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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 

AGENDA 

29th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5) 

Wednesday 25 October 2017 

The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in the Adam Smith Room (CR5). 

1. Islands (Scotland) Bill: The Committee will take evidence on the Bill at Stage
1 from—

Camille Dressler, Chair, Scottish Islands Federation; 

Rachel Hunter, Area Manager, Shetland, Highlands and Islands 
Enterprise; 

David Richardson, Development Manager, Highlands and Islands, 
Federation of Small Businesses; 

Fraser Grieve, Regional Director for Highlands and Islands, Scottish 
Council for Development and Industry; 

and then from— 

Shona MacLennan, Chief Executive, and Daibhidh Boag, Director of 
Language Planning and Community Developments, Bòrd na Gàidhlig; 

Ranald Robertson, Partnership Director, Hi-Trans; 

Iain MacMillan, Principal of Lews Castle College, University of Highlands 
and Islands; 

Stephen Whiston, Head of Strategic Planning and Performance, Argyll and 
Bute integrated Joint Board. 

2. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative
instruments—

The Railway Closures (Exclusion) Scotland) Order 2017 (SSI 2017/280) 
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Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee 

29th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5), Wednesday, 25 October 2017 

Islands (Scotland) Bill 

Background 

1. The Islands (Scotland) Bill (“The Bill”) was introduced in the Scottish Parliament by 
Humza Yousaf, Minister for transport and the Islands on 9 June 2017. The Rural 
Economy and Connectivity Committee has been designated as the lead committee for 
Stage 1 consideration of the Bill.  
 

2. On 25 October the Committee will take evidence on the Bill from the following 
organisations: 

Panel 1 

 Scottish Islands Federation  

 Highlands and Islands Enterprise  

 Federation of Small Businesses  

 Scottish Council for Development & Industry  

Panel 2 

 Bord na Gaidhlig  

 Hi-Trans  

 University Highlands and Islands  

 Argyll & Bute Health Board 

Details of the previous evidence sessions on the Bill can be found on the Committee’s 
web pages.  

 Purpose and content of the Bill 
 
3. The Bill seeks to put in place a framework of measures reflecting the unique challenges 

faced by Scotland’s island communities. The Bill is intended to give effect to a range of 
policy changes to improve outcomes for island communities in Scotland. Main 
provisions of the Bill include: 
 

 The creation of a duty to publish and lay before the Scottish Parliament a national 
islands plan. The plan will set out the overarching objectives and strategy of the 
Scottish Ministers for improving the outcomes of island communities across Scotland 
(although the detail of this is not on the face of the Bill). 

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/105389.aspx
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 So called “island –proofing” - the requirement for certain Scottish public authorities, 
including the Scottish Ministers, to have regard to island communities and to prepare 
impact assessments in relation to island communities in certain circumstances. 

 Protection of the Scottish Parliamentary constituency boundary of Na h-Eileanan an 
Iar (the Western Isles) from change or variation.  

 An exception to the member ward rule for local government electoral wards. Areas 
with inhabited islands will be allowed to return 1 or 2 members instead of the usual 3 
or 4. 

 Development in the Scottish island marine area. This Part provides a regulation-
making power for the Scottish Ministers to create a licensing scheme in relation to 
any works in or under the sea in the coastal waters surrounding islands for up to 12 
nautical miles. 

 
4. Further information on the Bill can be found on the Scottish Parliament website:  

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/105168.aspx. A SPICe briefing 
on the Bill has been published and is available here. 

 
5.  Annex A is written submissions from the organisation who are giving evidence today. 

 
Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee 

 20 October 2017 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/105168.aspx
https://digitalpublications.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefings/Report/2017/9/4/Islands--Scotland--Bill-1


RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 

ISLANDS (SCOTLAND) BILL 

SUBMISSION FROM SCOTTISH ISLANDS FEDERATION 

1. The Bill creates a duty to publish a national islands plan and lay it before the 
Scottish Parliament. What are your views on this provision? 

The Scottish Islands Federation (SIF) warmly welcomes this provision in principle, 
anticipating development of suitable policy frameworks to support appropriate 
strategic measures which facilitate and enhance the sustainability, resilience, 
prosperity and quality of Scottish island life. 

SIF applauds Scottish Government commitment to islands and is keen to support 
effective arrangements for implementing and monitoring the plan over time to ensure 
that momentum is maintained.  SIF recognises potential for many islands to prosper 
more through focussed development of inherent local assets, in terms of both people 
and place - embracing considerations of culture, skills, capacity, demography, 
connectivity, infrastructure, provision of essential services, biodiversity, natural 
resources and more. 

In discussing the plan itself with our members we would like to share the following 
points: 

 Overall the plan should focus on the positive and recognise the enormous assets 
that our islands hold - people, land, community, enterprise, to name but a few.  
Releasing the potential of these assets should be at the core of the Bill and plan 
– Thomas Fisher, Young Start Project Leader, Cothrom Ltd. 
 

 ‘Small Islands Think Big’ was the theme of our recent European Small Islands 
Federation conference in Orkney where we learned of many inspiring examples 
of enterprising ideas from islanders across Europe.  People living on the islands 
are well placed to shape and influence the plan so island community interests 
should be invited and encouraged to participate in its development, monitoring 
and implementation. 
 

 The plan should include a strong commitment to subsidiarity, recognising 
potential merits of devolving local decision making beyond Local Authorities to 
island communities themselves.  While some Community Planning Partnerships 
might potentially facilitate this process, SIF's experience is that CPP’s are not 
always alert or responsive to island community voices. The Scottish islands 
Federation is dedicated to representing interests of our members and keen in 
principle to collaborate with other bodies so that grassroots voices are properly 
heard and heeded, especially by mainland policy makers concerned with more 
effective approaches to island governance. 
 

 The plan should include specific strategic actions to support the sustainability of 
island communities by tackling key challenges highlighted by SIF’s 2016 survey 
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of island concerns. These included considerations of employment opportunities, 
transport, digital connectivity, housing, access to education, health & social care, 
and high costs of island living.  Island-focused solutions may entail innovative 
models for delivery of essential services tailored more to meet local needs and 
priorities rather than national regulations or standards. 
 

 SIF would like to see the national islands plan establish a staffed 'Islands office' 
within the Scottish Government to ensure that policies are properly island proofed 
through dialogue with islanders whose perspectives and local knowledge may 
usefully inform policy makers.  In addition, islands could be amongst the hardest 
hit communities in the UK as a result of leaving the EU. SIF is particularly 
concerned that Scottish Islands' enviable potential for local renewable energy 
generation and carbon reduction could and should be exploited to nurture 
resilience and counter otherwise declining prospects for islands associated with 
Brexit 
. 

 In order to measure success effectively and to ensure that island population size 
does not dictate priority, SIF advocates a programme to identify key indicators for 
sustainable islands and to gather baseline data in order to monitor change over 
time for each island. Island statistics are currently patchy and inconsistent and 
many small islands within Scotland and across Europe are currently ‘invisible’ at 
EU level due to the classifications used 
 

 SIF draws the attention of the REC committee to a current programme of work by 
ESPON to reveal territorial potentials of islands, mountains, sparsely populated 
and coastal regions in Europe to shape new policies.  For a report of 
presentations and discussions which took place at ESPON's Seminar on the 
theme in May 2017, please see: 
https://www.espon.eu/sites/default/files/attachments/Synthesis%20report%20-
%20seminar%20in%20Malta.pdf  

 

 The principles of the Smart Islands Declaration, supported by North Ayrshire, 
Highland, Argyll and Bute and Shetland Islands Councils should also inform the 
plan. The declaration  acknowledges islands’ potential to become Smart Islands, 
ie insular territories committed to mitigation of climate change and adaptation as 
necessary, through sustainable local economic development to support resilient 
and vibrant island communities sharing a good quality of life. More islands might 
prosper sooner subject to optimised ICT capacity and innovative financing 
schemes, to encourage implementation of smart and integrated approaches to 
inclusive stakeholder engagement in governance arrangements concerning 
management, stewardship and development of local infrastructure, natural 
resources, and the local environment as a whole including the wellbeing of local 
islanders. 

 SIF cautions against the plan being too prescriptive and detailed to avoid 
dysfunctional new layers of bureaucracy.  Rather, it should be visionary and 
robust but flexible enough to deal with changing needs.  The plan should reflect 
differences between the islands and not assume ‘one size fits all’. Potentially, 
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every island could be encouraged to develop its own plan based on local needs, 
opportunities and aspirations, as part of a national plan. 

2. The Bill will require Scottish Ministers and certain Scottish public 
authorities, to prepare island impact assessments. Do you agree with this 
provision? How do you think it should work in practice? 

SIF very much welcomes the commitment to the principle of island-proofing policies 
as a duty to island communities and agrees that a duty should be placed on relevant 
authorities to undertake island impact assessments as appropriate as a potentially 
crucial measure to deliver aspects of island proofing. Other points raised in 
discussions include:   

 There is lack of clarity concerning the process of triggering assessments and also 
who may be involved.  Will island communities have a right to request an 
assessment? Who determines what a ‘significant’ impact is and what evidence 
may be required to show that views of island communities have been sought, and 
considered? SIF would expect assessments to involve and report consultations 
with islanders, as appropriate. 
 

 SIF notes that impact assessments are anticipated only for developments that 
occur following due process to pass provisions of the Bill into law. SIF suggests 
that assessments of island implications regarding some existing legislation, 
policies and practice might be more effectively island proofed through 
retrospective assessments. 
 

 Island impact assessments will be an important tool to measure and therefore 
avoid or mitigate a negative impact.  We would like to see assessments and 
wider island proofing extended to take account of positive impact to enable and 
drive opportunity. 
 

 In many instances island proofing and impact assessment may come down to 
accepting the need to be more flexible and adapt things to suit an island context.   

For example a ‘one size fits all’ approach to planning is detrimental to the islands.  In 
terms of energy efficiency and fuel poverty, it is important that programmes are 
island proofed to fit locality and circumstances and acknowledge that island 
renewables allows production of clean electricity, which should count in terms of de-
carbonisation, instead of being penalised as in Orkney.  In terms of waste, the higher 
cost of transport to islands should be considered, as well as the burden of having to 
get rid of marine plastics.  Distance to market and transport integration are also 
aspects that need to be taken into consideration. 

 Island proofing and impact assessments should ideally be extended to all bodies 
with island functions and services as it is not only government bodies that have 
an impact on islands.  For example, utilities companies, communications 
providers, fuel, postage, transport, regulatory bodies etc.  Charities, social 
enterprise and development bodies also may be funded to provide a Scotland-
wide service but in reality islands are often excluded due to the additional costs.  
The growth in area designations and protection, while welcome in many 
instances, can also lead to local constraints that need to be addressed: 
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It is recognised that the concept of the protected area, such as National Parks, Areas 
of Outstanding Natural Beauty (ANOBs), Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), 
Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and local nature reserves etc. is in place 
principally to ensure ecological diversity, valued habitats and landscapes are 
identified and protected from harmful activities, and that these designated areas 
should be adequately maintained and conserved for future generations.  
Nevertheless, in the island context there is growing concern that top-down regulatory 
controls and planning policies, often emanating at international and national levels, 
relating to these island rural and marine protected areas are designed and 
implemented without sufficient local stakeholder input or understanding concerning 
community, economic and social impacts and outcomes.  This process seems to be 
somewhat inconsistent with dialogue apparently supporting the concept of local 
communities being granted a greater degree of autonomy and more bottom-up 
decision-making powers.  The plan should therefore include the means by which to 
regularly examine the effects of protected areas policy and regulatory controls in 
relation to community, economic and social impacts and outcomes balanced against 
environmental factors - Ian Paterson, Chief Executive, Stòras Uibhist 

3. The Bill proposes to protect the Scottish Parliamentary constituency 
boundary of Na h-Eileanan an Iar (the Western Isles) from change. Do you 
agree with this? 

Yes. 

4. The Bill proposes to make an exception to the rules for local government 
electoral wards to allow areas with inhabited islands to return 1 or 2 members 
(instead of the usual 3 or 4). What are your views on this proposal? 

SIF notes that current arrangements can tend to exclude islanders from decision 
making which affects them – for instance, Cumbrae and Arran are not represented 
by their own member because there is a perception that their combined population is 
too small.  SIF therefore agrees in principle that there should be the flexibility to have 
1 or 2 member wards, albeit that the capacity of some island communities to muster 
representatives and meet the administrative requirements may be limited. 

SIF also recognises scope to overhaul structures of local government to better meet 
island needs in some areas. 

