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PUBLIC PETITIONS COMMITTEE

 
AGENDA

 
20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)

 
Thursday 9 November 2017

 
The Committee will meet at 9.00 am in the David Livingstone Room (CR6).
 
1. Consideration of continued petition: The  Committee  will  consider  the

following continued petition—
 

PE1603 by Mairi Campbell-Jack and Douglas Beattie on behalf of Quaker
in Scotland & Forces Watch on Ensuring greater scrutiny, guidance and
consultation on armed forces visits to schools in Scotland; 
and will take evidence from; 
 
Brigadier Paul Buttery, Head Training Education Skills Recruiting and
Resettlement, Ministry of Defence;
 
Wing Commander Ian Garnett, Field Force Commander North, Royal Air
Force;
 
Commander Billy Adams, Commanding Officer Recruiting Field Force &
Area Recruiting Officer, Scotland & Northern Ireland, Royal Navy;
 
Major Deborah Scott, SO2 Recruiting and Engagement Coordination, HQ
51st Infantry Brigade and Army Headquarters Scotland.
 

2. Consideration of new petition: The Committee will consider the following new
petition—

 
PE1668 by Anne Glennie on Improving literacy standards in schools
through research-informed reading instruction;
and will take evidence from;
 
Anne Glennie;
 
Dr Sarah McGeown, Senior Lecturer in Developmental Psychology,
University of Edinburgh;

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/armedforcesvisitstoschools
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/readinginstruction
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Gordon Askew, MBE, International Foundation for Effective Reading
Instruction.
 

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

 
PE1480 by Amanda Kopel on behalf of The Frank Kopel Alzheimer's
Awareness Campaign on Alzheimer's and dementia awareness / PE1533
by Jeff Adamson on behalf of Scotland Against the Care Tax on Abolition
of non-residential social care charges for older and disabled people;
PE1551 by Scott Pattinson on Mandatory Reporting of Child Abuse;
PE1577 by Rachael Wallace on Adult Cerebral Palsy Services;
PE1581 by Duncan Wright on behalf of Save Scotland's School Libraries
on Save Scotland's School Libraries;
PE1591 by Catriona MacDonald on behalf of SOS-NHS on Major redesign
of healthcare services in Skye, Lochalsh and South West Ross;
PE1625 by Patricia Hewitt and Mary Black on Wider awareness,
acceptance and recognition of Pathological Demand Avoidance
Syndrome;
PE1633 by Bill Alexander on Private Criminal Prosecution in Scotland;
PE1648 by Stephanie Dodds on Nursery business rates;
PE1649 by Jennifer Lawrie on Council tax bands; 
PE1650 by Rebecca Jeynes on Student Awards Agency for Scotland's
post-graduate eligibility criteria; and
 PE1652 by Irene Baillie on Abusive and threatening communication.
 

 
Catherine Fergusson

Clerk to the Public Petitions Committee
Room T3.40

The Scottish Parliament
Edinburgh

Tel: 0131 348 5186
Email: petitions@parliament.scot

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/alzheimers
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01533
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/mandatoryreporting
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/adultcerebralpalsyservices
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/SaveScotlandsSchoolLibraries
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/skyelochalshsouthwestross
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01625
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01633
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01648
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01649
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01650
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01652
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The papers for this meeting are as follows—
 
Item 1  

PRIVATE PAPER PPC/S5/17/20/1 (P)

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/2

Item 2  

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/3

Item 3  

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/4

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/5

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/6

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/7

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/8

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/9

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/10

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/11

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/12

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/13

Note by the Clerk PPC/S5/17/20/14
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1603: Ensuring greater scrutiny, guidance and consultation on armed 
forces visits to schools in Scotland 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Mairi Campbell-Jack and Douglas Beattie on behalf of Quaker in 
Scotland & Forces Watch 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
ensure that: 

1. Guidance is provided on how visits to schools by the armed forces 
should be conducted so that information presented to children takes 
account of the unique nature of armed forces careers, ensures 
political balance, and offers a realistic representation of the role of 
the armed forces and what a career in the armed forces involves.  

2. Information is collected to enable public monitoring of the number 
and location of visits, the purpose and content of visits, and 
comparison with the number of visits by other employers.  

3. Parents/guardians are consulted as to whether they are happy for 
their child to take part in armed forces activities at school. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/armedforcesvisitstoschools  

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee at its 
meeting on 25 May 2017. 

2. At this meeting, the Committee will hear evidence from representatives of the 
armed forces about visits to schools. 

Previous committee consideration 

3. The Committee’s previous consideration of the petition has included 
discussions of the content of presentations delivered at events in schools, 
including curriculum-related events and careers-based events, whether the 
schools or the armed forces initiate visits and the balance of presentations in 
identifying both the opportunities and risks that may arise as part of an armed 
forces career.  

4. Some specific concerns have been expressed to the Committee about whether 
armed forces visits take place with greater frequency to schools in areas with 
higher levels of deprivation and a comment was made in the Scottish Youth 
Parliament’s submission that referred to the armed forces being presented in 
the stereotype of the macho man. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/armedforcesvisitstoschools
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Data about armed forces visits to schools 

5. In the course of giving evidence on the petition, the Deputy First Minister 
undertook to seek information from the UK Government about armed forces 
visits to schools. That information was provided by the UK Government and has 
been provided to the Committee by the Scottish Government. 

6. Given the issues raised by the petition, the Committee may be interested to 
note the following about the data that has been provided. 

Figure 1: Number of armed forces visits 
 

 

7. Figure 1 shows the total number of visits made to educational institutions in 
Scotland by the armed forces in the period from, broadly, April 2016 to June 
2017.1 The figures include visits to colleges and universities, as well as visits to 
schools. 

8. A number of locations have been visited by armed forces representatives on 
more than one occasion. The number of locations2 visited by each of the armed 
forces is as follows— 

 Army: 293 locations 

 Royal Air Force: 121 locations 

 Royal Navy: 142 locations. 

