 
development site of this scale and complexity. 

It should be highlighted, however, that there are still locations identified for the 
development of community facilities should the market feel there is sufficient demand 
locally to support them.  The location of one such hub is within the site currently being 
developed by Persimmon and Avant whereby (subject to market demand) there is 
0.5ha set aside for a range of community uses (planning permissions 14/01849/PPP 
and 14/01849/PPP relate to this area). A similar hub is contained within the Glenboig 
part of the CGA. Furthermore, the Council is at an advanced stage in terms of site 
selection and negotiations with land owners in relation to the provision of new primary 
schools in Gartcosh and Glenboig. 
 
In terms of the Gartcosh Tenants and Residents Association’s submission, the newly 
approved Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 (the Act) contains a number of amendments 
to the Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 which, once they are brought 
into force, should help address the points they would like to see addressed:- 

Under Part 1 of the Act section 15(1) (a) requires local development plans to set out 
the planning authority’s policies and proposals for use and development of land taking 
into account, amongst other things, under section 5(d) the infrastructure of the district 
(including communications, transport and drainage systems, systems for the supply of 
water and energy, and healthcare and education facilities) 

Under Part 1 Schedule 19 introduces the ability for local communities to prepare Local 
Place Plan as a new element in the development plan process. These will permit 
communities to articulate their development aspirations for their area and to identify 
land and buildings that the community body considers to be of particular significance 
to the local area.  

Under Part 1 section 16B “Effective community engagement guidance” there is 
provision for the Scottish Ministers to issue guidance to planning authorities about 
undertaking effective community engagement in relation to the local development 
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plan. This provides an opportunity for the issues raised by the Gartcosh Tenants and 
Residents Association to be addressed by guidance rather than through the NPF, 
which is aimed at a strategic, rather than local level. 

In conclusion, North Lanarkshire Council would point out that the amendments to the 
planning process being presented through the introduction of the Planning (Scotland) 
Act 2019 present sufficient powers to address the points raised by Gartcosh Tenants 
and Residents Association, rather than requiring an amendment to National Planning 
Framework 3 as they have requested.  Notwithstanding the provisions of the new Act, 
it remains the case that the Council has (with community consultation over many 
stages of the process over many years) sought to create a Community Growth Area 
which allowed for the provision of community facilities and which also sought to protect 
individual community identity. 
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APPENDIX: Timeline for Gartcosh/Glenboig Community Growth Area (CGA) 
From Conception to Submission of First Planning Application in 2014 

June 2005 North Lanarkshire Council’s Planning and Environment Committee 
advised of the publication of the Consultative Draft Glasgow and the 
Clyde Valley Structure Plan 2005. This Plan assumed a faster rate of 
development and reversal of the previous trend of out migration that 
the previous 2000 Plan had assumed. This would result in a substantial 
growth in the number of households and it was projected that by 2017 
there could be around 95,000 more households in the Structure Plan 
area. It was recognised that urban renewal would not provide sufficient 
land for the amount of housing needed to support this growth agenda 
and that urban expansion sites would be needed. 

North Lanarkshire Council was in the process of preparing a Local Plan 
and therefore several hundred sites for housing had been submitted for 
consideration as part of this process. This meant that the Council was 
in a position to submit potential urban expansion sites for consideration 
for inclusion in the Structure Plan. 

Copies of the Consultative Draft Plan were distributed to Community 
Councils and placed in public libraries to facilitate public consultation. 
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att66669.pdf 

August 2005 By assessing sites against a number of locational criteria, urban 
renewal, Green Belt, environmental assets, accessibility, proximity to 
community facilities and proximity to a town centre, North Lanarkshire 
Council identified 3 CGAs (South Cumbernauld, Gartcosh & Glenboig 
and South Wishaw as its preferred locations for medium-term 
significant housing development to be promoted through the North 
Lanarkshire Local Plan and the Glasgow and the Clyde Valley Joint 
Structure Plan.  

 Gartcosh/Glenboig was identified as a potential location for 1,000 to 
5,000 units on the basis of it scoring well against the urban renewal 
criterion and it would support industrial renewal of the Gartcosh former 
steelworks site; it presented the opportunity to improve vulnerable 
Green Belt; in terms of environmental assets it was viewed as offering 
potential for structure planting and against proximity it was assessed as 
offering potential for triggering facilities improvement. Overall this 
location was graded as an A. Further evaluation was then carried out 
against the potential impact on the road network and education 
provision. 
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att66781.pdf 

October 2005 Draft Finalised Alteration to the Glasgow and Clyde Valley Joint 
Structure Plan containing North Lanarkshire’s 3 CGAs was published 
for 6 week consultation period. 

https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att66669.pdf
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att66781.pdf
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March 2007 The Council approves the North Lanarkshire Local Plan Consultation 
Draft for consultation, this includes the 3 CGAs. 
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att67564.pdf 

July-September 2007  

Consultation carried out on the North Lanarkshire Local Plan 
Consultative Draft. Consultation took the form of direct notification of 
Community Councils and a series of 51 public meetings and 
presentation. 1,300 representations were received, including 900 in 
respect of 3 housing proposals.  

October 2008 The Council approved the North Lanarkshire Local Plan Finalised 
Draft, which included the 3 CGAs, for consultation. 
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att19573.pdf 

April-May 2009 The North Lanarkshire Local Plan Finalised Draft Plan 
consultation took place. This included Strategic Planning Study 
technical report 02 – Community Growth Areas. 800 objections to the 
CGAs were received, the highest number of these related to the 
Gartcosh/Glenboig CGA. 

2010 The North Lanarkshire Local Plan Finalised Draft was submitted for 
Examination to the Scottish Government Reporters with details of the 
objections received from Glenboig Community Council and a number 
of objectors (352) to the Glenboig part of the proposed CGA and 2 
individuals and a number of objectors (393) to the Gartcosh proposal. 
Several housebuilders/landowners also objected to specific sites being 
and not being included in the CGA designation. 

April 2010 Report detailing the programme of community consultation that had 
taken place on Concept Statements prepared for each of the CGAs 
was approved by the Planning and Transportation Committee.  5 Drop-
in public exhibitions manned by planning staff were held in Muirhead, 
Gartcosh and Glenboig Community Centres and Glenboig Autumn 
Club, attracting 183 attendees and unmanned week-long exhibitions 
were held in public libraries. For Gartcosh/Glenboig there were 
exhibitions in Chryston Library from 26 to 31 October and in Coatbridge 
Library from 2 to 7 November. Advertisements were placed in the local 
newspapers and letters were sent to all individuals who had made 
submissions to the Draft North Lanarkshire Local Plan.  

Section 5 of the report detailed the key issues raised by the 
consultation and set out the changes that would be made to the 
Concept Statement in response. 
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att20100.pdf 

Link to Finalised concept Statement for Gartcosh/Glenboig Community 
Growth Area: 
https://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7553&p=0 

https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att67564.pdf
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att19573.pdf
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att20100.pdf
https://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=7553&p=0
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February 2011 North Lanarkshire Local Plan Examination Hearings took place. 

January 2012 North Lanarkshire Report of Examination was received by the 
Council. Reporters concluded that the wider designated area was 
appropriate and would not necessarily be filled with housing, but that 
that was for the next Strategic Development Plan and Local 
Development Plan to test the appropriateness through the 
masterplanning process. They also endorsed that the approach had 
been set out in an Approved Structure Plan. 

October 2013 NLC Planning and Transportation Committee approved a 2 
stage public consultation programme on the Gartcosh/Glenboig CGA 
Strategic Development Framework (SDF). On 4 November the Draft 
SDF was published on the Council’s website and copies were placed in 
public libraries, this was followed by a series of drop-in events held in 
Gartcosh and Glenboig. 
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att21145.pdf 

April 2014 Following consultation on the Draft SDF a report was submitted to 
Committee. The report stated that some local residents continued to 
oppose the principle of the CGA, however, this approach had now been 
established through the development plan process. The report detailed 
the issues raised during the consultation and detailed the changes that 
were proposed for the SDF in response to these concerns. 

 https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att21241.pdf 

 Link to the Finalised Strategic Development Framework: 
https://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=13902&p=
0 

 

https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att21145.pdf
https://mars.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/egenda/images/att21241.pdf
https://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=13902&p=0
https://www.northlanarkshire.gov.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=13902&p=0
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PE1748/H 
Petitioner submission of 2 January 2020  
 
The Agencies, the Authority and Government in their responses have signposted the 
Planning Bill, the formulation of National Planning Framework (NPF4) in 2020, along with 
local placement plans which may provide the solution without the need for this petition. 
None of the above mentioned, in law, guidance, advisory or through consultation provide 
any statutory protection for small communities. The petition is: 
 
Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to provide specific 
provision within the National Planning Framework 3 (NPF 3) and the Scottish Planning 
Policy for small communities which: 
 

• Provides for a pre-development community asset and infrastructure audit when an 
area is identified as being able to accommodate large-scale, urban growth and; 

• Protects areas considered by its community to be high value scenic assets and at 
risk of the coalescence of communities.  

 
North Lanarkshire Council (NLC), in it’s response, makes much about the consultation 
times, dates and process. As NLC referenced the concept statement and consultation, we 
therefore reference the present outcomes associated with the above and include comment 
on references made in other agencies and government responses. 
 
The CGA Consultation was put forward almost as an environmental project. Politicians 
made much about access to the land and the Seven Lochs Project. Beautiful illustrations 
were created related to Johnston loch and descriptions of significant stand off areas, 
walkways, peri urban development creating a development that looked towards the rural 
uninterrupted views.  
 
The Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, (introduced in section 15a) schedule 19 states a 
community body must have regard to the local development plan, for the land, or any part 
of the land, to which the local place plan relates and the National Planning Framework, 
such matters that are prescribed.  
 
Prescribed will be translated to mean what has been decided, stipulated, required within a 
local development plan with community input ignored.  Our experience has been that the 
Local Development Plan has been settled by the local authority even though the 
community raised objection to the scale and choice of sites. We will be creating a place 
plan but like many other communities it will require to be worked round an already created 
development plan which communities are at odds with. Place Plans created in the spirt of 
schedule 19 found within the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 provides limited or no solutions 
and would not accommodate for the most part, any community’s preferred options or 
requests in relation to land. 
 
The Gartcosh Tenants & Residents Association (GTRA) disagree with the Heads of 
Planning Scotland submission with regard to a specific reference to small communities 
and we believe the petition is necessary.  The issues the petition raises have not been 
solved by applying planning policy and framework. We recognise there are a range of 
policy drivers which should protect the landscape and environmental qualities of 
communities and know full well the implications of development on local infrastructure and 
assets. That being the case why have these drivers not protected our community? The fact 
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that Gartcosh is in this position is testimony to the ineffectiveness of the policies or the 
interpretation that have been made by the planning professionals and politicians involved.  
 
The same comments could be made of the RTPI response. Why have paragraphs 196 to 
201 of SPP not been used to safeguard valuable landscape and the issue of coalescence 
paragraph 49 to 50 and covers greenbelt policy used to prevent coalescence? Why would 
a local authority not choose to use these sections of SPP as tools to protect the 
community they service and how and why when referenced by the community are they 
disregarded in objections to planning applications and consultation? GTRA were informed 
coalescence is not a consideration in large scale development? 
 
The outcome has resulted in planning applications which will reach over 1800 units on the 
land round the loch. The Seven Lochs project will be shoehorned into the development, if 
at all, with negotiations between the council and developers as to who will pay for part of a 
walkway here a green corridor there. The hope being this strategic 16k urban park with its 
own Masterplan (Seven Lochs) can be circumvented as not to affect the house build 
quotas along with establishing the mitigation measures that can be applied ensuring this 
outcome. None of the interventions associated with the Seven Lochs Projects marked for 
Gartcosh have been carried out. 
 
The Masterplan for the Seven Lochs project was used in the CGA consultation as the 
focus with housing development sensitive to the creation of the park, with the park being 
placed at the centre of the consultation process which was misleading but even with this 
approach, the development scale still raised serious concerns in the community. 
 
Considering the above and in context to Gartcosh, every piece of land including the only 
site of scenic beauty has been allocated for large scale housing development. There has 
been a provision for community asset on the west shore of the loch, not within the original 
settlement, which will be less than 3ha as it is mixed with retail provision. The development 
is so large in scale, asset will be placed almost 2 kilometres from the village, 2.4ha have 
also been made available closer to the original settlement but only for retail shops. 
Gartcosh has been waiting since the late nineties for community asset. We currently sit 
just over 2 kilometres from the Fort shopping park one of Scotland’s largest retail facilities 
and now take the approach traffic portion from the north of 4.87 million cars which visit the 
venue annually on a B road and the A752, with no road infrastructure improvements. This 
is additional traffic to any new development. The above are examples of wrong asset, 
wrong place, along with a cumulative effects from other sources. 
 
Unfortunately consultation has been carried out in poetry and governed in prose. The 
housing development Masterplan has been abandoned and made difficult to execute for 
various reasons. The recognition and almost apology is present in the council’s response 
on how the Masterplan is being delivered. The Masterplan checklists within the strategic 
development framework are not being applied and planning applications do not meet the 
threshold required in the document. Through the Local Area Partnership residents have 
tried to raise development and planning as an issue. When planning and development is 
raised in this forum, relations between NLC and Residents often deteriorate. It raises the 
question how Part 1 section 16B of the bill can be effective?  We are hopeful for a change 
in attitudes as we enter 2020 and a new decade. 
 
The Scottish Government submission/ response has given an account of how the issues 
encountered by our community can be address now and in the future through the new act. 
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The issues can also be addressed by the Scottish Government using the act as a tool that 
may help our community, intervention would not in anyway reduce the housing capacity 
planned for the area. The act leaves scope to change or amend a Local Development by 
the authority and government but such opportunities for intervention and assistance has 
not been used at local or national level.  It is as if “creative destruction” in the face of 
community concerns will create a sustainable community, in our opinion this is not the 
case.  
 
Consultation is not the answer, Residents have submitted their objections to the NLC 
Modified Plan, however the planning authority deal with applications in front of them and 
planning applications will be passed before the amendments requested by the community 
are considered.  Planning applications with allowed status will “trump” the consultation 
process. This is the most blatant and unreasonable approach to a consultation process. 
There may be sufficient powers in the act which are available at local and national level 
but we can only conclude there is no willingness to assist the community. 
 
Consultation has taken place in Gartcosh regarding development plans, concept 
statements, strategic development framework and placement of the new school (which 
took place 2 years ago).  The community was unsuccessful on every occasion in putting 
their views across. The vision for the area is also abandoned. The government response 
also states “Scottish Ministers are committed to empowering communities and 
encouraging participation and collaborative working in local areas.” In response to the 
reference above, the GTRA state if this is the case, communities must be allowed: 
 

• To list the community asset requirement,  
• Highlight the sites of scenic beauty for protection,  
• The allocation of new community asset on sites put forward by the community,  
• No build sites established ensuring no coalescence and maintain community 

cohesion. 
 
This should be carried out through a community audit process and be incorporated into the 
Masterplan of major development thus ensuring a path into local development plans. 
These elements being recorded within a place plan is advisory and based on the evidence 
to date, there is no guarantee any suggestions valued by a community will be adopted 
within a Local Development Plan. 
 
This community only has one community hall with a capacity for 70 built in 1903 which we 
could have requested to be protected. It has a site of scenic beauty, it is 11,500 years old 
and maintains a fragile eco system, SINC and the best example of wetlands in the west of 
Scotland. The Loch was created by the same glaciers that receded and created Loch 
Lomond and the geographical topography in the National Park. Johnston Loch is part of 
the kettle lochs making up the Seven Lochs. It is part of Scotland’s heritage. As a 
community we have participated in every consultation, objected to planning application in 
this area with no success. Any land within the original settlement is in the hands of 
developers and identified for development. Development on the loch site was described as 
being discrete pockets of development matching the landscape. Now all land with the 
exception of the SINC is to be developed.  
 
We confirm to NLC that the GTRA look forward to any partnership working which can 
improve the outcomes related to the CGA, but no amount of participation, working together 
in partnership can manufacture land. A recent meeting with NLC was very positive. The 



4 
 

measure will be any progress made in the first quarter of 2020. The GTRA confirm to the 
Scottish Government that we welcome participation and being part of the engagement 
phase of NPF4. We welcome a thematic review and hope that it will highlight the risk 
original communities may still experience when large scale development is proposed. 
 
Maybe we have not made ourselves clear. There is now no land that could be made 
available to the community to build any community capacity. Many communities are made 
up of lay people in reference to professional planning qualifications. We cannot quote 
planning law and are probably unaware of all the tools at our disposal. We can only 
reference experience as it directly relates to our given community.  A resident made a 
comment some months ago, “this is Easterhouse in the early 1960’s, built with no 
amenities or primary healthcare facilities. It just has a very expensive price tag in that it is 
private housing”. Surely this is not a comment that should relate to 21st century planning 
and development, based on the mistakes made in creating large scale development in the 
50’s and 60’s. Not related to house type but in amenities and infrastructure. Planning 
outcomes were catastrophic in social and economic benefit and felt for decades. The CGA 
could have met the strategic aims and objectives regarding housing quotas, properly 
incorporate a strategic green network in the form of Seven Lochs and accommodated the 
needs of the community, using planning as a tool which would be transformative to 
peoples lives. 
 
There is a serious disconnect between policy, planning authorities and what happens at 
grass roots. This petition addresses this disconnect and cuts through to what policy is 
trying to achieve but for a whole host of reasons is unable to deliver. Inappropriate 
development of a site of scenic beauty, no community asset close to the original 
settlement and infrastructure (a new school) after over 10 years of being designated a 
community growth area. The abandoned Masterplan and road infrastructure becoming 
more difficult over time and being so close to a major shopping venue only adds to the 
issues.  
 
Politicians at all levels or planning professional will agree it is not difficult to find the 
empirical evidence in relation to this community’s experience highlighted in this response.  
The GTRA feel the elements within the petition are required in addition to any changes 
that have been made in planning legislation.  
 
This community has always been open to discussion and compromise. However, it is not 
prepared to formalise the decisions being made on the community’s behalf as being 
acceptable. The petition is required so it will never happen to another community in 
Scotland again. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1751: Create no wild camp zones in Scotland 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Kirsteen Currie 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
create legislation to enable local authorities to create no wild camp 
zones in Scotland. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01751 

 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 10 
October 2019. 

2. At that meeting, the Committee decided to write to the Scottish Government and 
national park authorities, relevant local authorities, North Coast 500, 
Mountaineering Scotland and Ramblers Scotland. 

3. The Committee received written submissions from the Scottish Government, 
Cairngorms National Park Authority, Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National 
Park Authority, Ramblers Scotland, Mountaineering Scotland, Parkswatchscotland 
and a member of the public with an interest in the petition. A submission has also 
been received from the petitioner. 

Background 

4. “Wild camping” means pitching a portable shelter for one or two nights on 
unenclosed land, not using a formal, managed campsite. 

5. This style of camping is well established in Scotland and has a strong “leave no 
trace” ethos. However, with the development of tourist routes such as the North 
Coast 500, as well as increasingly cheap tents and camping equipment, the 
prevalence of irresponsible camping appears to be increasing. 

Legislative Background 

6. Part 1 of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 provides for a right of responsible 
access, and an Access Code which states that access rights extend to wild 
camping, and that: 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/wildcamping
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_G.pdf
https://www.northcoast500.com/
https://www.northcoast500.com/
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You can camp in this way wherever access rights apply, but help to avoid causing 
problems for local people and land managers by not camping in enclosed fields of 
crops or farm animals and by keeping well away from buildings, roads or historic 
structures. Take extra care to avoid disturbing deer stalking or grouse shooting. If 
you wish to camp close to a house or building, seek the owner's permission. Leave 
no trace by: 

• taking away all your litter 

• removing all traces of your tent pitch and of any open fire  

• not causing any pollution. 

7. Further guidance is also given on lighting fires, human waste, and campervans 
which states: 

Access rights do not include motor vehicles and there is no specific guidance on 
campervans and motorhomes in the Scottish Outdoor Access Code. There is no 
legal right to park beside the road overnight, but there may be no objection to this 
in some instances - so extra care is needed. 

8. Section 12 of the 2003 Act relates to byelaws in relation to land over which access 
rights are exercisable, and provides powers for local authorities to make byelaws 
providing for: 

• the preservation of public order and safety; 

• the prevention of damage; 

• the prevention of nuisance or danger; 

• the conservation or enhancement of natural or cultural heritage. 

9. These byelaws may, in particular: 

• prohibit, restrict or regulate the exercise of access rights; 

• facilitate their exercise. 

• so as to protect and further the interests of persons who are exercising or 
who might exercise access rights, prohibit or regulate: 

 the use of vehicles or vessels; 

 the taking place of sporting and recreational activities; 

 the conduct of any trade or business; 

 the depositing or leaving of rubbish or litter; and 

 the lighting of fires and the doing of anything likely to cause a 
fire, on the land. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2003/2/section/12
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10. Any such byelaws would be subject to consultation, and scrutiny by Scottish 
Ministers, possibly involving local inquiry. 

Scottish Government Action 

11. National Park Authorities also have similar powers to make byelaws under 
Schedule 2 of the National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000.  

12. These have been used, controversially, by the Loch Lomond and the Trossachs 
National Park Authority to create a Camping Management Byelaw, approved by 
Scottish Ministers in January 2016, and introduced on 1 March 2017. 

13. Under the byelaw, there are now camping management zones in the Park, which 
cover around 150km (and 4% of the total park area) of the most popular loch 
shores. Inside these zones, informal camping is prohibited from March to 
September. Instead, the National Park Authority provides basic sites, for which a 
permit can be purchased in advance, for £3 per night. 

14. These byelaws were strongly criticised and opposed by Ramblers Scotland and 
the Mountaineering Council of Scotland (now Mountaineering Scotland), as well as 
the Parkswatchscotland blog.  

Committee consideration 

Stakeholder views 

15. Stakeholders responding to the Committee were in agreement that, whilst they 
recognised the anti-social behaviours described by the petitioner, that these were 
the actions of a small minority and were not representative of the vast majority of 
campers.  

16. Ramblers Scotland, in their submission of 4 November 2019, highlighted the 
importance of ensuring “any measures to manage the issues are based on 
evidence, otherwise there is potential to inadvertently stop the responsible majority 
of campers from enjoying all the benefits of accessing our outdoors, while failing 
to address the actuion problems caused by bad behaviour.” 

17. This view is echoed by Mountaineering Scotland in its submission of 8 November 
2019, who state that “informal and wild camping is a valued activity in Scotland and 
we are strongly of the opinion that the activities of a few should not diminish the 
freedom enjoyed by many more.”  

18. Stakeholders also agreed that existing legal framework was sufficient and that 
there was no need to introduce further laws of bye-laws. 

19. Ramblers Scotland suggests that instead anti-social camping should be tackled 
through “stronger enforcement of the existing laws, provision of facilities and more 
low-cost campsites, and investment in education on responsible access.” 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2000/10/schedule/2
http://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/things-to-do/camping/campingbyelaws/
http://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Camping-map-for-web-2019.jpg
https://www.ramblers.org.uk/news/news/2015/january/mcofs-and-ramblers-scotland-response-to-loch-lomond-camping-byelaws-consultation.aspx
https://www.ramblers.org.uk/news/news/2015/january/mcofs-and-ramblers-scotland-response-to-loch-lomond-camping-byelaws-consultation.aspx
http://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/2018/01/15/camping-byelaws-15-years-access-legislation/
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20. Mountaineering Scotland concurs and suggests that what is needed is “investment 
in facilities and infrastructure to manage tourism in the summer months, along with 
a raised awareness of the ethos of Scotland’s access rights….”.  

21. Parkswatchscotland suggests that investment in the road network infrastructure is 
key, alongside improved information and education for visitors and increased  
action by Police Scotland to deal with criminal activity where it occurs.    

22. Mountaineering Scotland and Parkswatchscotland both suggest that the creation 
of a working group may be helpful in identifying  improvements to roadside 
infrastructure. They suggest that this group should comprise Transport Scotland 
and Scottish Natural Heritage and include participation by the National Access 
Forum, Forestry and Land Scotland and others.   

23. Mountaineering Scotland concludes that “this call for specific powers on ‘no wild 
camp zones’ may have unintended consequences, potentially criminalising many 
people who exercise their rights under access legislation and guidance and enjoy 
campaign out in the magnificent landscapes of Scotland, and who leave no trace 
of their campsite.” 

Petitioner views 

24. The petitioner’s written submission outlines concerns about the significant increase 
in campers over the past two months in the North Highlands. The petitioner 
explains that many of these campers are “car camping”, meaning that they park 
close to a road or in a layby or passing place and stay for the night.  

25. The petitioner states that uncontrolled “car camping” is having a significant impact 
on the economy, environment and people of the North Highlands. She also states 
that the issues originally highlighted in her petition have been “compounded by the 
COVID-19 pandemic” and that existing legislation is not being enforced or followed. 

Action  

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

• To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that the 
actions proposed are not widely supported by stakeholders . 

• To write to the Scottish Government, suggesting the creation of a working group 
to explore opportunities for infrastructure improvement where there is evidence 
of anti-social camping behaviours. 