The Bill also needs to provide a clear communication structure for island 
representatives into the Local Authority administration – our experience highlighted 
that even with two resident elected members, the risk is that they are not part of the 
administration group and therefore the island voice into decision making can be 
severely limited – Bill Calderwood, Isle of Arran Community Council. 

5. The Bill will provide a regulation-making power for the Scottish Ministers to 
create a marine licensing scheme for coastal waters. Do you agree with this 
power? Do you have any comments on how it should be used? 

SIF accepts need for regulation and licensing of coastal waters but advises that 
some coastal communities may be better placed than Council authorities to assess 
local implications of marine developments, so in general major decisions should be 
informed by close consultation with communities most directly affected.  In areas 
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where a Community Development Trust operates, there should be a presumption in 
favour of consulting them along with other statutory consultees. 

SIF suggests that local Development Trusts and similar agencies (e.g. Tobermory 
Harbour Association) may be well placed to represent and pursue the interests and 
aspirations of island communities in some instances, especially in terms of 
developing the potential of local shorelines and fisheries as community controlled 
assets. 

SIF proposes that revenue currently generated by Crown Estate through marine 
assets associated with islands (including aquaculture, fisheries, port and pontoon 
facilities) should generally be re-invested in islands, through competent community 
bodies. 

Regulation should allow for island communities to influence decisions out with 12 
nautical miles where development of offshore activity may also entail shore-based 
activity on islands. 

There may be need for clarification of decision making prerogatives where 
development proposals for a marine area span jurisdictions of two Local Authorities 
with different perspectives and interests. 

6. Does the Bill achieve its aims and are you in favour overall? Is there 
anything else that you feel should be included or excluded from the Bill? 

Overall SIF is in favour of the Bill insofar as it anticipates development of a national 
islands plan, proposed details of which our members look forward to shaping and 
commenting upon in due course. Other comments received on the Bill and endorsed 
by SIF include: 

 The Bill and its island proofing measures should be about releasing the 
constraints that hold back our islands: the crown estate; the electricity 
charging framework that prices electricity according to distance from an urban 
centre and thus makes our abundant renewable energy asset uneconomic; 
the lack of connectivity, preventing people running internet based business 
from choosing to settle on wonderful islands with all their potential. 

 

 The Islands Bill and the associated national islands plan should effectively 
extend encouragement and support for all islands to fulfill their potential as 
attractive places to live and work. At our recent gathering of European 
islanders, Orkney was recognised by our partners as one of a growing 
number of ‘lighthouse’ islands, leading the way in smart island development in 
some important respects, yet effectively obstructed in others.  Whilst Orkney 
could produce more than enough energy to meet all its needs, generation 
capacity is currently curtailed due to grid constraints.  Meanwhile, such 
disproportionately high costs for energy apply to Orcadians, that many are 
reported to be living in fuel poverty. More joined up thinking is required to 
inform more effective policy making. 
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 An increasing number of island communities are demonstrating that we have 
the ambition, vision, capacity and capability to run more of our own affairs 
competently and also to drive local development to address island concerns 
and priorities. A significant proportion of Hebrideans now share benefits and 
responsibilities of community owned land and property.  An ongoing 
programme of community capacity building should aim to generally increase 
local islanders' control and influence over our respective islands.   
 

 Through SIF, Scottish islands enjoy stronger connections with other members 
of the European Small Isles Network.  Such networks are invaluable to island 
purposes in terms of sharing information, knowledge and ideas, concerning 
the whole range of generic insular challenges we each face. Recognising 
opportunities to avoid reinventing wheels, SIF advocates benefits of 
transnational collaboration between island communities to facilitate exchange 
of learning and good practice.  SIF would welcome Scottish Government 
commitment to support such ongoing arrangements to build grass roots 
capacity of island communities post Brexit. 
 

 Through association with European island colleagues, SIF appreciates merits 
and disadvantages of different approaches to governance applying to islands, 
noting that Scottish Local Authority areas are amongst the largest in Europe. 
Many Scottish islanders might reasonably complain of the remoteness of 
Council administrations, especially those which are mainland based or 
effectively marginalise the influence of islanders over important decisions 
affecting us. SIF would welcome Scottish Government  commitment to 
strengthening local democracy and enhanced governance arrangements for 
islands to empower island communities.   
 

 In the context of leaving the EU, SIF feels the plan and Bill should be 
underpinned by commitment to a new territorial cohesion policy for Scotland,  
adopting  principles enshrined by Articles 170 and 174 of the Lisbon Treaty, 
particularly in terms of linking islands, landlocked and peripheral regions with 
the central regions of the Union (Article 170) and particular needs of 
geographically disadvantaged regions and territories such as islands (Article 
174). 

 

 The overall aim should be to create a more level playing field and parity in order 
for islands to flourish.  The plan will set the vision and the impact assessments 
will consider the effect on islands – these need to be underpinned by people, 
resources and investment to actually make things happen. 
 

 In line with the Smart Islands Declaration SIF would like to see a smart new deal 
for islands which expedites participation of more islanders in shaping our own 
sustainable futures, including by tapping into local assets surrounding us. 
 

 Experience indicates that synergies can be achieved through engagement of 
public, private, academic and community interests collaborating as stakeholders 
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in island development projects, since grass roots initiatives may be over 
dependent upon the capacities and commitment of island volunteers. 

7. Do you have any comments on the bill in relation to human rights or 
equalities? 

While the challenges of island life are recognised, there is often a presumption held 
that islanders should just get on with it as it is their own choice to live on an island.  
In fact SIF is aware of various examples of policies which are not island proofed 
which have implications for human rights and equalities. The right to family life is 
effectively denied to many young islanders who are expected to board out to attend 
secondary school. Access to Health Services can also be problematic for islanders 
expected to attend short appointments in distant hospitals which may necessarily 
entail spending a night or more on the mainland.  Elderly people having to travel so 
far from home to get the care they need. 

Islanders  accept that there cannot be the range of choices available to us as in  
urban areas but strongly contend that we should expect equal access to essential 
services such as medical treatment, education, housing, utilities, fuel, waste 
disposal, IT connectivity, housing and transport. 

Out of necessity comes innovation and opportunity. An increasing number of 
Scottish Islanders have become involved in the work of local development trusts 
over the past 20 years, and SIF is proud to share details with islanders overseas. 
Scottish Islanders working together as NGOs can demonstrably achieve significant 
positive change for our island communities in terms of housing, health and social 
care, infrastructure, facilities, services and renewable energy projects than might 
ever have been imagined by local and central government officials and politicians 
even at the end of the last millennium. 

 

Given capacity building support and resources, in the context of frameworks implied 
by the Islands Bill, SIF is confident that Scottish Islands may be in a strong position 
to demonstrate resilience and sustainability for decades ahead, despite challenges 
of climate change and massive economic uncertainties. 

Some of us are inspired and excited by the potential of islands as test beds and 
proving grounds for innovative new technologies (eg the school fueled by hydrogen 
derived from tidal energy on Shapinsay, or electric storage heaters with broadband 
to enable households on Mull to optimise value of energy generated by the 
community's own hydro power scheme). 

Potentially, islands are also living laboratories, precisely defined communities of 
common interest, where new approaches to more effective and inclusive structures 
of local governance might be favoured by many over existing arrangements whereby 
island interests are too often peripheral to the primary concerns of mainland policy 
and decision makers. 

Scottish Islands Federation 
September 2017 
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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 

ISLANDS (SCOTLAND) BILL 

SUBMISSION FROM HIGHLANDS AND ISLANDS ENTERPRISE 

Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE) welcomes the opportunity to respond to this 
important Bill.  HIE is an ambitious organisation with a unique remit which integrates 
economic and community development, reflecting the specific needs and 
opportunities of this region. Operating across more than half of Scotland's land 
mass, we aim to build our future by helping create a highly successful and 
competitive region in which increasing numbers of people choose to live, work, study 
and invest. 

The region incorporates some 93 inhabited islands across six local authority areas. 
Figures from the 2011 Census show that these islands are home to 103,801 people, 
around 3% more than in 1961. While the population as a whole has changed only 
marginally, the underlying trend is much more complex. The populations have 
become increasingly centralised on the larger islands such as mainland Orkney and 
Shetland, and, to a slightly lesser extent, on Lewis and Harris in the Outer Hebrides. 
In contrast, populations have declined on many of the smaller islands, vulnerable to 
out-migration and a lack of good quality infrastructure and access to services. While 
some of these smaller islands have started to see a reversal of fortune and have 
experienced more recent population growth, others still face declining populations 
which has implications for the viability of local services including schools, transport 
links, retail provision and other public services.  

Research undertaken by HIE in 2015 to explore the attitudes and aspirations of 
young people found particularly high levels of pride and affinity among young people 
from island communities, and a strong cohort committed to remaining in these areas, 
or returning, if there are opportunities to do so. While there is a sense that staying in 
the region requires compromising on career opportunities, young people do value 
the additional benefits the quality of life has to offer. However, they still see high 
quality jobs and opportunities for career progression as fundamental in their decision 
to stay or return. Other constraints include the cost of living, the cost of travel, and 
access to housing, all of which are particularly acute in our island communities. 
Parity in terms of digital and mobile connectivity was also extremely important in 
meeting the expectations of young people from, and with an interest in living in, the 
region’s islands. 

It is important to recognise that many of the challenges faced by island communities:  
demographic change;  transport links; access to services and employment 
opportunities;  and higher costs of living are also faced by remote and rural mainland 
communities who require a similar degree of attention and focus.   
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1. The Bill creates a duty to publish a national islands plan and lay it before the 
Scottish Parliament. What are your views on this provision?  

The development of such a plan would ensure the maintenance of focus on island 
issues and encourage public bodies to take a collaborative approach to maximising 
the impact of interventions in island areas.  We agree that the focus of the plan 
should be on outcomes rather than activities and should essentially be a sub-set of 
the outcomes in the National Performance Framework. It should set out what 
success looks like in 5-10 years time and .core indicators should be tracked 
including population, demographic balance, connectivity, economic diversification, 
education provision and transport services. In addition, it will be important to ensure 
that the plan is developed in consultation with key public sector partners, and draws 
heavily on existing community planning documents such as the Local Outcome 
Improvement Plans and Locality Plans for island areas.  

The plan should cover a period of at least five years – an entire parliamentary term, 
and be subject to review at three year interludes.”  

2. The Bill will require Scottish Ministers and certain Scottish public 
authorities, to prepare island impact assessments. Do you agree with this 
provision? How do you think it should work in practice?  

Yes we agree with this provision.  The island impact assessment should clearly 
assess the impact of interventions and policy on the outcomes in the National 
Islands Plan e.g. the impact on population, demographic balance, connectivity, 
economic diversification, education provision and transport services etc.  The impact 
assessment should recognise and take into account the reduced economies of scale 
in island communities, the higher cost of living, and the higher cost of doing business 
as well as delivering public services.   

Island impact assessments should not unreasonably delay implementation or impact 
on the delivery of a service, therefore we believe that assessments should be 
undertaken as early as practicably possible during a change process.  

In order to bring about change it will be important to ensure that the island focus 
taken by public bodies is open to external scrutiny. The establishment of a Scottish 
Parliamentary Committee with responsibility for islands would ensure that public 
bodies could be called to account and encouraged to explain the way in which they 
flex their interventions to ensure island-based residents receive an equitable level of 
service from their providers. 

3. The Bill proposes to protect the Scottish Parliamentary constituency 
boundary of Na h-Eileanan an Iar (the Western Isles) from change. Do you 
agree with this?  

Yes. Such protection would give this island archipelago parity with the other two 
island constituencies. The establishment of a unitary island authority in 1975 was a 
hugely important step in turning round the fortunes of the Outer Hebrides. Enshrining 
that distinctive identity in legislation would ensure that representation at both local 
authority and parliamentary level benefit from a coterminous boundary.  
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4. The Bill proposes to make an exception to the rules for local government 
electoral wards to allow areas with inhabited islands to return 1 or 2 members 
(instead of the usual 3 or 4). What are your views on this proposal?  

We agree with this proposal. Ensuring appropriate political representation in sparsely 
populated areas can be very challenging. Consideration should be given to ensure 
that distinct communities have a voice which can inform and engage local 
government decision making.”   

5. The Bill will provide a regulation-making power for the Scottish Ministers to 
create a marine licensing scheme for coastal waters. Do you agree with this 
power? Do you have any comments on how it should be used?  

We agree with this power.  It will enable local authorities such as the Western Isles 
or local authorities with islands within their geography to have more influence over 
the developments in, or on, the waters around their coastal communities, and to 
share in potential benefits, should they so wish.  For developments of national or 
strategic interest, we would encourage dialogue and input from all levels of 
Government to ensure consistency of approach, particularly when dealing with 
private sector developers.  This will ensure that decisions are made in both the local 
and national interest.  