9. The nature of the activities undertaken in the course of the visit vary in their 
descriptions. The system for recording data about those activities also appear 
to differ between the various armed forces. The presentation of data about 
Army activities seems to be the most consistent in the descriptors of the activity 
undertaken. This data shows that, of the 669 visits undertaken— 

 316 were for careers fairs or events 

                                                           
1 Army: April 2016-May 2017; Navy: April 2016-June 2017; Air Force: April 2016-June 2017. 
2 Calculated on the basis of the names of the location, as recorded by the armed forces. Further 
interrogation of the data based on postcode, for example, may result in slight variations in these 
numbers. 
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 136 were for careers presentations or visits 

 78 were for Introductory Personal Development Activity 

 68 were for curriculum support (e.g. mock interviews) 

 36 were Army in Education liaison visits 

 19 were STEM related. 

10. There was also 1 visit listed for an Army Preparation Course (indicated as 
being a school run course) and on Combined Cadet Force. Of the visits not 
captured in these descriptors, the majority were to universities and included 
stands or presentations at fairs. 

11. The data for the Royal Navy and Royal Air Force, while not captured in the 
same way, also indicates that the majority of visits were for careers-related 
purposes. 

Considertion of the issue in Wales 

12. As members will recall, a petition in similar terms was submitted to the National 
Assembly for Wales. The Assembly’s Petitions Committee considered the 
petition over a number of years and, in June 2015, published a report in which it 
set out the following three recommendations— 

 We recommend that the Welsh Government considers whether further 
research is needed into the reasons for the apparently disproportionate 
number of visits to schools in areas of relatively high deprivation. 

 We recommend that the Welsh Government reviews the Careers and 
the World of Work Curriculum Framework to ensure that guidance in 
relation to inviting the armed forces into schools takes account of their 
unique nature as a career and the need to encourage an open and 
honest exchange of views with pupils about their role. 

 We recommend that the Welsh Government gives further consideration 
to how schools, businesses and employers can best be supported to 
ensure that a diverse range of businesses and employers visit schools to 
provide pupils with information about the career opportunities they offer. 
 

13. In its response to the report, the Welsh Government accepted the second and 
third recommendtaions and accepted the first recommendation in principle. 
Commenting on the first recommendation, the Welsh Government response 
stated— 

“The Committee found that despite anecdotal evidence, there was no 
compelling evidence that schools in relatively high areas of deprivation are 
deliberately targeted by the armed forces. 

http://www.assembly.wales/NAfW%20Documents/News%20section%20documents/Stop%20the%20Army%20Recruiting%20in%20schools.pdf
http://www.assembly.wales/laid%20documents/gen-ld10363/gen-ld10363-e.pdf
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I do not believe the findings are sufficient to undertake further research 
urgently. School engagement with, and visits from, the armed forces can be 
looked at as part of the roll out of the Enhanced Employer Engagement project. 
Schools based in areas of relatively high areas of deprivation, including schools 
involved in the Schools Challenge Cymru programme, will be included in the 
target group for early engagement in the project. We will consider whether 
further research is needed in light of experience of the project.” 

Conclusion 

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

 To reflect on the evidence provided by the armed forces representatives 
at a future meeting and to invite the petitioners to make a further written 
submission in advance of that meeting. 

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1668: Improving literacy standards in schools through research-informed 
reading instruction 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Anne Glennie 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
i) provide national guidance, support, and professional learning for 
teachers in research-informed reading instruction, specifically 
systematic synthetic phonics; ii) ensure teacher training institutions 
train new teachers in research-informed reading instruction, 
specifically systematic synthetic phonics. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/readinginstruction 

Introduction 

1. This is a new petition that collected 282 signatures of support and 41 
comments. Two written submissions supporting the petition have also been 
received. These submissions are available at the annexe to this note. 

2. At this meeting the Committee will take evidence from the petitioner and 
supporters. 

Background (taken from the SPICe briefing) 

3. Systematic synthetic phonics is a teaching method in which letter names are 
not taught initially. Children learn up to 44 phonemes (the smallest units of 
sound) and how each can be represented. Another approach to phonics is 
analytic phonics which involves the analysis of whole words to identify spelling 
patterns. 

4. Following the Rose review in England (2006), synthetic phonics were made 
part of the national curriculum in England. The review stated that— 

“Despite uncertainties in research findings, the practice seen by the review 
shows that the systematic approach, which is generally understood as 
‘synthetic’ phonics, offers the vast majority of young children the best and 
most direct route to becoming skilled readers and writers.” 

5. While there is support for the use of synthetic phonics, concerns have been 
expressed that its inclusion in the national curriculum might imply that it is the 
only approach. For example, the NUT said in 2011 that— 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/readinginstruction
http://www.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/Petitions%20briefings%20S5/PB17-_1668.pdf
http://www.getreadingright.co.uk/analytic-vs-systematic-synthetic-phonics/
http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/5551/2/report.pdf
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“Synthetic phonics is not the Holy Grail when it comes to the teaching of 
reading.” (BBC 2011) 

6. Education Scotland has a ‘National Improvement Hub’ which provides 
educational resources, including information on research evidence for closing 
the socio-economic attainment gap. This includes a briefing on phonics which 
states that— 

“Phonics approaches have been consistently found to be effective in 
supporting younger readers to master the basics of reading”. 

Phonics in Curriculum for Excellence 

7. Particular teaching methods are not set out in the guidance on Curriculum for 
Excellence. The ‘Principles and Practice’ for Literacy and English refers to the 
use of phonics amongst other methods, although doesn’t specify synthetic 
phonics— 

“Teachers will balance play-based learning with more systematic development 
and learning of skills and techniques for reading, including phonics.” (Literacy 
and English: principles and practice paper, p2) 

8. Education Scotland has published ‘benchmarks’ to provide further guidance. 
These include— 

 Hears and says rhyming words and generates rhyme from a given word 
 Hears and says the different single sounds made by letters 
 Hears and says letter blends/sounds made by a combination of letters. 