• 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— 
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• PE1751/A: Cairngorms National Park Authority submission of 31 October (96KB 

pdf) 
• PE1751/B: Loch Lomond & The Trossachs National Park Authority submission 

of 1 November 2019 (99KB pdf) 
• PE1751/C: Ramblers Scotland submission of 4 November 2019 (130KB pdf) 
• PE1751/D: Mountaineering Scotland submission of 8 November 2019 (131KB 

pdf) 
• PE1751/E: Scottish Government submission of 11 November 2019 (93KB pdf) 
• PE1751/F: Parkswatchscotland submission of 11 November 2019 (139KB pdf) 
• PE1751/G: Francis West submission of 14 October 2019 (94KB pdf) 
• PE1751/H: Petitioner submission of 20 August 2020 (130KB pdf) 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1751_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/wildcamping


PE1751: Create no wild camp zones in Scotland 

Petitioner Kirsteen Currie 

Date 
Lodged 

24 September 2019 
 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
create legislation to enable local authorities to create no wild camp 
zones in Scotland 

Previous 
action 

I have been campaigning for behavioural change since 2017, a 
campaign which has been taken up by national newspapers and 
news broadcasts on TV. I have raised the issue with the creators of 
the NC500 organisation, my constituency MSP and Police Scotland. 
 
I have raised the issue with local councillors in the Western Isles, who 
reported the same concerns and noted that there was little that they 
could do within current legislation. 
 
I have received letters and emails from people throughout Scotland 
and the UK, offering their support to my campaign and highlighting 
that this is a serious issue in their area too. 

In March 2019, I travelled to the Summit of Regions and Cities in 
Bucharest to speak to people from throughout Europe who have 
similar issues to ours but who have enacted many different forms of 
legislation to counter the negative impact that wild camping is having 
on their environment. 

Background 
information 

Currently there is no legislation that local authorities can utilise to 
allow them to prohibit wild camping. 

The action I am calling for in my petition would allow local authorities, 
in consultation with the relevant public bodies and subject to public 
consultation, to create zones where wild camping is prohibited to 
protect the environment and infrastructure of an area. 

The issue of wild camping has been apparent since the inception of 
the popular NC500 route around the north of Scotland. Its impact on 
our environment and infrastructure has been considerable and it is 
becoming exceptionally problematic for local authorities and public 
bodies to deal with at great expense to the public purse. It is clear 
from my initial campaign that this is an issue affecting all parts of 
Scotland and that informal encouragement has not been sufficient to 
stop the degradation or our infrastructure and environment. Even with 
increased focus on responsible camping from public authorities and 
the NC500 organisation the situation appears to be getting worse 
rather than better. 

The route of the NC500 is becoming totally unsustainable for small 
rural communities in the North of Scotland. The infrastructure is 
showing signs of overuse and disrepair, with the local authority 
unable to pay for improvements and repairs. Fragile roadsides and 



passing places are being used by campervans and tents as free 
overnight pitches and this is not only having a negative impact on the 
physical infrastructure, but also on road safety. 
 
Many locations also have problems with litter and campervan toilets 
being emptied at the side of the road. Environmentally speaking, 
many places that are not appropriate for wild camping are suffering 
and there is little that the local authority or any public agency can do 
to prevent people from camping in inappropriate places. 
 
Any legislation which limited wild camping would also require to be 
flexible enough to allow local authorities to impose wild camping bans 
during periods of extreme dry weather. There have been many 
devastating wildfires throughout Scotland ignited as a result of 
careless camping. 
 
Introducing no camp zones would allow local authorities to encourage 
responsible tourism and limit the burden that is currently placed upon 
them by repairs and environmental work to rectify the problems 
created by wild campers. It would also bolster the local economy of 
fragile areas by encouraging campers to use campsites and dispose 
of their waste responsibly there. 

 



1 
 

 
PE1751/A 
Cairngorms National Park Authority submission of 31 October 
 
The Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 Section 12 currently allows byelaws to be 
undertaken by any Access Authority that can be used to restrict access rights in certain 
circumstances as listed in the Act.  Paragraph 8 of Schedule 2 to the National Parks 
(Scotland) Act 2000 also allows National Park Authorities to make byelaws that can restrict 
access rights in certain circumstances as listed in the Act.  This is the mechanism used for 
the Loch Lomond & The Trossachs National Park Camping Management Byelaws 2017. 
 
Byelaws can only be put in place through public consultation and with agreement by 
Scottish Government.  This provides for local engagement and national oversight.  It is not 
obvious to us why a further piece of legislation is needed when the current Land Reform Act 
provides an appropriate mechanism.  
 
Finally, it is worth noting that any move to restrict access rights through a byelaw by an 
Authority must be done based on a long term evidence base of issues arising from ‘wild’ or 
‘roadside’ camping and the solution must be relevant to the problem to be tackled.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/wildcamping
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PE1751/B 
Loch Lomond & The Trossachs National Park Authority submission of 1 November 
2019  

Firstly, we would point out that the legal framework to propose and operate byelaws 
to regulate potentially damaging recreation activities already exists within the Land 
Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 Section 12. This allows byelaws to be made by any 
Access Authority to restrict access rights in certain circumstances as listed in the 
Act, subject to approval by Scottish Ministers.  A similar provision exists in 
Paragraph 8 of Schedule 2 to the National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000 which also 
allows National Park Authorities to make byelaws that can restrict access rights in 
certain circumstances as listed in the Act in order to achieve the National Park’s 
statutory aims. Loch Lomond and The Trossachs National Park Authority has 
introduced Camping Management Zones utilising Paragraph 8 where impacts are 
managed by restricting camping to identified camping permit areas and established 
basic campsites.  Our view is that a further piece of legislation is not needed when 
the current Land Reform Act provides an appropriate mechanism for all Access 
Authorities in Scotland.  

We have many years’ experience of managing the negative impacts associated with 
some wild camping in the National Park, and specifically have been operating the 
current camping management byelaws since 2017, as outlined in the SPICe briefing 
attached to petition PE1751. The camping management zones are concentrated only 
on narrow popular lochside areas next to public roads where years of over use and 
irresponsible behaviour were having a considerable negative impact on the 
environment, communities and the wider visitor experience. This followed an initial 
successful camping byelaw area established in East Loch Lomond in 2011. The vast 
majority of the National Park is still open for responsible wild camping. The decision 
to establish these targeted byelaws was not undertaken lightly, and was based on a 
great deal of evidence gathering resulting from several years of proactive and 
reactive management techniques, primarily through education and awareness 
messages delivered by our Ranger Service at wild camping hotspots in the Park. 
The evidence base for the byelaws and background to the May 2015 application to 
Ministers can be found on the following webpage. The need for the byelaws was also 
guided by views taken from an extensive public consultation, and stakeholder 
engagement in 2014. 

In relation to the detail of the petition we would consider it important to differentiate 
between the impacts of small scale wild camping by those travelling on foot or bike 
as envisaged in the Scottish Outdoor Access Code, from vehicle-based wild camping 
close to public roads where there can be much larger encampments for lengthier 
periods of time.    

The current Loch Lomond and The Trossachs Camping Byelaws have now operated 
for three seasons. We note that the SPICe briefing includes our annual review 
reports for the first two seasons. The third season will be presented to our Board in 
December. As a condition of approving the Byelaws we will also be presenting a 
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report to Scottish Ministers in March 2020 setting out what impacts they have had 
over the first three years.    

Finally, we would point out that the bylaws have not been introduced in isolation. Our 
approach to the successful management of negative impacts and behaviours is to 
ensure the right combination of camping provision, information and guidance on 
responsible use, and the ability to utilise enforcement as a last resort. Within the 
Camping Management Zones we have ensured a minimum of 300 camping places 
through a combination of developing small campsites with basic facilities and 
identifying camping permit areas across the byelaw areas. This operation requires 
significant resources including the establishment of an easy to use online booking 
system, extensive visitor information and on-site signage, and a sizable Ranger 
Service seasonal operation to guide the public, manage camping areas and ensure 
compliance. We have been very pleased by the high level of response to our 
customer feedback surveys which have helped guide improvements to our sites and 
information and have reflected a high level of satisfaction with the experience 
provided. We are also monitoring other aspects of the effects of the byelaws which 
will be included in the three year report.  

I trust that the forgoing assists with your consideration of the petition 
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PE1751/C 
Ramblers Scotland submission of 4 November 2019  
 
Ramblers Scotland welcomes the opportunity to respond to the committee with regard to 
this petition.  We are the representative body for walkers in Scotland, recognised by 
sportscotland as a governing body of sport.  We help everyone, across Scotland, enjoy 
walking and protect the places we love to walk.  We are a membership organisation with 
54 local walking groups in Scotland, running 3,500 group walks a year which are led and 
organised by 1,200 volunteers.   
 
We set out our main thoughts on the issues raised by this petition below but would be 
very happy to speak to the Committee in order to elaborate on our comments, if that 
would be helpful. 
 
Summary  
Ramblers Scotland recognises that there are ongoing issues in hotspot areas with an 
anti-social minority who are damaging the environment, the reputation of campers and 
the outdoor experience for everyone who loves our countryside.  The entire outdoor 
community shares the frustration of residents about these people, whose selfish actions 
impact upon communities, landscapes and the thousands of responsible people who 
enjoy camping away from formal sites across Scotland.   
 
However, we also see many of the problems outlined in the petition as being unintended 
and unfortunate consequences of a huge success story with regard to an exponential 
growth in the numbers of visitors coming to Scotland and of people from Scotland and 
elsewhere enjoying the outdoors.  [VisitScotland has estimated that walking tourism 
alone is worth £1.26 billion each year to the Scottish economy, which is spent mainly in 
rural areas.]  Yet we sympathise with the intention behind the petition as we believe that 
many of these issues have arisen due to the lack of long-term investment in tourism and 
outdoor recreation infrastructure, particularly in rural Scotland, which is still not being 
fully addressed.   
 
It is important that any measures to manage the issues are based on evidence, 
otherwise there is potential to inadvertently stop the responsible majority of campers 
from enjoying all the benefits of accessing our outdoors, while failing to address the 
actual problems caused by bad behaviour.  We have long called for anti-social camping 
to be tackled through stronger enforcement of the existing laws, provision of facilities 
and more low-cost campsites, and investment in education on responsible access – 
rather than new costly and ineffective laws or bylaws, which themselves would need 
enforced.  We also believe that Scottish Natural Heritage and Forestry & Land Scotland 
have an important role, working with the National Access Forum and Local Access 
Forums, to produce more up-to-date guidance on how to manage irresponsible 
behaviour in these contexts and in supporting the creation of new campsites or 
motorhome facilities.  They also have a role in promoting and sharing the good practice 
in camping management from around Scotland which has built up over the past 15 years 
to help local communities across the country address these problems.   

The issues 
We recognise that there has been a huge growth in tourism in recent years, which 
includes the success of initiatives such as the NC500.  This has brought economic 
benefits to Scotland, especially in rural areas, and health benefits to the whole country 
as more people are enjoying Scotland’s world-class landscapes and nature.  

https://www.walkhighlands.co.uk/news/hillwalking-worth-1-26-billion-to-scottish-economy/0016737/
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Unfortunately, this is not being matched by sufficient resources to safeguard the things 
we love and which are now at risk, and many rural communities are facing many 
stresses and strains as outlined in the petition.  
 
In order to tackle these problems, it is firstly important to identify the key causes of these 
issues and gather data so that any management measures are based on evidence, are 
appropriate and proportionate and target the right people.  It would be a huge step 
backwards if hard-won access rights were removed from all members of the public 
without a proper understanding of the real issues and ways to address them.   
 
Littering – it is worth remembering that roadside problems blamed on tents often have 
nothing to do with campers. They can instead be caused by drunken all-night parties, fly-
tippers, day-time picnickers and passing litter-lout motorists. This is evidenced by the 
laybys beside busy A-roads across Scotland that will never have seen a tent, yet are 
ruined by litter, human waste, discarded nappies, burned-out bins and building site 
rubble. In most locations a minority of inconsiderate wild campers are just part of a wider 
societal problem that won't go away simply by banning camping.   
 
We have also seen plastic bags of litter tied up and left in the corner of laybys or car 
parks by people who used the area to camp.  This is due to a lack of any litter bins in 
these areas and the expectation by people who are likely to live in urban areas that 
these bags would be collected by the authorities.  Clearly these campers should have 
removed the litter themselves but this behaviour suggests that if litter facilities were 
available they would have been used.  Also, if it proves impossible to provide litter 
collection in certain popular locations, then these people are likely to be relatively easy 
to influence in terms of behaviour change if they are made aware of the local situation in 
terms of local refuse services and where the nearest bins are available. 
 
Fires – the petitioner claims that wildfires are caused by irresponsible campers.  While 
in some instances this may be the case, it is important that evidence is gathered to find 
out how to target perpetrators correctly.  For example, it is clear from cycling along many 
rural roads and seeing the tracks of wildfires that a number of these fires are caused by 
car drivers throwing cigarette butts out of vehicle windows.  Likewise, there is evidence 
that some wildfires in Scotland are initially caused by out of control muirburn activities.  
This is not to say that campers don’t inadvertently cause wildfires in some cases, but it is 
important to put this into context and ensure the real perpetrators are being tackled.  We 
continue to work to promote information relating to responsibilities around fires, often in 
partnership with other organisations. 
 
Campervans/motorhomes – the petition focusses on irresponsible behaviour and 
issues caused by the high number of campervans and motorhomes in Scotland.  We 
offer some thoughts below.   
 
It should be noted that vehicles subject to roads and transport legislation rather than 
access legislation and therefore any remedies need to be compliant with both legal 
contexts.  Vehicles can only be parked by right on the public road or a layby, although 
drivers are not causing an offence if they park up to 15 yards from a road.  Landowners 
can withdraw that permission, but this runs the risk of displacement into other areas 
without resolving the issues, or of drivers parking inappropriately elsewhere and causing 
further problems such as by blocking gates, etc.  
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There are a number of examples, both from within Scotland and from other European 
countries, of how issues relating to vehicles could be addressed.  We have seen 
facilities created and guidance produced from the Outer Hebrides to cope with high 
numbers of motorhome traffic.  In the Trossachs section 61 of the Criminal Justice and 
Public Order Act has been used to restrict the period of time vehicles can park on land.  
From Europe there are many examples of communities creating places to pull off the 
road, which for a small fee provide water, toilets and chemical waste disposal points.  
While we believe there is an opportunity for local businesses such as hotels to provide 
motorhome hook-ups in their vicinity, we also believe that there is a clear role for 
government agencies such as Forestry and Land Scotland to provide such facilities.  For 
community groups who would like to develop sites but landowners are refusing to make 
land available for them to develop, this should be subject to right-to-buy applications 
under the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2016.  Such sites would not only bring in an 
income but also encourage use of local shops, cafés and hotels. 
 
Camping – 'Wild camping' is lightweight camping, well away from civilisation, usually by 
climbers and walkers. 'Informal camping' is a wider term for those who are camping 
outwith a campsite, perhaps by a road or loch, and often near a car. Quite rightly, both 
are covered by statutory access rights, if done responsibly. 

People in Scotland are rightly proud of our fantastic access legislation, secured in 2003 
through the Land Reform Act. Our access rights are the envy of the world, but as with 
any legislation, they require investment to perform most effectively.  In recent years we 
have seen far too many cuts to the services and facilities that help people experience all 
the health and wellbeing benefits of camping and being outdoors – such as local 
policing, ranger services, toilets, litter bins, access officers and education.  

For lots of people, particularly from lower income families, a weekend car camping with 
their family as a child will be their first taste of the magic of the outdoors, which could 
lead to a lifelong love of outdoor recreation. It's so important that this type of budget 
experience is still available to everyone.   

In many instances, responsible roadside camping away from houses is legal, legitimate 
and simply the best option. For example, winter climbers arriving late ahead of a pre-
dawn start, cycle tourers, disabled campers who benefit from being near their car, 
canoeists and anglers at road-circled lochs and long-distance walkers.  Most roadside 
campers will leave no trace of their visit and often carry out more litter than they have 
created.  It’s important that the outdoor community fosters a culture in which this 
becomes the norm.  Removing camping rights because some people are abusing them 
will also affect the many thousands of people who camp responsibly. 

Possible responses to the issues raised 
 
Rather than banning campers, the best solution is for local partnerships to be set up 
between communities, local authorities, recreation bodies, landowners and others, 
including Local Access Forums, to trial various visitor management measures.  These 
should be are monitored and adjusted as time goes on to find out what works best, allied 
to enforcement of existing legislation.  Any successes should be shared between 
communities in other parts of Scotland facing similar issues through Scottish Natural 
Heritage, given its statutory role in promoting responsible access through the Scottish 
Outdoor Access Code. 

https://www.visitouterhebrides.co.uk/visitor-info/facilities/motorhomes
http://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/2016/09/01/lltnpas-failure-manage-encampments-west-loch-lomond/
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Investment – we welcomed the Scottish government’s £6m rural tourism infrastructure 
fund in 2018, but this is nowhere near enough to counter the many years of 
underinvestment in Scotland’s tourism infrastructure which is coming under strain from 
both the exponential rise in tourism numbers and the budget cuts faced by local 
authorities.  We continue to call for further investment in physical infrastructure such as 
toilets, car parks, litter bins, campsites, campervan hook ups and paths.  As mentioned 
above, we believe Forestry and Land Scotland, Scottish Natural Heritage and national 
park authorities have a clear role where they are owners and managers of public land to 
lead in the development of such infrastructure and to support local communities 
elsewhere.  We also believe there are opportunities for local businesses to establish 
these facilities. 

Incentives to raise money locally – charging for car parking, hook ups, etc, is a way of 
raising revenue to support investment in infrastructure.  However, it is crucial that it is 
made clear to visitors at the point of charging that all the money raised is invested into 
providing and improving the local facilities as this means the charge is not only more 
willingly paid, but it also adds legitimacy to the need for charging as it’s recognised that 
everyone will benefit.  We are aware that the previous body Forest Enterprise re-
invested all the funds raised from its car parking facilities into visitor management and 
recreation provision and other large organisations should undertake the same 
commitment.  Similarly the introduction of tourism taxes are decisions for local 
authorities to make but most tourists recognise that it costs money to maintain roads and 
facilities and generally are willing to pay a small contribution.  Conversely, there was 
legitimate anger from walkers over the decision by Argyll & Bute Council to charge up to 
£9 for parking at the Cobbler car park in Arrochar when it was clear that the money was 
going into the general council budget and not towards local path maintenance or 
improved car park facilities.   
 
Enforcement – we recognise issues of capacity within rural police forces relating to 
enforcement of existing legislation like breach of the peace, vandalism and littering.  
However, we believe lessons can be learned from Operation Ironworks in Loch Lomond 
& The Trossachs NP which had some success in east Loch Lomond.  For example, 
police concentrated on areas known to be hot spots and often those people carrying out 
anti-social behaviour were also found to be in breach of traffic regulations, such as not 
having car insurance.  Another successful strategy was to visit campers in the evening 
and if large amounts of litter was lying nearby a fixed penalty notice was served, on the 
understanding that if the area was re-visited by police the next day and no litter was 
seen, then the notice would be cancelled. 

Guidance – we were part of a National Access Forum group which developed guidance 
on managing informal camping for land managers when the legislation came into effect 
and we are keen to update that guidance and help to share good practice. For example, 
we have long called for guidance on responsible use of motorhomes and campervans 
and are pleased that Forestry and Land Scotland is now starting to work with partner 
organisations on drawing this up.  Guidance alone isn't the answer, but it does give a 
framework for local authorities, communities and land managers who are trying to deal 
with problems and suggest a range of measures and strategies to use.  
 
Education – it is unfortunate that ranger services and other related local authority roles 
such as access officers and community wardens have been reduced due to cuts to local 
authority budgets.  While rangers are not equivalent to police officers, they provide a 
very necessary proactive and positive approach to education and responsible behaviour 

https://www.outdooraccess-scotland.scot/managing-informal-camping-under-land-reform-scotland-act-2003
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with regard to the Scottish Outdoor Access Code.  Recreation organisations such as 
ourselves continue to promote messages of responsible access to a range of audiences 
– and we intend to play an even greater role in these efforts in the coming years.  
 
Regulation/lessons from Loch Lomond & The Trossachs NP byelaws – we enjoy 
working alongside LLTNP colleagues on a huge range of issues, and we have long 
recognised that problems relating to irresponsible camping have arisen in parts of the 
park and elsewhere in Scotland.  However, we disagree that byelaws are the solution 
here - and experience over the last two-and-a-half years shows that byelaws are far 
from a magic bullet. 

We must remember that byelaws are not cheap – in fact, the camping management 
strategy cost the national park more than £1 million in its first two years. We would love 
to have seen the positive impact of this money being invested in championing access 
and making existing legislation work more effectively.  For example, the park has failed 
to provide enough facilities to deal with the numbers of people who understandably want 
to come and enjoy their special environment. There are many permit sites with no toilets 
nearby, and inevitable issues with human waste. To some extent, the byelaws have 
condensed the problems with over-use, putting even more pressure on the small 
number of sites and there continue to be serious issues with anti-social behaviour, litter 
and environmental damage within Camping Management Zones, despite the permit 
system. 

We believe the byelaws are deterring people from camping, criminalising responsible 
campers and failing to resolve many of the issues they were designed to tackle. We 
know around 2,000 people have already been cautioned, simply for trying to camp in this 
beautiful part of Scotland. The small number of real trouble-makers were reported to the 
Procurator Fiscal, just as they could have been before byelaws.  

We therefore believe that byelaws are not a workable solution for other local authorities, 
especially given that they are less well-resourced to implement them than the national 
park authority.  However, the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 itself offers a number of 
remedies, such as section 11 which removes access rights from an area of land or 
enables an entry charge to be made, or section 29 which empowers Scottish Natural 
Heritage to protect the natural and cultural heritage.  In addition, there may be a role for 
management rules in particular locations to effectively manage some activities, 
especially for temporary periods of time, where access authorities are the landowners. 

In conclusion, there are many benefits to Scotland’s economy and health which arise 
from the growth in tourism and enjoyment of the outdoors.  However, there is also a 
need to support these visitors with resources to safeguard our environment and 
infrastructure, ensure that there are sufficient facilities and long term educational work, 
along with appropriate enforcement where required. 
 
We hope the comments above are useful and would be happy to discuss them further 
with the committee. 
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PE1751/D 
Mountaineering Scotland submission of 8 November 2019 

Mountaineering Scotland is a membership organisation with over 13,000 members 
and is the only recognised representative organisation for hill walkers, climbers, 
mountaineers and ski-tourers who live in Scotland or who enjoy Scotland’s 
mountains, and acts to represent, support and promote Scottish mountaineering.  
Mountaineering Scotland also acts on behalf of the 80,000 members of the British 
Mountaineering Council (BMC) on matters related to landscape and access in 
Scotland, and provides training and information to mountain users to promote 
safety, self-reliance and the enjoyment of our mountain environment. 

Firstly, we want to say that we understand the situations that have prompted the 
complaints expressed in this petition. We have seen statements in social and 
traditional media where the frustration and anger of land managers and local 
communities have been expressed at their helplessness to deal with litter and waste 
left behind by irresponsible camping. 

However, we cannot support the call for no wild camp zones as we think that this is 
not an effective way to tackle the problems experienced in different parts of rural 
Scotland by anti-social camping.  Firstly, there is existing legislation that is able to 
deal with irresponsible and criminal behaviour, which requires coordination of 
resources to deal with local situations.  Secondly, the creation, implementation and 
enforcement of new powers is likely to be a costly exercise for the public purse, with 
uncertain outcomes of monitoring and enforcement. 

Our starting point is that we think that the wording of this petition conflates a number 
of related but separate issues regarding informal camping.   We think it would be 
helpful to try and define more accurately what the petitioner is calling for, and to 
explore possible solutions. 

Informal camping – that which is done outside of formal campsites – is enabled in 
Scotland through the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 (LRSA) where everyone has 
a right to be on most land in Scotland for recreational and other purposes. The Act 
goes on to say that a person has access rights only if they are exercised 
responsibly.  The key point to take from this is that it is the behaviour of certain 
campers rather than the activity itself that is the problem. 

As the committee has already noted in its consideration of the petition on 10th 
October the activity of wild camping has a definition, set out on page 115 of the 
Scottish Outdoor Access Code (SOAC): 

“Access rights extend to wild camping. This type of camping is lightweight, done 
in small numbers and only for two or three nights in any one place. You can camp 
in this way wherever access rights apply but help to avoid causing problems for 
local people and land managers by not camping in enclosed fields of crops or 
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farm animals and by keeping well away from buildings, roads or historic 
structures. Take extra care to avoid disturbing deer stalking or grouse shooting. If 
you wish to camp close to a house or building, seek the owner’s permission. 
Leave no trace by: 

taking away all your litter; 
removing all traces of your tent pitch and of any open fire (follow the guidance 
for lighting fires); 
not causing any pollution.” 