6. Does the Bill achieve its aims and are you in favour overall? Is there 
anything else that you feel should be included or excluded from the Bill?  

Due to the significant role that the activity and operations of some private sector 
businesses have on infrastructure development on island economies, we would 
suggest that consideration should be given to extend the duty to undertake island 
impact assessments to private sector bodies whose activities have a significant 
impact on island and remote rural economies. 

As mentioned previously it is important to recognise that many of the challenges 
faced by island communities, demographic change, transport links, access to 
services and employment opportunities and higher costs of living are also faced by 
remote rural mainland communities. 

7. Do you have any comments on the bill in relation to human rights or 
equalities?  

Due to small and scattered populations, datazones in many island and remote 
communities tend to be geographically large, and as such incorporate households 
living in very diverse socio-economic conditions.  Poverty at individual household 
level therefore can be very hidden, and this is exacerbated by the high cost of living 
on islands.  Evidence from the recent report, A Minimum Income Standard for 
Remote Rural Scotland: a Policy Update November 2016  , tells us that a minimum 
acceptable standard of living in remote rural Scotland typically requires between a 
tenth and a third more household spending than in urban parts of Scotland.   The 
high cost of living is due in part to the high levels of fuel poverty and inefficient 
housing stock which is compounded by the poor, damp climate, particularly on 
islands in the far north and west of Scotland.  This can be clearly evidenced from the 
latest Scottish House Conditions Survey  which tells us that Island Authorities (and 
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Authorities with Islands) make up the top five places on the Scottish fuel poverty 
league table.  

In common with many remote rural areas in Scotland , island economies have high 
levels of occupational segregation (the clustering of men and women in particular 
roles) and this is exacerbated by lack of childcare facilities.  Commercial childcare 
facilities which enable working parents to work full-time are difficult to sustain in 
small island communities due to the lack of economies of scale.    

The Islands (Scotland) Bill should be a key in driving new and innovative ways of 
promoting enterprise, delivering services and tackling inequalities. 

Highland and Islands Enterprise 
September 2017 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
1 http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-information/economic-reports-and-research/archive/a-minimum-
income-standard-for-remote-rural-scotland---a-policy-update.html 
2 http://www.gov.scot/Topics/Statistics/SHCS/keyanalyses 
3 http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2015/02/9989  
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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVTY COMMITTEE 

ISLANDS (SCOTLAND) BILL 

SUBMISSION FROM FEDERATION OF SMALL BUSINESSES SCOTLAND  

About FSB 

FSB is Scotland’s leading business organisation. As experts in business, we offer our 
members a wide range of vital business services, including advice, financial expertise, 
support and a powerful voice in government. Our mission is to help smaller businesses 
achieve their ambitions. These micro and small businesses comprise the majority of all 
enterprises in Scotland (98%), employ around one million people and contribute £68bn to 
the economy.  
 
Introduction 

The Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the 
Committee’s request for views on the Islands (Scotland) Bill. With our members operating 
businesses across Scotland’s islands, we are keen to ensure that the role smaller 
businesses play in sustaining island communities, and how the Bill might support them, is 
considered as part of the Committee’s scrutiny of the Bill. 
The Islands Bill is strategic and enabling in nature. We have, therefore, focused our 
response on setting out a range of issues affecting island businesses and how key 
aspects of the Bill, such as an Islands Plan and island duties on public bodies, could help 
address these challenges. We do not have strong views about Part 4 of the Bill and thus 
have not commented on these measures.  
 
Overview 

Scotland’s 93 inhabited islands vary enormously, not least in their degree of remoteness 
from mainland populations, sizes, population densities, demographies, histories, cultures 
and, very importantly, the nature, size and diversity of their economies. Indeed, it could be 
argued that many islands have much more in common with neighbouring mainland areas 
than they do with smaller islands hundreds of miles away. 
To better understand the implications of an Islands Bill for smaller businesses, we 
undertook survey work with firms from Arran to Unst, asking them about priorities for 
improving their local community.1   
While we discuss individual issues in more detail below, the overarching theme from our 
survey is clear: island-based businesses want to see diverse, motivated, economically and 
socially active communities, while maintaining and sustaining the environmental and 
cultural attributes that make each island so special.  
Specifically, the top priority for action is to increase the number of economically active 
people, (whether employed or self-employed), through the retention of more local young 
people and the encouragement of more young families to move to islands. In our view, 
supporting entrepreneurialism in the islands has a key role to play in achieving this aim. 

                                                 
1 FSB’s survey was open to small businesses (not limited to FSB members) based on all of Scotland’s inhabited coastal 

islands. The survey was conducted over a two week period in September 2017 and 280 responses were received.  
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Such a clear medium to long term priority highlights how a more strategic approach to 
policy for the islands, such as that offered by a National Islands Plan, could be useful. 
Living and doing business on a Scottish island  

While the population of Scotland’s islands increased by four per cent in the census decade 
2001 to 2011 (reversing a three per cent decline in the previous decade), this growth was 
uneven. The four most populous islands (Lewis and Harris, Mainland Shetland, Mainland 
Orkney and Skye) account for 65 per cent of the total island population and together 
account for most of the four per cent increase. Many of the smallest islands saw 
population decline or little real growth.   
More worrying is the steadily aging population demographic. While the 2011 figure for 
under 16 year olds is the same for the islands as the rest of Scotland at 17 per cent, in 
2001 it was 20 per cent. Moreover, the proportion of those aged 65 and over stood at 21 
per cent, an increase of 2.5 per cent on 2001.  
Businesses benefit from a vibrant, diverse community in the creation of local markets for 
goods and services, a healthy local labour market, as well as the critical mass necessary 
to support a range of other businesses and services - from post offices to local schools. It 
is therefore no surprise that when asked to prioritise a range of options for their island 
covering the next five and ten year periods respectively, the need to “encourage young 
people to stay on/young families to move in” was the top priority, cited by 38 per cent as a 
priority for the next five years and 54 per cent for the next ten years.2  
Addressing this challenge must therefore be at the heart of strategic measures proposed 
by the Bill.  
We believe that supporting small businesses and entrepreneurialism could help meet this 
challenge. While the vital role that small businesses play in the Scottish economy is 
increasingly recognised, their contribution in the islands is even more important. The 2011 
Census highlights that 13 per cent of residents were self-employed, as against seven per 
cent for Scotland as a whole. In the Shetland and Orkney Islands alone, smaller 
businesses annually contribute just under £1bn to their economies.3 Put simply, islanders 
are more entrepreneurial – because they have to be. 
Moreover, while some businesses were clear about the challenges of moving to an island 
and becoming integrated in the community, overall, islands are seen as good places to do 
business by island business owners (87% of respondents)4, and only 20 per cent of 
businesses have ever considered relocating from an island to the mainland. Principally, it 
is their island’s character, the work/life balance that goes with it, and strength of the local 
community that attracts people to run businesses on islands.  
“This is my home, why would I move away - more money doesn't usually equal better 
quality of life. It’s perfect - the customers come to us - that is why it's vitally important to 
develop the infrastructure and conserve the environment. Micro businesses are the 
backbone of the island's economy. Small is beautiful and a varied business landscape 
attracts visitors, and supports micro-local employment.” 

“Never, never, never [would I leave] - quality of life outstrips the issues we face by a HUGE 
amount” 

                                                 
2 Other priorities for the short term included; improvements to transport and infrastructure; affordable access to 

superfast broadband; and affordable housing. Priorities in the longer term included; protecting the environment and 

sustainability; improvements to transport and infrastructure; and affordable housing. 
3 See: http://www.fsb.org.uk/docs/default-source/fsb-org-uk/final---local-gov-manifesto---online.pdf?sfvrsn=4  
4 When asked whether their island was generally a good or bad place to run a business.  
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“It damages my business to be here but I put up with it for other reasons (peace, 
community spirit, low crime)” 

“We would make a lot more money, but we want to have the quality of life here in beautiful 
Arran. We have considered leaving but would prefer to find improving reasons to stay.” 

However, despite being rooted in their communities, it is also clear that island businesses 
face a number of specific challenges. These often relate to additional costs of delivering 
goods and people to and from islands, as well problems arising from a smaller local 
population. While some of these problems are similar to those experienced by businesses 
in rural and remote areas, island-based businesses feel very strongly that they face 
different challenges to those experienced by businesses on the mainland.5  
“The general cost of living and the added costs applied to island communities for freight 
and shipping services is damaging my business as well as the cost/reliability of inter-island 
travel and travel to the UK mainland, all of which restricting the growth of my business.” 

“Mainland businesses in the form of national supermarket chains and corporate franchises 
continually threaten local island businesses and future island sustainability with absolutely 
no compunction. This needs to be looked at very seriously.” 

Key challenges raised include: 
 The cost and availability of public transport to, from and within our islands  

Ferries dominate many of the issues raised here, with cost, capacity and frequency 
of sailings making some routes less fit for purpose than islanders would like. At a 
time of growing usage from visitors thanks to RET, this lack of capacity is impacting 
on the tourist industry in areas like the Western Isles and additional boats are 
required on some routes e.g. Ullapool to Stornoway.  
The removal of island-based businesses (while it continues for other organisations) 
from the Air Discount Scheme (ADS) is also a concern for those who have to make 
brief business visits to Scottish cities and for whom flying is the most effective 
option.  

 Road conditions 
While RET was an extremely positive move – one warmly welcomed by the vast 
majority of businesses – the resulting increase in vehicle numbers is putting 
additional strain on island road infrastructure, including parking on some islands. 
The regular maintenance of all roads and the enhancement of some is essential if 
the full, sustainable benefits flowing from tourism are to be felt. 

 Freight, deliveries and services 

There is a very strong feeling amongst island businesses that they pay far more for 
parcel deliveries than can be justified by their locations alone. In addition, the 
removal of Road Equivalent Tariff (RET) from long commercial vehicles is perceived 
as having pushed up freight costs, which are seen as a significant barrier to 
business.  
Businesses have also reported severe difficulties accessing specialist contractors 
from the mainland and that the cost of so doing can be prohibitive due to public 
transport constraints.  

 Digital infrastructure  

                                                 
5 When asked whether they faced different challenges to businesses on the mainland, including those in rural and 

remote areas, 89 per cent agreed they faced different challenges.  
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Island businesses are no less reliant on digital communication than their mainland 
counterparts, and arguably digital communications offer greater opportunities to 
remote communities. On both counts, digital has a vital role to play in retaining 
young people and attracting young families to islands. 

 Local workforce 

In addition to these transport and infrastructure-related issues, businesses 
highlighted challenges associated with local labour markets.  
Over a third (37%) of island businesses believe that a lack of access to suitably 
skilled staff is currently preventing them from expanding, with nearly two thirds 
(64%) saying that they are affected adversely by the lack of a local workforce. 
Associated with workforce issues, nearly half (46%) say they are affected by a lack 
of affordable housing, a third (32%) by a lack of access to training facilities/courses, 
and a fifth (21%) by a lack of transport options (for them and staff) to and from work. 
“We have recruited and maintained a young engaged team. When we are looking 
for employees it is difficult and many of our customers are struggling for skilled 
staff.” 

“We have exhausted the supply of good divers on [the island] itself but receive 
approximately 5 CVs a day, sometimes more from divers wanting to work with us 
but we are unable to take them due to lack of housing availability - this is having a 
serious effect on the growth of our business. We are having to turn away work 
because of it.” 