9. The Scottish survey of literacy and numeracy assessed literacy in 2012, 2014 
and 2016. This included measurement of reading ability at P4, P7 and S2. The 
percentage of P4 pupils performing “well or very well” at reading was 83% in 
2012, 78% in 2014 and 77% in 2016.  

Scottish Government Action 

10. The Scottish Government’s vision for education, set out in the 2017 National 
Improvement Framework and Improvement Plan, includes improvement in 
attainment in literacy as well as closing the attainment gap. 

11. In May 2017, the Scottish Government published a content analysis of initial 
teacher training courses which looked at the number of hours provided for 
certain areas of the curriculum, including literacy. It found a high degree of 
variability. In the undergraduate degree for primary school teachers, the time 
dedicated to literacy varied from 48 to 173 hours. For the one year 
postgraduate course for primary school teachers it varied from 20 to 153 hours. 
The report did not discuss the content or skills taught. 

12. Education Scotland’s hub includes evidence from research, focused on tackling 
the attainment gap. Their briefing on phonics is quoted above. The Scottish 

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/education-14029897
https://scot.educationendowmentfoundation.org.uk/phonics/
https://education.gov.scot/Documents/literacy-english-pp.pdf
https://education.gov.scot/Documents/literacy-english-pp.pdf
https://education.gov.scot/improvement/Documents/LiteracyEnglishBenchmarks.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00517651.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/12/8072
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/12/8072
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_Education/Inquiries/20170517ESINcorrespondencefromDFM.pdf
https://education.gov.scot/improvement/sac38researchlinks
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Government published A Research Strategy for Scottish Education which 
includes— 

“Examining the capacity and structure of education professionals to receive 
and implement the lessons of research and recommend necessary changes.” 

13. The petition also calls for synthetic phonics to be taught in initial teacher 
training. The Scottish Government is developing new routes into teaching, one 
of which, at Stirling University, aims to qualify more primary teachers with 
additional subject specialisms, including literacy. 

Scottish Parliament Action 

14. In 2010, Murdo Fraser MSP asked the Scottish Executive: “whether it will 
promote the formal teaching of synthetic phonics as a way to improve literacy 
standards”. (S3O-8960). The Cabinet Secretary for Education at that time, 
Michael Russell, replied— 

“I agree that synthetic phonics has had considerable success. Many good 
teachers and lots of good schools are using the approach. However, it is 
important to stress that it is not the only approach. In certain circumstances, 
other approaches work well, in addition to or in place of synthetic phonics.” 

15. More recently, the Education and Skills Committee has considered the 
content of initial teacher training as part of its inquiry into teacher 
workforce planning, and published its report on 1 September 2017. 

16. Paragraphs 16 and 17 of that report note that to improve attainment in 
literacy [and numeracy] it is “absolutely fundamental” to have teachers 
that understand and are able to teach the core skill of literacy, and 
recommends that an investigation – which “should include assessing 
baseline standards on all courses for student primary teachers” – be 
undertaken into the extent of the problems raised in relation to literacy 
[and numeracy].    

Conclusion 

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

 Seeking the views of the Scottish Government on the action called for in the 
petition 

 Seeking the views of the General Teaching Council for Scotland, the 
Educational Institute of Scotland, Association of Directors of Education and 
institutions offering teacher training in Scotland1. 

 Any other action the Committee wishes to take. 
                                                           
1 Edinburgh Napier University; University of Aberdeen; University of Dundee; University of Edinburgh; 
University of Glasgow; University of the Highlands and Islands; University of Stirling; University of 
Strathclyde; University of the West of Scotland 

http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00512276.pdf
http://www.gtcs.org.uk/News/news/news-routes-into-teaching.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/104266.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/104266.aspx
https://sp-bpr-en-prod-cdnep.azureedge.net/published/ES/2017/9/1/Teacher-Workforce-Planning-for-Scotland-s-Schools/10th%20Report,%202017.pdf
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Clerk to the Committee 

 

Annexe 

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

 PE1668/A: Dr Marlynne Grant submission of 4 July 2017 (127KB pdf) 
 PE1668/B: Dr Sarah McGeown submission of 18 July 2017 (82KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1668A_Dr_Marlynne_Grant.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1668_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/SaveScotlandsSchoolLibraries
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/SaveScotlandsSchoolLibraries
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1480: Alzheimer’s and dementia awareness  
Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Amanda Kopel on behalf of The Frank Kopel Alzheimer's Awareness 
Campaign 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
raise awareness of the daily issues suffered by people with 
Alzheimer’s and dementia and to ensure that free personal care is 
made available for all sufferers of this illness regardless of age. 

Webpage  Parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01480 

 

PE1533: Abolition of non-residential social care charges for older and disabled 
people 

 

Petitioner 

 

Jeff Adamson on behalf of Scotland Against the Care Tax 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
abolish all local authority charges for non residential care services as 
under Part 1, Paragraph 1, Subsection (4) of the Community Care and 
Health (Scotland) Act 2002. 

Webpage  Parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01533 

 

Introduction 

1. The Committee last considered these petitions at its meeting on 25 May 2017. 
At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish Government.  

 

2. Responses have now been received from the Scottish Government and the 
petitioner for petition PE1408 and the Committee is invited to consider what 
action it wishes to take. 

 
Committee Consideration  

3. The Committee asked the Scottish Government to provide a copy of the 
feasibility study relating to extending free personal care to people under the age 
of 65 regardless of their condition once it was published. It also asked the 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/alzheimers
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01533
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Scottish Government’s officials to meet with both petitioners prior to the 
conclusion of the study to discuss their views on the study. 