It is our view that wild camping as described above is a subset of informal camping, 
taking place well away from buildings and roads.  It is an activity that many of our 
members and other hillwalkers participate in; getting out to enjoy Scotland’s 
stunning scenery and the outdoor lifestyle, with all the health and wellbeing benefits 
it brings. 

Informal camping beside and near to roadsides is lawful under the LRSA and by 
following this clear guidance given in SOAC, those taking recreational access to the 
countryside can avoid causing problems for land managers and the natural 
environment.  Many people already do this, but it is difficult to quantify the number 
of people who do so as, by its definition, it is hard to detect this light-touch camping.

Informal camping has a long history in Scotland and has in some places raised 
behavioural issues of littering and nuisance.  The component parts of informal 
camping have been very clearly articulated and addressed in a publication by the 
National Access Forum: Managing informal camping under the Land Reform 
(Scotland) Act 2003 - Guidance Paper for land and recreation managers (updated 
2016) - https://www.outdooraccess-scotland.scot/managing-informal-camping-
under-land-reform-scotland-act-2003.  This paper sets out the range of activities that 
come under informal camping and highlights the various problems that can arise 
from the behaviour of some campers.  It also goes on to comprehensively list in an 
appendix the various legislative and regulatory measures currently available to 
address these different aspects of irresponsible and criminal behaviour while 
camping. 

It is important to state again that informal campers, those following SOAC guidance, 
will cause no problem and leave little trace of their activity.  Roadside camping is 
lawful if done responsibly. 

Petition PE1751 in our opinion focuses on the informal roadside camping, not wild 
camping well away from roads and buildings.  The petition raises this matter 
specifically as a result of the success of the NC500 tourism marketing campaign.

The wording of the petition gives rise to two specific aspects of this roadside activity 
that must be separated out.  One is the informal camping that may be more clearly 
defined here as antisocial, informal roadside camping, which may take place near to 
roads if not immediately beside them.  The other is motorhome tourism; the use of 

https://www.outdooraccess-scotland.scot/managing-informal-camping-under-land-reform-scotland-act-2003
https://www.outdooraccess-scotland.scot/managing-informal-camping-under-land-reform-scotland-act-2003
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laybys, car parks and road verges by tourists in motorhomes and campervans as a 
brief overnight alternative to formal campsites. 

The main complaint of the petition in our view is that it is motorhome tourism activity 
that is causing problems and frustration for communities in the north of Scotland; on 
the North Coast 500 and other tourist routes – where they park and the waste that is 
left behind. 

This is an issue generated by vehicle-based tourism, not informal or wild camping in 
the sense that is defined in SOAC.  This is the result of a successful marketing 
campaign bringing money into scenic rural Scotland, where initiatives to support and 
manage the increase in tourism have not kept pace with the interest and demand. 

From the complaints expressed it seems to be more about limited resources to deal 
with motorhome tourism outside of formal campsites – the requirement for 
measures to deal with local issues, such as the provision of facilities to take waste 
and the ongoing management of facilities. 

Our view is that what is needed here is not a general ban on informal camping, but 
investment in facilities and infrastructure to manage tourism in the summer months, 
along with a raised awareness of the ethos of Scotland’s access rights, that with 
rights come responsibilities. 

A potential solution to this problem is a form of Community Planning and to apply 
this to areas where reports of problems exist. Community planning is where public 
bodies, local communities and land owners work together and make best use of all 
available resources to find effective solutions.  It is a matter of delivering what is 
required, to make it easier for people to do the right thing rather than prohibit 
activity. 

This solution could also help with the other type of informal camping that causes 
concern to land managers and local communities in other areas – the mess of litter, 
human waste and fire pits left behind by campers who behave irresponsibly by not 
following the SOAC guidance. 

Informal and wild camping is a valued activity in Scotland and we are strongly of the 
opinion that the activities of a few should not diminish the freedom enjoyed by many 
more.  Informal campers should not be criminalised for undertaking the activity of 
camping; it is the behaviour of campers, either through ignorance of the right thing to 
do or plain criminal behaviour, that needs addressing through resource allocation 
and management. 

From reports in social and traditional media over the past few years there appear to 
be different problems in different areas. Also, it is important to reflect on the increase 
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in reports about this and query whether this is actually an increase in activity or an 
increase in publicity and wider awareness of the matter. 

It is our opinion that there is no ‘one size fits all’ solution and that different situations 
will require different solutions. A general ban on the activity would be unhelpful as it 
would need enforcement by the same agencies that struggle to manage the current 
situation, and that, without addressing behavioural activity, there is the strong 
probability that a ban in one area will displace the same activity elsewhere. 

We would strongly suggest that a review of potential problem areas needs to be 
evidence based: what is the matter that is causing local concern, when does it 
happen and who is responsible?  Then it is a matter of land managers, local 
communities and public authorities and agencies sitting down and sharing and 
applying limited resources to tackle the specific problems. 

As noted above, there are measures available in existing legislation to deal with 
anti-social and criminal behaviour.  It is the lack implementation of this that seems 
to be the cause of local frustrations. 

Coupled with the need to share resources and manage problem locations there is a 
requirement to raise awareness of what is responsible behaviour.  Tourists may not 
be aware that with the access rights come responsibilities, and promotion of the 
principles of the Scottish Outdoor Access Code is an ongoing requirement.  
Guidance specifically for informal campers of all descriptions is available, and it is 
our opinion that Scottish Natural Heritage and the National Access Forum have a 
role to play here in getting the information to those who need it. 

In conclusion, there are issues to address and they are not caused by what may be 
called wild camping.  The activity of informal camping will not be a problem as long 
as campers follow the SOAC guidance; it is the behaviour of campers that is the 
point here, not the activity itself, which is lawful under the Land Reform (Scotland) 
Act 2003. 

It is our opinion that this call for specific powers on ‘no wild camp zones’ may have 
unintended consequences, potentially criminalising many people who exercise their 
rights under access legislation and guidance and enjoy camping out in the 
magnificent landscapes of Scotland, and who do leave no trace of their campsite. 

A call to create new powers to restrict wild camping in Scotland is unnecessary and 
potentially more expensive than using existing legislation which is available to cover 
most informal camping problems encountered; it is a matter of resource allocation 
to manage particular locations and generally raise public awareness that is the 
issue. 
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PE1751/E 
Scottish Government submission of 11 November 2019 
 
Thank you for your request of 14 October 2019 for views on Petition 1751 (Create no 
wild camp zones in Scotland). This petition calls on the Scottish Parliament to urge 
the Scottish Government to create legislation to enable local authorities to create no 
wild camp zones in Scotland. The Committee asked in particular for the Scottish 
Government’s view on how the action being called for in the petition could potentially 
“clash” with the provisions of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003. 
 
Definitions 
 
The Petition refers to various types of camping, including what may be called wild 
camping, informal camping, roadside camping, or freedom camping, all of these 
being types of camping outwith formal campsites. All of these types of camping are 
an exercise of non-motorised access rights under Part 1 of the Land Reform 
(Scotland) Act 2003 (‘the Act’) if they are conducted responsibly. 
 
Current management measures 
 
The Scottish Outdoor Access Code (SOAC), guidance produced on the Act’s 
provisions in this area, contains advice on access to the countryside for those 
exercising access rights and also land managers. It includes advice on wild camping, 
and also litter, lighting fires and human waste. Related information is included on the 
Camping page of the SOAC website: 
https://www.outdooraccess-scotland.scot/practical-guide-all/camping 
 
The SOAC website contains a wealth of practical guidance on both responsible 
exercise of access rights when camping and on managing camping in pressured or 
problem areas. In particular, the Committee may wish to note the guidance 
document “Managing informal camping under the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003”. 
The Committee may be aware that help with the implementation of this advice can 
be sought from the local access officers at local authorities or National Park 
Authorities. Scottish Natural Heritage are also aware of concerns about 
overcrowding at popular locations, with impacts on amenity, and have run a number 
of campaigns over the years to promote responsible camping. 
 
Local access officers may also ask for assistance in managing wild camping from the 
local access forum. Consisting of land manager and recreational interests, local 
access forums have been established by all local authorities and National Park 
Authorities under the Act, for the purpose of assisting with problems and disputes. 
 
Campervans and motorhomes 
 
The SOAC practical guide also includes information specifically for motorhomes or 
campervans, and links to the website of the Campervan & Motorhome Professional 
Association (CaMPA): http://www.campa.org.uk/ Camping in formal campsites is 
encouraged but wild camping is not prohibited. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

  

https://www.outdooraccess-scotland.scot/practical-guide-all/camping
http://www.campa.org.uk/


2 
 

The Scottish Government is aware of the growing popularity of motorhome holidays 
in Scotland, often relating to the increase in industry led touring routes, such as the 
North Coast 500. Tourism is one of our key economic sectors and its sustainable 
growth important to communities, especially in rural areas. The Scottish Government 
is committed to ensuring that local communities can benefit from tourism. To help 
mitigate the impact of increased motorhome usage, the first two rounds of the 
Scottish Government’s £9m Rural Tourism Infrastructure Fund has provided 35 
dedicated overnight motorhome parking bays around rural Scotland, including 17 
with access to electrical hook-up points and 17 chemical waste disposal and water 
points. Scottish Water are also engaging in work looking at camper waste disposal. 
 
Highlands and Islands Enterprise lead a multi-agency working group supporting 
communities and businesses around the North Coast 500, the work of which is also 
exploring opportunities around campervan and motorhome management. The 
Scottish Government is also involved in ongoing dialogue with the industry and other 
stakeholders to explore and consider these issues and advise Ministers accordingly.  
 
Litter 
 
The Petition also refers specifically to littering caused by irresponsible campers. 
Littering and fly tipping are unacceptable and are criminal offences. In 2014, the 
Scottish Government increased fixed penalties for littering from £50 to £80 and, if 
prosecuted, a fine of up to £2,500 can be imposed. Fly tipping can result in a fixed 
penalty notice of £200 or imprisonment and a fine of up to £40,000. Local authorities, 
police and Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National Park Authority have the power 
to issue fixed penalty notices. We encourage anyone considering wild camping to 
adhere to the principle of ‘Leave no trace’ and take waste away when vacating the 
site. 
 
Byelaw-making powers 
 
The Act provides in section 12 for the local authority or National Park Authority to 
make byelaws to prevent damage or nuisance, by prohibiting, restricting or 
regulating the use of vehicles, the taking place of recreational activities, the 
depositing or leaving of rubbish or litter, or the lighting of fires and the doing of 
anything likely to cause a fire. Similar provision is contained within the National 
Parks (Scotland) Act 2000 Schedule 2. 
 
Such proposed byelaws would be subject to full consultation, prior to scrutiny by 
Scottish Ministers and possible local inquiry. More information is contained in the 
Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003: Guidance for Local Authorities and National Park 
Authorities (page 22): https://www.gov.scot/publications/part-1-land-reform-scotland-
act-2003-guidance-local-authorities-national-park-authorities/ On these matters the 
local authority or National Park Authority should take their own legal advice. 
 
In January 2016, Scottish Ministers took the decision, after very careful 
consideration, to approve the Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National Park 
Authority’s (LLTNPA) application for new camping management byelaws across four 
management zones, covering less than 4% of the National Park. The byelaws were 
introduced on 1 March 2017 to address specific issues relating to protecting fragile 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/part-1-land-reform-scotland-act-2003-guidance-local-authorities-national-park-authorities/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/part-1-land-reform-scotland-act-2003-guidance-local-authorities-national-park-authorities/
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lochshore environments and managing antisocial and irresponsible behaviour 
experienced for many years at these heavily used locations within one of Scotland’s 
premium tourist destinations, visited by over 4 million people every year. The 
byelaws affect those wanting to stay on and around some lochshores in the National 
Park between 1 March and 30 September each year, whether they are in a tent, 
motorhome, campervan or caravan. 
 
In arriving at their decision, the Scottish Government acknowledged the issues and 
concerns raised by a number of stakeholders, in particular about access rights. 
However, Ministers did not consider that the byelaws were incompatible with the 
right to responsible access provided via the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003, which 
is clear that access rights are dependent on responsible behaviour, respect for 
privacy, safety, livelihoods and Scotland’s environment. They were satisfied that the 
byelaws provided the means to manage camping on a long-term basis to safeguard 
fragile environmental areas of the National Park through a more sustainable 
approach to visitor management. The ability to camp by a range of users has been 
enhanced through investment in improved facilities, bookable pitches and the 
availability of permits within the camping management zones. The ability to wild 
camp responsibly outside the limited management zones all-year and in the 
management zones out of season are unaffected by the measures. 
 
LLTNPA’s annual update reports to Scottish Ministers on the operation of the 
camping management byelaws over the previous two seasons have generally 
indicated high levels of compliance with the measures, as well as reporting an 
increase in the number of people and families enjoying camping in the National Park, 
reflecting a high level of satisfaction with the camping provision as part of the 
byelaws. The National Park Authority is due to submit a formal report to Ministers in 
March 2020 which will provide a more detailed assessment of the impacts of the 
byelaws in their first three years of operation. 
 
There have also been recent discussions on wild camping at the National Access 
Forum on 20 September 2019. On-going deliberations may serve to further address 
how to manage the impacts of highly concentrated wild camping, while recognising 
the many economic benefits that this recreational activity brings to rural areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



PE1751/F 
Parkswatchscotland submission of 11 November 2019  
 
Following a request from the Petitions Committee for advice from 
Parkswatchscotland on Petition 1751 we have prepared the following summary of 
key issues. More detailed information is available in many posts on 
parkswatchscotland.co.uk, including the use of camping byelaws in the Loch 
Lomond and Trossachs National Park.  
Our overall conclusion is that the issues that have arisen from activities such as 
camping and the use of camper vans and motorhomes in close proximity to the road 
network is best resolved through information, education and new infrastructure 
provision. This can be achieved through better coordination of the activities of public 
bodies. We recommend that to facilitate this a working group is set up, led by 
Transport Scotland and Scottish Natural Heritage, and a Ministerial directive is 
issued to Forestry and Land Scotland to make better provision on land which they 
own for the purpose of promoting camping and campervanning (the use of 
campervans and motorhomes). No new legislative action is required.  
 
This petition seeks new legislation to enable local authorities to create no wild camp 
zones in Scotland. It includes the statement "currently there is no legislation that 
local authorities can utilise to allow them to prohibit wild camping”. This statement is 
incorrect.  All local and national park authorities already have powers under the Land 
Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 to prohibit or restrict camping. Sections 11 and 12 
provide the power to suspend access rights or make byelaws to prohibit the exercise 
of access rights, including informal camping. New legislation is therefore not 
needed as local authorities already have the powers to prohibit or limit 
camping in its various forms in any location where statutory access rights 
apply. These rights only apply to non-motorised users, including pedestrians, 
cyclists and horse riders. Exceptions apply where access is required for persons with 
a disability that restricts their mobility. For motorised users the Road Traffic Acts and 
other legislation regulate the use of land close to roads by any vehicle, including 
campervans and motorhomes.  

 
The way in which these existing powers have been developed by the UK and 
Scottish Parliaments has taken very careful consideration of long standing 
democratic rights and freedoms to traverse land on foot, bicycle, horse and 
motorised vehicle. These considerations include issues relating to the need to stop 
and rest as well as take access to surrounding land, as appropriate, in addition to 
safety and emergency requirements. The Road Traffic Act 1988 allows all vehicles to 
stop and pull off onto adjacent ground (up to 15 yards), providing no damage is done 
to fences, gates, walls etc. No traffic offence is created irrespective of whether the 
land is in public or private ownership, although the land owner may consider that the 
presence of the vehicle constitutes a trespass and may seek an interdict in the civil 
court to dissuade the vehicle owner from returning. The statutory right to camp 



(informal camping, which includes “wild” camping) was established in the 2003 Act  
by the repeal of part of the Trespass (Scotland) Act 1865 which had created the 
offence of occupying or camping on land without the consent of the owner or 
occupier (see section 99 and Schedule 2, section 1 of the 2003 Act). The right to 
camp applies to all land where access rights are present, as provided for in the 2003 
Act. These access rights are generally adjacent to most of the road network outside 
urban areas and also adjacent to most water bodies and shorelines, unless the 
ground is occupied by houses, gardens and other buildings.   

 
Issues which have arisen which appear to concern the petitioner relate to various 
matters including litter, damage, offensive behaviour, alcohol consumption and 
disposal of human waste. These are all covered by other legislative provisions, many 
of which carry criminal sanctions. The widespread prohibition of camping by 
tents, campervans etc., is not an appropriate solution when better enforcement 
of existing legislation is the preferred option. Such enforcement would ensure 
that only those people deliberately causing damage or difficulty would face criminal 
sanctions, rather than a broad spectrum of the wider public who are trying to act 
responsibly and have minimum impact on the environment and other people. 
Operation Ironworks, a police led initiative, which was developed in the LLTNP from 
2008 onwards provided a good basis for increased action to deal with criminal 
activity associated with roadside vehicular parking and other activities. 

 
The introduction of camping byelaws in the LLTNP was supposed to be a 
temporary measure on the east shore of Loch Lomond while other measures 
were put in place. The Park Authority indicated that there was no intention of 
extending such byelaws to other locations. The original byelaws, however, remain in 
place and have been extended to other loch-side and roadside locations, along with 
camping permit arrangements, but with minimum infrastructure improvements.  
Outdoor recreation interests consider these developments have not been a 
success. They have encouraged displacement of problems to other locations, failed 
to deliver adequate infrastructure improvements and changed the role of the ranger 
service so that it has become excessively regulatory in function rather than 
educational. The extension of these byelaws was also severely criticised by those 
with experience of policing and ranger services. Byelaw and permit arrangements 
are costly to set up and administer and represent very poor value for money 
outcomes both within the byelaw area and further afield.. They should not be 
extended to other locations and should be terminated within the national park 
as soon as possible. 
 
The core of problems relating to informal camping, in all its forms, near to roadsides 
is the use of motorised vehicles combined with the absence or poor state of roadside 
facilities, notably laybys, parking areas, picnic sites, camping pitches, toilets, litter 
and waste disposal points. The solution lies in better infrastructure related to the 
road network, improved information and educational effort directed towards 



visitors and increased action by Police Scotland to deal with criminal activity 
where it occurs. Many of these issues are also dealt with by other European 
countries. It is our experience that the infrastructure associated with the road 
network in these other countries is generally superior to the facilities available in 
Scotland, both in terms of informal and formal camping opportunities, parking 
arrangements for campervans and motorhomes and associated toilet facilities. A 
better understanding of how such infrastructure can be delivered in Scotland 
is urgently needed. 

 
A proposal to ban camping near roadsides throughout Scotland was considered by 
the Scottish Government’s Land Reform Review Group, but was not supported in its 
final recommendations which were made in 2015. The overall conclusion of the 
LRRG was that the 2003 access legislation was working well, did not need any 
modifications, and the “main challenges involve continuing improvements in 
implementation”. These included further promotion of the Scottish Outdoor Access 
Code combined with better implementation on the ground and the need to take 
account of the concerns of both land managers and access users.  Camping near 
roadsides has also been given detailed consideration by the National Access Forum 
which published guidance in 2008, updated in 2016, with the support of SNH Under 
the title “Managing informal camping under the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003” 
this is described as guidance “for those managing issues relating to informal 
camping, particularly in accessible roadside settings”. Neither the NAF nor SNH 
have at any stage recommended a Scotland wide roadside camping ban or the 
need for additional powers for local authorities to establish “no wild camp 
zones”. The NAF/SNH guidance on the management of informal camping needs to 
be better understood and given further promotion, alongside the SOAC. The 
guidance includes an outline of all relevant legislation relating to activities that could 
be regarded as criminal and provides advice on how to seek police assistance in 
such situations. Reference is also made to byelaws, but the only example given is 
the use of byelaws to control the consumption of alcohol in public places. This has 
been used in the LLTNP alongside camping byelaws and other measures, making it 
impossible to determine which measure(s) were the most effective in reducing or 
displacing impacts. The NAF have shown no interest in promoting camping byelaws, 
probably because of the practical difficulties associated with permit systems and the 
reputational risk associated with such a statutory limitation which would, in effect, be 
returning Scotland to the trespass situation of 1865, at least for land close to roads.     

  

The petition has identified a number of issues which are of concern as visitor 
promotion has helped to bring many more people into the Scottish countryside, often 
using motorised transport These concerns might be best addressed by some 
form of joint working group set up by Transport Scotland and SNH, with 
appropriate stakeholder participation by the NAF, and others. The primary 
purpose of such a group should be to identify what improvements to roadside 



infrastructure are required and how these might be funded, from both the public and 
private sectors. Some input from PS would also be helpful to identify what measures 
they can take to increase compliance with existing criminal law. The Petitions 
Committee may wish to recommend the setting up of such a joint working 
group led by TS and SNH. In addition FLS could play a major role, as a public body 
owning extensive tracts of Scotland, in providing parking and camping infrastructure 
on land adjacent to public roads as well as demonstrating best practice to other land 
managers. It should be noted that the LRRG, when considering the need for 
adequate resources to improve the implementation of the SOAC, said that “Scottish 
Ministers might give clearer direction across government and associated public 
bodies to ensure that they play their part as appropriate in the promotion and 
delivery of responsible public access”. Such a direction would be particularly 
appropriate in the case of FLS, as a new (as of April 2019) fully devolved public body 
which owns more land than any other Scottish public body, most of it in locations 
desirable for camping and campervanning. The Petitions Committee may wish to 
encourage Scottish Ministers to issue a direction to FLS which requires the 
appropriate allocation of resources by this public body to help meet the 
concerns raised by the petitioner. Beyond these two recommendations as 
regards a working group and FLS direction, it is suggested that no further 
action by the Scottish Parliament is required in response to this petition. 

Note on Authors. 
Both Nick Kempe, then President of the Mountaineering Council of Scotland (now 
Mountaineering Scotland), and Dave Morris, former  Director of Ramblers Scotland  
were involved in the negotiations which led to Scotland’s world class access 
legislation and Dave worked closely with MSPs from all parties to help its passage  
through the Scottish Parliament.    
Nick set up the Parkswatchscotland blog after repeated and unsuccessful attempts 
to persuade the Loch Lomond and Trossachs National Park Authority and the 
Scottish Government to change course and it now covers a wide range of issues 
relating to the two National Parks.  Dave Morris is a regular contributor 
Bob Reid was also a President of the MCofS during the development of the access 
legislation. He is a senior planner who has worked in the public and private sector 
and was the first chairman of the National Access Forum, a member of the Land 
Reform Review Group and former Convenor, Royal Town Planning Institute 
Scotland.    



PE1751/G 
Francis West submission of 14 October 2019  
 
As a campervaner, I see there is a dire lack of facilities in the highlands for 
1: emptying of grey(kitchen) water and black(toilet) water. 
2: refilling of water tanks 
3: overnight stop points outwith campsites. 
 
Campsites are only open 6 months a year, and while a few permit 1 and 2 above for 
a fee, (which can be extended to include shower and laundry facilities without 
occupying a camping pitch). 
Most campsites do not offer this. 
It should be mandatory for campsites to offer and publicise this pay service with a 
clearly visible sign, thus giving full opportunity to allow correctly sanitised disposal of 
waste. 
 
Highland council are actively denying the use of all their carparks to campervans and 
Motorhomes, both for parking and.    "for the purposes of sleeping " . This applies 
also to tour busses and lorries despite having designated bays. 
Highland council should be generating revenue by charging for the permitted use of 
this facility , not using it as a tax take using fines and punishments. The carpark at 
highland council HQ in inverness  is derelict at night now instead of earning revenue. 
People are frightened to park in it. 
 
The setup of campervan and Motorhome service points similar to the European 
"aire" models should be encouraged by the Scottish government , where emptying & 
refilling  for a fee and overnight  parking is permitted . 
 
The new ferry route from Rosyth to Holland will bring and influx of European 
Motorhomes eager to tour Scotland. But the lack of facilities,  and active denial by 
Highland council of their carparks will make the highlands and "no go area" to a 
tourist group ready  and willing to spend money in the highlands. 
 
Campervan hire companies need to give better guidance to their customers 
regarding services and overnight parking as well as single track road driving. 
Perhaps a rehash of the 1970s single track road driving info-advert sung by hillbillies 
in an open top car would bring levity and understanding on a tricky subject. 
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PE1751/H 
Petitioner submission of 20 August 2020 

 
Dirty Camping and the North of Scotland 

 
My initial petition used the term “wild camping”, this caused considerable 
controversy. It was not the intention of the petition to impact on hillwalkers or 
mountaineers who camp in the wild. 

Over the last two months the North Highlands have seen an exponential increase in 
campers, having a significant negative effect on the environment and the people and 
in some places, on the economy. These visitors are, to use a north American term, 
“car camping”. Parking close to a road or in a layby or passing place and staying for 
the night. This is causing problems, in terms of the public health implications of poor 
hygiene practises during a pandemic and to the environment. 

This paper is to update the committee on the issues, compounded by the Covid19 
pandemic and to emphasise the point that current legislation is not effective. 

I summarise below the main issues that are being experienced. I note that I have 
used bullet points and am unable to explain each as fully as I would like. 