With low unemployment on most islands, limited availability of local skills and 
labour, as well as concerns about the work-readiness of those not in employment, it 
is no surprise that previous FSB survey work indicated that 41 per cent of Highland 
businesses with employees currently employ at least one person from the EU. We 
would not expect this figure to differ a great deal when restricted to island 
businesses. This compares to 25 per cent of employers across Scotland. We have 
repeatedly called for a right to remain for current EU workers but the impact of 
Brexit remains an additional concern in relation to access to skills and labour.  
Finally, we wanted to explore the interdependence between businesses and 
community facilities, in particular the facilities and services required to support a 
thriving economy. We asked island-based businesses about the relative importance 
of such services to the location of their business. From the results below, it is clear 
that access to post offices, transport and retail facilities are considered key for 
business. 
On a scale of Not at all important to Very important, the following are the cumulative 
scores for Quite and Very important: 
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National Islands Plan  

FSB welcomes the proposal for a National Islands Plan to link the various policies, 
strategies and services which support outcomes for island communities. As mentioned 
above, there are clearly strategic challenges which would benefit from a more co-ordinated 
cross-government approach. We also support the proposal to introduce a plan 12 months 
after the Act comes into force, in order to enable consultation to take place. However, we 
are keen to ensure that consultation specifically includes discussion with local businesses, 
and recognises the challenges of engaging with time-pressed small businesses.   
Given the differences between islands, we believe that while an overarching plan is 
certainly desirable, the success of the Act will be determined by the difference that it 
makes to individual communities. It is therefore important to recognise that just as Unst is 
very different to Arran, a single plan cannot meet and match all circumstances. Instead, 
local needs and aspirations must be met with local solutions and the plan should therefore 
be viewed as an enabler and not as prescriptive. While ensuring that all bodies play their 
parts and that limited resources are put to best use, the plan might well mean that a public 
agency could offer a slightly different type and level of business support in the Western 
Isles to the support that it offers in Shetland or Moray, for example.  
We might also suggest that the fragile nature of private sector activity in remote areas 
such as islands, could justify a different approach to that traditionally taken by public 
bodies. This kind of differentiation could help boost entrepreneurial opportunities. For 
example, it might be possible to consider whether the type of assistance offered to social 
enterprises or other community ventures, could also be offered to (similarly-sized) 
businesses, who are traditionally excluded from such support. 
Finally, while we recognise that the Bill is concerned only with our islands, it is worth 
considering the implications of the Bill for remote mainland communities (some of which 
can only be reached by boat). Many other North and West Highland areas suffer from the 
same remoteness barriers as islands. Government should consider how these areas might 
benefit from successes arising from the Bill.  
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Duties in relation island communities – ‘island proofing’ 

As a member of the Scottish Regulatory Review Group (RRG), FSB has been at the 
forefront of better regulation policy in Scotland for a number of years. We are therefore 
keen to see how new duties could help ensure that future policies or regulations do not 
unnecessarily penalise island businesses.  
However, in our experience, impact assessments are rarely used to good effect. Firstly, 
they are best used as a policy development tool – but are too often completed as a ‘tick 
box’ exercise after policy decisions have been made. Secondly, discussion with frontline 
businesses (where relevant) is a critical but rarely undertaken part of the process. We 
would urge the Committee to reflect upon this when considering the impact of such 
assessments. In contrast, where formal duties are considered in relation to wider strategy 
(as has been seen in the recent Procurement Reform (Scotland) Act 2014), they are more 
likely to be successful.  
To explore whether existing regulations were creating problems for island businesses and 
the extent to which island-proofing would be useful, our survey asked businesses whether 
they had ever come across regulations or other rules created by government (or 
government agencies) which they feel are unfair or unworkable for business on islands. 
We received a wide-ranging response, with many of the suggestions relating to regulations 
which generally created difficulties for small businesses.  
While these comments relate to current, rather than the future, plans, they do typify the 
sorts of issues that frustrate businesses and it is clear that there is scope to ensure that 
future legislation and public policies are island-friendly.  
However, we would also advise that it is worth considering whether island-proofing has the 
potential to give island-based businesses a competitive advantage over businesses in 
neighbouring mainland areas, for whom the same degree of inappropriateness could 
apply. One respondent commented: 
“The focus of the Islands Bill should be on dealing with regulations that don't apply to 
remote locations. The bill should have the ability, through secondary legislation, to alter 
existing legislation (actually mainly regulations). The priority for altering future laws has 
minimal value. This is not a deregulation, but a re-regulation request.” 

Examples of difficult rules and regulations currently in operation and highlighted by island-
based businesses include:  

 Regulations preventing some materials being transported by ferry – and 
inconsistencies between ferry captains as to who will carry what. 

 Planning regulations that make it difficult to erect new buildings in rural areas away 
from “areas of best fit”. 

 The public sector preferring to procure goods and services from mainland 
businesses rather that from local businesses. 

 The favouring of large developers from the mainland wishing to open in islands over 
home-grown businesses (the impact of national chains and franchises in islands). 

 Regulations from Food Standards Scotland. 
 Fishing quotas impacting on island-based businesses. 
 The Air Discount Scheme’s removal from island-based private businesses, but not 

from competitor social businesses. 
 Waste collection inconsistencies, e.g. people on Orkney’s Outer Isles have to pay 

for heavy uplift while those on Mainland Orkney can access a free amenity site. 
 A lack of access to what are supposed to be universal medical services.  
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Scottish Island Marine Area 

FSB has no strong views on this part of the Bill and we did not survey specifically on this. 
However, we are mindful of both the opportunities and threats which may arise for small 
businesses. Some businesses commented favourably on the measures in the Bill, yet we 
are keen to ensure that existing business activity is not undermined or disadvantaged by 
any changes. Indeed, change should seek to improve the current landscape where 
possible.  
One business commented that there are: 
“Too many public bodies involved in planning - Highland Council, Crown Estate, Maritime 
Coastguard Agency, Seafish (want fees if you process shellfish), Marine Scotland etc - so 
many we lose count of who we have to deal with. 
 
Federation of Small Businesses  
October 2017
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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 

ISLANDS (SCOTLAND) BILL 

SUBMISSION FROM BHÒRD NA GÀIDHLIG 

This evidence is in Gaelic. An English translation arranged by the Parliament's 
Gaelic team follows. 

1. Tha am Bile a’ stèidheachadh dleastanas gus Plana Nàiseanta nan Eilean 
fhoillseachadh agus a chur air beulaibh Pàrlamaid na h-Alba. Dè ur beachdan 
air sin? 

Tha Bòrd na Gàidhlig ag aontachadh gur e rud math a bhios ann, Plana Nàiseanta 
nan Eilean a chruthachadh gach 5 bliadhna a thèid tro phròiseas co-
chomhairleachaidh am measg dhaoine aig a bheil ùidh, mus tèid a chur air beulaibh 
na Pàrlamaid. Tha dleastanas air Bòrd na Gàidhlig gus Plana Cànain Nàiseanta 
Gàidhlig a chruthachadh gach 5 bliadhna agus tha seo a’ toirt cothrom fìor mhath ro-
innleachd nàiseanta airson na Gàidhlig a chur air dòigh a rèir an t-suidheachaidh aig 
an àm sin co-cheangailte ri poilitigs, an eaconamaidh, gnothaichean sòisealta agus 
cultarach. 

Leis gu bheil amasan a’ Bhile fhèin gu math farsaing, tha e deatamach gum bi Plana 
Nàiseanta nan Eilean a’ toirt stiùir làidir seachad a thaobh nam prìomhachasan aig 
Ministearan na h-Alba airson nan Eilean – a thaobh na h-eaconamaidh, 
gnothaichean sòisealta agus cultarach (a’ gabhail a-steach cànain). Dh’fhaodadh 
earrann 3 (2) anns a’ Bhile fhèin a bhith nas soilleire a thaobh an t-seòrsa 
bhuannachdan air a bheil an Achd ag amas. 

Bu chòir amas soilleir a bhith anns gach Plana Nàiseanta nan Eilean airson 
stiùireadh làidir a thoirt do dh’Ùghdarrasan Poblach Albannach air dè tha fa-near dha 
Ministearan na h-Alba a thaobh nan Eilean anns na bliadhnaichean ri teachd, mar 
eisimpleir “Gum bi deamografaidh nan Eilean nas seasmhaiche le barrachd 
chothroman obrach agus taic sòisealta ann gus luchd-obrach a ghleidheadh agus a 
thàladh”. 

2. Fon Bhile bidh aig Ministearan na h-Alba agus cuid a dh’ùghdarrasan 
poblach Albannach ri measaidhean a dhèanamh air a’ bhuaidh a dh’fhaodadh 
a bhith aig poileasaidhean air na h-eileanan. A bheil sibh ag aontachadh ris a’ 
chumha sin? Ciamar a bu chòir dha obrachadh gu pragtaigeach nur beachd-
se? 

Tha sinn ag aontachadh ris a’ chumha seo. Fo dhleastanasan Achd na Gàidhlig 
(Alba) 2005, faodaidh Bòrd na Gàidhlig iarraidh air Ùghdarrasan Poblach Albannach 
planaichean Gàidhlig ullachadh – an dà chuid gus cleachdadh na Gàidhlig 
àrdachadh taobh a-staigh an Ùghdarrais agus cuideachd airson seirbheisean 
Gàidhlig a chur air dòigh dhan phoball. Tha na gnìomhan seo aig na h-Ùghdarrasan 
Poblach deatamach gus am Plana Cànain Nàiseanta Gàidhlig a chur an gnìomh. 
Tha sinn a’ faicinn gu bheil a h-uile plana reachdail aig a h-uile Ùghdarras Poblach a’ 
dèanamh feum ann a bhith a’ toirt leasachadh na Gàidhlig air adhart. 
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Bidh an ceangal eadar Plana Nàiseanta nan Eilean agus gnìomhan practaigeach aig 
Ùghdarrasan Poblach Albannach a thaobh a bhith a’ toirt leasachadh air na h-
Eileanan a cheart cho cudromach. Airson seo a bhith soirbheachail, tha e 
deatamach gum bi amas soilleir aig Ministearan na h-Alba airson nan Eilean no tha 
cunnart ann gum bi tuigse eadar-dhealaichte aig diofar bhuidhnean air na 
dleastanasan aca agus cha bhi a h-uile Ùghdarras a’ tarraing air an aon ràmh. 

3. Tha am Bile a’ moladh gun tèid dìon a dhèanamh air crìochan na roinne-
pàrlamaid, Na h-Eileanan an Iar, gus nach tèid atharrachadh. A bheil sibh ag 
aontachadh ri sin? 

Tha sinn ag aontachadh ri seo gu tur. Tha na coimhearsnachdan Gàidhlig as làidire 
a th’ againn air fad stèidhichte anns na h-Eileanan an Iar agus tha e deatamach gum 
bi guth ceart aig na coimhearsnachdan seo anns a’ Phàrlamaid 

4. Tha am Bile a’ moladh saoradh bho na riaghailtean airson uàrdan-taghaidh 
riaghaltais ionadail gus an urrainn do sgìrean, sa bheil eileanan air a bheil 
daoine a’ fuireach, a bhith taghadh 1 no 2 bhall (an àite 3 no 4 mar a bhios a’ 
tachairt gu h-àbhaisteach). Dè ur beachdan air a’ mholadh sin? 

Tha Bòrd na Gàidhlig den bheachd gu bheil na molaidhean anns a’ Bhile iomchaidh. 
Tha ceangal tuigseach eadar seo agus barrachd smachd a thoirt do dh’eileanan gus 
na gnothaichean aca fhèin a stiùireadh. 

5. Cruthaichidh am Bile cumhachd laghail do Mhinistearan na h-Alba far an 
urrainn dhaibh sgeama ceadachd mara a stèidheachadh airson uisgeachan 
faisg air a’ chosta. A bheil sibh ag aontachadh ris a’ chumhachd sin? A bheil 
beachdan agaibh air mar a bu chòir dha a bhith air a chleachdadh? 

Tha Bòrd na Gàidhlig ag aontachadh ris an amas gum bi barrachd smachd aig 
Comhairlean ionadail air dè seòrsa leasachaidh a bhios a’ dol air adhart anns na h-
uisgeachan faisg air a’ chosta aca. 

Nar beachd, bhiodh e math nan robh am Bile nas soilleire air na buannachdan a 
bhios ann airson nan eilean / coimhearsnachdan eileanach fhèin a thaobh ionmhais, 
cothroman cosnaidh no leasachaidhean sòisealta a bhios a’ nochdadh air sgàth nan 
leasachaidhean a bhios anns na h-uisgeachan aca fhèin. 

6. A bheil am Bile a’ coileanadh nan amasan aige agus a bheil sibh a’ toirt taic 
dha san fharsaingeachd? A bheil dad eile ann a tha sibh a’ smaoineachadh a 
bu chòir a bhith sa Bhile, no a bheil dad ann a bu chòir a thoirt às? 

Tha briathrachas a’ Bhile gu math farsaing airson deagh adhbharan ach air sgàth 
sin, tha cothroman ann am Bile fhèin a dhèanamh nas soilleire. Is dòcha gum bi e 
comasach earrann 3 a neartachadh gus am bi e nas soilleire dè thathas an dùil bho 
Phlana Nàiseanta nan Eilean. 