 

4. The Scottish Government’s written response confirmed that the findings would 
be completed by summer 2017 and that it would share the findings of the study 
with the Committee. No further correspondence has been received from the 
Scottish Government in this regard.  

 
5. The Scottish Government also confirmed that it intended to invite both 

petitioners to a round table event to discuss proposals of extending free 
personal care to under 65’s. The response also confirmed that the Cabinet 
Secretary for Health and Sport had met with Amanda Kopel “on a number of 
occasions” and that Scottish Government officials met with Jeff Adamson on 3 
May 2017.   
 

6. Amanda Kopel’s written submission, received on 28 June 2017, highlighted the 
value of considering both petitions together and accepted that while the 
Scottish Government had begun to explore the extension of free personal care 
to under 65’s, this would not seek to address some of the services that people 
with dementia and other long term conditions rely on. For example, day 
services, which fall out with the definition of free personal care. The petitioner 
confirmed that these services will continue to be charged, even if free personal 
care is extended to a wider age group. 

7. Subsequent to the written responses received from the Scottish Government, 
the Programme for Government 2017/18 has now been published and outlines 
plans to implement “Franks Law”, providing free personal care to those under 
65 who need it. 

 
Conclusion 

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

 To ask the Scottish Government whether it’s commitment to implement 
‘Frank’s Law’, as set out in the Programme for Government, will also extend 
to other services, such as day services, which do not currently fall within the 
definition of free personal care. 
 

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

 

 

 

http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0052/00524214.pdf
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Annexe 

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

1480 

 PE1480/X: Scottish Government submission of 27 June 2017 (9KB pdf) 

 PE1480/Y: Petitioner submission of 28 June 2017 (44KB pdf)  

 

1533 

 PE1533/DD: Scottish Government submission of 27 June 2017 (9KB pdf)  
 PE1533/EE Petitioner submission of 28 June 2017 (44KB pdf) (please note, 

this is the same written submission as PE1480/Y as referenced above). 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1480X_Scottish_Government.pdf
http://external.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1480Y_Petitioner_submission.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1533DD_Scottish_Government.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1533DD_Scottish_Government.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1533EE_Petitioner_submission_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01621
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5) 

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1551: Mandatory reporting of child abuse 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Scott Pattinson 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
introduce legislation that makes it a criminal offence to fail to report 
child abuse. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/mandatoryreporting 

 
Introduction 
 

1. This is a continued petition, which was last considered by the Committee at its 
meeting on 15 June 2017, at which it considered the submission form the 
Minister for Childcare and Early Years. The Minister acknowledged that it “would 
be entirely within the competence of the Scottish Parliament to consider an 
approach without waiting for the results of the UK consultation”, but considered 
that it would be “prudent” to await the outcome of the UK Government’s 
consultation on the issue, which applies to England only. 
 

Committee Consideration 

2. The Committee recognised that there is a debate to be had on the issue of 
mandatory reporting. It considered that such a debate should be in the context of 
the child protection system in Scotland, rather than being determined by the 
timetable for a consultation that applies only to England. 
 

3. The Committee noted previous submissions from children’s organisations, and 
considered that this demonstrates that there are people and organisations 
across Scotland who want to engage in a discussion on this issue. 
 

4. The Committee invited the Scottish Government to provide a further submission 
once it had had the opportunity to reflect on the Committee’s discussion of the 
petition. At the time of writing no update has been received. 

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

include— 
  
 Writing to the Minister for Childcare and Early Years to ask him to request 

confirmation from the UK Government of the timeframe in which it intends to 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/mandatoryreporting
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publish its findings and whether he will commit to considering mandatory 
reporting within the Child Protection Improvement Programme; 

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 
 

Clerk to the Committee 
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1577: Adult Cerebral Palsy Services  
Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Rachael Wallace 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
develop and provide funding for a clinical pathway and services for 
adults with cerebral palsy. 

Webpage  Parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01577 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 25 
May 2017. At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government. Responses have now been received from the Scottish 
Government and the petitioner. The Committee is invited to consider what 
action it wishes to take. 

 
Committee Consideration  

Mapping exercise and pilot programme 
 
2. The Committee asked the Scottish Government for the findings of a mapping 

exercise and a separate pilot programme being led by Bobath Scotland and 
West Dunbartonshire Health and Social Care Partnership to develop and 
understand cerebral palsy and the way in which services are delivered.  

3. In response, the Scottish Government stated that the mapping exercise, 
undertaken by Capability Scotland, was not commissioned by the Scottish 
Government and that they had become aware of the exercise through 
discussions with Bobath Scotland. As such, they do not hold this information. 

4. The Scottish Government’s submission summarised Bobath Scotland’s findings 
from the pilot project which are as follows: 

 A need to raise knowledge and awareness with all members of staff within 
Integrated Joint Boards (IJBs) and Integrated Authorities (IAs) of the 
management of cerebral palsy (CP), to enable greater empowerment of 
those with CP to be in control of their condition and to help access existing 
services.  

 
 Reviews must be regularised to avoid missing changing requirements of 

those with CP – this can occur almost accidentally because of the 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/adultcerebralpalsyservices
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sometimes slow deterioration some experience, and an assumption by staff 
that needs have not changed.  

 
 The multi-faceted way the condition manifests itself dictates that services 

need to be person-centred and developed from a user-led perspective. 
[Pre]scriptive guidance and approaches risk services becoming less nimble 
and adaptable to changing and varying needs of patients, with potentially 
negative consequences and poorer outcomes for those with CP.  

 
5. It is the Scottish Government’s view that “as CP can manifest in a variety of 

ways… bespoke pathways work better to meet the needs of individuals”. 
Therefore, the Government is of the view that “testing new approaches at a 
local level is the best way to develop person-centred services and local 
pathways”. 