Economy 

 Universal benefit from tourism in the Highlands is a myth 
 No independent, all encompassing, economic study done – in contrast to 

other European countries who’ve used it basis for visitor management 
plans 

 Volunteers are cleaning up the majority of the mess at present 
 Loss of income to companies as it has now become the “fashion” to camp 

outwith regulated sites. 
 Some facilities are closed this season - unable to cope with demand and keep 

visitors safe. 

The creation of enforceable camping zones, with quality infrastructure and services 
for visitors and locals has been a net benefit to remote rural economies throughout 
Europe. 

Environment 

Local 

 Increased general rubbish and recycling is a significant problem 
 Refuse teams drive hundreds of miles a day to collect and dispose 

Topline: Uncontrolled “car camping” is having a significant impact on the economy, 
environment 
and people of the North Highlands. Existing legislation is not being enforced or followed. 

Whilst this paper centres specifically on the North Highlands, the problem 
exists throughout Scotland. 
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 Poor hygiene at existing bin sites - spread of covid-19. 

Scottish Outdoor Access Code (SOAC) is clear on litter and rubbish. 
Legislation is not being followed and Police do not have the resources to 
enforce. 

Damage to SSSI / Machair / Protected Species / Historic Sites 

 Plant and tree life being burned, chopped down, driven over or defecated on. 
 Includes SSSIs and nature reserves. 
 Camping at historic sites common 

SOAC and other legislation prohibits camping in the locations named. 
Legislation is not being followed or enforced. 

Macro 

 The Scottish Government declared a climate emergency in 2019 – why 
encourage motorised tourism? 

The purpose of this petition is not to stop people from traveling to visit destinations 
in Scotland, but to control uncontrolled camping. 

People 

Public Health 

 Covid19 spread by body fluid, outside toileting / bathing happening in public 
places. 

 Grey water being discharged in water courses or in villages. 
 Impossible to track and trace 
 Private water supplies polluted by human waste 
 Public sector workers and private contractors working outside where there is 

human waste 

SOAC and other legislation exists to prohibit the pollution of water courses. It is not 
being followed by all and is not enforced. 

Infrastructure 

 Adequate infrastructure doesn’t exist to cater for visitors in large numbers in 
remote rural 
Scotland. 

 Roads, gates, paths and bridges are seeing increased wear and tear; no 
opportunity to raise the additional revenue required to keep it in good order. 

Solution to the issue of dirty camping must include income generation to 
ensure benefit from visitors - lifeline roads need to be maintained to a quality 
standard. 

Law Enforcement 

 Police do not have the resources to enforce legislation. 
 Suggestion that PF is unwilling to prosecute 
 Policing by consent not working 
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It is hard to believe that people genuinely don’t know that putting a hot disposable 
barbeque in a plastic bin will start a fire, or that urinating in a driveway of a home 
is acceptable, or that leaving used sanitary towels lying in a carpark is a 
responsible thing to do. 

Impact on agriculture / aquaculture 

 Land and animals affected by pollution and fire damage. 
 Pest control impossible if campers on land. 
 Biosecurity impossible to control. 
 Access to land for harvesting or other works difficult. 

 
Creating zones and enforcing legislation would ensure that communities could 
create zones around the land which they use to make a livelihood, ensuring the 
safety of their animals or crops. 

SOAC does give rules about camping near or on agricultural sites. It is neither 
followed by some or enforced. 

Community Services 

 Graveyard camping common including defecating there. Playparks, 
carparks (which hosts the mobile bank) and war memorials used as 
campsites. 

 Recreation is being severely negatively impacted 

Link to Academic Paper: 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/341757985_Case_Study_3_Overtourism_
on_Scotland's_ North_Coast_500_Issues_and_Potential_Solutions 

 
 

Research Project gathering evidence of environmental destruction: 
 

Facebook Group: "NC500 The Land Weeps" 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/341757985_Case_Study_3_Overtourism_on_Scotland%27s_North_Coast_500_Issues_and_Potential_Solutions
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/341757985_Case_Study_3_Overtourism_on_Scotland%27s_North_Coast_500_Issues_and_Potential_Solutions
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/341757985_Case_Study_3_Overtourism_on_Scotland%27s_North_Coast_500_Issues_and_Potential_Solutions


PPC/S5/20/10/1 
 

 
 

1 

Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1792: Access to Scottish piers and harbours  

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Thomas Butler 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to ensure 
that local authorities and service providers provide access for those 
with disabilities at public facilities such as piers and harbours. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01792 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 31 January 2020.  

2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s consideration of 
the petition and can be found at Annexe A.  
 

3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect signatures 
and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner elected to collect 
this information. No signatures were received in support, no comments were 
received.   

 
4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, the 

Committee was unable to meet to consider petitions between March and the 
summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek advanced views 
from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to consider this 
information when it returned to the formal consideration of petitions. 

 
5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government and can 

be found at Annexe B. The submission states that as ports are a commercial 
interest, it is not for the Scottish Government to decide how they should operate 
which includes accessibility issues.  

 
6. The submission also states that a port could be said to provide a public function 

under the Equality Act 2010. Compliance with the Equality Act 2010 rests with 
individual organisations, in this case, Highland Council who owns Uig port. 
Responsibility for oversight of compliance with the 2010 Act rests with the 
Equality and Human Rights Commission. Private individuals may also seek to 
enforce their rights under the Equality Act in courts and tribunals. 
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Background 

7. The petitioner owns and operates a small wildlife cruise company in Uig on the 
Isle of Skye. Highland Council plan to make infrastructure improvements to the 
port at Uig. These improvements are necessary to accommodate a new dual 
fuel vessel which will be owned by Caledonian Maritime Assets Ltd (CMAL) 
which is intended to be operated by CalMac Ferries Ltd (CFL) from summer 
2022. The vessel, known as Hull 802, is currently being built at the Ferguson 
Marine shipyard in Port Glasgow.  
 

8. Hull 802 has been delayed in construction and is forecast to cost more than 
intial estimates, and is one of the two such ferries under scrutiny by the Rural 
Economy and Connectivity Committee in its inquiry into construction and 
procurement of ferry vessels in Scotland. 

 
9. The Ferguson Marine Programme Review Board report, published by the 

Scottish Government on 18 December 2019 indicated a delivery range for Hull 
802 of July to October 2022, and an estimated outstanding cost for delivery of 
the two delayed ferries of £110.3m. 

Action 

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

• To write to the Equality and Human Rights Commission to ask for its views on 
local authority and service provider compliance with the Equality Act 2010 
regarding access to piers and harbours.   

• To write to the Highland Council to seek its views on the action called for in 
the petition, given that the Council owns the port in question and so are 
responsible for access to it under the 2010 Act; 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/113986.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/113986.aspx
https://www.gov.scot/publications/ferguson-marine-report-on-cost-and-programme-for-vessels-801-and-802/
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Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE01792 

Main Petitioner: Thomas Butler 

Subject: Access to Scottish piers and harbours 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to ensure that 
local authorities and service providers provide access for those with 
disabilities at public facilities such as piers and harbours. 

Introduction 

The petitioner wants to ensure that piers and harbours are accessible to 
disabled people.  

All service providers have a duty make reasonable adjustments for disabled 
people under the Equality Act 2010. The 2010 Act is mainly reserved, but the 
Scottish Parliament can encourage equal opportunities and impose duties on 
Scottish public bodies with regard to carrying out their functions with due 
regard to meeting equal opportunity requirements.  

Public authorities also have a general duty under the 2010 Act to eliminate 
discrimination, advance equality, and foster good relations between different 
groups of people.  

Background 

The petitioner owns and operates a small wildlife cruise company in Uig on 
the Isle of Skye. Highland Council plan to make infrastructure improvements 
to the port at Uig. These improvements are necessary to accommodate a new 
dual fuel vessel which will be owned by CMAL and operated by CalMac 
Ferries Ltd (CFL) on “Skye Triangle” routes from Summer 2022.  The vessel, 
known as Hull 802, is currently being built at the Ferguson Marine shipyard in 
Port Glasgow. 

The Skye triangle routes serve three ports: 

• Uig (owned by Highland Council)
• Lochmaddy (owned by Comhairle nan Eilean Siar)

ANNEXE A

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01792
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
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• Tarbert (Harris) (owned by CMAL)

The petitioner says he has been writing to and attending meetings with 
Highland Council for two years to discuss disabled access to the water at the 
local harbour. The petitioner states: 

“Since the first public consultation meeting for the project two years 
ago, I and many others have been trying our hardest to have ramped 
access to the water included in the new designs. Sadly, the council 
have stated that, as the pier development is not covered by legislation 
in DDA [now replaced by the Equality Act 2010] and BS 8300 2018, the 
provision of steps will meet the minimum requirement. Accordingly, 
they say that they are not in breach of the equalities act (sic) 2010.” 

CMAL have a webpage setting out the Skye Triangle Infrastructure 
Programme, including programme updates and progress, as well as 
stakeholder events held at the three ports. 

Construction works at Uig are expected to begin in Spring 2020 and be 
complete by Spring 2022, “subject to consenting timescales and funding from 
Transport Scotland.”1  

Stakeholder meetings 

A Stakeholder meeting Q&A document from 2018 includes the following 
questions which are relevant to the petition:  

At Uig 

Q: “Can you please include the local disability access group in any 
discussions regarding the design and access to the building?” 

A: “Noted and will be passed on to Council Architect for consideration” 

Update at Sept 2018 “The proposed layout of the terminal building has 
recently been agreed with THC and CFL and these drawings will be 
issued to the access groups”.  

At Tarbert/Uig/Lochmaddy 

Q: “Concerned about passenger access at all 3 facilities, especially for 
elderly, disabled passengers, how will they be accommodated?” 

A: “Access to the vessel will continue to be provided by a gangway. 
New gangways will however be provided which will reduce the 
maximum slope up to the vessel from the pier (to a maximum of 20 

1 Sky Triangle Infrastructure Programme Newsletter (November 2019) Available at: 
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Skye-Triangle-
November-Newsletters.pdf 

https://www.cmassets.co.uk/project/skye-triangle-infrastructure-works/
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/project/skye-triangle-infrastructure-works/
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/2018-stakeholder-meetings-QandA-document-1.pdf
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Skye-Triangle-November-Newsletters.pdf
https://www.cmassets.co.uk/wp-content/uploads/2019/12/Skye-Triangle-November-Newsletters.pdf
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degrees at high tide compared with a maximum angle of approaching 
30 degrees if the current gangways were used).  
 
The provision of facilities similar to those at Ullapool and Stornoway 
has been considered. However, the foot passenger numbers on the 
‘Skye Triangle’ routes are very low compared to the Ullapool/ 
Stornoway route and the cost of provision of similar passenger access 
arrangements on the Skye Triangle is therefore prohibitively high.  
 
Passengers that cannot use the gangways will continue to be given 
assistance via the car deck.” 

 
 

Equality Act 2010 

 
Reasonable adjustments 
The Equality Act 2010 requires service providers2 to make reasonable 
adjustments for disabled people (s.20). Where a disabled person is at a 
substantial disadvantage compared with a person who is not disabled, there is 
a duty to take reasonable steps to remove that disadvantage by: 

• changing provisions, criteria or practices 
• changing or removing a physical feature or providing a reasonable 

alternative way to avoid that feature 
• providing auxiliary aids 

The duty is anticipatory and applies to disabled people generally.  
 
What is reasonable depends on a range of factors, such as how effective the 
adjustment would be, whether it can be done, the costs, and the 
organisation’s size and resources.  
 
Failure to comply with the duty is disability discrimination.   
 
Schedule 2 of the Equality Act 2010 provides that some transport providers 
are not required to make adjustments to the physical features of vehicles3: 
 

3 (1) This paragraph applies where A is concerned with the provision of 
a service which involves transporting people by land, air or water. 
(2) It is never reasonable for A to have to take a step which would— 
(a) involve the alteration or removal of a physical feature of a vehicle 
used in providing the service; 

                                            
2 Service providers includes anyone who provides goods, services, or facilities to the public, 
whether paid for or not. Includes the public, private and voluntary sector providers 
3 Explanatory Notes to the Equality Act 2010: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/notes/division/3/16/19 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/schedule/2
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/notes/division/3/16/19
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(b) affect whether vehicles are provided; 
(c) affect what vehicles are provided; 
(d) affect what happens in the vehicle while someone is travelling in it. 

 
Public sector equality duty 
The general equality duty (s.149) places a duty on public authorities, and any 
body when exercising public functions, to have due regard to the need to: 
 

• eliminate discrimination, harassment, victimisation and any other 
conduct that is prohibited by or under the Act  

• advance equality of opportunity between persons who share a relevant 
protected characteristic and persons who do not share it  

• foster good relations between persons who share a relevant protected 
characteristic and persons who do not share it. 

 
Certain public authorities in Scotland, listed under the Equality Act 2010 
(Specific Duties) (Scotland) Regulations 2012 (as amended), are required to 
meet the specific equality duty. The aim of the specific duty is to help public 
authorities meet the general equality duty. 
 
One of the requirements of the specific duty is to assess the impact of new or 
revised policies or practices against the general equality duty. The Equality 
and Human Rights Commission in Scotland provides guidance on how to 
conduct Equality Impact Assessments.  
 
The Highland Council webpage on the Uig Harbour redevelopment includes 
links to several public documents on the redevelopment, but there is no 
evidence of an Equality Impact Assessment (EQIA). It may be worth enquiring 
if an EQIA has been undertaken. 
 
  

Building Regulations and Planning Guidance 

 
The petitioner refers to British Standard BS8300. Scottish Building Standard 
4.1 requires that “Every building must be designed and constructed in such a 
way that all occupants and visitors are provided with safe, convenient and 
unassisted means of access to the building.” Detailed technical guidance on 
how architects and building industry professionals can design buildings to 
meet this requirement are set out in the Building standards technical handbook 
2019: non-domestic. It highlights additional guidance on the accessible design of 
buildings and refers to BS 8300 – “Design of buildings and their approaches to 
meet the needs of disabled people – code of practice”.  
 
There is also the Scottish Government’s : Planning and Building Standards Advice 
Note: Inclusive Design.  
 
 

https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/public-sector-equality-duty-scotland/regulations-specific-duties-and-details-which-public
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/public-sector-equality-duty-scotland/regulations-specific-duties-and-details-which-public
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/assessing-impact-and-public-sector-equality-duty-guide-public-authorities
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/assessing-impact-and-public-sector-equality-duty-guide-public-authorities
https://www.highland.gov.uk/info/1523/transport_and_streets/832/uig_harbour_redevelopment
https://www.gov.scot/publications/building-standards-technical-handbook-2019-non-domestic/about/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/building-standards-technical-handbook-2019-non-domestic/about/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/pan-78-planning-building-standards-advice-note-inclusive-design/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/pan-78-planning-building-standards-advice-note-inclusive-design/
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Transport Scotland 

 
Transport Strategy 
The Cabinet Secretary for Transport, Infrastructure and Connectivity, Michael 
Matheson, launched Transport Scotland’s Transport Strategy for the next 20 
years on 5 February 2020.  
 
One of the four priorities is to reduce inequalities which includes:  
 
• Will provide fair access to services we need: we have a duty to reduce 

inequalities and advance equality of opportunity and outcome, including 
the protected characteristics of age, disability, gender reassignment, 
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or 
belief, sex and sexual orientation. We will ensure that our disadvantaged 
communities and individuals have fair access to the transport services they 
need. The transport system will enable everyone to access a wide range of 
services and to realise their human rights. 
 

• Will be easy to use for all: people have different needs and capabilities. 
Our transport system will recognise these and work to ensure that 
everyone can use the system with as few barriers as possible. 

 
 
Ferries Accessible Fund 
Transport Scotland administers the Ferries Accessible Fund. The purpose of 
the Fund is to improve the accessibility of ferries and ports and to enhance the 
ferry travelling experience of disabled people.   
 
There is £160,000 of funding available. Deadlines for the most recent round of 
funding applications closed at 5pm Friday 15 November 2019.  
 
Paragraph 9.4 of the guidance note includes a non-exhaustive list of the type 
of adaptations the fund might support. This includes “Ramps and elevators (if 
not required by legislation)” 
 
Accessible Travel Framework for Scotland 
The Ferries Accessible Fund supports the Accessible Travel Framework for 
Scotland (2016). This was a framework to make travel more accessible for 
disabled people. 
 
Scotland’s Accessible Travel Framework: Our Delivery Plan for 2019-2020 
sets out achievements and actions for 2019-2020. One priority area was on 
passenger assistance – “More people with reduced mobility, using public 
transport who require passenger assistance use trains and ferries.” 
 
In respect of the Ferries Accessible Fund, it notes that it was launched in 2014 
and that “the last round of the fund is due to be completed in 2019-2020.” 
 
Nicki Georghiou 

https://www.transport.gov.scot/news/transport-strategy-for-next-twenty-years/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/news/transport-strategy-for-next-twenty-years/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/our-approach/national-transport-strategy/national-transport-strategy-reduces-inequalities/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/our-approach/accessible-transport/ferries-accessible-fund/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/45831/ferries-accessibility-fund-fifth-round-application-pack.pdf
https://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-framework/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-framework/
https://www.transport.gov.scot/media/45098/transport-scotland-communications-corporate-publications-accessible-travel-annual-external-delivery-plan-2019-2020-120720191634.pdf
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PE1792/A 
Scottish Government submission of 27 July 2020 

Thank you for your email of 1 June 2020 in connection with Petition PE1792 which 
calls on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to ensure that local 
authorities and service providers provide access for those with disabilities at public 
facilities such as piers and harbours: 

www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01792 

The committee has asked that the Scottish Government provide its views.  Our views 
are set out as follows.   

The Scottish Government’s vision is that all disabled people can travel with the same 
freedom, choice, dignity and opportunity as other citizens.  We believe in the 
absolute rights of disabled people to participate as full and equal citizens; we know 
that accessible travel is key to enabling this.  Scotland’s Accessible Travel 
Framework is about improving the journeys that disabled people make whilst working 
to remove the barriers which prevent them travelling: 

www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-
framework/ 

The Framework has been shaped by disabled people themselves, together with 
organisations that represent them.  This ensures the experiences and voices of 
disabled people are heard. 

Organisations not specifically listed under Schedule 19 of the Equality Act 2010 may 
be subject to the general duty to eliminate discrimination, advance equality of 
opportunity and foster good relations contained in section 149(1) of the 2010 Act if 
they fulfil a public function: 

www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/section/149 

The Equality and Human Rights Commission has produced the Services, Public 
Functions and Associations Statutory Code of Practice: 

www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/services-public-functions-
and-associations-statutory-code-practice 

With Chapter 11 (at paragraph 11.7) suggesting that: 

Whether or not an activity is a service to the public, or a public function, will 
depend on all the circumstances of the case.  Many of the activities that a 
public authority carries out are services to the public – for example, the 
provision of social care, library or leisure services.  Activities such as these will 
be subject to the provisions of the Act relating to the provision of a service to 
the public. 

ANNEXE B

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01792
http://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-framework/
http://www.transport.gov.scot/publication/going-further-scotland-s-accessible-travel-framework/
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/section/149
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/services-public-functions-and-associations-statutory-code-practice
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/publication-download/services-public-functions-and-associations-statutory-code-practice
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It could be argued that a port carries out a public function; however, it would not be 
for the Scottish Government to opine and each case would need to be decided on its 
merits.  Scottish ports operate in a commercial environment usually with no direct 
public funding, with trust, private and local authority ports competing in the market.  
All ports on which the Scottish Parliament has devolved statutory powers and duties 
in the public interest should be accountable for their use.  It is not possible for the 
Scottish Government to dictate how any commercial company is run, nor interfere 
with its business decisions on how to best utilise its resources.   
 
In relation to disabled people, the Equality Act 2010, Part 2 Chapter 2, requires 
service providers to make reasonable adjustments in circumstances where a 
disabled person is placed at a substantial disadvantage in comparison with non-
disabled people.   
 
www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/part/2/chapter/2/crossheading/adjustments-
for-disabled-persons 
 
That requirement covers changing the way things are done; making changes to the 
built environment; and providing auxiliary aids and services.  The Equality and 
Human Rights Commission has produced a Code of Practice that gives more 
information on the application of reasonable adjustments: 
 
www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/multipage-guide/reasonable-adjustments-practice 
 
However, responsibility for complying with the requirements of the Equality Act 2010 
rests with individual organisations.  Responsibility for oversight of compliance with 
the 2010 Act rests with the Equality and Human Rights Commission.  The 
Commission is independent and cannot be directed by Scottish Ministers.  Private 
individuals may also seek to enforce their rights under the Equality Act in courts and 
tribunals. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/part/2/chapter/2/crossheading/adjustments-for-disabled-persons
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/part/2/chapter/2/crossheading/adjustments-for-disabled-persons
http://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/multipage-guide/reasonable-adjustments-practice
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1794: New eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Christopher Walls 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
expand the eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme to 
ensure that small businesses can benefit from it, no matter what their 
location. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/smallbusinessrates 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 28 February 2020.

2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s consideration of
the petition and can be found at Annexe A.

3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect signatures
and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner elected to collect
this information. 20 signatures and 5 comments were received in support.

4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, the
Committee was unable to meet consider petitions between March and the
summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek advanced views
from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to consider this
information when it returned to the formal consideration of petitions.

5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government and can
be found at Annexe B. A submission has also been received from the petitioner
and can be found at Annexe C.

Scottish Government submission 

6. The Scottish Government submission highlights that whilst non-domestic rates
are often erroneously referred to as business rates, they are not in fact a tax on
business. They are a tax on the occupation of non-domestic properties and as
such they are not intended to reflect the turnover, profitability or number of
employees at that property.

7. It notes details on turnover, balance sheets and employee numbers are not held
by any of the public bodies currently involved with the business rates system in
Scotland and to require businesses to submit this to local authorities creates an
additional burden on both businesses and councils.

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/smallbusinessrates
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8. It further notes the Scottish Government have no data on how a change in criteria 
will impact on businesses across Scotland, but it would be inevitable that while 
some businesses may fall into the small business bonus scheme (SBBS) who 
previously did not, some may fall out. Because of this, the costs of such a scheme 
to the public purse are unknown, but are potentially very significant if large 
number of business became newly eligible. 

9. In June 2019, the Scottish Government commissioned the Fraser of Allander 
Institute (FAI) to carry out an independent review of the SBBS. The Scottish 
Government advises that due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the FAI is now set to 
report in Spring 2021 and is of the view that it would be inappropriate to introduce 
significant reforms in advance of that report. 

Petitioner submission 

10. The petitioner submission, in response to the Scottish Government submission, 
notes the Scottish Government’s own web site refers to non-domestic rates as 
business rates. They advise “as non-domestic rates are a tax on business 
premises most people view them as a business tax”. 

11. The submission notes that as the Scottish Government make no checks on the 
size of the businesses who apply for the scheme, a more concise description 
would be that 120,000 properties with a low rateable value benefited from a 
further reduction in business rates. They further note the rateable value of a 
business’s premises is no indication of the size of the business. 

12. The petitioner believes basing SBBS solely on rateable value unfairly penalises 
small retail and hospitality businesses from receiving support as they are more 
likely to have premises in high rental areas. 

13. The petitioner further believes “a new system should be developed where 
businesses who apply can self-certify that they meet the criteria for being a small 
business and as such are eligible for the scheme”. 

14. Another aspect of the scheme the petitioner believes should be changed is how 
a business leaves the SBBS. The petitioner notes if a small business leaves the 
scheme then it should be a stepped increase over several years to allow the 
business to adjust to the new amount of non-domestic rates being paid. The 
petitioner advises “At present it is simply a cliff edge and such a drastic change 
in costs has resulted in successful small businesses being forced to close with 
the loss of tax revenue and jobs”. 

Action 

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

• To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that the 
Scottish Government does not agree with the action called for in the petition; 
and it does not intend to make any significant reforms to the small business 
bonus scheme prior to the publication of the independent review of the 
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scheme; following which the petitioner could re-petition should they be 
unhappy with the outcome of the review. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 



Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE1794 

Main Petitioner: Christopher Walls 

Subject: New eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to expand the 
eligibility criteria for the Small Business Bonus Scheme to ensure that small 
businesses can benefit from it, no matter what their location.   

Background 

The Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS) provides a general scaled 
reduction of rates for certain properties (provided that they are not used for 
payday lending). Eligibility and the value of the relief is based on the rateable 
value of the property. Ratepayers must apply for SBBS through their local 
council by completing an application form.  

Businesses can get non-domestic rates relief through the Small Business 
Bonus Scheme if: 

• the combined rateable value of all owned/rented business premises is
£35,000 or less

• and, the rateable value of individual premises is £18,000 or less

From 1 April 2020, SBBS relief will only be available for properties that are 
actively occupied. 

Annual changes to the SBBS banding and rates is confirmed in the Local 
Government Finance Circulars which accompany the Budget process.  