7. A bheil beachdan agaibh mun Bhile a thaobh chòraichean daonna no 
chùisean co-ionannachd? 

Tha e deatamach gun tèid measadh foirmeil a thaobh chòraichean daonna agus 
cùisean co-ionannachd a dhèanamh mar phàirt de Phlana Nàiseanta nan Eilean 
agus gum bi fios as ùr air seo anns an aithisg bhliadhnail. 
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Tha e deatamach cuideachd gum bi ceangal ann eadar am Bile seo agus an obair a 
tha a’ dol air adhart an-dràsta aig Riaghaltas na h-Alba a thaobh “Dleastanasan 
Sòisio- 
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1. The Bill creates a duty to publish a National Islands Plan and lay it before 
the Scottish Parliament. What are your views on this provision? 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig agrees with the desirability of creating a National Islands Plan 
every 5 years which undergoes a consultation process with stakeholders before 
being presented to Parliament. Bòrd na Gàidhlig has a duty to produce a National 
Gaelic Plan every 5 years and this provides an excellent opportunity to prepare a 
national Gaelic strategy according to prevailing conditions in politics, the economy, 
and social and cultural factors. 

As the aims of the Bill are quite wide, it is necessary that the National Islands Plan 
gives firm guidance in respect of the priorities which Scottish Ministers have for the 
islands – as regards the economy, and social and cultural matters (including 
language). Section 3 (2) of the Bill could be clearer about the sort of benefits the Act 
envisages. 

Each National Islands Plan should aim to give Scottish Public Bodies strong 
guidance on Scottish Ministers’ intentions regarding the Islands in the future, for 
example “That Islands demographics be more sustainable with greater employment 
opportunities and social support in order to retain and attract workers”. 

2. The Bill will require Scottish Ministers and certain Scottish public 
authorities, to prepare island impact assessments. Do you agree with this 
provision? How do you think it should work in practice? 

We agree with this provision. Under the requirements of the Gaelic Language 
(Scotland) Act 2005, Bòrd na Gàidhlig may request Scottish Public Bodies to prepare 
Gaelic Language Plans – both to increase the amount which Gaelic is used within 
the organisation and to provide Gaelic services for the public. These actions by 
Public Bodies are essential to the implementation of the National Gaelic Plan. In our 
experience, every statutory plan of every Public Body contributes to Gaelic 
development. 

Tha connection between the National Islands Plan and practical steps by Scottish 
Public Bodies towards islands development will be equally important. In order for this 
to be successful it is essential that Scottish Ministers have a clear view of their aims 
for the Islands or there is a danger that different bodies will have different 
interpretations of what their responsibilities are and that all Authorities will not be 
working towards the same goal. 

3. The Bill proposes to protect the Scottish Parliamentary constituency 
boundary of the Western Isles from change. Do you agree with this? 

We are in complete agreement with this. All the strongest Gaelic communities are in 
the Western Isles and it is of paramount importance that these communities have a 
strong voice in Parliament. 

4. The Bill proposes to make an exception to the rules for local government 
electoral wards to allow areas with inhabited islands to return 1 or 2 members 
(instead of the usual 3 or 4). What are your views on this proposal? 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig believes these proposals in the Bill to be appropriate. There is a 
logical link between this and giving islands more power to manage their own affairs. 
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5. The Bill will provide a regulation-making power for the Scottish Ministers to
create a marine licensing scheme for coastal waters. Do you agree with this 
power? Do you have any comments on how it should be used? 

Bòrd na Gàidhlig agrees with the aim of giving local Councils more control over the 
type of development happening in the waters near their coasts. 

In our view, it would be helpful if the Bill were clearer about the benefits to the 
islands/island communities themselves in terms of funding, job opportunities or 
social development arising as a result of developments in their own waters. 

6. Does the Bill achieve its aims and are you in favour overall? Is there
anything else that you feel should be included or excluded from the Bill? 

The Bill is couched in quite wide terms, for good reasons, but because of that, there 
are opportunities to make the Bill itself clearer. Perhaps it would be possible to 
strengthen section 3 in order to clarify what is expected from the National Islands 
Plan. 

7. Do you have any comments on the Bill in relation to human rights or
equalities? 

A formal human rights and equalities assessment should be an essential part of the 
National Islands Plan and up to date information about this should be included in the 
annual report. 

It is also essential that there is a link between this Bill and work being done currently 
by the Scottish Government regarding “Socio-economic Duty” and the proposal that 
socio-economic questions should be included in equalities responsibilities. Without a 
doubt, Scotland’s Islands face many socio-economic challenges and this may, in due 
course, become an equalities issue. 

Bòrd Na Gàidhlig 
September 2017 
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RURAL ECONOMY AND CONNECTIVITY COMMITTEE 

ISLANDS (SCOTLAND) BILL 

SUBMISSION FROM THE HIGHLANDS AND ISLANDS TRANSPORT 
PARTNERSHIP  
 
Question 1 - The Bill creates a duty to publish a national islands plan and lay it 

before the Scottish Parliament. What are your views on this provision?  

The provision made within the Bill to create a duty to publish a national islands plan 
and lay it before the Scottish Parliament is very important.   

The Bill itself does not provide a clear direction on how outcomes for our island 
communities are to be achieved and advanced.  The national islands plan will allow 
Government to set out a range of objectives that can address concerns that island 
communities express and ways to realise the potential of our islands to allow them to 
develop and flourish. 

We would expect the national islands plan to be developed through co-production 
with islands communities and key stakeholder representatives particularly local 
authorities and community planning partners.  This will help align the plan best with 
local priorities and policies.  Many of the areas that require focus and attention in our 
island communities are captured in local plans including the Local Outcome 
Improvement Plans and cognizance should be given to these at a higher level 
through the Islands Plan. This is not to say that existing policies and documents offer 
sufficient scope or coverage to be more than supporting evidence, indeed 
implementation of the islands Bill will mean a number of existing policies will be 
subject to Islands Impact Assessment / Island Proofing in the future.  Co-production 
will bring useful resources that help shape the national islands plan and the 
outcomes and how these will be measured and processes that ensure island 
proofing is a feature of planning, policy and decision taking at the bodies covered by 
the Plan. 

There would be value in developing a Mission Statement or set of high level 
objectives that are identified in the Islands (Scotland) Act that sit above the national 
islands plan and help shape it.  Key challenges include sustainable economic 
development, sustainable population and connectivity.  

HITRANS recognise the importance of transport and digital connectivity to the island 
communities in our area.  The importance of these links and the cross-boundary 
nature of several regionally significant transport services was the main driver for the 
establishment of the Highlands and Islands Integrated Transport Forum on a 
voluntary partnership basis as a product developed from the Convention of the 
Highlands and Islands.  This body developed into HITRANS as a voluntary transport 
partnership and developed further when the statutory regional transport partnership 
was established through the Transport (Scotland) Act 2005. 

The outcomes set out in the national islands plan will be critically important to 
shaping action that Scottish Government and accountable bodies take to support our 
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island communities.  The Plan should provide a clear road map that accountable 
bodies use to refine policy and practice. Outcomes should be measurable to 
understand the impact the national islands plan is having on our island communities 
and it will be useful to capture what measures accountable bodies take to support 
delivery of the Outcomes. If accountable bodies share actions they take a useful 
body of case study evidence should accumulate and can be shared with other 
accountable bodies to share good ideas and practice for others to follow.  

The requirement outlined in the Bill that Scottish Ministers must lay the proposed 
national islands plan before the Scottish Parliament within one year is achievable but 
will require early action particularly in regard to establishing an engagement plan to 
enable meaningful engagement with communities and stakeholders.  It is important 
that this engagement reaches the wider community as existing forums including 
community councils are not guaranteed to include representation from all 
demographics e.g. young people.  

Question 2 - The Bill will require Scottish Ministers and certain Scottish public 
authorities, to prepare island impact assessments. Do you agree with this 
provision? How do you think it should work in practice?  

HITRANS officers have considered the proposal within the Bill that accountable 
bodies prepare island impact assessments and consider this a sensible provision.  In 
practice we believe that similar approaches already exist for Equality Impact 
Assessment and Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). A 2-stage process 
with an assessment completed by the accountable body against an agreed 
methodology could be subject to a gateway review process that identifies if there is 
an Islands Impact from a strategy, policy or programme and what action or actions 
that may be required to address that impact.  A second stage could be the 
development of mitigation measures or a recognition that the proposed intervention 
is not island proof and if so whether it should progress on that basis.  This does not 
guarantee all plans and policies are island proof but it will identify why they are not 
so that should circumstances change in the future it will be possible to return to it 
and achieve island proofing e.g. lack of financial resource in the short term should 
not prevent island proofing in the medium to long term. 

Question 3 - The Bill proposes to protect the Scottish Parliamentary 
constituency boundary of Na h-Eileanan an Iar (the Western Isles) from 
change. Do you agree with this?  

As a community planning partner in the Western Isles HITRANS recognise the local 
support for the Scottish Parliamentary constituency boundary of Na h-Eileanan an Iar 
to be protected and regard this as a welcome and positive step.   

Question 4 - The Bill proposes to make an exception to the rules for local 
government electoral wards to allow areas with inhabited islands to return 1 or 
2 members (instead of the usual 3 or 4). What are your views on this proposal? 

This is a sensible proposal and would make it easier for local government ward 
boundaries to be redrawn to enable island communities to be represented separately 
from mainland areas.  Even within the island local authorities the multi member ward 
system has meant groups of islands have had to be represented collectively when a 
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single or 2 member ward would enable representation in a way that is more clearly 
linked to an individual island community.   

In Argyll and Bute the requirement for wards of 3 or 4 members mean islands 
including Mull, Islay, Gigha, Lismore, Coll and Tiree have elected members who also 
serve the mainland areas of Oban South and Kintyre – the wards being Kintyre and 
the islands and Oban South and the Isles.  There are some merits in having 
representation in this fashion not least in terms of having members who appreciate 
the importance of transport nodes on the mainland side to the island communities 
they serve.  Any implementation of the exception to the rules of local government 
electoral wards to allow island areas to return 1 or 2 elected members should 
therefore be carefully considered by the local authority and affected communities.  

Question 5 - The Bill will provide a regulation-making power for the Scottish 
Ministers to create a marine licensing scheme for coastal waters. Do you agree 
with this power? Do you have any comments on how it should be used?  

HITRANS officers have considered the Marine Licensing Scheme for coastal waters 
but do not have any comments to make on this Section of the Bill. 

Question 6 - Does the Bill achieve its aims and are you in favour overall? Is 
there anything else that you feel should be included or excluded from the Bill? 

The Bill achieves its aims at a high level and while HITRANS recognise this will bring 
additional duties on us as an organisation we recognise the importance of the Bill 
and its provisions are important levers to achieve sustainable island communities 
which continue to offer much in social, cultural and economic terms to Scotland. 

Consideration could be given to including a Mission Statement and some high level 
outcomes within the Bill that frames the national islands plan. There are a number of 
themes that are impacting on most if not all island communities including the need to 
secure a sustainable population base, fragile economic factors and under 
employment / below average wages (an issue for most but not all islands). 

The Bill identifies those public bodies that should be accountable under the national 
islands plan. However, a number of services are delivered under contract to those 
organisations so there might be value in requiring services that are procured by 
accountable bodies to be subject to a sustainable islands pledge or the national 
islands plan outcomes as an extension of the coverage of the accountable body.  
This could be similar to actions on the national living wage pledge by Government 
contractors.  For example, David MacBrayne Group Limited as owner of Calmac 
Ferries Limited and Argyll Ferries Limited are listed as accountable bodies while 
Serco Northlink Ferries who deliver the Northern Isles Ferry Service contract are not 
accountable under the Bill beyond the provision made for Transport Scotland as the 
contracting agency.  

Question 7 - Do you have any comments on the bill in relation to human rights 
or equalities?  

The bill certainly has no negative impact in terms of equalities or human rights.  In 
similar fashion to the Community Empowerment Act this Bill offers real opportunity 
for increased subsidiarity and community empowerment. It is important that all 
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people within island communities are fairly represented and engaged and developing 
mechanisms that support this will be an important aspect of the national islands plan. 