6. In response, the petitioner agreed that services for people with CP should be 
“person centred”. However, the petitioner stated that this could also be said for 
people with Multiple Sclerosis or Parkinson’s Disease who have a consultant 
and/or a specialist nurse to support the patient. The petitioner contrasted this 
experience with her own, highlighting that she does not have regular reviews 
with key healthcare professionals to discuss her condition. 

7. The Scottish Government’s written submission also stated that with the 
integration of Health and Social Care, it will be the responsibility of joint boards 
and integrated agencies to commission local services for people with CP. The 
Government’s written submission recognised the importance of Bobath 
Scotland’s work within this new landscape and the opportunity to capture 
national principles that can be applied to local services. The Government 
therefore intend to continue working closely with Bobath Scotland to expand the 
project work and share learning. 

8. The petitioner’s view is that while the Bobath Pilot scheme is helpful in 
gathering evidence, it is only a pilot which has not secured any additional 
government funding to expand the project. The petitioner highlighted concern in 
that health boards/IJB’s would not implement support at a local level as they 
have limited resources and therefore care and support for adults with cerebral 
palsy is unlikely to be a priority unless there is a national focus. 

9. The petitioner is of the view that localised services may lead to a “postcode 
lottery” and that there needs to be the same access to high quality specialist 
care across all health boards in Scotland. As such, the petitioner stated that 
prescriptive guidance is needed to make healthcare professionals aware of 
cerebral palsy in adulthood which can be adapted by the clinician to meet 
individual patient needs. 

National guidance 
 
10. The Committee also asked the Scottish Government whether it would be 

minded to produce national guidance for health boards and the timeframe for 
doing so based on the findings of the pilot programme and mapping exercise. 
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11. In response, the Government identified two strands of work currently underway 
that will impact on the management and treatment of Cerebral Palsy (CP) going 
forward: 

 The Clinical Standards for Neurological Health Services (2009) are currently 
under review by Healthcare Improvement Scotland (HIS). HIS will publish a 
refreshed suite of generic standards by August 2018 which will include 
conditions like CP, unlike in the 2009 standards. 

 The National Institute for Health and Care Excellence (NICE) are taking 
forward guidance for the management and treatment of CP in adults in NHS 
England which will be published in 2019. It is the Scottish Government’s 
intention to review the impact of the refreshed guidance once it is published. 

12. As a result of these two strands of the work, the Scottish Government stated 
that they are not minded to develop national guidance on CP in adults at this 
point. 

13. The petitioner expressed disappointment in her written submission that the 
Scottish Government does not intend to develop national guidance. While the 
petitioner welcomed the guidelines currently being developed by HIS and NICE, 
she questioned whether there was an opportunity for the Scottish Government 
to provide leadership rather than waiting for these guidelines to be developed. 

14. The final scope for the group developing the NICE guidance includes 
“Configuration of services for adults aged 25 and over with cerebral palsy” in 
respect of specialist services and access to primary and medical care. In 
addition to a chair and clinical lead, the membership of the group includes: an 
adult rehabilitation specialist, nurses, patient/carer representatives, an 
occupational therapist, a physiotherapist and an adult neurologist. The chair is 
a consultant paediatric neurologist from the Royal Hospital for Sick Children in 
Edinburgh. 

Transition from child to adult services 
 
15. In its written submission and on the specific issue of transition from child to 

adult services, the Scottish Government highlighted that it is in the early stages 
of developing a Framework to Support Disabled Children, Young People and 
their Families. An extensive consultation period is intended to commence later 
this year, with a final framework published in late summer 2018. 

16. In response, the petitioner stated that— 
 
“…there is in fact no transition from child to adult services because there are no 
relevant specialist services for adults, resulting in many of them falling through 
the cracks; the transitions framework will not help them”. 

 
17. The petitioner reinforced the point that there is “gap” in medical NHS specialist 

services for adults with cerebral palsy throughout her submission. 
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18. In response to the Scottish Government’s reference to ongoing support 
provided to young disabled people through the Independent Living Fund, the 
petitioner stated that it was not relevant to the petition, as it only applies to 16-
21 year olds. 

Scottish Government correspondence 
 
19. In concluding her written submission, the petitioner expressed concern that the 

Scottish Government had not contacted her since the start of the year, despite 
the Minister for Public Health and Sport making a commitment to work with the 
petitioner.  

20. The petitioner has also received no communication from the clinical priorities 
team. The petitioner has indicated that she would like to support the Scottish 
Government’s objective of designing services for adults with cerebral palsy 
“from the ground up” using people’s “lived experiences”. 

Conclusion 

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

 To ask the Scottish Government how it, or NHS Scotland, will contribute to 
the development of the NICE guidance and to ask it to ensure that the 
commitment to work with the petitioner is followed-up. 

 To write to NICE to clarify what opportunity there might be for the petitioner, 
or others with an interest in this issue, to contribute to the work on 
developing the guidance. 

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

 

Annexe 

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

 PE1577/K: Scottish Government submission of 25 August 2017 (107KB pdf)  
 PE1577/L: Petitioner submission of 4 October 2017 (72KB pdf)  

 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/20170825_PE1577_K_SG.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/20170825_PE1577_K_SG.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/RW_Public_Petitions_Committee_letter_21.09.17.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/RW_Public_Petitions_Committee_letter_21.09.17.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01621
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Public Petitions Committee 
 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5) 
 

Thursday 9 November 2017 
 

PE1581 Save Scotland's School Libraries 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 

Petitioner Duncan Wright on behalf of Save Scotland’s School Libraries 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
set out a new national strategy for school libraries which recognises the 
vital role of high quality school libraries in supporting pupils’ literacy and 
research skills. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/SaveScotlandsSchoolLibrarie
s 

Introduction 
 

1. This petition was last considered by the Committee at its meeting on 25 May. At 
that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Deputy First Minister, inviting 
him to respond to the points of clarification sought by the petitioner, with regard to 
development and delivery of the strategy, which organisations will be involved in 
any consultation, and the timescale for the strategy to be in place.   
 