Based on the total (cumulative) rateable value of all owned/rented non-
domestic premises, the following relief is available: 

• total rateable value up to £15,000 - 100% relief (no rates payable) on
each individual property

• total rateable value of £15,001 to £35,000 - 25% relief on each
individual property with a rateable value of £18,000 or less

ANNEXE A

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/smallbusinessrates
https://www.mygov.scot/non-domestic-rates-relief/small-business-bonus-scheme/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/local-government-finance-circular-1-2020-settlement-for-2020-21/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/local-government-finance-circular-1-2020-settlement-for-2020-21/
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Ratepayers can save a maximum of £7,350 in 2019-20 and £7,470 in 2020-
21. 

The Scottish Government sets out Non-Domestic Rates relief statistics 
annually. As at 31 May 2019, 36% of all Non-Domestic Rates relief awarded 
was accounted for by SBBS. There were 120,420 recipients of SBBS relief at 
the snapshot date in 2019, 6,480 more than at the same time in 2018. The 
value of SBBS relief awarded was £266m, up from £248m at the same time in 
2018. 

Barclay Review 

Recommendation 7 of the Barclay Reviews of Non-Domestic Rates set out 
that “the effectiveness of the Small Business Bonus Scheme should be 
evaluated.” 

The following paragraphs detail the findings and recommendation in full: 

“4.33 The Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS) was introduced by 
the Scottish Government to support economic growth. Considerable 
anecdotal evidence was presented to us to suggest that it has provided 
vital assistance to many small businesses. However, the case was also 
made to us that, as the policy has been in place for a decade with over 
£1.3 billion of public funds committed, the time was right for it to be 
formally evaluated. 

4.34 A commonly made point to us was that some small businesses in 
receipt of SBBS would be happy to make a modest annual contribution 
to the local services they receive (amounts of £500 or £1,000 a year 
depending on size was suggested to us by several current SBBS 
recipients). One participant in the consultation process even referred to 
some local villages where no businesses paid any rates as 'rates 
deserts' and others noted businesses who paid no contribution to local 
services were to some extent disconnected with their local council and 
community as a result. 

4.35 Some misuse of the Scheme is also apparent (see 
recommendation 22). 

4.36 An evaluation should consider recent policy developments in 
Northern Ireland, where the equivalent relief was evaluated but found 
to be misdirected and it was suggested it be replaced with a relief more 
targeted on town centres. It should therefore include a discussion of 
whether the current scheme could be adapted to better support towns 
or include some element of incentivisation in order to promote desirable 
economic activities (such as paying the living wage, carrying out 
investment or offering modern apprenticeships). 

4.37 The evaluation should also consider i) how the SBBS can best be 
targeted to support local investment, employment and growth (see 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/Non-domestic-rates-relief-statistics/
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Annex C4) and ii) the merits of giving councils some autonomy in the 
design of any reformed SBBS in their areas (see Annex C5). 

Cost. There will be modest costs associated with an evaluation if this is 
carried out independently. The costs will depend on the breadth and 
scope of the review carried out but should not be more than a few tens 
of thousands of pounds. 

Implementation. This should be a substantive review, taking on board 
the views of ratepayers (including those who became newly eligible for 
the relief following the expansion of the scheme in 2017) and should be 
initiated as soon as possible with any findings implemented in time for 
the next revaluation in 2022.” 

Scottish Government Action 

The Scottish Government has commissioned a review of SBBS which is 
ongoing. Its website states: 

“The Barclay Review recommended that the effectiveness of SBBS be 
evaluated. We accepted this recommendation and commissioned the 
Fraser of Allander Institute (FAI) in June 2019 to carry out an 
independent review of the scheme. 

The overall aim of the review is to evaluate what the impact of SBBS 
has been and whether it can be better targeted to support local 
investment, employment and growth.  

It’s key objectives are: 

• to understand who is getting the relief 

• to assess the impact of the scheme on relief recipients and 
identify wider benefits and costs 

• to consider whether the current scheme could be improved 

The FAI is set to report in 2020” 

Scottish Parliament Action 

The Local Government and Communities Committee took evidence from the 
Scottish Government on the Barclay Review, which included discussion of 
SBBS on 17 January 2018. 

Ailsa Burn-Murdoch 
Senior Researcher 
27/02/2020 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11312
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PE1794/A 
Scottish Government submission of 4 August 2020 

Thank you for providing the Scottish Government with the opportunity to comment on 
the above petition. 

The Scottish Government notes that Mr Walls, who previously benefited from 100% 
rates relief under the Small Business Bonus Scheme (SBBS) prior to 2017, now 
ceases to benefit. 

The petition suggests that the Small Business Bonus Scheme should include a wider 
eligibility criteria rather than the rateable value of the property, offering tax relief to 
any small business with at least one of the following: 

• a turnover of not more than £632,000
• a balance sheet total of less than £312,000
• on average, fewer than 10 employees.

Currently Over 120,000 properties across Scotland receive SBBS, of which 111,000 
receive 100% relief, the total value of SBBS relief awarded in 2019-20 was £272 
million. 

It is important to note from the outset that although Non-Domestic Rates are often 
erroneously referred to as business rates, they are not in fact a tax on business 
rather they are a tax on the occupation of non-domestic properties. As such they are 
not intended to reflect the turnover, profitability or number of employees at that 
property.  

Details on turnover, balance sheets and employee numbers are not held by any of 
the public bodies currently involved with the business rates system in Scotland and 
to require businesses to submit this to local authorities creates an additional burden 
on both businesses and councils. 

One of the main benefits of the current Small Business Bonus Scheme is its relative 
simplicity and ease of application process for both the businesses who benefit and 
the local authorities who administer the scheme. Costs of administrating a new 
scheme using the criteria suggested to local authorities is unknown, but are likely to 
be significant. 

The Scottish Government also have no data on how a change in criteria will impact 
on businesses across Scotland, but it would be inevitable that while some 
businesses may fall into the SBBS who previously did not, some may fall out.  

Because of this uncertainty on number of businesses who would be eligible under 
any new criteria, the costs of such a scheme to the public purse are unknown, but 
are potentially very significant if large number of business became newly eligible. 

Moreover we are not convinced such a significant reform would be beneficial to 
business. The current scheme is based solely on the rateable value of a property 
and this is fair and transparent to all. The rateable value of any property is publically 

ANNEXE B
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available and can be found at www.saa.gov.uk, so all businesses can search the 
criteria on which any other business is accessed for SBBS eligibility, including its 
competitors. As such, the system is transparent. To base entitlement on information 
which is not publically available, such as turnover, significantly reduces that 
transparency. 
 
Perverse employment incentives could be created by including staff numbers, for 
example a business with just over 10 staff could lay off a small number of these to 
qualify for rates relief. 
 
Finally, as you may be aware, in June 2019 the Scottish Government commissioned 
the Fraser of Allander Institute (FAI) to carry out an independent review of the SBBS. 
 
Due to the coronavirus (COVID-19) pandemic, the FAI is now set to report in Spring 
2021 and the Scottish Government and it would be inappropriate to introduce 
significant reforms in advance of that report. 
 
I trust this information is helpful, 

http://www.saa.gov.uk/
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PE1794/B 
Petitioner submission of 17 August 2020 

In response to the Scottish Government’s submission 4th August 2020. 

It should be noted that the Scottish Government’s own web site also refers to non-
domestic rates as business rates.  As non-domestic rates are a tax on business 
premises most people view them as a business tax.  The Small Business Bonus 
Scheme was envisaged to help small businesses by reducing the amount of tax they 
paid, however, as no effort is made to check the actual size of eligible businesses 
the name of the scheme is at best erroneous. 

In the 2019-20 120,000 properties benefited from the Small Business Bonus Scheme 
with the total relief valued at £272 million.  However, as the Scottish Government’s 
own submission notes they make no checks on the size of the businesses who apply 
for the scheme.  A more concise description would be that 120,000 properties with a 
low rateable value benefited from a further reduction in business rates.  The rateable 
value of a business’s premises is no indication of the size of the business.   

Basing SBBS solely on rateable value unfairly penalises small retail and hospitality 
businesses from receiving support as they are more likely to have premises in high 
rental areas.   The system is far from transparent as it is skewed towards benefiting 
office-based businesses of indeterminate size.  There is no way at present to check 
whether an eligible business is a small business. 

A new system should be developed where businesses who apply can self-certify that 
they meet the criteria for being a small business and as such are eligible for the 
scheme. Only non-small businesses with premises with a low rateable value who are 
eligible at present would be affected by this change.  Applicants would not need to 
provide evidence that they meet the new small business criteria and need only sign a 
document for anti-fraud purposes.  This is used a present  when a business certifies 
that they do not have additional properties when applying for SBBS.  Councils 
already operate a whistleblowing service to report business rates fraud.  

A mechanism would be introduced to allow small businesses with a high rateable 
value to supply additional evidence to be eligible for the scheme.  Therefore, only a 
small proportion of applicants would need to supply additional information keeping 
the administration costs of the scheme low.  An example of additional information 
could be a letter from their Accountant confirming the size of the business.   

A new set of eligibility criteria could easily be created which does not offer any 
perverse incentives as suggested in the Scottish Government’s submission.  
However, it should be noted that the present system has a perverse disincentive by 
dissuading small businesses from operating premises in premium shopping areas.  
This can limit the growth of a small business and reduce competition. 

Another aspect of the scheme which should be changed is how a business leaves 
SBBS.  If a small business leaves SBBS then it should be a stepped increase over 
several years to allow the business to adjust to the new amount of non-domestic 
rates being paid.  At present it is simply a cliff edge and such a drastic change in 

ANNEXE C
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costs has resulted in successful small businesses being forced to close with the loss 
of tax revenue and jobs.   

I would like to take this opportunity to highlight to the Committee how important 
SBBS is for the growth of a small business.  Since leaving SBBS the growth of my 
business has slowed drastically, however I consider myself fortunate that it was 
strong enough to survive the shock of the increased rates, many have not been as 
fortunate. 

I would also like it noted in reference to the Scottish Government’s submission that 
my business has never received 100% rates relief.  Pre-2017 my rateable value was 
£12,000 and as such I received a 50% discount on my non-domestic rates which the 
relief available at that time. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1795: Maoineachadh do Spòrs Gàidhlig - Funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd  

Petition 
summary 

Airson gun iarr Pàrlamaid na h-Alba air Riaghaltas na h-Alba 
coinneachadh ri Bòrd na Gàidhlig a bhruidhinn mu mhaoineachadh 
seasmhach nas fhaide-ùine do Spòrs Gàidhlig, iomairt shòisealta a’ 
lìbhrigeadh ionnsachadh air a’ bhlàr a-muigh do dh’òigridh tro 
mheadhan na Gàidhlig. 
 
Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
meet with Bòrd na Gàidhlig to discuss longer term and sustainable 
funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig, a social enterprise delivering outdoor 
learning to young people through the medium of Gaelic. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE1801 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 17 March 2020.  
 
2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s 

consideration of the petition and can be found at Annexe A.  
 
3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect 

signatures and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner 
elected to collect this information. 20 signatures were received in support, 
no comments were received.   

 
4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, 

the Committee was unable to meet consider petitions between March and 
the summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek 
advanced views from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to 
consider this information when it returned to the formal consideration of 
petitions. 

 
5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government 

and can be found at Annexe B.  
 

6. The submission highlights that Spòrs Gàidhlig did not realise the interest 
from local authorities that it had hoped, leading to the financial problems 
discussed in the petition. Bòrd na Gàidhlig has agreed to an additional 
funding package of £45,000 for the period from 1 November 2019 to 31 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/retainpowers
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March 2021, once the Bòrd has received income projections from Spòrs 
Gàidhlig demonstrating viability, in particular from growing revenue 
through paid for activity – which has been a key aim of the project from 
the outset. Since then, the Bòrd have also agreed additional funding to 
help groups of young people from across the Gaelic community, to take 
part in Spòrs Gàidhlig activities. 

7. The project is currently halted due to the Covid-19 virus, but the Scottish
Government states that it is hoped that some activity will resume from
August 2020 onwards. In the interim, the Bòrd plan on supporting the
Spòrs team in discussions with sportscotland to seek other funders for
longer term sustainability.

8. In addition, sportscotland, through Glenmore Lodge, the national outdoor
training centre, is working with Spòrs Gàidhlig to boost the delivery of
outdoor activity training and activities for young people. As part of this
partnership, it was noted that the main challenge for Spòrs Gàidhlig to
ensure future viability is to persuade local authorities/schools to work
with Spòrs Gàidhlig to deliver their outdoor education programmes.

Action 

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

• To write to Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Spòrs Gàidhlig seeking their views on
the action called for in the petition.

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate.

Clerk to the Committee 



Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE1795 

Main Petitioner: Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd 

Subject: Maoineachadh do Spòrs Gàidhlig - Funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig 

Airson gun iarr Pàrlamaid na h-Alba air Riaghaltas na h-Alba coinneachadh 
ri Bòrd na Gàidhlig a bhruidhinn mu mhaoineachadh seasmhach nas 
fhaide-ùine do Spòrs Gàidhlig, iomairt shòisealta a’ lìbhrigeadh 
ionnsachadh air a’ bhlàr a-muigh do dh’òigridh tro mheadhan na Gàidhlig. 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to meet with Bòrd 
na Gàidhlig to discuss longer term and sustainable funding for Spòrs 
Gàidhlig, a social enterprise delivering outdoor learning to young people 
through the medium of Gaelic. 

Introduction 

It was announced in October 2019, that Spòrs Gàidhlig had secured 18 
months of funding.  A press release from Spòrs Gàidhlig said: 

“It had been feared that the service would have to close, with two staff 
being made redundant, as sales uptake had not grown as quickly as 
first expected. 

“The new £45,000 funding package from Bòrd na Gàidhlig means that 
Spòrs Gàidhlig can continue for at least the next 18 months, during 
which time it is hoped that more schools and parents will take 
advantage of the opportunities offered.” 

The full press release and a statement by the Bòrd na Gàidhlig is included in 
an annexe to this briefing. 

The remainder of this briefing focuses on the Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Spòrs 
Gàidhlig. 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig is an executive non-departmental public body, responsible 
through Ministers to the Scottish Parliament. Established under the Gaelic 
Language (Scotland) Act 2005, The Bòrd is the principal public body in 
Scotland responsible for promoting Gaelic development and providing advice 
to the Scottish Ministers on Gaelic issues. 

ANNEXE A 
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The sponsorship team at the Scottish Government is in regular contact with 
the Bòrd. 

The 2005 Act (s.1) provides for the following general functions of the Bòrd: 

(a) promoting, and facilitating the promotion of—

(i) the use and understanding of the Gaelic language, and

(ii) Gaelic education and Gaelic culture,

(b) advising (either on request or when it thinks fit) the Scottish
Ministers, public bodies and other persons exercising functions of a
public nature on matters relating to the Gaelic language, Gaelic
education and Gaelic culture,

(c) advising (on request) other persons on matters relating to the Gaelic
language, Gaelic education and Gaelic culture,

(d) monitoring, and reporting to the Scottish Ministers on, the
implementation of the European Charter for Regional or Minority
Languages dated 5 November 1992 in relation to the Gaelic language.

The Act sets out that these functions are to be exercised with a view to, 
“securing the status of the Gaelic language as an official language of Scotland 
commanding equal respect to the English language”.  The Bòrd should do this 
by: 

(a) increasing the number of persons who are able to use and
understand the Gaelic language,

(b) encouraging the use and understanding of the Gaelic language,
and

(c) facilitating access, in Scotland and elsewhere, to the Gaelic
language and Gaelic culture.

National Gaelic Plan 

The Bòrd has a duty (s.2 of the Act) to prepare a national Gaelic language 
plan which sets out how it will fulfil its statutory duties. The current Plan covers 
the period 2018-2023. 

The Plan set out the Bòrd’s aim that, “Gaelic is used more often, by more 
people and in a wider range of situations”.  This is broken down under three 
headings: increasing the use of Gaelic; increasing the learning of Gaelic; and 
promoting a positive image of Gaelic.  Perhaps the second heading is most 
relevant in relation to this petition.  Under that heading, the Plan identifies the 
following priorities: 

• Gaelic in the family
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• Gaelic medium workforce recruitment, retention, training and supply
• Resources and support for learning • Gaelic in Early Learning and

Childcare (ELC)
• Gaelic medium education (GME) in primary and secondary schools
• Gaelic learner education (GLE) in primary and secondary schools
• Gaelic in Higher and Further Education
• Adult Gaelic learning

The statutory process for the national Gaelic language plan is that the Bòrd 
consults and then prepares a plan which is approved by the Scottish 
Government. 

Budget and funding 

At the time of writing, the 2020-21 Budget had provisionally allocated 
£5.125m, a small increase in cash terms from 2019-20 when the budget was 
£5.100m.  The Bòrd may also receive small amounts of income from other 
sources. 

The Bòrd distributes funds to organisations for the development of the Gaelic 
language.  The Bòrd supports 11 delivery partners.   

The Bòrd’s website currently identifies the following additional funds which 
can/could be applied for: 

• Gaelic Education Grants 2019/20
Support for individuals currently working towards a career in Gaelic
teaching or Gaelic-medium teachers looking to develop their
professional skills. Applications deadline was 6 September 2019).

• Early Years Education Grants 2019/20
Support for voluntary early years groups that support parents, families
and children aged 0-5 years, to encourage and increase the day to day
use of Gaelic, and to encourage continuity into Gaelic education.
Applications deadline was 14 June 2019.

• Gaelic Arts Fund 2018-19
Applications deadline was 28 September 2018

• Taic Freumhan Coimhearsnachd 2020/21
Support for community groups to undertake projects in support of the
national Gaelic language plan. Applications deadline was 21 January
2020.

• Gaelic Language Act Implementation Fund (GLAIF) 2020/21
Support for public authorities in the delivery of commitments in their
Gaelic Language Plans, and in support of the national Gaelic language
plan. Applications deadline is 16 April 2020.

• Colmcille 2020/21
The Colmcille scheme is run jointly by Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Foras na
Gaeilge to promote cultural exchanges between Scotland and Ireland,
and in particular the Gàidhlig and Gaeilge languages. Applications
deadline was 20 February 2020.

https://www.gaidhlig.scot/bord/fundraising/


4 

Audit Scotland’s 2018/19 Audit of Bòrd na Gàidhlig: Governance and 
transparency, raised several concerns relating to governance and 
transparency and found, among other things: 

“There was also a lack of consideration of whether ongoing grant 
funding to organisations was contributing towards the Bòrd's strategic 
aims and thus achieving value for money.” 

Spòrs Gàidhlig 

Spòrs Gàidhlig is a part of Comunn na Gàidhlig which delivers wider youth 
and community work throughout Scotland although it operates as a separate 
company.  Comunn na Gàidhlig is one of the Bòrd’s 11 delivery partners 
which receives separate funding from the Bòrd. 

Spòrs Gàidhlig’s website describes itself as: 

“Spòrs Gàidhlig is a social enterprise working throughout Scotland 
which creates opportunities for young people to use and learn about 
Gaelic in a fun, positive and supportive setting. We offer outdoor 
activities, residential camps, educational programmes and events. 

“We can provide a range of outdoor activities, educational programmes 
and bespoke events. Our residential camps are popular and provide 
young people with the opportunity to engage in activities and meet new 
friends. 

“We cater for young people who speak Gaelic, those who are learning 
and also those who have no current knowledge of the language.” 

Ned Sharratt 
Senior Researchers 
5 March 2020 

SPICe research specialists are not able to discuss the content of petition 
briefings with petitioners or other members of the public. However, if you 
have any comments on any petition briefing you can email us at 
spice@parliament.scot  

Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in petition 
briefings is correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware 
however that these briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise 
amended to reflect subsequent changes. 

Published by the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe), an office of 
the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body, The Scottish Parliament, 
Edinburgh, EH99 1SP 

https://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/report/the-201819-audit-of-b%C3%B2rd-na-g%C3%A0idhlig-governance-and-transparency
https://www.audit-scotland.gov.uk/report/the-201819-audit-of-b%C3%B2rd-na-g%C3%A0idhlig-governance-and-transparency
http://www.cnag.org/
mailto:spice@parliament.scot
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Annexe 

Media statements 

Spòrs Gàidhlig media release, 31 October 2019 

‘Spòrs Gàidhlig’ to Continue 

The pioneering ‘Spòrs Gàidhlig’ service, delivering Gaelic-language outdoor 
activities, is set to continue following the announcement of further funding 
support from Bòrd na Gàidhlig. 

It had been feared that the service would have to close, with two staff being 
made redundant, as sales uptake had not grown as quickly as first expected. 

The new £45,000 funding package from Bòrd na Gàidhlig means that Spòrs 
Gàidhlig can continue for at least the next 18 months, during which time it is 
hoped that more schools and parents will take advantage of the opportunities 
offered. 

Spòrs Gàidhlig is a service created by youth and community development 
company Comunn na Gàidhlig (CnaG). CnaG Chief Executive Donald 
MacNeill said: “We are delighted that we have been able to reach agreement 
with Bòrd na Gàidhlig, and to secure this additional support. We’ve been 
working on this service for four or five years, but are as convinced now, as we 
were at the beginning, of the value of this service – supporting young people’s 
language, social and physical development. 

“This new Bòrd na Gàidhlig support is a vital part of our funding 
package, but it remains the case that we will have to earn £120,000 in 
sales income over the next 18 months to make the service sustainable 
into the longer term. This will be quite a challenge, but we are optimistic 
based on the progress we have made already and the offers of support 
we have had on social media from parents and schools.” 

Shona MacLennan, Bòrd na Gàidhlig CEO, said: “Bòrd na Gàidhlig has 
supported Spòrs Gàidhlig since its inception and we are delighted to continue 
support for the next 18 months.  Sport contributes greatly to the use of Gaelic, 
so we look forward to working with Comunn na Gàidhlig, the other funding 
partners, parents and schools to help this service continue and be a success.” 

Formally established in 2017, Spòrs Gàidhlig has focussed on training a small 
team of Gaelic-speaking instructors in a variety of outdoor activities. These 
qualifications, and the securing of the essential AALA (Adventurous Activities 
Licensing Agency) in 2018 allowed the team to begin delivering outdoor 
activity sessions in Gaelic – primarily to schools, but also through bookings 
with individual parents or groups of parents. 

The activities provided range from climbing to gorge walking, SUP paddle 
boards to orienteering, bush craft, or Duke of Edinburgh expeditions. All of 
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these are delivered in Gaelic – helping to support the language learning of 
pupils following Gaelic Medium Education (GME). In a strong partnership with 
Glenmore Lodge, sportscotland’s national outdoor training centre near 
Aviemore, it has also been possible to deliver high-quality residential trips to 
GME pupils. 

Spòrs Gàidhlig service manager Donald Morris said: “It is great news that we 
can continue for the next 18 months. We are extremely grateful for the 
supportive letters and comments we received from parents and others when 
Spòrs Gàidhlig was threatened with closure. Knowing the work was so widely 
and highly-regarded was a boost to the staff and gives us a lot of confidence 
to sustain our efforts. 

“Our challenge now is to turn this support into bookings for the months 
ahead, and we already have firm plans in place to visit schools and 
parent groups to outline the opportunities and activities we can deliver, 
and to start putting firm bookings into our calendar. 

“We would urge any school, or parent group who wants to know more 
to get in touch.” 

Statement from Bòrd na Gàidhlig on Spòrs Gàidhlig 23 September 
20191 

A spokesperson for Bòrd na Gàidhlig said: “The Spòrs Gàidhlig project, run by 
Comunn na Gàidhlig, has been supported by Bòrd na Gàidhlig since its 
inception 18 months ago because we recognise how sport contributes to 
using Gaelic and the value that brings.  Our initial funding was to establish the 
project and subsequent funding was for equipment.  We have also funded 
groups of young people to take part in Spòrs Gàidhlig activities.  To date Bòrd 
na Gàidhlig has committed more than £60k to this project. 

“Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Comunn na Gàidhlig have been in discussions about 
further funding for the project.  The board is supportive of providing additional 
funding and required more financial information and projections to progress 
this further.   Bòrd na Gàidhlig remains willing to continue discussions in 
collaboration with Comunn na Gàidhlig and other funding partners about the 
future of the Spòrs Gàidhlig project.” 

1 https://www.gaidhlig.scot/statement-on-spors-gaidhlig/ 
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PE1795/A 
Scottish Government submission of 2 June 2020 

The Scottish Government and Bòrd na Gàidhlig have had regular discussions 
regarding Spòrs Gàidhlig and will continue to do so. 

The Scottish Government and Bòrd na Gàidhlig have been pleased to have been 
involved with the Spòrs Gàidhlig project since its inception in 2014.  We recognise 
the importance of creating opportunities for young people to use their Gaelic 
Language skills beyond the traditional school environment and the project have been 
successful in providing this service.. 

During the early applications by the project to LEADER it was clear that support from 
Scottish Government and Bòrd na Gàidhlig would be necessary to ensure that Spòrs 
Gàidhlig was viable in the development stage.  This intervention would allow the 
team the opportunity to train and to work with Local Authorities to build up a business 
base.  During the initial 2 years (2017/18 and 2018/19) the Scottish Government and 
the Bòrd provided £30k and £60k respectively to the project.  In addition, the Bòrd 
have also funded groups of young people to take part in Spòrs Gàidhlig activities. 