HITRANS 
September 2017 
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Argyll & Bute Health & Social Care Partnership   
Submission of Evidence – Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee 
Date of Meeting: 25th October 2017 

Title of Report: The Islands (Scotland) Bill 2017 – “Island Impact Assessment 
Requirement” 

1 Introduction 

The Islands (Scotland) Bill was laid in the Scottish Parliament on the 9th June 2017. 
Scrutiny of the draft Bill will be led by the Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee and 
further detailed information in relation to the Bill is available here: 
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/105168.aspx 

The call for evidence by the Committee opened on 30th June 2017 with a deadline set for 
25th September 2017. The call for evidence specifically seeks feedback on the following 
issues covered in the Bill: 
• A duty to publish a national islands plan and lay it before the Scottish Parliament
• Requirement for Scottish Ministers and certain Scottish public authorities to

prepare island impact assessments
• To protect the Scottish Parliamentary constituency of Na h-Eileanan an Iar

(Western Isles) from change
• Allowing an exception to the rules for local government electoral wards to allow

areas with inhabited islands to return 1 or 2 members
• Provide a regulation-making power for the Scottish Ministers to create a marine

licencing scheme for coastal waters
The Argyll and Bute HSCP has been asked to give evidence to the committee on the 
specific requirement regarding “Island Impact Assessment or Island Proofing” 

2 Requirement for Scottish Ministers and certain Scottish public authorities to 
prepare island impact assessments 

This specific duty is the one which potentially has a significant implication for the HSCP with 
regard to its strategic plan and operational delivery.  

The duty created under the Bill is often referred to as island proofing. The importance of 
island -proofing was recognised in Empowering Scotland’s Island Communities. The principle 
of island proofing is one of building a broad based islands awareness into the decision 
making process of all parts of the public sector. 

 Island proofing consists of considering the particular needs and circumstances of island 
communities when the Scottish Government and other relevant public authorities are 
exercising their functions and making decisions. 

The Bill seeks to ensure that island communities are not unreasonably disadvantaged due to 
their location. Island proofing raises awareness of the needs and circumstances of island 
communities and the process will cover: 

• identifying the potential direct or indirect consequences that new or revised legislation,
policies, strategies or services might have on the inhabited islands of Scotland

• ensuring a proper assessment of those consequences, if likely to be significant, is
undertaken;

• adjusting legislative, policy and service proposals where appropriate to help ensure
they address the needs of island communities

1 
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3 Argyll and Bute’s Islands 

In Argyll and Bute there are 23 populated islands each with their own distinct identity. 
The HSCP clearly provides a range of health and care services to all people on these 
islands.  

Some of these islands have a “designated resident presence” providing health (GP 
and Nursing) or care services; this is summarised in the table below. It also provides 
information on the planning intention for sustainable services particularly with regard to 
GP provision for our islands in Argyll and Bute. 

Island/ population* Locality Health and 
Care Service 

Status Future planning 

Isle of Bute (circa 
7000) 

1 GP practice 
providing Primary 
Care, Hospital, A&E 
and Out of Hours 
service. On island 
Care services  

Stable Strengthen existing 
model, provide on-
going training and aid 
recruitment 

Isle of Gigha (170) Day time visiting 
service from Kintyre 
Medical Group 
practice.  
GP Out of hours 
Campbeltown.  

Resident Nurse & 
visiting  island Care 
services 

Stable GP practice Federated 
with Campbeltown 
practice. 
 Future nurse model on 
Island likely to be 
visiting service 

Isle of Lismore (124) Weekly day time GP 
visiting service from 
Port Appin,  
GP Out of Hours 
Oban  
Visiting  island Care 
services 

Stable 

Isle of Jura (215) 1 resident GP 24/7 
on-call 

Mix of on and visiting  
island care services 

Stable - Concerns 
over ability to find 
and pay for locum 
cover reduce burden 
of isolation/on-call 

Federated/ Integrated 
with Islay practice 

Isle of Islay (circa 
3000) 

1 resident GP 
practice providing 
Primary Care, 
Hospital, A&E and 
Out of Hours service 
24/7 
Mix of on and visiting  
island care services 

Stable Strengthen model 
integrated hospital and 
community nursing 
teams, enhance local 
education/training-   

Isle of Mull  ( circa 
3200) 

1 GP practice 
providing primary 
care and Hospital in 
hours. Out of hours 
(Tobermory & Salen) 

1 GP Bunessan- 
visiting service  Isle 

2 GP Vacancies- 
locum cover  3 
salaried GPs and 
OOHs rota cover 
from mainland 

4 Community first 
responder teams in 

Single GP 
practice/Rural health 
and care team 
supported from Oban 
practice peer, 
mentoring, training, 
reciprocal cover.  Mix 
of on Island and off 
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Island/ population* Locality Health and 
Care Service 

Status Future planning 

of Iona , 

Mix of on and visiting  
island care services 

operation since Jan 
2016 

island GP out of hours 
service 

Isle of Colonsay 
(123) 

1 GP practice 24/7 
on-call 
Visiting nursing 
service and Mix of on 
and visiting  island 
care services 

GPs nearing 
retirement age- 
replacement service 

Clinical Cluster 
development to 
promote service 
sustainability and 
enhance recruitment 
being explored. 
Engagement with 
community on their 
future service model. 
Initiatives to develop 
community resilience. 

Isle of Coll (209) 1 GP practice 24/7 
on-call 

Mix of on and visiting  
island nurse and 
care services 

Stable - GPs resident 
on Island circa 15 
years  

Recent difficulties 
recruiting nurse to 
island 

Clinical Cluster 
development to 
promote service 
sustainability and 
enhance recruitment 
being explored. 
Engagement with 
community on their 
future service model. 
Initiatives to develop 
community resilience. 

Isle of Tiree (708) 1 GP practice 24/7 
on-call 

Stable – recent 
recruitment replacing 
GPs resident  

Concern over GP out 
of hours cover in 
future as 
remuneration levels 
not attractive for 
future recruitment 

Clinical Cluster 
development to 
promote service 
sustainability and 
enhance recruitment 
being explored.  

Engagement with 
community on their 
future service model. 
Initiatives to develop 
community resilience. 

Isles of Kerra, Luing, 
Scarba, Seil 

No resident 
presence. Mix of 
visiting care services 
and nursing service. 
Out of hours service 
delivered from the 
mainland 

Existing arrangements 
to continue to be 
supported. Essential 
transport and digital 
infrastructure 
development required 

Specialist (Consultant) hospital in patient and daycase services are all provided in NHS 
Greater Glasgow and Clyde (GG&C). Specialist consultant outpatient services are provided 
both in Glasgow and Clyde and as an outreach consultant services in Argyll and Bute 
Hospitals. 

The Rural General Hospital in Oban provides consultant led General Medicine and General 
Surgery services to the West of Argyll (Oban to Campbeltown). 

Acute Inpatient Psychiatric services with the exception of the Helensburgh Locality which is 
provided by NHSGG&C, is provided from the Mid Argyll Hospital in Lochgilphead 
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4 Island Proofing 

The Bill requires Scottish Ministers and certain Scottish public authorities, to 
prepare island communities impact assessments, when they are preparing a new 
or revised policy, strategy or service especially where it is likely to have a significant different 
effect on Island Communities compared to other communities including other Islands. 

It is understood Scottish Government officials have advised that it is likely that organisations 
will be expected to undertake an initial screening to determine whether there might be an 
impact and only undertake a full impact assessment if a negative differential impact appears. 
The draft Bill however, does not set out what constitutes ‘having regard to or what is deemed 
reasonable” re island impacts 

The Argyll and Bute HSCP supports the principle of “Island Proofing” to ensure there is not a 
significant or inequitable impact on patients or clients receiving health or care services on our 
islands.  

The HSCP also recognises that there could be a potential wider impact than a single agency 
service or policy change. This is particularly important to our most remote and fragile island 
communities with a fear of an escalating domino effect as there may be interdependent 
factors e.g. transport or housing.  

 The HSCP when considering the impact of a policy or a service change on its island 
communities will apply any guidance issued on how a process should  be conducted, who and 
what should be involved in such an assessment.  

At the present time the HSCP follows a service change process which takes the following into 
account: 

• Engagement and involvement of public, user and communities at as early a stage as
possible of planning or policy development

• Benchmarking to other services both Island and mainland including delivery methods
• Service safety, quality and sustainability
• Accessibility to service be it local or specialist
• Patient/care assessed need and consequent and projected demand
• Wider stakeholder involvement e.g. Scottish Ambulance Service etc
• Community resilience
• Funding, cost and value for money
• Identification of alternative service models or options to mitigate impact

The question posed by the committee 
• How would you decide that something might have a “significant effect” and what

would you expect to be done about it? 

It is not clear what is meant by significant effect, it is possibly to simplistic to give a simple 
quantitative benchmark or target e.g. 50% of a community, for it to be meaningful it must be 
an assessment of a number of factors possibly incorporating those listed above. 

5 Health and Social Care Challenges and current Policy 

Communities and individuals in our most remote and Island communities have become reliant 
on their very local service, be it doctor, nurse, police, fire and rescue, small school or post 
office. A dependency has therefore been created, and it is little wonder that some of these 
communities find change difficult.   

Expectations of communities that have been in receipt of these local services, specifically 
those delivered through the NHS, are understandably high but for many reasons recruitment 
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and retention is challenging (reasons include training, revalidation, governance, and 
importantly, personal). Even where recruitment is possible, single handed, isolated practice is 
no longer deemed to be desirable or safe.  

There are significant challenges facing health and care delivery in our remote and Island 
communities. NHS Highland has been at the forefront of developing solutions to this to ensure 
a safe, responsive and sufficiently trained and equipped health and care team meet island 
community’s needs.  

Some of the key challenges include: 

• Changing health and care need
• Recruitment and retention of single handed practitioners
• 24/7 on-call commitment
• Deskilling due to low volume of work and consequent ability to access training and

revalidation of standards
• IT and broadband infrastructure
• Ageing workforce
• Housing availability
• Access - Transport and isolation particularly in the winter
• Partner Employment opportunities
• Safety, Quality, Sustainability of services
• Value for Money, cost and asset utilisation

Further information on the “Being Here” project which details how NHS Highland has looked 
to address these challenges to sustain and enhance health and care services to remote rural 
and Island communities can be found from the link below: 

http://www.nhshighland.scot.nhs.uk/Publications/Documents/Being%20Here%20final%20inter
active%20booklet.pdf 

The flowing national government policy announcements will directly affect the future shape of 
health and care services in Scotland and clearly will also impact on Island communities. There 
would be an expectation that these would need to be taken into account within an “Island 
Community Impact assessment” 

National Health and Social Care Delivery Plan 

2020 Vision – people live longer, healthier lives at home or in a homely setting, launched in 
December 2016, describes the approach to be followed to ensure that Health and Social Care 
is transformed in the next few years.  

The Delivery plan is action orientated, and sets out a significant list of deliverable objectives 
which include a focus on regional and national planning of services where appropriate.  

• Health and Social Care Integration
• Daycase treatment as the norm which promotes prevention, anticipation and

supported self management; working across health and social care to improve patient
care

• Highest standards of quality and Safety (Quality Strategy 2010)
• Person centred care
• Health and Social Care Workforce Plan
• Investment - matched to reform and transformation – considering workforce planning

and development
• Digital Strategy to facilitate access to services and promote independence

The National Clinical Strategy (February 2016) 
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o Planning and delivery of primary care services around individuals and their
communities published in February 2016 set out areas for change:

o Planning hospital networks at a national, regional or local level based on a
population/ availability of appropriately skilled workforce paradigm

o Providing high value, proportionate, effective and sustainable healthcare
(linked with Realistic Medicine)

o Transformational change supported by investment in eHealth and
technological

Two current pieces of work which are falling out of the National Health and Social care 
delivery plan which will have an impact on health care in island communities are: 

• New National GP Contract – publication November 2017
• Regional Delivery Plans for the West, East and North of Scotland – November 2017 to

March 2018

It is possibly to early but it is not known if a Islands Community impact assessment has been 
considered within their development process. 

5 Argyll and Bute HSCP Governance Implications 

5.1 Contribution to IJB Objectives  
The Island Bill will support delivery of some of the IJB objectives as detailed in its strategic 
plan. 

5.2 Financial 
There are potential resource implications for the HSCP arising from the duty because, 
although the draft Bill currently does not impose a requirement to ensure there are no 
differential impacts arising from changes in policies or services, having regard may mean that 
mitigating actions are required in some cases which could potentially come at an increased 
cost. 

5.3 Staff Governance 
There could be staff/workforce implications meeting standards of service or addressing 
inequalities if identified through an impact assessment. 

5.4 Planning for Fairness: 
The Islands Bill and its duty on Island proofing will support addressing health inequalities. 

5.5 Risk 
There is a service delivery sustainability and resource risk to any duty imposed on the HSCP 
as a result of this Bill. The interdependency of other services on Islands poses a further risk if 
impact assessments are conducted in isolation of other partners 

5.6 Clinical and Care Governance 
There could be extra requirements regarding service safety and quality with consequent 
health and care governance implications. 

5.7 Public Engagement and Communication  
There will be a requirement to engage with our island communities with regard to any 
additional duty to conduct an Island Communities Impact Assessment. 