2. Submissions from the Scottish Government and the petitioner have been 
received. The Committee is invited to consider what action to take on the 
petition.   

 
Committee consideration 
 
3. The Scottish Government’s submission advises that development of the strategy 

will be led by the Scottish Library and Information Council (SLIC). It 
acknowledges the importance of collaboration in developing the aims, objectives 
and content of the strategy, adding— 
 

“The engagement to develop the strategy will therefore include all key 
stakeholders, including the Chartered Institute of Library and Information 
Professionals in Scotland (CILIPS) and the Association of Directors of 
Education in Scotland (ADES).” 

 
4. The Scottish Government submission indicates that development and 

engagement on the strategy will begin following publication of the guidance on 
school libraries, “How Good is Our School 4” (HGIOS4), and the aim is for “the 
final strategy to be agreed and published ahead of the 2018/19 school year”. It 
adds that officials would contact CILIPS and the petitioner “to clarify the 
timetable and the process to develop the strategy”. 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/SaveScotlandsSchoolLibraries
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/SaveScotlandsSchoolLibraries
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5. The petitioner welcomes the clarity provided in the Scottish Government 

submission. In his submission, he states— 
 

“Save Scotland’s School Libraries, feel significant progress has been made in 
regards to the development of a National Strategy for School Libraries in 
Scotland and indeed, we feel there has been a significant shift in Scottish 
Government policy on the issue. A clear plan for the development and 
delivery of a strategy is in place along with an appropriate timescale. We will 
of course be monitoring each stage of the development and delivery of the 
strategy carefully and will ensure that appropriate scrutiny takes place when 
necessary.” 

 
6. How Good is Our School 4 was published in September, and is complemented 

by a companion guide, How Good is Our School Library?. Further to this, the 
Deputy First Minister recently launched the School Library Improvement Fund, 
with the Scottish Government allocating £1 million to improve school libraries 
over the next three years. The Fund will be open for education authorities to 
apply for funding on behalf of school libraries in their area. 

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

Options include— 
 
 To close the petition, on the basis that the petitioner considers that there is a 

clear plan for development and delivery of the strategy announced by the 
Deputy First Minister, with an appropriate timescale in place. 
 

 Any other action the Committee wishes to take. 
 

Clerk to the Committee 
 

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

 PE1581/Z: Literature Alliance Scotland submission of 9 June 2017 (211KB 
pdf) 

 PE1581/AA: Scottish Government submission of 28 June 2017 (71KB pdf) 
 PE1581/BB: Petitioner submission of 31 August 2017 (191KB pdf) 

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

https://education.gov.scot/improvement/frwk2hgios
https://scottishlibraries.org/advice-guidance/how-good-is-our-school-library/
https://news.gov.scot/news/gbp-1-million-for-school-libraries
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1581Z_Literature_Alliance_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1581Z_Literature_Alliance_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1581AA_Scottish_Government.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1581_BB_Petitioner1.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/SaveScotlandsSchoolLibraries
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Public Petitions Committee 
 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5) 
 

Thursday 9 November 2017 
 

PE1591: Major redesign of healthcare services in Skye, Lochalsh and South 
West Ross 

 
Note by the Clerk 

 
Petitioner Catriona MacDonald on behalf of SOS-NHS 

Petition 
summary 

The petition calls on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish 
Government to reverse its approval of the major service change to 
healthcare services in Skye, Lochalsh and South West Ross. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/skyelochalshsouthwestross 

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

meeting on 25 May. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the 
Cabinet Secretary, inviting her to respond to the petitioners’ ongoing concerns 
about the service redesign.  

 
2. The Cabinet Secretary’s response has been provided to members, along with 

submissions from NHS Highland and the petitioners. The Committee is invited 
to consider what action to take on the petition. 

 
Committee consideration 
 
3. In her submission, the Cabinet Secretary states that— 
 

 “Under the redesign plans, Portree Hospital will continue to provide the range 
of services that are currently being delivered including outpatient clinics, the 
Minor Injury Centre and Primary Care Emergency Centre.” 

 
4. The Cabinet Secretary notes that the Board is also exploring what further 

services could be developed for local people, and understands that one of the 
options being considered is the provision of a day hospital facility.  
 

5. In terms of palliative care, the Cabinet Secretary indicates that she has been 
advised that “significant development work is already happening through the 
development of the Integrated Community Team”. She states that— 
 

“The Board has been clear that the development of care at home service, 
community care, respite, palliative and end of life care would all be taken 
forward as part of the wider redesign to improve local services. It is also 
important to note that NHS Highland have given an assurance that new 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/skyelochalshsouthwestross
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=10976&i=100334#ScotParlOR
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arrangements will be fully tested and up and running before making any 
changes to the current service provision.” 

 
6. In terms of the petitioners’ concerns about access to primary and emergency 

care, the Cabinet secretary states that she has received an assurance that 
“there has been no reduction in these services and there is no plan to change 
this under the redesign”. 
 

7. With regard to concerns about transport and access to Broadford, the Cabinet 
Secretary notes that while views on this were sought during the initial public 
consultation, the Board has commissioned the University of Aberdeen to 
undertake a further study. She also sets out her understanding that, in 
response to concerns among local communities about the services, NHS 
Highland and the Scottish Ambulance Service have held events aimed at 
“helping local people understand clinical pathways of care”, and that these 
events have been attended by consultants, GPs, specialist nurses and 
paramedics. 
 

8. The Cabinet Secretary indicates that she has received assurances that NHS 
Highland continues to seek to engage with local communities, and will keep its 
communications and engagement with local stakeholders under review to 
ensure they “can build greater confidence in the process”. She adds— 
 

“I am advised that the Board has also offered to meet the local Councillors 
though understand this has been turned down. I would encourage all local 
stakeholders, including the petitioners, to work with the Board to take this 
important work forward.” 