It is important to note that following this initial stage of development that despite 
great efforts the Spòrs Gàidhlig team did not realise the interest from Local 
Authorities that it had hoped in this period placing the continuation of the project in 
jeopardy.  In 2019 and following discussions with the Scottish Government, Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig agreed to an additional funding package of £45,000 for the period from 1st 
November 2019 through to 31st March 2021, once the Bòrd had received income 
projections from Spòrs Gàidhlig demonstrating viability, in particular from growing 
revenue through paid for activity – which has been a key aim of the project from the 
outset.  Since then, the Bòrd have also agreed additional funding to help groups of 
young people from across the Gaelic community, to take part in Spòrs Gàidhlig 
activities. 

From March 2020 and in line will many other outdoor activity providers, Spòrs 
Gàidhlig activities came to a halt due to COVID-19 restrictions and the staff have 
been furloughed.  The Scottish Government recognises the potential that the project 
team have in supporting young people with their Gaelic language development at 
this time and see them as part of the ongoing Education Recovery Plan.  It is hoped 
that some activity will resume from August 2020 onwards, at which point the 
potential for securing earned income over the coming months will become clearer. 

We most recently discussed the project with Bòrd na Gàidhlig on 11 June and it 
believes in the benefits that the project affords young people in using Gaelic in 
outdoor activities.  The Bord are also of the view that it would be helpful in terms of 
the long term sustainability of the project, that other funders come on board in 
recognition of the health and well-being benefits of the project for young Gaelic 
speakers and its contribution to delivering aspects of  Curriculum for 
Excellence.  They plan on supporting the Spòrs team in discussions with 
sportscotland. 

ANNEXE B



2 

In addition sportscotland, through Glenmore Lodge, the national outdoor training 
centre, continues to work closely with Spòrs Gàidhlig to boost the delivery of outdoor 
activity training and provide activities for young people, both through Gaelic and 
bilingually.  This has, for example, included Glenmore Lodge providing a base for the 
Spòrs Gàidhlig instructor development trainees and the development coordinator 
during 2018 and 2019. Glenmore Lodge also continues to assist with expert advice 
and support on all aspects of the instructor development programme.  This includes 
providing opportunities to attend skills and qualification courses and training 
sessions offered at Glenmore Lodge. 

More recently, sportscotland met with Spòrs Gàidhlig on 24 January 2020.  Spòrs 
Gàidhlig discussed a number of issues and sought further support from Glenmore 
Lodge. Glenmore Lodge’s Principal was very accommodating and agreed to work 
with Spòrs Gàidhlig and support them. The support requested and agreed included 
ongoing professional development for instructors and support with equipment, 
storage and facilities. 

As part of the discussions it was noted that the main challenge is the need to 
persuade local authorities/schools to work with Spòrs Gàidhlig to deliver their 
outdoor education programmes. It was understood that Spòrs Gàidhlig had to 
develop interest and ultimately persuade schools to attend their courses if they were 
to be financially and operationally viable. 
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1796: Equality, Inclusion and the Gaelic language 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd  

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
review whether public bodies are complying with the Achd na Gàidhlig 
2005 (Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005) to ensure that the Gaelic 
language, and therefore linguistic diversity, is fully recognised and 
promoted in Scotland. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/protectminorities 

  

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 17 March 2020.  
 
2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s 

consideration of the petition and can be found at Annexe A.  
 
3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect 

signatures and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner 
elected to collect this information. 29 signatures were received as well as 
two comments in support.   

 
4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, 

the Committee was unable to meet consider petitions between March and 
the summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek 
advanced views from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to 
consider this information when it returned to the formal consideration of 
petitions. 

 
5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government 

and can be found at Annexe B.  
 

6. The submission states that Bòrd na Gàidhlig monitors delivery and 
effectiveness of Gaelic Language Plans (which it supports public 
authorities to deliver under the 2005 Act), which includes a requirement 
on authorities to submit an annual monitoring report. In May 2020, and for 
the first time, Bòrd na Gàidhlig published a summary of key data from 
monitoring reports received during financial year 2019-20.  This report will 
be updated annually, with the aim of showing progress within each 

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/protectminorities
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authority and to give a more complete national picture. The Bord also 
commissioned independent research on some of the Gaelic Language 
Plans, which did not indicate there were any issues.    
 

7. The submission also states that adequate resource is a key challenge for 
both the Bòrd and the authorities. The Scottish Government says it 
recognises the challenge, and has responded by bringing relevant 
organisations together under the initiative Faster Rate of Progress for 
Gaelic, with the aim of ensuring Gaelic is more efficiently embedded into 
policy developments.   

 
Action 

8. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 
include— 
 
• To close the petition under Standing Order Rule 15.7 given that the 

Scottish Government have stated that public bodies are complying with 
the Achd na Gàidhlig 2005 (Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005) as 
the petition asks, and that the process is under constant review and has 
been independently assessed recently. 

• To write to Bòrd na Gàidhlig seeking its views on the action called for 
in the petition. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 



Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE1796 

Main Petitioner: Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd 

Subject: Equality, Inclusion and the Gaelic language 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to review whether 
public bodies are complying with the Achd na Gàidhlig 2005 (Gaelic 
Language (Scotland) Act 2005) to ensure that the Gaelic language, and 
therefore linguistic diversity, is fully recognised and promoted in Scotland. 

Introduction 

The petition mentions the Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005 and, in the 
petition background information, the Education (Scotland) Act 2016, in relation 
to the promotion of Gaelic Medium Education (GME). 

This briefing sets out the duties for public bodies under those Acts and 
provides additional information on the Bòrd na Gàidhlig, which was 
established by the 2005 Act. 

Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005 

The 2005 Act established the Bòrd na Gàidhlig and provided for the Bòrd to 
develop a National Gaelic Language Plan.   

Sections 3 to 8 of the 2005 Act provide the process for the Bòrd to give notice 
to a public authority to prepare a Gaelic language plan.   

A relevant public authority for the purposes of the 2005 Act (s10) is defined 
as: 

• a Scottish public authority,
• so far as not falling within paragraph (a), a cross-border public authority

(but only in relation to functions exercisable in or as regards Scotland
which do not relate to reserved matters), and

• the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body.

When issuing a notice to a public authority to produce a Gaelic language 
(under S.3 of the 2005 Act), the Bòrd must have regard to: 

• the National Gaelic Language Plan
• the extent to which:

ANNEXE A 
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o the Gaelic language is used by persons in relation to whom the 
functions of the authority are exercisable, and 

o in the Bòrd's opinion, there is potential for the authority to 
develop the use of the Gaelic language in connection with the 
exercise of those functions, 
 

• any representations made to it in relation to the use of the Gaelic 
language in connection with the exercise of those functions, and 

• any guidance given by the Scottish Ministers.  

Once a public authority has developed a plan, following a statutory notice to 
do so, the Bòrd can require the authority to report on the extent to which the 
authority has implemented the measures set out in the plan.   

There are currently around 60 Gaelic language plans at various stages of 
development.  The Bòrd request an annual report from each organisation that 
has produced a plan and seek to work closely with them on the plans’ 
development and delivery.1 

Should the Bòrd consider that a relevant public authority is failing to 
implement adequately measures in its Gaelic language plan, it may submit to 
the Scottish Ministers a report setting out its reasons for that conclusion. 
Scottish Ministers could then take either or both of the following steps: 

• lay a copy of the report before the Scottish Parliament; and/or 
• direct the authority in question to implement any or all of the measures 

in its Gaelic language plan by the date specified in the direction. 

Under section 9 of the 2005 Act, the Bòrd must prepare and submit to the 
Scottish Ministers guidance in relation to the provision of Gaelic education and 
the development of such provision.  Current guidance was published in 2017. 

Education legislation 

The Education (Scotland) Act 2016 sets out a process for parents to request 
an assessment of the need for Gaelic medium primary education, how a local 
authority should do so, and the process that a local authority should undertake 
in deciding whether to make provision for Gaelic medium primary education.  

Section 15 of the 2016 Act places a duty on all local authorities to “promote 
the potential provision of school education, “by means of Gaelic medium 
education and Gaelic learner education “in such manner as it thinks 
appropriate”.  In doing so, the local authority should have regard to the Bòrd’s 
guidance in relation to the provision of Gaelic education. 

                                            

1 Personal communication with the Scottish Government. 

https://www.gaidhlig.scot/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Statutory-Guidance-for-Gaelic-Education.pdf


3 

 

Very little of the curriculum in Scotland is statutory.  One exception, under S.1 
of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980, is, “the teaching of Gaelic in Gaelic-
speaking areas”. 

Section 70 of the 1980 Act also provides for a remedy and complaint 
mechanism should an individual believe that a local authority has, “failed to 
discharge any duty imposed on them [by any] enactment relating to 
education”.  The Scottish Government has published guidance on this 
procedure. 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig is an executive non-departmental public body, responsible 
through Ministers to the Scottish Parliament. As noted above, the Bòrd was 
established under the Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005.  It is the principal 
public body in Scotland responsible for promoting Gaelic development and 
providing advice to the Scottish Ministers on Gaelic issues. 

The 2005 Act (s.1) provides for the following general functions of the Bòrd: 

(a) promoting, and facilitating the promotion of: 

(i) the use and understanding of the Gaelic language, and 

(ii) Gaelic education and Gaelic culture, 

(b) advising (either on request or when it thinks fit) the Scottish 
Ministers, public bodies and other persons exercising functions of a 
public nature on matters relating to the Gaelic language, Gaelic 
education and Gaelic culture, 

(c) advising (on request) other persons on matters relating to the Gaelic 
language, Gaelic education and Gaelic culture, 

(d) monitoring, and reporting to the Scottish Ministers on, the 
implementation of the European Charter for Regional or Minority 
Languages dated 5 November 1992 in relation to the Gaelic language. 

The Act sets out that these functions are to be exercised with a view to, 
“securing the status of the Gaelic language as an official language of Scotland 
commanding equal respect to the English language”.  The Bòrd should do this 
by: 

(a) increasing the number of persons who are able to use and 
understand the Gaelic language, 

(b) encouraging the use and understanding of the Gaelic language, 
and 

(c) facilitating access, in Scotland and elsewhere, to the Gaelic 
language and Gaelic culture. 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/section-70-education-scotland-act-1980-guidance-document-users-section-9781788515023/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/section-70-education-scotland-act-1980-guidance-document-users-section-9781788515023/
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National Gaelic Plan 

The Bòrd has a duty (s.2 of the Act) to prepare a National Gaelic Language 
Plan which set out how it will fulfil its statutory duties. The current Plan covers 
the period 2018-2023. 

The Plan set out the Bòrd’s aim that, “Gaelic is used more often, by more 
people and in a wider range of situations”.  This is broken down under three 
headings: increasing the use of Gaelic; increasing the learning of Gaelic; and 
promoting a positive image of Gaelic.  Perhaps the third heading is most 
relevant in relation to this petition.  Under that heading, the Plan identifies the 
following priorities: 

• Support for Gaelic from the Scottish Government, Parliament and wider 
political support  

• Gaelic Language Plans implemented by public authorities (local 
authorities and public bodies)  

• Promoting a positive image of Gaelic and raising awareness through:  
o Gaelic media and other media  
o Gaelic education at all levels, and  
o Gaelic arts  

• Promoting the social, economic and cultural value of Gaelic  
• Positive messages about Gaelic, bilingualism, and about diversity and 

inclusion.  

The statutory process for the National Gaelic Language Plan is that the Bòrd 
consults and then prepares a plan which is approved by the Scottish 
Government. 

In relation to Gaelic language plans, the national plan stated: 

“In many cases, Scottish public authorities are taking important steps to 
support Gaelic in their areas and in line with their functions. Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig has a role to support and encourage this. The mechanism of 
Gaelic Language Plans enables partnership working between Bòrd na 
Gàidhlig and those public authorities.  

“Gaelic Language Plans are found throughout Scottish public life. To 
date, over 50 Gaelic Language Plans have been developed and 
implemented by local authorities, public bodies, national parks, health 
boards, academic institutions and by the Scottish Parliament and 
Scottish Government, and some 20 others are being prepared.  

“The impact of these is evident in the increased visibility of Gaelic in 
public authorities, in developing initiatives and projects which support 
increased learning and use of Gaelic as well as increased service 
delivery such as Gaelic medium education and Gaelic learner 
education.” 

  



5 

 

Ned Sharratt 
Senior Researchers 
6 March 2020 
 

SPICe research specialists are not able to discuss the content of petition 
briefings with petitioners or other members of the public. However, if you 
have any comments on any petition briefing you can email us at 
spice@parliament.scot  

Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in petition 
briefings is correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware 
however that these briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise 
amended to reflect subsequent changes. 

 

Published by the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe), an office of 
the Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body, The Scottish Parliament, 
Edinburgh, EH99 1SP 

mailto:spice@parliament.scot


PE1796/A 
Scottish Government submission of 14 July 2020 

As the Committee is aware, the Scottish Government is committed to supporting all our 
indigenous languages, including Gaelic.  We recognise the cultural, economic, educational 
and health benefits that they bring to the whole of Scotland and want to create opportunities 
for those who wish to learn and use them in everyday sitautions. 

The Gaelic Language (Scotland) Act 2005 was a landmark piece of legislation for Gaelic.  Not 
only did this Act establish a Gaelic public body, Bòrd na Gàidhlig, and gave it important 
functions in relation to the promotion of Gaelic in Scotland but the Act also ensured that Gaelic 
was to be given equal respect to that of English. 

The Act put the Bòrd at the centre of a Gaelic language planning framework, and it gave BnG 
important functions of advising on Gaelic matters, providing Guidance on Gaelic planning and 
on Gaelic education. Under Section 6(2) of the Act states that Bòrd na Gàidhlig may require a 
public authority to submit a Gaelic Language Plan monitoring report and section 6(3) states 
that this may happen annually.  Over the past 14 years, Bòrd na Gàidhlig has put a team and 
a system in place which allows Public Authorities to be supported while they are creating and 
delivering their Gaelic Language Plans.   I am pleased that this has helped create a network 
of around 60 Public Authorities with Plans which offer an array of commitments that support 
the Gaelic language and those who wish to use it. 

I can confirm that the Bòrd has a regime for monitoring delivery and effectiveness of Gaelic 
Language Plans and that this process is kept under review.  As part of the ongoing process 
the Bòrd have created a system that requires all public authorities with approved Gaelic 
Language Plans older than 12 months, to submit an annual monitoring report.  This is a useful 
process which gives the Public Authority and the Bòrd an opportunity to reflect on good 
practice, assess progress and highlight any challenges that may have arisen.   

In addition, the Bord has commissioned independent research on some of the Gaelic 
Language Plans that were in the system at that time.   I am told that this research carried out 
over 3 years did not highlight any problems and commended the efforts of the organisations 
involved.   In May 2020, and for the first time, Bòrd na Gàidhlig published a summary of key 
data from monitoring reports recieved during financial year 2019-20.  This report will be 
updated annually, with the aim of showing progress within each Public Authority and also 
allowing to build a more complete national picture.   

One of the key challenges which both Bòrd na Gàidhlig and Public Authorities share, is 
ensuring that adequate resource is made available to ensure that approved Gaelic Language 
Plans are taken forward in support of the aim in the National Gaelic Language Plan 2018-23 - 
that Gaelic is used more often, by more people and in a wider range of situations. 

In recognition of the challenges and that Public Authorities have abilities to support the 
development of Gaelic across Scotland, I brought 24 organisations together for the first time 
in 2018 under the initiative Faster Rate of Progress for Gaelic.  This has helped focus the work 
of these bodies under a number of  headings where I feel we can make good progress but 
have cross cutting relevance to all our aims for the language.  These areas include 
Communities, Digital and Media, Economy and Labour Market, Participation and Teacher 
Recruitment and Retention. All these areas help ensure Gaelic is at the heart of policy 
developments within organisations and theserfore helping with the linguistic diversity and 
promotion across Scotland.   

ANNEXE B
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1797: End live chick culling 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Kirsten MacQuarrie 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
ban the maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to end 
all live chick culling in the egg industry. 

Webpage  parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/endchickcull 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that was lodged on 10 March 2020.  

2. A SPICe briefing has been prepared to inform the Committee’s consideration of 
the petition and can be found at Annexe A.  

3. While not a formal requirement, petitioners have the option to collect signatures 
and comments on their petition. On this occasion, the petitioner elected to collect 
this information. 256 signatures and 22 comments were received in support.   

4. Members will recall that due to the COVID-19 public health emergency, the 
Committee was unable to meet to consider petitions between March and the 
summer recess period. The Committee therefore agreed to seek advanced views 
from the Scottish Government on all new petitions and to consider this 
information when it returned to the formal consideration of petitions.  

5. A written submission has been received from the Scottish Government and can 
be found at Annexe B. 

6. The submission highlights that it “takes the welfare of all animals extremely 
seriously at all stages of their lives”. It notes regulation Schedule 11 of The 
Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 
Regulations"). 

7. It also reiterates that under the 1995 Regulations, any mechanical apparatus 
used must be used by a skilled operator and be designed so as to produce 
immediate death without any unnecessary suffering caused to the chicks. 

8. Whilst the Scottish Government is aware of ongoing research into methods of 
determining the sex of a chick prior to hatching it advises “the methods currently 
available are not viable on an industrial scale. The Scottish Government will 
continue to monitor developments in this area of research”. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/endchickcull
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Action 

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

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

o there are currently no hatcheries located in Scotland producing laying 
hens for egg production; therefore there is no maceration of newborn 
male chicks.  

o other methods of determining the sex of a chick prior to hatching 
currently available are not viable on an industrial scale; however the 
Scottish Government will continue to monitor developments in this area 
of research. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 



Briefing for the Public Petitions Committee 

Petition Number: PE1797 

Main Petitioner: Kirsten MacQuarrie 

Subject: End live chick culling 

Calls on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to ban the 
maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to end all live chick 
culling in the egg industry. 

Background 

The petition calls on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government 
to ban the maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to end all 
live chick culling in the egg industry. 

The background information to the petition states that 

“Male chicks in the UK egg industry are currently killed using gas or 
maceration: while gas is the more common method, maceration 
(mechanical destruction) remains legal. I understand all plants in the UK 
have at least one macerator. This killing typically takes place on the first 
and only day of life for male chicks, occurring at an immense scale – the 
charity Animal Aid estimates that 30 million chicks are killed in the UK 
every year - and it is the case for all newborn male birds, whether they 
are hatched on free-range facilities or not. 

“In January 2020, France announced that it would be outlawing the 
practice of culling the egg industry’s day-old male chicks by 2021. Last 
year, the German Federal Administrative Court also ruled that this 
practice could continue only on a temporary basis, and in Switzerland 
the act of macerating male chicks has been banned since the beginning 
of 2020. In the US, the trade group United Egg Producers has also 
committed to 2020 being the final year of live chick culling, as the 
technology available to the egg industry advances beyond the need for 
this practice.” 

ANNEXE A 

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/endchickcull
http://external.parliament.scot/gettinginvolved/petitions/petitionPDF/PE01797.pdf
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Hatching for egg production in Scotland 

The question of culling day-old chicks relates to hatcheries for laying hens (i.e. 
for hatching day-old chicks, that will become hens to lay table eggs once 
mature)1, rather than egg producing farms. 

There are no hatcheries located in Scotland producing laying hens for egg 
production. There are a small number of hatcheries in England. 
 

There are egg producers in Scotland who will obtain their laying hens from a 
hatchery. 

Why are chicks culled? 

Traditionally, female chicks were used for egg production, and male chicks 
were raised for meat. However, selective breeding throughout the 20th century 
gave rise to specific poultry breeds for meat and eggs, resulting in male chicks 
born into egg production no longer being considered optimal for meat.  

In most situations, there is therefore no use for male chicks within egg 
production, and consequently, these chicks are most often killed shortly after 
hatching.2 The culled male chicks are used to feed other species such as 
birds of prey and reptiles, kept both privately and in zoos.  

How are chicks culled? 

Shortly after hatching, the sex of the chick is determined, and male chicks are 
diverted for culling. 

The law on these practices in Scotland is regulated by Schedule 11 of The 
Welfare of Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 
Regulations"). Under the 1995 Regulations chicks must be under 72 hours 
old, and any mechanical apparatus used must be used by a skilled operator 
and be designed so as to produce immediate death without any unnecessary 
suffering caused to the chicks. 
 
A “mechanical apparatus producing immediate death” (e.g. a macerator), a 
gas mixture consisting of a high concentration of argon gas or carbon dioxide, 
or dislocating the neck are the only permitted practices in Scotland.  
 
The Humane Slaughter Association (HSA) is a charity “promoting the humane 
treatment of all food animals worldwide” and produces practical guidelines for 
the food industry, including the British Egg Industry Council. The HSA only 
recommends dislocation of the neck in an emergency but state that both 
maceration and gas are humane.  
 

                                            
1 British Egg Industry Council, pers. comm. 10 March 2020. 
2 https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-
hatcheries.pdf 

https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/731/schedule/11/made
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/1995/731/schedule/11/made
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-hatcheries.pdf
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-hatcheries.pdf
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In relation to maceration specifically, the HSA state that “Although it is 
aesthetically unpleasant, IMD [maceration] is an acceptable and humane 
method of chick disposal providing the equipment has been well maintained 
and used responsibly.”3 The HSA specifies the conditions and handling 
methods that are appropriate to ensure humane slaughter, and stresses that it 
is important that they are carried out appropriately by trained staff.  
 
Permitted gas mixtures by law include 100% carbon dioxide, or a mixture with 
high concentrations of argon gas. The HSA does not consider using 100% 
carbon dioxide acceptable for chicks as CO2 is “thought to be highly aversive 
to birds at concentrations above 25%”4.  
 
The British Egg Industry Council confirm that all culling at commercial 
hatcheries in the UK is done using 100% argon gas, and that carbon dioxide 
is not used on welfare grounds.5  
 
The British Egg Industry Council state that: 
 

“Currently in the UK, disposal of male chicks is carried out quickly, 
painlessly and humanely. This is by controlled exposure to argon, which 
is quick and painless, following a Code of Practice approved by the 
Humane Slaughter Association and monitored by the Government's 
Animal and Plant Health Agency. UK pullet hatcheries (hatching chicks 
for future egg production) are members of the RSPCA Assured Scheme 
and are monitored independently by the RSPCA, as well as by 
DEFRA/APHA. 
  
“Maceration is not used by pullet hatcheries in the UK for disposal of live 
male chicks, although it is a legally approved method of disposal of 
chicks and is widely used in other countries. Macerators are however 
used in the UK for the disposal of unhatched eggs - indeed it is a legal 
requirement for hatcheries to have a macerator for this purpose.”6 

Certification schemes: Rules for chick culling 

The Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) run the 
RSPCA Assured certification scheme. While the RSPCA recognises such 
practices can be distressing, and welcomes research into alternatives, the 
RSPCA Assured standards do permit maceration and gassing of chicks under 
strict conditions.7 The organisation states, similar to the Humane Slaughter 
Association, that “both maceration, which kills chicks instantaneously – and 
the use of inert gases (such as argon or nitrogen) as well as inert gas 

                                            
3 https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN9-mechanical-destruction.pdf 
4 https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-
hatcheries.pdf 
5 British Egg Industry Council, pers. comm. 10 March 2020. 
6 British Egg Industry Council press statement, sent in pers. comm. 10 March 2020 
7https://science.rspca.org.uk/documents/1494935/9042554/RSPCA+welfare+standards+for+h
atcheries+%28PDF+2.45MB%29.pdf/07353d8b-3466-a052-dcfd-
33365b3f2476?t=1557668425642 

https://www.rspcaassured.org.uk/maceration-of-male-chicks/
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN9-mechanical-destruction.pdf
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-hatcheries.pdf
https://www.hsa.org.uk/downloads/technical-notes/TN14-gas-killing-of-chicks-in-hatcheries.pdf
https://science.rspca.org.uk/documents/1494935/9042554/RSPCA+welfare+standards+for+hatcheries+%28PDF+2.45MB%29.pdf/07353d8b-3466-a052-dcfd-33365b3f2476?t=1557668425642
https://science.rspca.org.uk/documents/1494935/9042554/RSPCA+welfare+standards+for+hatcheries+%28PDF+2.45MB%29.pdf/07353d8b-3466-a052-dcfd-33365b3f2476?t=1557668425642
https://science.rspca.org.uk/documents/1494935/9042554/RSPCA+welfare+standards+for+hatcheries+%28PDF+2.45MB%29.pdf/07353d8b-3466-a052-dcfd-33365b3f2476?t=1557668425642
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mixtures can offer humane methods of euthanasia, as long as they are carried 
out correctly by trained competent staff”8.  

90% of British eggs also carry the British Lion certification9, run by the British 
Egg Industry Council. All of the UK commercial pullet hatcheries also have 
British Lion certification.10 According to the British Lion code of practice, male 
or cull chicks within egg production carrying this certification must be gassed, 
not macerated, and the code of practice specifies that an argon gas mixture 
should be used.11 

What happens after the chicks are culled? 