Argyll and Bute integrated Health Board
October 2017
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Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee 

29th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5), Wednesday 25 October 2017 

Subordinate Legislation 

Title of instruments: SSI/2017/280: The Railway Closures (Exclusion) (Scotland) 
Order 2017 

Type of Instrument: Negative 

Laid Date: 7 September 2017 

Coming into force: 17 October 2017 

Minister to attend the meeting: No 

Procedure 

1. Under negative procedure, an instrument comes into force on the date specified
on it (the “coming into force date”) unless a motion to annul is agreed to by the 
Parliament within the 40-day period. Lead committees are not obliged to report to the 
Parliament on negative instruments, except where a motion recommending 
annulment has been lodged.  

Consideration by the Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 

2. At its meeting on 19 September 2017, the Delegated Powers and Law Reform (DPLR)
Committee considered the instrument and determined that it did not need to draw the 
attention of the Parliament to the instruments on any grounds within its remit. 

Policy Objectives 

3. These Regulations will exclude Forres railway station from the application of the
statutory railway station closure process outlined in the 2005 Railway Act.  In this 
case services will not be discontinued as station building is being replaced by a 
facility a short distance away, with access by car, bus and foot.    

4. The regulations and policy note are included at Annex A. They are also available
at the following website: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2017/280/introduction/made 

Consultation 
5. Consultation on the relocation of the station has taken place with the community,
affected groups and organisations as detailed in the policy note in Annex A. 

Recommendation 

6. The Committee is invited to consider any issues that it wishes to raise in
reporting to the Parliament on this instrument. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2017/280/introduction/made
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2017/280/introduction/made
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/24417.aspx
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2017/280/introduction/made
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Deborah Cook 
Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee 

October 2017 
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Annex A 

POLICY NOTE 

THE RAILWAY CLOSURES (EXCLUSION) (SCOTLAND) ORDER 2017 

SSI 2017/280 

Description 

1. The above instrument is made by the Scottish Ministers in exercise of the
powers conferred by section 38(1)(c) of the Railways Act 2005 (“the 2005 Act”).  The 
instrument is subject to the negative procedure. 

Policy Objective 

2. These Regulations will exclude Forres railway station from the application of
the statutory railway station closure process outlined in the 2005 Act.  

Policy Background 

3. The 2005 Act governs the process that a proposer of a scheme must adhere
to when a station is being closed.  It governs the discontinuance of network services 
and stations (or any part of them) and is designed to ensure that the public interest in 
the retention of these services and facilities is safeguarded.  In the case of Forres 
station, there will be no discontinuance of services as the station building is being 
replaced by a much improved facility a short distance away, with access by car, bus 
and foot.    

4. The requirement to follow the statutory closure process is subject to certain
exceptions.  One of those exceptions is if the station is excluded by Order made 
under section 38(1)(c) of the Railways Act 2005.  The exclusion order procedure is 
relatively uncommon but there is precedent for its use in Scotland.  It was 
undertaken in 2009 in respect of the relocation of stations at Drumgelloch and 
Bathgate (The Railway Closures (Exclusion) Scotland Order 2009 - SSI 2009/371).  
Those stations were relocated by 550 metres and 400 metres respectively, as part of 
the Airdrie to Bathgate project. 

Consultation 

5. The relocation of the station has been an important aspect of the project from
the early stages.  Transport Scotland and Network Rail are confident that sufficient 
and appropriate public and stakeholder consultation has taken place on the A-I 
project to determine the principle of relocating the station.  The detail of where it will 
move to has also been widely established and details have been made widely known 
on the level of service passengers can expect upon completion of the project.   

6. A process of on-going NR engagement with regards to Forres station
relocation commenced in May 2015 and has involved: 
• Project briefs to Head of Infrastructure at  Moray Council as well as  senior
council  officials, elected members and council community planning officers; 
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• Meetings with the Heads of Transportation, Environmental Health and &
Health and  Social Services for Moray Council. 
• Presentation to public session of Forres Community Council;
• Monthly community drop in events held on-site in Forres and in Elgin;
• Meeting with Forres Area Community Trust;
• Meeting with Moray Area Disability Group;
• Posters and leaflets displayed and distributed to all of the stations along the
route in October 2015.  The leaflets detailed the improvements that the projects 
will deliver  and also advised the relocation of the station; and 
• TS and NR presentation to a wide range of groups affected by the proposals.

7. A dedicated twitter feed provides regular project updates to the general public,
line residents and other stakeholders.  In addition, NR arranged the following 
consultations during 2016: 
• Meeting with Moray Council Head of Transportation on 13 January;
• Meetings with Moray Council Transport Teams on 3 and 20 February;
• Meetings with SUSTRANS on 11 and 24 February;
• Public drop in event in Forres on 18 February;
• Dyke and Landward Community Council briefed on 2 March; and
• Follow-up meeting with Moray Area Disability Group on 23 March.

8. NR’s Diversity Impact Assessment for Forres station relocation was
completed as part of the relocation research and the following parties were 
consulted: 
• Equalities Manager, Moray Council;
• Moray Resource Centre;
• Moray Disability Forum; and
• Epilepsy Moray.

Impact Assessment 

9. A Business Regulatory Impact Assessment is not required for this project as
the station relocation will not impose additional costs, or reduce existing costs on 
businesses or the third sector. It will not involve redistribution, nor will it impose 
additional costs on public sector organisations that deliver public services. 

10. An equality impact assessment is deemed as not being required in light of the
above. The relocated station will comply with the joint Department for 
Transport/Transport Scotland Code of Practice on rail station accessibility.  

11. An Environmental Impact Assessment is not required for the new station as it
falls under Schedule 1(11), paragraph 29 of the Town and Country Planning 
(General Permitted Development) Scotland Order 1992.  

Financial Effects 

12. No financial effects are anticipated from this instrument.

Monitoring 
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13. All elements of the station relocation, including the impact of this instrument,
will be monitored by Transport Scotland officials. 

Transport Scotland 
30 August 2017 
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2017 No. 280 

TRANSPORT 

RAILWAYS 

The Railway Closures (Exclusion) (Scotland) Order 2017 

Made - - - - 5th September 2017 

Laid before the Scottish Parliament 7th September 2017 

Coming into force - - 17th October 2017 

The Scottish Ministers make the following Order in exercise of the powers conferred by section 

38(1)(c) of the Railways Act 2005(a) and all other powers enabling them to do so. 

Citation and commencement 

1. This Order may be cited as the Railway Closures (Exclusion) (Scotland) Order 2017 and

comes into force on 17th October 2017. 

Exclusion from application of section 30 of the Railways Act 2005 

2. The station at Forres is excluded from the application of section 30 of the Railways Act 2005.

HUMZA YOUSAF 

Authorised to sign by the Scottish Ministers 

St Andrew’s House, 

Edinburgh 

5th September 2017 

(a) 2005 c.14. 
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EXPLANATORY NOTE 

(This note is not part of the Order) 

Section 30 of the Railways Act 2005 provides for a closure procedure where there is a proposal by 

a funding authority to close a station. Section 38 of that Act enables the exclusion of stations from 

that procedure and article 2 of this Order excludes the station at Forres, in the local government 

area of Moray, from the procedure. The station at Forres is being relocated as part of the Aberdeen 

to Inverness Rail Improvement Project. 

No business and regulatory impact assessment has been prepared for these Regulations as no 

impact upon business, charities or voluntary bodies is foreseen. 
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Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee 

29th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5), Wednesday 25 October 2017 

Subordinate Legislation 

Title of instruments: SSI 2017/286:  M8/M73/M74 Motorways (30mph, 40mph and 
50mph Speed Limit) Regulations 2017 

Type of Instrument: Negative 

Laid Date: 8 September 2017 

Coming into force: 27 October 2017 

Minister to attend the meeting: No 

Procedure 

1. Under negative procedure, an instrument comes into force on the date specified
on it (the “coming into force date”) unless a motion to annul is agreed to by the 
Parliament within the 40-day period. Lead committees are not obliged to report to the 
Parliament on negative instruments, except where a motion recommending 
annulment has been lodged.  

Consideration by the Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 

2. At its meeting on 26 September 2017, the Delegated Powers and Law Reform
(DPLR) Committee considered the instrument and determined that it did not need to 
draw the attention of the Parliament to the instruments on any grounds within its 
remit. 

Policy Objectives 

3. As stated in the policy note at Annex A, the Regulations arise as a result of road
works and improvements on the M8, M73 and M74. The speed limits on the M8, M73 
and M74 were determined by the design standards and geometry. The Regulations 
will reduce the speed limits from the national motorway speed limit of 70 mph. 

4. The Regulations will introduce speed limits of 30mph, 40mph and 50mph on
sections of the M8/A8 Edinburgh – Greenock Trunk Road on both the eastbound and 
westbound carriageways between Junction 9 Easterhouse/ Springhhill and Junction 
6 Newhouse, the M73 Maryville – Mollinsburn Trunk Road on both the northbound 
and southbound carriageways between Junction 4 Maryville and Junction 3 
Baillieston and the M74/A74(M) Glasgow – Carlisle Trunk Road on both the 
northbound and southbound carriageways between junction 3A Daldowie and 
Junction 5 Raith with effect from 27th October 2017. 

5. The regulations and policy note are included at Annex A. They are also available
at the following website: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ssi/2017/286/introduction/made 

1
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Recommendation 

6. The Committee is invited to consider any issues that it wishes to raise in
reporting to the Parliament on this instrument. 

Deborah Cook 
Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee 

October 2017 
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Annex A 

POLICY NOTE 

THE M8/M73/M74 MOTORWAYS (30MPH, 40MPH AND 50MPH SPEED LIMIT) 
REGULATIONS 2017 

SSI 2017/286 

The above instrument was made in exercise of powers conferred by section 17(2), 
(3) and (3ZA) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984.  The instrument is subject to 
the negative procedure. 

Policy Objectives 

To implement speed limits of 30mph, 40mph and 50mph on sections of the M8/A8 
Edinburgh – Greenock Trunk Road on both the eastbound and westbound 
carriageways between Junction 9 Easterhouse/ Springhhill and Junction 6 
Newhouse, the M73 Maryville – Mollinsburn Trunk Road on both the northbound and 
southbound carriageways between Junction 4 Maryville and Junction 3 Baillieston 
and the M74/A74(M) Glasgow – Carlisle Trunk Road on both the northbound and 
southbound carriageways between junction 3A Daldowie and Junction 5 Raith with 
effect from 27th October 2017.  

Background 

The M8, M73, M74 (Network Improvements) Special Road Scheme included the 
upgrade of the existing A8 corridor between Baillieston and Newhouse completing 
the M8 motorway between Glasgow and Edinburgh by providing a dual three-lane 
motorway and a strategic motorway link catering predominantly for east/west through 
traffic on the M8 motorway with connections via Baillieston Interchange to the M73 
Motorway and a new M8 Shawhead Junction providing a link to the A725 Trunk 
Road.  

Further works to improve other connecting roads tackled both existing and 
anticipated congestion problems by assisting traffic flow on the M8 west of 
Baillieston Interchange, on the M73 between Baillieston Interchange and Maryville 
Interchange, and on the M74 from west of Maryville to Hamilton Junction. 

The speed limits on the M8, M73 and M74 were determined by the design standards 
and geometry.  The Regulations reduce the speed limts from the national motorway 
speed limit of 70 mph which are in place by virtue of regulation 3 of the Motorways 
Traffic (Speed Limit) Regulations 1974. 

Consultation 

In accordance with section 134(8) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984, 
the Scottish Government have consulted the following statutory bodies:- 
Police Scotland 
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Glasgow City Council 
North Lanarkshire Council 
South Lanarkshire Council 

A consultation exercise has successfully been undertaken with the relevant local 
authorities and Police Scotland. The consultation period ended on 18 August 2017. 

Financial Effects 

There are no costs associated with this instrument as signs are already in place. 

Impact 

The Regulations align with the overall operation of the M8, M73 and M74 and there 
will be no impact on businesses or road users.  Therefore, no Business and 
Regulatory Impact Assessment (BRIA) was necessary. 

Scottish Government 
Transport Scotland 

27 October 2017 
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S C O T T I S H  S T A T U T O R Y  I N S T R U M E N T S

2017 No. 286 

ROAD TRAFFIC 

The M8/M73/M74 Motorways (30mph, 40mph and 50mph 

Speed Limit) Regulations 2017 

Made - - - - 6th September 2017 

Laid before the Scottish Parliament 8th September 2017 

Coming into force - - 27th October 2017 

The Scottish Ministers make the following Regulations in exercise of the powers conferred by 

section 17(2), (3) and (3ZA) of the Road Traffic Regulation Act 1984(a) and all other powers 

enabling them to do so. 