 
9. In its submission, NHS Highland acknowledges that there is “inevitably some 

concern about some of the proposed change in delivery”, and provides some 
detail about measures it has taken to allay those concerns. 
 

10. It indicates that it has sought advice from Kate Forbes MSP and Rhoda Grant 
MSP about what it can do to ensure the redesign “goes smoothly for all 
communities”. It considers that a meeting with elected members and MSP 
colleagues would be helpful, but notes— 
 

“Most recently the Chair of NHS Highland has been in direct communication 
with the elected members for Skye (three are newly elected) offering to meet 
with them although they have responded that a meeting is unlikely to be 
productive.”  

 
11. The submission notes that the Programme Board and the Steering Group, 

which are overseeing the redesign, have members of the public on them, but 
indicates that it will “review the representation on these groups alongside our 
wider communication with local groups to see how our engagement can be 
strengthened”. It adds that has responded to suggestions by local groups to 
hold local engagement events, and that it plans to hold more. 
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12. NHS Highland acknowledges the concerns about transport. It notes, however, 
that— 
 

“This is a long standing issue and the implications span much wider than 
health services. The redesign has proven to be an opportunity to study this in 
more detail.” 

 
13. The Board states that it has commissioned an independent review to be 

conducted by a team from Aberdeen University. The review’s focus is on 
transport and access “to assess any specific implications of the changes along 
with potential actions to address them”, and has already included meetings with 
a range of local stakeholders. 
 

14. NHS Highland confirms that architects have been appointed for the redesign, 
with plans to “initiate a series of communications and meetings which will set 
out progress with the redevelopment … such as confirming additional care 
home capacity in the north, clarifying the detail of what will be provided from 
Portree Hospital and more generally in the north of Skye”. It believes that— 
 

“Delivering and communicating this key element of the plan would benefit 
from greater local involvement and ownership and we will seek to address 
this.” 

 
15. The petitioners indicate that they are not reassured by the submissions from 

the Cabinet Secretary and NHS Highland. They consider that their concerns 
are being completely ignored. 
 

16. The petitioners consider that the redesign “is being used as a cover for cuts to 
essential health and social care services” and identify the closure of Portree 
Hospital to new admissions and the removal of the 24 hour acute and 
emergency medical care service from Portree as specific examples. 
 

17. They also state that, while “Portree Hospital may not have met the criteria for 
A&E designation applied in the central belt, … it was a life-saving and much 
needed element of health services until replaced by a multidisciplinary (non-
medical) Rural Support Team”. They note that, since November 2014, the 
hospital has been bypassed by ambulances, due to a re-issued instruction to 
staff. They say— 
 

“Again these are nothing more than austerity cuts imposed with no recognition 
of the vital service that was previously provided…” 

 
18. Further concerns presented by the petitioners to demonstrate their lack of 

confidence in the process are a lack of information about what will be in the 
‘Spoke’ facility (with the last discussion about this being in March 2016) and 
that there is “absolutely no evidence” of the ‘necessary expansion’ referred to 
by the Cabinet Secretary. The petitioners say— 
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“Far from continuing to engage with this community NHS Highland are 
completely ignoring the people who will be most affected by their proposed 
redesign.” 

 
Action  
  
19. The Committee is invited to consider what action to take. Options include— 

 
 To close the petition, on the basis that the Cabinet Secretary has confirmed 

that she is content that due process has been followed and therefore the 
Scottish Government does not intend to reverse its approval of the major 
service change; that the changes were supported by the majority of local 
stakeholders, and that NHS Highland has taken steps to engage with local 
stakeholders and communities.  

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 
 

Clerk to the Committee 
 
 

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

 PE1591/T: Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport submission of 26 June 
2017 (136KB pdf) 

 PE1591/U: NHS Highland submission of 30 June 2017 (49KB pdf) 
 PE1591/V: Petitioner submission of 31 August 2017 (177KB pdf) 

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

 
 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1591T_Cabinet_Secretary_for_Health_and_Sport.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1591T_Cabinet_Secretary_for_Health_and_Sport.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1591U_NHS_Highland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1591_V_Petitioner.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/skyelochalshsouthwestross
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5) 

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1625: Wider awareness, acceptance and recognition of Pathological 
Demand Avoidance Syndrome 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioners Patricia Hewitt and Mary Black 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
promote a wider awareness and acceptance of Pathological Demand 
Avoidance syndrome among health, education and social care and 
social work practitioners, and, via the appropriate agencies and 
bodies, to institute and facilitate training in the diagnosis of the 
condition, to promote the development of therapeutic programmes for 
those with the syndrome and to provide support for their families and 
carers. 
 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01625  

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, previously considered by the Committee at its 
meeting on 15 June, when it agreed to write to the Scottish Government and 
Integration Joint Boards (IJBs). Responses have been received and are 
included in the annexe to this note. The Committee is invited to consider what 
action to take on the petition. 

Committee consideration 

Scottish Government submission 

2. The Committee asked the Scottish Government whether it would look at 
policies elsewhere or identify any research on what happens in other parts of 
the world, and whether it had any plans to explore how more consistency in 
diagnosis and support from local authorities can be delivered. 

3. In its submission, the Scottish Government states that it has “no plans to 
explore research or practice in other parts of the world” as it is “already 
committed to international standards of best practice” as identified in the 
International Classification of Diseases version 10 (ICD-10)1 and the Diagnostic 
and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders 5th edition (DSM-5). It adds— 

“These remain the ‘gold standard’ for autism diagnosis and neither recognises 
PDA as a distinct category for diagnosis.” 