After culling by either method, male chicks tend to be used for food for other 
species, such as reptiles and birds of prey.12 The British Egg Industry Council 
state that “the demand from both zoos and private owners is such that 
approximately 30% of the chicks required are imported from other 
countries”.13 

Perceptions of chick culling 

The practice of killing male chicks is often emotive. A German study carried 
out a survey which found that 80% of respondents found the issue “very 
problematic”14.  

A number of UK animal welfare and animal rights charities find the practice 
problematic;151617 some support ending egg consumption as a result of 
practices within the egg industry, such as chick culling.18 

What are the alternatives? 

A number of people would prefer to see alternatives developed, both within 
the poultry industry and among concerned members of the public.  

• In-ovo sexing: In-ovo sexing allows the sex of the chick to be 
determined in the egg, allowing only the female eggs to be incubated 
fully. There are a number of different technologies currently being 
developed.19  

                                            
8 https://www.rspcaassured.org.uk/maceration-of-male-chicks/ 
9 British Egg Industry Council, pers. Comm. 10 March 2020. 
10 British Egg Industry Council, pers. Comm. 10 March 2020. 
11 http://www.britisheggindustrycouncil.com/download/LCoPV7.pdf 
12 http://www.poultrynews.co.uk/production/hatching/analysis-hatching-a-new-approach.html 
13 https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-
yet 
14 https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10806-019-09806-y 
15 https://www.viva.org.uk/resources/video-library/hatchery-investigation;  
16 https://www.compassioninfoodbusiness.com/our-news/2015/11/eliminating-male-chick-
culling-in-the-egg-industry 
17 https://www.peta.org.uk/blog/the-uk-egg-industry-is-lying-to-you/ 
18 https://www.viva.org.uk/resources/video-library/hatchery-investigation 
19 https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/08/ethical-eggs-could-save-male-chicks-mass-
slaughter 

https://www.rspcaassured.org.uk/maceration-of-male-chicks/
http://www.britisheggindustrycouncil.com/download/LCoPV7.pdf
http://www.poultrynews.co.uk/production/hatching/analysis-hatching-a-new-approach.html
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10806-019-09806-y
https://www.viva.org.uk/resources/video-library/hatchery-investigation
https://www.compassioninfoodbusiness.com/our-news/2015/11/eliminating-male-chick-culling-in-the-egg-industry
https://www.compassioninfoodbusiness.com/our-news/2015/11/eliminating-male-chick-culling-in-the-egg-industry
https://www.peta.org.uk/blog/the-uk-egg-industry-is-lying-to-you/
https://www.viva.org.uk/resources/video-library/hatchery-investigation
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/08/ethical-eggs-could-save-male-chicks-mass-slaughter
https://www.sciencemag.org/news/2019/08/ethical-eggs-could-save-male-chicks-mass-slaughter
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o The one which has already reached commercial stage is a 
German technology which uses a laser to create a small hole in 
the eggshell, take a sample of the fluid and determine the sex. 
This technology is behind German respeggt-certified eggs, 
which are available in supermarkets.20 However, UK industry 
representatives question to what extent it is developed enough 
to work at a large scale.21 

o Within the poultry industry, sexing poultry is a skilled task which 
must be done by hand, and there have previously been reported 
shortages of trained staff in the UK.22 In-ovo technology does 
not require sexing by hand, which can provide solutions to 
shortages as well as eliminate the need for male chick culling. 

• Dual-purpose breeds: The possibility of dual-purpose breeds for both 
meat and eggs has also been explored.  

o Ei Care chickens in Germany is one of the companies which is 
raising a breed of chicken called “les bleues”, suitable for both 
meat and egg production.23 There are other heritage chicken 
breeds which are appropriate for both eggs and meat, such as 
British Ixworths.  

o While duel-use breeds produce both meat and eggs, they 
produce less of each; German Ei Care state that they produce 
around thirty percent less meat and thirty percent less eggs. For 
that reason, high-volume producers have chosen specialised 
breeds.  

o However, German researchers Busse et al. suggest that 
“fattening male chicks is an increasingly disseminated 
agricultural practice”24 in some parts of the world and conclude 
that there is a “viable market niche” among some consumers as 
an alternative to eggs laid alongside culled male chicks.  

What is happening in other countries?  

The practice of culling male chicks has come under increasing scrutiny across 
the world.  

In Germany, chick culling has been the subject of a number of legal 
challenges since 2013.25 The German government have called for a ban, and 
                                            
20 https://www.rewe-group.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/1519-
%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80
%8Bstopping-chick-culling-together 
21 https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-
yet 
22 https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/shortage-of-chick-sexers-in-the-uk-
despite-40000-salary-10086063.html 
23 https://www.aktion-ei-care.de/eicare-huehner.html 
24 https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10806-019-09806-y 
25 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-48620884 

https://www.aktion-ei-care.de/eicare-huehner.html
https://www.slowfood.org.uk/ff-products/ixworth-chicken/
https://www.rewe-group.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/1519-%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8Bstopping-chick-culling-together
https://www.rewe-group.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/1519-%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8Bstopping-chick-culling-together
https://www.rewe-group.com/en/newsroom/press-releases/1519-%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8B%E2%80%8Bstopping-chick-culling-together
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/shortage-of-chick-sexers-in-the-uk-despite-40000-salary-10086063.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/shortage-of-chick-sexers-in-the-uk-despite-40000-salary-10086063.html
https://www.aktion-ei-care.de/eicare-huehner.html
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10806-019-09806-y
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-48620884


 6 

the state of North-Rhine Westphalia issued a ban in 2013. However, the high 
court in Leipzig ruled in June 2019 that the practice would be permitted until 
alternatives were available.26  

At the end of January 2020, France announced that culling male chicks would 
be banned from the end of 202127. A Franco-German partnership was 
announced at the same time, where the two countries will accelerate and 
share scientific expertise on alternatives and technological advancements to 
replace the practice.28 

In Switzerland, culling chicks by maceration has been banned from the 
beginning of 2020, though the use of gas is allowed.29 

Egg industry bodies around the world are also committing to phasing out male 
chick culling in favour of finding other alternatives. United Egg Producers, who 
represent about 90% of egg production in the United States have “embraced 
our drive toward the goal of eliminating this practice as soon as it is 
commercially viable and economically feasible”.30  

The Zentralverbandes der Deutschen Geflügelwirtschaft (ZDG), a 
representative body for the German poultry industry, have stated that they 
want to stop chick culling as quickly as possible, and their aim is to halve the 
number of chicks killed by 2022, but warn that banning chick culling would 
result in importation of laying hens from elsewhere, where this practice is not 
regulated.31  

The UK industry have not committed to phasing out chick culling with 
concerns that in-ovo technology is not yet fully developed, but the British Egg 
Industry Council stated on 30 January 2020 in response to France’s 
announced steps to a ban that they are “excited” by the developments in 
technology.32 

Scottish Government Action 

The Scottish Government have not committed to taking any action. The 
response from the Cabinet Secretary for Environment, Climate Change and 
Land Reform in response to the petitioner stated that 

“the killing of surplus chicks which are less than 72 hours old and embryos in 
hatchery waste is regulated by Schedule 11 of The Welfare of Animals 
(Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 Regulations"). Under these 

                                            
26 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-48620884 
27 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-51301915 
28 https://agriculture.gouv.fr/fin-du-broyage-des-poussins-males-julia-klockner-et-didier-
guillaume-mobilisent-les-acteurs-des 
29 https://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/animal-protection_-switzerland-bans-shredding-of-male-
chicks-/45240798 
30 https://unitedegg.com/united-egg-producers-updated-statement-on-male-chick-culling/ 
31 https://www.poultryworld.net/Health/Articles/2019/11/Germans-plea-for-sense-in-matter-of-
killing-day-old-chicks-504254E/ 
32 https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-
yet 

https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-48620884
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-europe-51301915
https://agriculture.gouv.fr/fin-du-broyage-des-poussins-males-julia-klockner-et-didier-guillaume-mobilisent-les-acteurs-des
https://agriculture.gouv.fr/fin-du-broyage-des-poussins-males-julia-klockner-et-didier-guillaume-mobilisent-les-acteurs-des
https://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/animal-protection_-switzerland-bans-shredding-of-male-chicks-/45240798
https://www.swissinfo.ch/eng/animal-protection_-switzerland-bans-shredding-of-male-chicks-/45240798
https://unitedegg.com/united-egg-producers-updated-statement-on-male-chick-culling/
https://www.poultryworld.net/Health/Articles/2019/11/Germans-plea-for-sense-in-matter-of-killing-day-old-chicks-504254E/
https://www.poultryworld.net/Health/Articles/2019/11/Germans-plea-for-sense-in-matter-of-killing-day-old-chicks-504254E/
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
https://www.fwi.co.uk/livestock/poultry/layers/no-alternatives-to-culling-day-old-male-chicks-yet
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regulations mechanical apparatus must be used by a skilled operator and be 
designed so as to produce immediate death without any unnecessary 
suffering caused to the chicks. The Scottish Government noted it is aware of 
ongoing research into methods of determining the sex of a chick prior to 
hatching, however the methods currently available are not viable on an 
industrial scale.” 

Scottish Parliament Action 

The Scottish Parliament has not taken any relevant action. 

SPICe Research 
10/03/2020 

SPICe research specialists are not able to discuss the content of petition briefings 
with petitioners or other members of the public. However, if you have any 
comments on any petition briefing you can email us at spice@parliament.scot  

Every effort is made to ensure that the information contained in petition briefings is 
correct at the time of publication. Readers should be aware however that these 
briefings are not necessarily updated or otherwise amended to reflect subsequent 
changes. 

Published by the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe), an office of the 
Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body, The Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh, EH99 1SP 

mailto:spice@parliament.scot


PE1797/A 
Scottish Government submission of 20 July 2020 

You ask for the Scottish Government’s views on Petition PE01797 lodged by Ms 
Kirsten McQuarrie calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish 
Government to ban the maceration of newborn male chicks and set a deadline to 
end all live chick culling in the egg industry. 

The petitioner corresponded along these lines with officials in January 2020 and we 
understand that Ms McQuarrie considers that, in line with some EU and EEC 
countries, Scotland should consider banning maceration immediately.  Ms McQuarrie 
also seeks an end to all culling practices when research has identified a means to 
identify male chicks whilst still in the egg. 

The Scottish Government takes the welfare of all animals extremely seriously at all 
stages of their lives. The killing of surplus chicks which are less than 72 hours old 
and embryos in hatchery waste is regulated by Schedule 11 of The Welfare of 
Animals (Slaughter or Killing) Regulations 1995 ("the 1995 Regulations"). The 1995 
Regulations permit only three methods of killing, which the Scottish Government 
considers to ensure the welfare of the chicks during the killing process: 

• Use of a mechanical apparatus producing immediate death;
• Exposure to gas mixtures; or
• Dislocation of the neck.

Under the 1995 Regulations any mechanical apparatus used must be used by a 
skilled operator and be designed so as to produce immediate death without any 
unnecessary suffering caused to the chicks.  

The Scottish Government is aware of ongoing research into methods of determining 
the sex of a chick prior to hatching. However, the methods currently available are not 
viable on an industrial scale. The Scottish Government will continue to monitor 
developments in this area of research. 

I trust that this information is helpful, and if you require any further information please 
let me know. 

ANNEXE B



PPC/S5/20/10/6 
 

1 
 

Public Petitions Committee 
 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 
 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 
 

PE1596: In Care Survivors Service Scotland 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 
Petitioner Paul Anderson 

  
Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
retain our essential, dedicated In Care Survivor Service Scotland in its 
current form. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01596 

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

19 December 2019. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Deputy 
First Minister and Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills, following his 
evidence session.  
 

2. The Committee has received submissions from the Deputy First Minister and 
Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills, and from Helen Holland, Chair of the 
survivor group INCAS (In Care Abuse Survivors). The Committee has also 
received a submission from the petitioner.  

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

 
Committee consideration 
 
4. The petitioner has repeatedly raised concerns that survivors must provide 

significant personal data, including a postal address, to access support from 
Future Pathways. In his most recent written submission, however, the Deputy 
First Minister confirms that survivors can register with Future Pathways providing 
a name, which could be pseudonym, and a method of contact, which does not 
have to be an address. Additional information may be required to access other 
services, however, it is the survivor who can decide when to provide that 
information. 

 
5. The Deputy First Minister highlights that— 

 
“A small number of people have chosen to remain anonymous. Future 
Pathways has been able to support them by having good links with specific 
named staff, as well as using a pseudonym. This has permitted Future 
Pathways to deliver support whilst respecting a person’s wish for anonymity.” 

  

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01596
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6. Regarding support for Wellbeing Scotland, the Deputy First Minister highlighted 
in his most recent submission, ongoing discussions between Future Pathways 
and Wellbeing Scotland regarding a contract for continued support and, that 
Wellbeing Scotland has also been successful in a bid for funding from the new 
Survivors of Childhood Abuse Support Fund, pending final Ministerial approval. 
 

7. In her submission, Helen Holland states that—  
 
“As the chair of a group of almost 400 survivors and their families we feel that 
this petition and the tone of language used at recent hearings is 
unrepresentative of the survivors voices in general.” 

 
8. Helen Holland highlights the assurance that the Scottish Government has 

provided to all survivors already in counselling, that this would continue without 
disruptions to the survivors or therapists. 

 
9. In her submission, Helen Holland states that while she does not think that it is 

intentional, she is concerned that this petition is raising suspicions and mistrust 
among the survivor community, and that this is needless as she insists that “the 
fears being raised in the original petition PE1596 proved to be unfounded in the 
very early days.” 
 

Petitioner’s response 
 
10. In his most recent submission, the petitioner highlights amendments that Future 

Pathways have made, following concerns raised by him, to the Support 
Agreement that it asks survivors to sign. These amendments make it clear to 
survivors that they only need to provide a level of information that they are 
comfortable with. 
 

11. The petitioner states that he has no comment to make regarding Helen Holland’s 
submission. 

 
12. In recent correspondence with the clerks, the petitioner has restated the views 

previously made in his submission of 21 June 2019. This submission, included 
in the annexe to this paper, states that the main concern of his petition is that 
survivors can have access to: 

 
• Long term one to one counselling; 
• Group work; and  
• One dedicated counsellor  

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

Options include— 
 

• To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that 
survivors can access the level of support that they require through Future 
Pathways, or can continue their with their current provision  
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• To take any other action 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— 

 
• PE1596/V: Petitioner submission of 21 June 2019 (77KB pdf) 
• PE1596/FF: Helen Holland submission of 26 January 2020 (72KB pdf) 
• PE1596/GG: Deputy First Minster submission of 4 February 2020 (72KB 

pdf) 
• PE1596/HH: Petitioner submission of 13 March 2020 (128KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1596_V.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_FF.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_FF.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_GG.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_GG.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_HH.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1596_HH.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01596
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Public Petitions Committee 
 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 
 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 
 

PE1690: Review treatment of people with ME in Scotland 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 
Petitioner Emma Shorter on behalf of ME Action in Scotland 

  
Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
review the level of support for people with Myalgic Encephalomyelitis 
(ME) in Scotland with a view to: 
 

• Investing in biomedical research and creating a centre of 
excellence for ME  

• Ensuring healthcare professionals' training and education 
materials reflect the latest scientific evidence  

• Providing specialist care for patients and discontinuing the 
harmful treatments graded exercise therapy (GET) and cognitive 
behavioural therapy (CBT).  
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01690 

 
Purpose 
 
1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 19 December 

2019, when it took oral evidence from the Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport 
and officials including the then Chief Medical Officer. The Committee agreed to 
reflect on the evidence heard at a future meeting. 
 

2. The Committee has subsequently received follow-up information in written 
submissions from the Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport and the then Chief 
Medical Officer. The petitioner has also provided three recent submissions.  
 

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

Committee consideration 
 
4. At its oral evidence session of 19 December 2019, the Committee considered 

written evidence received from various health boards, the petitioner and the 
Cabinet Secretary. The Committee discussed a range of issues with the Cabinet 
Secretary including raising awareness of ME among healthcare professionals, 
and the diagnosis and treatment of ME and how that can vary amongst health 
boards. 
 

5. The Cabinet Secretary provided follow up information in her correspondence of 
26 February 2020. In this correspondence, the Cabinet Secretary described the 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01690
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progress made to increase the level of ME research, outlining the agreement (in 
conjunction with the UK Department of Health and Sport through the National 
Institute for Health Research) to contribute funding towards the creation of a 
Priority Setting Partnership at the James Lind Alliance (JLA). The partnership will 
enable patients, carers, clinicians and ME third sector organisations to agree the 
top 10 priorities for future research on ME.  
 

6. Work is also underway to gather data on the prevalence of ME. In December 
2019, the Scottish Government launched Scotland’s first National Framework for 
Action on Neurological Care and Support, which commits to improve the 
recording of neurological conditions, such as ME, in people’s routine health and 
care records, so that they are visible to appropriate services. On raising 
awareness of the information and resources available on neurological conditions, 
both for patients and professionals, the Scottish Government have committed to 
actions that support shared decision making and access to supported self-
management. 

 
7. In terms of raising awareness of ME with healthcare professionals, the Scottish 

Government is continuing to liaise with NHS Education Scotland (NES) to 
explore opportunities through continuous professional development such as the 
small group learning module. The Scottish Government is also working with the 
Royal College for General Practitioners (RCGP) about its eLearning Module to 
explore how they can collaborate on an upcoming update to make this available 
to primary care practitioners free of charge.  

 
8. On the lack of awareness of ME amongst general practitioners and the inclusion 

of ME in the curriculum of medical schools, the Cabinet Secretary said the 
Scottish Government is in dialogue with medical schools about aspects of the 
curriculum and widening access. The Cabinet Secretary explained that she had 
also written to the Chair of the board for academic medicine, Sir Peter Rubin, 
about the teaching of ME in Scottish medical schools to seek his assistance with 
preparatory work ahead of the publication of the revised NICE guideline in 
December 2020. 

 
9. The Committee had noted that NHS Forth Valley’s evidence stated that it no 

longer recognises ME, regarding it as a ‘historic diagnosis’. The Committee 
asked the Cabinet Secretary to explain to NHS Forth Valley that the Scottish 
Government recognises ME as a diagnosis and as a neurological condition, and 
require them to urgently update the information given to their healthcare 
professionals to reflect this, which has now been done. Additionally, the Scottish 
Government published Neurological Care and Support – a National Framework 
for Action 2020-2025 in December 2019, which defines neurological conditions 
in line with the World Health Organisation and ICD-10 classification codes of 
which ME is included.  

 
10. The Cabinet Secretary provided an update on Patient Safety Alerts to primary 

healthcare practitioners, stating that Healthcare Improvement Scotland 
considers NHS England patient safety alerts to determine whether these should 
be endorsed for use in Scotland and, where appropriate, disseminate these to 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/neurological-care-support-scotland-framework-action-2020-2025/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/neurological-care-support-scotland-framework-action-2020-2025/
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targeted audiences. However, it does not currently create patient safety alerts 
itself.  
 

11. As regards the timescale for the update of the Scottish Good Practice Statement, 
the Scottish Government is awaiting a comprehensive review and assessment 
of clinical evidence by NICE before proceeding further (a NICE draft was initially 
expected in July 2020). The Scottish Government will also consider how to 
promote the updated statement to health boards (given the inconsistencies 
highlighted to the Committee). 

 
12. The Committee had asked for further detail on the Scottish Government’s plans 

to provide support for children and young people with ME. The Scottish 
Government has commissioned an updated needs assessment by the Scottish 
Public Health Network to understand the practices and provision for ME in 
Scotland that will cover adults and children/ young people. The steering group 
for this work will include paediatric input. The Scottish Government states that it 
will convene a short life working group in the summer to consider the assessment 
findings, alongside other work, which will consider actions that should be taken 
in Scotland. 

 
13. The then Chief Medical Officer’s follow up correspondence of 3 March 2020  

provides an update on the varied use of Graded Exercise Therapy (GET) and 
Cognitive Behavioural Therapy (CBT) in treating ME. The correspondence 
explains that the Scottish Good Practice Statement (SGPS) provides information 
to assist professionals and members of the public with the diagnosis and 
treatment of this condition, and that it highlights that some psychological 
therapies, such as GET and CBT, are not effective for everyone and it advises 
people should not be pressed into accepting unwanted treatments.  

 
14. NICE has confirmed it will take account of latest evidence, including that for 

treatments such as GET and CBT, as part of its comprehensive review, which 
the CMO states will assist in future decisions about these treatments in Scotland. 

 
15. In their written submission, PE1690/YY, the petitioner stresses the need for 

healthcare professionals to have effective education and training, explaining 
that they do not believe that there is currently a commitment to achieve this.   

 
16. In written submission PE1690/ZZ, the petitioner reiterates their strong concerns 

about the use of Graded Exercise Therapy (GET) to treat people with ME, 
expressing their disappointment that a review of GET will not take place until 
after NICE publishes its review of the ME/CFS guidance, which will not be 
published until April 2021. 

 
17. In this submission, the petitioner also highlights that up to 80% of people with 

ME experience a post-infectious onset and warns that the COVID-19 pandemic 
could lead to an increase in the number of people living with ME. This concern 
is shared by Stuart I Brown, in his most recent written submission 
(PE1690/XX).  
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18. The petitioner quotes, in submission PE1690/ZZ guidelines from NHS England 
for after-care for inpatients recovering from COVID, published in June 2020, 
which states—  

 
“the clinical picture is that patients who have had COVID-19 are reporting 
extreme fatigue beyond the usual reported levels. ..... Of people who have 
been critically ill, 10% could develop chronic fatigue”. 

 
19. These guidelines were updated in August 2020, however, stating— 

“Although some people who have had COVID-19 may experience post-viral 
fatigue, there does not appear to be an association with post-viral fatigue and 
diagnosis of chronic fatigue syndrome (CFS) or myalgic encephalomyelitis (ME). 

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

Options include— 
 

• To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that:  
 
o level of research into ME has increased,  

 
o the Scottish Government has committed to ensuring healthcare 

professionals' training and education materials to reflect the latest 
scientific evidence in light of the forthcoming NICE review, and  

 
o the Scottish Government has advised that people should not be 

pressed into accepting unwanted GET and CBT treatments. 
 

• To take any other action 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— 

 
• PE1690/UU: Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport submission of 26 

February 2020 (134KB pdf) 
• PE1690/VV: Chief Medical Officer submission of 3 March 2020 (66KB 

pdf)  
• PE1690/WW: Anonymous submission of 10 June 2020 (108KB pdf) 
• PE1690/XX: Stuart I Brown submission of 17 August 2020 (127KB pdf) 
• PE1690/YY: Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 (104KB pdf) 
• PE1690/ZZ: Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 (128KB pdf) 

https://www.england.nhs.uk/coronavirus/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2020/06/C0705-aftercare-needs-of-inpatients-recovering-from-covid-19-aug-2020.pdf
https://www.england.nhs.uk/coronavirus/wp-content/uploads/sites/52/2020/06/C0705-aftercare-needs-of-inpatients-recovering-from-covid-19-aug-2020.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_UU.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_UU.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_VV.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_VV.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/1690_WW.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/1690_WW.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_XX.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_YY.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_ZZ.pdf
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• PE1690/AAA: Petitioner submission of 19 August 2020 (122KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1690_AAA.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01690
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Public Petitions Committee 
 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  
 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 
 

PE1746: Creation of a Scottish space non-departmental public body 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 

Petitioner Andrew Paliwoda 
  

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
create a non-departmental public body with responsibility for space 
technology and to work in partnership with other relevant organisations 
to ensure Scotland’s space sector potential is fulfilled. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/spaceoffice  
 
Introduction 
 
1. This is a continued petition that was last considered on 10 October 2019.  

 
2. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish Government, 

Argyll & Bute Council, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, Highland Council, Moray 
Council, South Ayrshire Council, UK Space Agency, Scottish Enterprise, Space 
Network Scotland and Highlands and Islands Enterprise. 
 

3. Responses have been received from the Scottish Government, Argyll & Bute 
Council, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar, Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE), 
Scottish Enterprise and UK Space Agency. The petitioner was invited to 
comment on the written submissions received, but they have not done so. 

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

 
5. In its written submission, Argyll & Bute Council states that “Scotland needs to 

create a strategy that will encompass the needs of each sector, monitor and 
oversee development” to take advantage of the opportunities provided by the 
space industry. 

 
6. The submission goes on to advocate that, to support the Scottish space sector, 

the Scottish Government: 
 

• Provide adequate support for R&D, targeting areas close to spaceport 
locations 

• Encourage small business development 
• Engage positively with local communities to highlight the benefits to remote 

communities of setting up a spaceport. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/spaceoffice
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• Interact with schools and curricular development  
• Provide fiscal and/or policy incentives to enable business growth and attract 

inward investment. 
 

7. In its written submission, Comhairle nan Eilean Siar notes that “the Scottish 
Government has already appreciated and demonstrated the benefits of a 
supportive environment for spacefaring developments”, adding that the creation 
of a Scottish Non-Department Public Body would be consistent with the Scottish 
Government’s approach. 

 
8. Comhairle nan Eilean Siar goes on to highlight that, as space is a reserved 

matter, any NDPB would have to work closely with UK Space Agency and other 
UK bodies to ensure there was no duplication or confusion for those involved in 
the Scottish space sector.  