In accordance with section 134(8)(b) of that Act they have consulted with such representative 

organisations as they think fit. 

Citation and commencement 

1. These Regulations may be cited as the M8/M73/M74 Motorways (30mph, 40mph and 50mph

Speed Limit) Regulations 2017 and come into force on 27th October 2017. 

Interpretation 

2. In these Regulations—

“the A725/A726” means the A725/A726 Shawhead – East Kilbride – Phillipshill Roundabout

Trunk Road;

“the A8(M)” means the A8(M) Swinton Roundabout – Baillieston Interchange Trunk Road;

“the M8” means the M8 Edinburgh – Greenock Trunk Road;

“the M73” means the M73 Maryville – Mollinsburn Trunk Road;

“the M74” means the M74/A74(M) Glasgow – Carlisle Trunk Road;

“distance” means the distance as measured following the centreline of the relevant

carriageway or, as the case may be, the relevant slip road.

(a) 1984 c.27.  Section 17(2) was amended by the New Roads and Street Works Act 1991 (c.22), schedule 8, paragraph 28, by 
the Road Traffic Act 1991 (c.40), schedule 4, paragraph 25 and schedule 8, paragraph 1, and by the Scotland Act 2012 
(c.11), section 21(3).  Section 17(3ZA) was inserted by the Scotland Act 2012, section 21(4). 

(b) Section 134(8) was inserted by the Scotland Act 2016 (c.11) schedule 2, Part 1, paragraph 12(5). 
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Speed limits 

3. No person may drive any motor vehicle at a speed exceeding—

(a) 30 miles per hour on the lengths of road specified in Part 1 of the schedule;

(b) 40 miles per hour on the lengths of road specified in Part 2 of the schedule;

(c) 50 miles per hour on the lengths of road specified in Part 3 of the schedule.

Exemption 

4. No speed limit imposed by these Regulations applies to vehicles falling within regulation 3(4)

of the Road Traffic Exemptions (Special Forces) (Variation and Amendment) Regulations 2011(a) 

when used in accordance with regulation 3(5) of those Regulations. 

H YOUSAF 

Authorised to sign by the Scottish Ministers 

St Andrew’s House, 

Edinburgh 

6th September 2017 

(a) S.I. 2011/935. 
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SCHEDULE Regulation 3 

SPECIFIED LENGTHS OF ROAD 

PART 1 

LENGTHS OF ROAD RESTRICTED TO 30 MPH 

1. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the eastbound carriageway of the M8 to

Easterhouse Road, from a point 150 metres or thereby southeast of the point where the slip road 

diverges from that carriageway to the point where the slip road merges with Easterhouse Road, a 

distance of 200 metres or thereby. 

2. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the eastbound carriageway of the M8 to

the north roundabout at Eurocentral, from a point 18 metres or thereby southwest of the point 

where the slip road merges with the circulatory carriageway of that roundabout to the point of that 

merge, a distance of 18 metres or thereby. 

3. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the south roundabout at Eurocentral to

the westbound carriageway of the M8, from a point where that slip road diverges from the 

circulatory carriageway of that roundabout to a point 51 metres or thereby northwest of the point 

of that diverge, a distance of 52 metres or thereby. 

4. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from Daldowie Junction to the northbound

carriageway of the M73, from a point where that slip road diverges from the southbound 

carriageway of the Daldowie Overbridge to a point 30 metres or thereby southeast of the point of 

that diverge, a distance of 30 metres or thereby. 

5. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the southbound carriageway of the

M73 and part of the slip road from the northbound carriageway of the M74 to Daldowie Junction, 

from a point 36 metres or thereby southeast of where that slip road merges with the southbound 

carriageway of the Daldowie Overbridge back to the point of that merge, a distance of 36 metres 

or thereby. 

6. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from Daldowie Junction to the northbound

carriageway of the M74, from a point where that slip road diverges from the northbound 

carriageway of the Daldowie Overbridge to a point 42 metres or thereby north west of the point of 

that diverge, distance of 42 metres or thereby. 

7. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the southbound carriageway of the

M74 to Daldowie Junction, from a point 56 metres or thereby west of where that slip road 

diverges from the northbound carriageway of the Daldowie Overbridge to the point of that 

diverge, a distance of 56 metres or thereby. 

PART 2 

LENGTHS OF ROAD RESTRICTED TO 40 MPH 

8. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the northbound carriageway of the

A725/A726 to the eastbound carriageway of the M8, from the point where the slip road diverges 

from the A725/A726 to a point 191 metres or thereby northwest of where the slip road merges 

with the eastbound carriageway of the M8, a distance of 788 metres or thereby. 

9. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the westbound carriageway of the M8

to the southbound carriageway of the A725/A726, from a point 112 metres or thereby west of 

where the slip road diverges from the westbound carriageway of the M8 to the point where the slip 

Certified copy from legislation.gov.uk Publishing
REC/S5/17/29/4

3



road merges with the southbound carriageway of the A725/A726, a distance of 552 metres or 

thereby. 

10. That length of the eastbound carriageway of the A8(M) from the point where that

carriageway merges with the circulatory carriageway of the Swinton Roundabout to the point 

where the extended centreline of the eastbound carriageway of the M8 intersects with the 

centreline of the circulatory carriageway of the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout, a distance of 

296 metres or thereby. 

11. That length of the westbound carriageway of the A8(M) from the point where the extended

centreline of that carriageway intersects with the centreline of the circulatory carriageway of the 

Baillieston Interchange Roundabout to the point where that carriageway merges with the 

circulatory carriageway of the Swinton Roundabout, a distance of 316 metres or thereby. 

12. That length of the M8 being the circulatory carriageway of the Baillieston Interchange

Roundabout, a distance of 803 metres or thereby. 

13. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from the Baillieston Interchange

Roundabout to the northbound carriageway of the M73, from a point where the extended 

centreline of that slip road intersects with the centreline of the circulatory carriageway of the 

Baillieston Interchange Roundabout to a point 66 metres or thereby northeast of that point of 

intersection, a distance of 66 metres or thereby. 

14. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from the southbound M73 to the

Baillieston Interchange Roundabout, from a point 41 metres or thereby northwest of where the 

extended centreline of that slip road intersects with the centreline of the circulatory carriageway of 

the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout to the point of that intersection, a distance of 41 metres or 

thereby. 

15. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the Bailliston Interchange Roundabout

to the eastbound carriageway of the M8, from a point where the extended centreline of that slip 

road intersects with the centreline of the circulatory carriageway of the Baillieston Interchange 

Roundabout to a point 24 metres or thereby southeast of that point of intersection, a distance of 24 

metres or thereby. 

16. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the westbound carriageway of the M8

to the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout, from a point 18 metres or thereby east of where the 

extended centreline of that slip road intersects with the centreline of the circulatory carriageway of 

the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout to the point of that intersection, a distance of 18 metres or 

thereby. 

17. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the westbound carriageway of the A8

to the westbound carriageway of the M8, from the point where that slip road diverges from the 

westbound carriageway of the A8 to a point 139 metres or thereby southwest of the point of that 

diverge, a distance of 139 metres or thereby. 

18. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from Baillieston Interchange Roundabout

to the southbound carriageway of the M73, from the point where the extended centreline of that 

slip road intersects with the centreline of the circulatory carriageway of the Baillieston Interchange 

Roundabout to a point 70 metres or thereby southwest of the point of that intersection, a distance 

of 70 metres or thereby. 

19. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from the northbound carriageway of the

M73 to the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout, from a point 26 metres or thereby south of where 

the extended centreline of the slip road intersects with the centreline of the circulatory carriageway 

of the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout to the point of that intersection, a distance of 26 metres 

or thereby. 

20. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the A7071 Bellshill Trunk Road to

the northbound carriageway of the M74, from the point where the slip road diverges from the 
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A7071 Bellshill Trunk Road to a point 617 metres or thereby southeast of where the slip road 

merges with the northbound carriageway of the M74, a distance of 383 metres or thereby. 

21. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the Raith Roundabout to the

northbound carriageway of the M74, from the point where the slip road diverges from the 

circulatory carriageway of the Raith Roundabout to a point 116 metres or thereby southeast of 

where the slip road merges with the northbound carriageway of the M74, a distance of 180 metres 

or thereby. 

22. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the southbound carriageway of the

M74 to the Raith Roundabout, from a point 54 metres or thereby northwest of where the slip road 

merges with the circulatory carriageway of the Raith Roundabout to the point of that merge, a 

distance of 54 metres or thereby. 

23. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the northbound carriageway of the

M74 to the Raith Roundabout, from a point 58 metres or thereby southeast of where the slip road 

merges with the circulatory carriageway of the Raith Roundabout to the point of that merge, a 

distance of 58 metres or thereby. 

24. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the Raith Roundabout to the

southbound carriageway of the M74, from the point where that slip road diverges from the 

circulatory carriageway of the Raith Roundabout to a point 83 metres or thereby southwest of the 

point of that diverge, a distance of 83 metres or thereby. 

PART 3 

LENGTHS OF ROAD RESTRICTED TO 50 MPH 

25. That length of the southbound carriageway of the M73 from a point 16 metres or thereby

south of where the centreline of the southbound carriageway of the M73 passes over the centreline 

of the circulatory carriageway of the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout to the point where the 

southbound carriageway of the M73 splits into the slip roads to the northbound and southbound 

carriageways of the M74, a distance of 1.6 kilometres or thereby. 

26. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from the southbound carriageway of the

M73 to the northbound carriageway of the M74, from the point where the southbound carriageway 

of the M73 splits into the slip roads to the northbound and southbound carriageways of the M74 to 

a point 710 metres or thereby southwest of the point of that split, a distance of 891 metres or 

thereby. 

27. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from the southbound carriageway of the

M73 to the southbound carriageway of the M74, from the point where the southbound carriageway 

of the M73 splits into the slip roads to the northbound and southbound carriageways of the M74 to 

a point 609 metres or thereby southwest of the point of that split, a distance of 619 metres or 

thereby. 

28. That length of the northbound carriageway of the M73 from the point where the slip roads

from the southbound and northbound carriageways of the M74 merge with the northbound 

carriageway of the M73 to a point 16 metres or thereby south of where the centreline of the 

northbound carriageway of the M73 passes over the centreline of the circulatory carriageway of 

the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout, a distance of 1.9 kilometres or thereby. 

29. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the southbound carriageway of the

M74 to the northbound carriageway of the M73, from a point 555 metres or thereby southeast of 

where the slip road diverges from the M74 to the point where that slip road merges with the 

northbound carriageway of the M73, a distance of 329 metres or thereby. 

30. That length of the M74 being part of the slip road from the northbound carriageway of the

M74 to the northbound carriageway of the M73, from a point 516 metres or thereby northwest of 

where the slip road passes under the centreline of the Blantyre Farm Road to the point where that 
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slip road merges with the northbound carriageway of the M73, a distance of 446 metres or 

thereby. 

31. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from the northbound carriageway of the

M73 to the westbound carriageway of the M8, from the point where the slip road diverges from 

the northbound carriageway of the M73 to a point 174 metres or thereby northeast of the point of 

that diverge, a distance of 174 metres or thereby. 

32. That length of the M8 being part of the slip road from the eastbound carriageway of the M8

to the southbound carriageway of the M73, from a point 655 metres or thereby southeast of where 

that slip road diverges from the eastbound carriageway of the M8 to the point where the slip road 

merges with the southbound carriageway of the M73, a distance of 1.2 kilometres or thereby. 

33. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from the Baillieston Interchange

Roundabout to the southbound carriageway of the M73, from a point 70 metres or thereby 

southwest of where the extended centreline of that slip road intersects with the centreline of the 

circulatory carriageway of the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout to the point where the slip road 

merges with the southbound carriageway of the M73, a distance of 276 metres or thereby. 

34. That length of the M73 being part of the slip road from the northbound carriageway of the

M73 to the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout, from the point where the slip road diverges from 

the northbound carriageway of the M73 to a point 26 metres or thereby southeast of where the 

extended centreline of the slip road intersects with the centreline of the circulatory carriageway of 

the Baillieston Interchange Roundabout, a distance of 287 metres or thereby. 
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EXPLANATORY NOTE 

(This note is not part of the Regulations) 

These Regulations make provision for speed limits on special roads as part of the M8/M73/M74 

Network Improvements Project. 

30mph speed limits are imposed on the roads described in Part 1 of the schedule, 40mph speed 

limits on the roads described in Part 2 of the schedule and 50mph speed limits on the roads 

described in Part 3 of the schedule. 
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