 
9. In its written submission, Scottish Enterprise states that there is “already 

considerable joint working among the enterprise agencies in this sector”. Scottish 
Enterprise outlines some of the work that they have undertaken such as the 
completion of a study to map Scotland’s range control assets, thereby 
highlighting growth opportunities to deliver range control services critical for 
developing launch capabilities. 

 
10. In their written submissions, Highlands and Islands Enterprise, the UK Space 

Agency and the Scottish Government highlight that significant collaboration is 
ongoing between the Scottish Government, enterprise agencies and the 
industry-led Scottish Space Leadership Council, together with the UK Space 
Agency and UK bodies. UK Space Agency states that Scottish companies (and 
inward investors) across the sector benefit from “coordinated and tailored” 
support as a result of this close working relationship.  

 
11. A consistent theme emerging from a number of written submissions is whether  

a new Non-Departmental Public Body is necessary as such a body would 
replicate and overlap work already being carried out. 

 
Action 
 
12. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 

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

creation of a Non Department Public Body with responsibility for space 
technology would duplicate existing work in this area. 
 

• 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— 
 

• PE1746/A: Argyll & Bute Council submission of 30 October 2019 (119KB pdf) 
• PE1746/B: Comhairle nan Eilean Siar submission of 1 November 2019 (68KB 

pdf) 
• PE1746/C: Scottish Government submission of 7 November 2019 (126KB pdf) 
• PE1746/D: Scottish Enterprise submission of 8 November 2019 (95KB pdf) 
• PE1746/E: UK Space Agency submission of 8 November 2019 (69KB pdf) 
• PE1746/F: Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE) submission of 8 November 

2019 (97KB pdf) 
 
All written submissions received on the petition can be viewed on the petition 
webpage. 
 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_F(2).pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1746_F(2).pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/spaceoffice
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1747: Adequate funding to support children with additional support needs 
in all Scottish Schools 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Alison Thomson 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
provide adequate funding to support children with additional support 
needs in all Scottish Schools (Primary, Secondary and Special). 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/asnschools 

Introduction 
 
1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 10 

October 2019. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government, COSLA, Education Scotland and Enable Scotland. 

 
2. Written submissions have been received from the Scottish Government, COSLA 

and Education Scotland. A further submission was received from Royal Blind. 
 

3. The petitioner was invited to comment on the written submissions received, but 
has not done so. 

 
Committee consideration 
 
Scottish Government Funding 
 
4. In its written submission, the Scottish Government states that the "vast majority" 

of the revenue funding it provides to local authorities is in the form of a block 
grant, which ensures that local authorities have "the financial freedom to operate 
independently." It goes on to state that it is for local authorities to manage their 
own budgets,  allocating resources based on local need, "having first fulfilled their 
statutory obligations and the jointly agreed set of national and local priorities." 
 

5. The Scottish Government states that the funding package for local authorities in 
2019-20 was “£11.2 billion…a real terms increase of £310 million or 2.9 per cent.” 
The submission goes on to highlight that, in 2017-18, local authorities spent 
£5.22 billion on education in Scotland, a 1.0% increase in real terms and 3.0% 
in cash terms from 2016-17. Of that, £628 million was spent on additional support 
for learning, an increase of 0.9% in real terms and 2.9% in cash terms compared 
to 2016-17. 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/asnschools
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_C.pdf.
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_A.pdf
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6. The Scottish Government also highlights £11.6 million per annum of funding that 
it provides to support children and young people with additional support as well 
as £15m that it will provide in 2019/20 “to improve the experiences of children 
who need additional support and their families.” 
 

7. In its written submission, Royal Blind welcomes this additional £15 million for 
additional support for learning, however, it states that the commitment “has been 
made against a backdrop of cuts in local education budgets for additional support 
needs”. 
 

8. COSLA, in its written submission, states that local government budgets have 
decreased significantly over a number of years, highlighting that between 
2013/14 and 2019/2020, local government has been passed a disproportionate 
cut in comparison to budget reductions the Scottish Government has faced, with 
the local government revenue settlement decreasing by 4.7% more that the 
Scottish Government revenue budget. 
 

9. The submission further highlights that the balance between ‘protected’ (i.e. ring-
fenced) and ‘unprotected’ funding it receives has shifted significantly over the 
last 5 years, with 61% of Local Authorities’ overall budget now being ‘protected’.  
 

10. COSLA goes on to agree with the petitioner that additional funding is required, 
however, it states that local authorities’ preference would be for this to be 
unprotected funding. COSLA contends that this would allow local authorities 
maximum flexibility, as “many….services are outwith schools and support 
children and young people with Additional Support Needs.” 
 

Presumption to mainstream 
 
11. The petition background information highlights that between 2012 and 2018, the 

number of pupils with Additional Support Needs increased by 62% in Primary 
Schools; and increased by 87% in Secondary Schools. During the same period, 
the number of ASN Pupils in Special Schools decreased by 2%. 
 

12. The petition argues that the presumption to mainstream has not been sufficiently 
funded, stating that motivation for the policy is to “save money as placements at 
special schools are costly with a much higher staff to pupil ratio.” 
 

13. In its written submission, Royal Blind highlights its concern that budget, rather 
than the environment that will best meet the needs of the child, is the “main driver 
for decisions over the education for blind and partially sighted children and young 
people”. 
 

14. Royal Blind explains that “inadequate provision at school level can also have 
consequences when young people with additional support needs transition to 
further and higher education or employment”, highlighting the need for 
“appropriate support…at every age and stage in education”. 
 

15. Royal Blind goes on to state— 
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“our experience working with pupils who joined the Royal Blind School after 
struggling in mainstream education suggests that a presumption to mainstream 
has become an assumption to mainstream, compounding exclusion rather than 
promoting inclusion.” 
 

16. In its written submission, Education Scotland explains that, as part of its scrutiny 
approaches, HM Inspectors of Education evaluate the quality and improvement 
in Scottish schools using the quality improvement framework, of which Ensuring 
Wellbeing, Equality and Inclusion is a key quality indicator. 
 

17. Education Scotland states that the evidence of its scrunity shows that “children 
and young people’s additional support for learning needs are being identified well 
in most schools/settings.” 
 

18. Education Scotland goes on to states that staff have been “improving their 
knowledge and understanding of children and young people’s needs”. It 
highlights however, that “this knowledge needs to be used to greater effect to 
ensure staff plan learning activities that better meet children’s and young 
people’s needs.” 

 
19. With regard to special schools, Education Scotand states that “overall a majority 

of special schools are making positive improvements to their approaches to 
planning to meet children and young people’s needs”, noting, however, that “the 
focus on whole-class approaches to learning does not always take sufficient 
account of the range of children and young people’s individual needs”. 

 
Current developments 

 
20. In March 2019, the Scottish Government published research concerning this 

area: Additional support for learning: experiences of pupils and those that 
support them.  The research took place in 18 schools in six local authority areas 
across Scotland, in 2018. This qualitative research found that local authority and 
teaching staff, pupils, and parents on the whole felt that children’s needs are 
being met. However, concerns were raised, in relation to the resources available. 
 

21. An independent review on the implementation of additional support for learning  
was commissioned by the Scottish Government last year between October and 
December 2019. The report and recommendations were submitted to the 
Scottish Government in February 2020, and published in June 2020.  

 
22. The Education and Skills Committee undertook a short inquiry into Additional 

Support for Learning in 2017, publishing a report in May 2017. The Committee 
has kept a watching brief on the topic and held further evidence sessions in 
February and March 2019.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://education.gov.scot/improvement/Documents/Frameworks_SelfEvaluation/FRWK2_NIHeditHGIOS/FRWK2_HGIOS4.pdf
https://www.gov.scot/publications/additional-support-learning-research-experience-children-young-people-those-support/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/additional-support-learning-research-experience-children-young-people-those-support/
https://www.gov.scot/groups/additional-support-for-learning-review/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/review-additional-support-learning-implementation-executive-summary/
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/Reports/ASN_6th_Report_2017.pdf
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Action 
 
23. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options 

include— 
 
• To refer this petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.6.2 to the Education and 

Skills Committee to consider in the context of its work on Additional Support 
for Learning. 
 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 
 

Clerk to the Committee 

 

Annexe 

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

• PE1747/A: Royal Blind submission of 9 October 2019 (77KB pdf)  
• PE1747/B: Scottish Government submission of 5 November 2019 (100KB 

pdf) 
• PE1747/C: COSLA submission of 8 November 2019 (267KB pdf) 
• PE1747/D: Education Scotland submission of 15 November 2019 (11KB pdf) 

 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1747_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/asnschools
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Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1748: Provide protection for small communities in Scottish planning policy 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Isobel Kelly on behalf of Gartcosh Tenants & Residents Association 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
provide specific provision within the National Planning Framework 3 
(NPF 3) and the Scottish Planning Policy for small communities which: 
 
• Provides for a pre-development community asset and 

infrastructure audit when an area is identified as being able to 
accommodate large-scale, urban growth and; 

 
• Protects areas considered by its community to be high value 

scenic assets and at risk of the coalescence of communities. 
 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/assetsplanninganddevelopm
ent 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered at the Committee’s meeting 
on 10 October 2019. 
 

2. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish Government, North 
Lanarkshire Council, the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) Scotland, the Built 
Environment Forum Scotland and Scotland’s Towns Partnership. The Committee 
also agreed to write to COSLA to ask about local development plans.   

 
3. Submissions have been received from the Scottish Government, North 

Lanarkshire Council, RTPI Scotland, Built Environment Forum Scotland and 
COSLA. 1  

 
4. The Committee has also received written submissions from Heads of Planning 

Scotland, and the petitioner.  
 

 
 
 

                                                             
1 It should be noted that these submissions were received before the Covid-19 crisis and therefore any 
timescales quoted (e.g. in relation to consultation processes) may be subject to change.  
 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/assetsplanninganddevelopment
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/assetsplanninganddevelopment
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1748_H.pdf
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Committee consideration 

2. In June 2014, the Scottish Government sets out its key planning priorities and 
policies in the National Planning Framework for Scotland 3 (NPF3) and the Scottish 
Planning Policy (SPP).  
 

3. The Scottish Government is currently leading a significant planning reform 
programme. The legislative change required to support this programme is set out 
in the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, which received Royal Assent on 25 July 2019.   

 
4. In its written submission, the Scottish Government highlights that the Planning 

(Scotland) Act 2019 includes measures that are—  
 
“intended to improve the process of preparing local development plans, and the 
involvement of communities in influencing the future of their places.  In addition 
to housing needs, the local development plan must take account of the health 
of the population and their health needs, and the education needs of the 
population, the likely effects of development on those health and education 
needs, and the infrastructure of the district, including health care and education 
facilities.” 

  
5. The Scottish Government explains in its submission, that it identified the 

infrastructure first approach to planning and development as a priority during its 
planning review, and that this approach “will be taken forward by a number of 
measures, including through the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019, 2 forthcoming 
regulations and guidance.” 
 

6. The Scottish Government further explains that—  
 
“although the term infrastructure ‘audit’ is not used, the 2019 Act aims to ensure 
that robust information and analysis regarding infrastructure provision is 
established at an early stage to inform the preparation of NPF and Local 
Development Plans.” 

 
7. In addition to this legislative change, the Scottish Government states that as it 

prepares planning policy for National Planning Framework 4 [NPF4] and guidance 
for new style local development plans, it “will consider further how best we can 
incorporate the need for appropriate infrastructure analysis as part of this.”  

 
8. The Scottish Government goes on to highlight that it has also committed to “…work 

with stakeholders to design and take forward a collaborative process for preparing 
NPF4”.  The Scottish Government states that it aims to have a draft of NPF4 laid 
in Parliament in Autumn 2020.  

Experiences in North Lanarkshire  

9. Whilst the focus is on national planning policy, this petition arose from the 
experiences of the petitioners in relation to their own community in North 
Lanarkshire, with the petition encouraging “good practice in forming [planning] 

https://www2.gov.scot/Topics/Built-Environment/planning/NPF3-SPP-Review/NPF3
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy/
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policy that could help protect small communities from being overtaken by 
development”. 
 

10. In its written submission, North Lanarkshire Council states that  the development 
in Gartcosh/Glenboig was guided by the principle “that development should 
reinforce and enhance existing amenities and allow for provision of local shopping, 
education and other community facilities”, whilst also containing “substantial areas 
of high quality open space”. The council also recognised that “there was a need to 
address how new developments would be integrated into the existing communities 
whilst still allowing them to maintain their individual community identities.” 

 
11. North Lanarkshire Council recognises,however, that in this instance “it has been 

challenging for all concerned to attempt to manage the co-ordination of large scale 
development through the determination of individual planning applications”, stating 
that “it is unlikely that this approach would be used again for a development site of 
this scale and complexity.” 

 
12. North Lanarkshire Council suggests that “the amendments to the planning process 

being presented through the introduction of the Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 
present sufficient powers to address the points raised by Gartcosh Tenants and 
Residents Association, rather than requiring an amendment to National Planning 
Framework 3 as they [the petitioners] have requested.” 
 

Planning (Scotland) Act 2019 & NPF4 
 
13. The opportunities offered by the 2019 Planning (Scotland) Act and the creation of 

NPF4 were generally welcomed by stakeholders and recognised as a means of 
improving community engagement. 
 

14. In its written submission, the Royal Town Planning Institute Scotland states that 
that NPF4 will  “be an important opportunity for all planning stakeholders – 
communities and professionals alike – to influence the direction of Scotland’s 
national planning policy”, and highlights the importance of the creation of local 
authority Chief Planning Officers and Local Plans, suggesting that “this should 
result in a more joined up approach, where decisions made outside of the planning 
framework do not undermine the intentions of planning policy.” 

 
15. Heads of Planning Scotland, highlights that the 2019 Act sets out provisions for 

“effective and early community engagement in Local Development Plans”, 
suggesting that this is “a powerful mechanism for the issues highlighted in the 
petition to be discussed, debated and examined locally and for communities to 
influence the Local Development Plan”.  

 
16. The organisation explains that the 2019 Act requires local authorities, when 

preparing a local development plan, to “produce evidence reports to support the 
spatial strategy of the plan to show that they have considered a range of issues 
including population change, the cultural, economic, social, built heritage and 
environmental characteristics of the areas, as well as taking account of the 
infrastructure of the area”. It suggests that this “reinforces the good practice already 
undertaken by planning authorities and ensures that assessment of infrastructure 
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and community assets is a key component of the Local Development Plan 
process.”  

 
17. In its written submission of 11 November 2019, COSLA notes that the NPF4 

consultation is likely to begin in summer 2020 and urges “any communities who 
seek to influence national planning policy to utilise the opportunities this presents”. 
The COVID-19 public health emergency has impacted on the Scottish 
Government’s original timescales, however, with the draft NPF4 now expected to 
be published in September 2021.  

 
18. In the meantime, the Scottish Government is consulting on proposed interim 

changes to the Scottish Planning Policy (2014) to clarify specific parts of the 
Scottish Planning Policy that relate to planning for housing. This consultation is 
open until 9 October 2020. 

 
19. In her most recent written submission, of 2 January 2020, however, the petitioner 

states that whilst stakeholders have suggested that the 2019 Act and the creation 
of NPF4, alongside local placement plans offer a solution to the issues raised by 
this petition “none of the above mentioned, in law, guidance, advisory or through 
consultation provide any statutory protection for small communities”.  

 
20. The petitioner goes on to highlight that if, as the Scottish Government states in 

their submission, Scottish Ministers are committed to “empowering communities 
and encouraging participation and collaborative working in local areas”, then 
communities must be allowed to highlight sites of scenic beauty for protection, list 
community assets required, allocate new community assets on sites put forward 
by the community and establish no build zones to maintain community cohesion 
and ensure that there is no coalescence. 

 
21. The petitioner suggests that “this should be carried out through a community audit 

process and be incorporated into the Masterplan of major development…ensuring 
a path into local development plans.” 

 
Action 

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

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

legislation and guidance is likely to tackle many of the issues highlighted 
raised in the petition. 

• To write to the Local Government and Communities Committee to highlight 
the issues raised by this petition, for consideration in any scrutiny it undertakes 
of the draft NPF4. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy-housing-technical-consultation-proposed-policy-amendments/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-planning-policy-housing-technical-consultation-proposed-policy-amendments/
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Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

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

• PE1748/B: Scottish Government submission of 4 November 2019 (92KB 
pdf) 

• PE1748/C: RTPI Scotland submission of 7 November 2019 (101KB pdf) 
• PE1748/D: Heads of Planning Scotland submission of 8 November 2019 

(104KB pdf) 
• PE1748/E: Built Environment Forum Scotland submission of 11 November 

2019 (60KB pdf) 
• PE1748/F: COSLA submission of 11 November 2019 (72KB pdf) 
• PE1748/G: North Lanarkshire Council submission of 18 November 2019 

(146KB pdf) 
• PE1748/H: Petitioner submission of 2 January 2020 (126KB pdf) 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1748_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1748_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1748_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/assetsplanninganddevelopment


PPC/S5/20/10/11 
 

1 
 

Public Petitions Committee 

10th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 

Wednesday 26 August 2020 

PE1751: Create no wild camp zones in Scotland 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Kirsteen Currie 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
create legislation to enable local authorities to create no wild camp 
zones in Scotland. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01751 

 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 10 
October 2019. 

2. At that meeting, the Committee decided to write to the Scottish Government and 
national park authorities, relevant local authorities, North Coast 500, 
Mountaineering Scotland and Ramblers Scotland. 

3. The Committee received written submissions from the Scottish Government, 
Cairngorms National Park Authority, Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National 
Park Authority, Ramblers Scotland, Mountaineering Scotland, Parkswatchscotland 
and a member of the public with an interest in the petition. A submission has also 
been received from the petitioner. 

Background 

4. “Wild camping” means pitching a portable shelter for one or two nights on 
unenclosed land, not using a formal, managed campsite. 

5. This style of camping is well established in Scotland and has a strong “leave no 
trace” ethos. However, with the development of tourist routes such as the North 
Coast 500, as well as increasingly cheap tents and camping equipment, the 
prevalence of irresponsible camping appears to be increasing. 

Legislative Background 

6. Part 1 of the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 2003 provides for a right of responsible 
access, and an Access Code which states that access rights extend to wild 
camping, and that: 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/wildcamping
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12321
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_G.pdf
https://www.northcoast500.com/
https://www.northcoast500.com/
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You can camp in this way wherever access rights apply, but help to avoid causing 
problems for local people and land managers by not camping in enclosed fields of 
crops or farm animals and by keeping well away from buildings, roads or historic 
structures. Take extra care to avoid disturbing deer stalking or grouse shooting. If 
you wish to camp close to a house or building, seek the owner's permission. Leave 
no trace by: 

• taking away all your litter 

• removing all traces of your tent pitch and of any open fire  

• not causing any pollution. 

7. Further guidance is also given on lighting fires, human waste, and campervans 
which states: 

Access rights do not include motor vehicles and there is no specific guidance on 
campervans and motorhomes in the Scottish Outdoor Access Code. There is no 
legal right to park beside the road overnight, but there may be no objection to this 
in some instances - so extra care is needed. 

8. Section 12 of the 2003 Act relates to byelaws in relation to land over which access 
rights are exercisable, and provides powers for local authorities to make byelaws 
providing for: 

• the preservation of public order and safety; 

• the prevention of damage; 

• the prevention of nuisance or danger; 

• the conservation or enhancement of natural or cultural heritage. 

9. These byelaws may, in particular: 

• prohibit, restrict or regulate the exercise of access rights; 

• facilitate their exercise. 

• so as to protect and further the interests of persons who are exercising or 
who might exercise access rights, prohibit or regulate: 

 the use of vehicles or vessels; 

 the taking place of sporting and recreational activities; 

 the conduct of any trade or business; 

 the depositing or leaving of rubbish or litter; and 

 the lighting of fires and the doing of anything likely to cause a 
fire, on the land. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2003/2/section/12
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10. Any such byelaws would be subject to consultation, and scrutiny by Scottish 
Ministers, possibly involving local inquiry. 

Scottish Government Action 

11. National Park Authorities also have similar powers to make byelaws under 
Schedule 2 of the National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000.  

12. These have been used, controversially, by the Loch Lomond and the Trossachs 
National Park Authority to create a Camping Management Byelaw, approved by 
Scottish Ministers in January 2016, and introduced on 1 March 2017. 

13. Under the byelaw, there are now camping management zones in the Park, which 
cover around 150km (and 4% of the total park area) of the most popular loch 
shores. Inside these zones, informal camping is prohibited from March to 
September. Instead, the National Park Authority provides basic sites, for which a 
permit can be purchased in advance, for £3 per night. 

14. These byelaws were strongly criticised and opposed by Ramblers Scotland and 
the Mountaineering Council of Scotland (now Mountaineering Scotland), as well as 
the Parkswatchscotland blog.  

Committee consideration 

Stakeholder views 

15. Stakeholders responding to the Committee were in agreement that, whilst they 
recognised the anti-social behaviours described by the petitioner, that these were 
the actions of a small minority and were not representative of the vast majority of 
campers.  

16. Ramblers Scotland, in their submission of 4 November 2019, highlighted the 
importance of ensuring “any measures to manage the issues are based on 
evidence, otherwise there is potential to inadvertently stop the responsible majority 
of campers from enjoying all the benefits of accessing our outdoors, while failing 
to address the actuion problems caused by bad behaviour.” 

17. This view is echoed by Mountaineering Scotland in its submission of 8 November 
2019, who state that “informal and wild camping is a valued activity in Scotland and 
we are strongly of the opinion that the activities of a few should not diminish the 
freedom enjoyed by many more.”  

18. Stakeholders also agreed that existing legal framework was sufficient and that 
there was no need to introduce further laws of bye-laws. 

19. Ramblers Scotland suggests that instead anti-social camping should be tackled 
through “stronger enforcement of the existing laws, provision of facilities and more 
low-cost campsites, and investment in education on responsible access.” 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2000/10/schedule/2
http://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/things-to-do/camping/campingbyelaws/
http://www.lochlomond-trossachs.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/01/Camping-map-for-web-2019.jpg
https://www.ramblers.org.uk/news/news/2015/january/mcofs-and-ramblers-scotland-response-to-loch-lomond-camping-byelaws-consultation.aspx
https://www.ramblers.org.uk/news/news/2015/january/mcofs-and-ramblers-scotland-response-to-loch-lomond-camping-byelaws-consultation.aspx
http://parkswatchscotland.co.uk/2018/01/15/camping-byelaws-15-years-access-legislation/
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20. Mountaineering Scotland concurs and suggests that what is needed is “investment 
in facilities and infrastructure to manage tourism in the summer months, along with 
a raised awareness of the ethos of Scotland’s access rights….”.  

21. Parkswatchscotland suggests that investment in the road network infrastructure is 
key, alongside improved information and education for visitors and increased  
action by Police Scotland to deal with criminal activity where it occurs.    

22. Mountaineering Scotland and Parkswatchscotland both suggest that the creation 
of a working group may be helpful in identifying  improvements to roadside 
infrastructure. They suggest that this group should comprise Transport Scotland 
and Scottish Natural Heritage and include participation by the National Access 
Forum, Forestry and Land Scotland and others.   

23. Mountaineering Scotland concludes that “this call for specific powers on ‘no wild 
camp zones’ may have unintended consequences, potentially criminalising many 
people who exercise their rights under access legislation and guidance and enjoy 
campaign out in the magnificent landscapes of Scotland, and who leave no trace 
of their campsite.” 

Petitioner views 

24. The petitioner’s written submission outlines concerns about the significant increase 
in campers over the past two months in the North Highlands. The petitioner 
explains that many of these campers are “car camping”, meaning that they park 
close to a road or in a layby or passing place and stay for the night.  

25. The petitioner states that uncontrolled “car camping” is having a significant impact 
on the economy, environment and people of the North Highlands. She also states 
that the issues originally highlighted in her petition have been “compounded by the 
COVID-19 pandemic” and that existing legislation is not being enforced or followed. 

Action  

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

• To close the petition under Standing Orders Rule 15.7 on the basis that the 
actions proposed are not widely supported by stakeholders . 

• To write to the Scottish Government, suggesting the creation of a working group 
to explore opportunities for infrastructure improvement where there is evidence 
of anti-social camping behaviours. 

• 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— 
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• PE1751/A: Cairngorms National Park Authority submission of 31 October (96KB 

pdf) 
• PE1751/B: Loch Lomond & The Trossachs National Park Authority submission 

of 1 November 2019 (99KB pdf) 
• PE1751/C: Ramblers Scotland submission of 4 November 2019 (130KB pdf) 
• PE1751/D: Mountaineering Scotland submission of 8 November 2019 (131KB 

pdf) 
• PE1751/E: Scottish Government submission of 11 November 2019 (93KB pdf) 
• PE1751/F: Parkswatchscotland submission of 11 November 2019 (139KB pdf) 
• PE1751/G: Francis West submission of 14 October 2019 (94KB pdf) 
• PE1751/H: Petitioner submission of 20 August 2020 (130KB pdf) 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_A.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1751_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1751_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/wildcamping
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