                                                           
1 ICD-10 is expected to be updated in 2018. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01625
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=11020&i=100686#ScotParlOR
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4. The Scottish Government refers to SIGN 145, the national guidance on 
assessment, diagnosis and interventions for autism spectrum disorders. It 
highlights that the guidance— 

 was published in 2016 
 reflects the most recent evidence covering children and young people 
 provides recommendations for best practice 
 incorporates evidence and recommendations on assessment, diagnosis 

and interventions 
 states that all professions involved in diagnosing ASD should consider 

using  ICD-10 or DSM-5 
 recommends that specialist assessments of ASD should involve a 

history-taking element, a clinical observation/assessment element, and 
the obtaining of wider contextual and functional information 

 does not recognise PDA as a distinct category for diagnosis. 

5. The submission explains that— 

“SIGN guidelines are developed and updated using a rigorous process 
involving multidisciplinary working groups with representation from across 
Scotland and a systematic review and critical appraisal of the current scientific 
literature which includes international publications.”  

6. In response to the Committee’s question about consistency across local 
authorities in providing diagnosis and support, the Scottish Government states 
that it is “committed to ensuring diagnostic and post-diagnostic support is 
consistent throughout the country”. 

7. It refers to its Scottish Strategy for Autism, which requires each authority to 
have a published Autism Strategy and autism plan. The Scottish Government’s 
expectation is for “each local area to have multi-agency steering groups 
responsible for monitoring the implementation of local autism plans”. 

8. In addition, the Scottish Government refers to the Autism Training Framework, 
which has been developed with NHS Education Scotland (NES). It highlights 
other support tools that NES has made available, including— 

 an ASD online learning space which includes a learning resource in 
Differential Diagnosis and Co-morbidity in ASD 

 a guidance document – Key considerations in promoting positive 
practice for Autism Spectrum Disorders – intended to serve as a basis 
from which staff, teams and services can consider their approach to 
autistic individuals who access their services.  

9. The guidance document explains— 

“The terms autism and Autism Spectrum Disorder (SD) have been used 
throughout this guide to refer to the range of neurodevelopmental conditions, 
including Autism, Atypical Autism, and Asperger’s Syndrome. Individuals on 
the spectrum and their families will vary in how they regard autism.” 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2011/11/01120340/0
http://elearning.scot.nhs.uk:8080/intralibrary/open_virtual_file_path/i1923n4027869t/NESD0350ASDTrainingFramework-WEB.pdf
http://www.knowledge.scot.nhs.uk/home/learning-and-cpd/learning-spaces/autism-spectrum-disorder.aspx
http://www.knowledge.scot.nhs.uk/home/learning-and-cpd/learning-spaces/autism-spectrum-disorder.aspx
http://www.knowledge.scot.nhs.uk/home/learning-and-cpd/learning-spaces/autism-spectrum-disorder.aspx
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10. It goes on to say that this terminology is consistent with SIGN guidance, the 

Scottish Strategy for Autism and the international scientific literature, but 
adds— 

“However, given the breadth of the spectrum and individual responses to 
terminology, we advise all staff to be sensitive to differences in how 
individuals and their families or carers wish to view themselves and how they 
wish to describe their autism.” 

Integration Joint Boards submissions 

11. The Committee agreed at its previous meeting to seek more responses from 
IJBs, further to the four already provided. Five further submissions were 
received: the submissions suggest that, in the absence of significant 
developments in research or evidence, diagnosis and support is provided in line 
with ICD-10, DSM-5 and SIGN 145. 

12. Aberdeenshire Health and Social Care Partnership welcomed the issue being 
highlighted by the petition. It indicated that it was not aware of the condition and 
felt “there is currently no training around this and it is not a work-stream the IJB 
currently works on”. 

13. NHS Dumfries and Galloway advised that its clinical teams follow SIGN 145 
guidelines. It had “reservations to have the disorder recognised in its own right 
without more research and definitive evidence”, but added that its practice 
would be updated to reflect any changes based on any emerging evidence. 

14. Argyll & Bute Health and Social Care Partnership noted that PDA is not 
recognised as a standalone diagnosis in ICD-10 or DSM-5, and considered that 
there is “significantly more work to be done to establish whether PDA does in 
fact have clinical validity and utility”.  

15. Orkney Health and Care “did not think that the PDA label is a helpful one as 
demand avoidance is felt likely to be a transient behavioural presentation rather 
than a condition in its own right”. It considered that— 

“… a detailed profile of the child within the wider context is needed in order to 
identify appropriate child-centred and solution-oriented interventions, focused 
on the needs of the child, rather than any specific label.” 

16. Shetland Community Health and Social Care also agreed that PDA was not 
recognised within ICD-10 or DSM-5. It did, however, indicate that it does 
“support a number of individuals deemed to have PDA…”. It would provide 
support using individualised strategies, adding that “strategies for intervention 
are based on current research, best practice and experience (including 
strategies recommended for PDA where these are successful), as part of a 
positive behaviour support plan”. 
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Petitioners’ submission 

17. In their submission, the petitioners noted the “common theme” in the 
submissions from the IJBs. They describe this as— 

“…as there is no present recognition of PDA nationally … there is no intention 
to act differently locally.” 

18. While they welcomed what they considered to be the “sensitive and 
understanding” approach taken in Shetland, they felt that the submission from 
Aberdeenshire HSCP said “a lot about the position regarding PDA in many 
parts of Scotland”. 

19. The petitioners state that they are “deeply disappointed” by the Scottish 
Government’s response. They express their concerns that the Scottish 
Government does not recognise the difficulties faced by children, and that there 
appears to be “no willingness to address new developments”. They believe 
that— 

“This will in consequence mean that the current varied handling of PDA by 
professionals across Scotland will continue. Those who are aware of the 
condition will respond to people presenting the symptoms whilst others will 
remain unaware of their existence or worse reject them and promote 
therapies which are of little or no use or even entirely counter productive.” 

20. The petitioners welcome the fact that the publicity surrounding the Committee’s 
consideration of the petition has helped to highlight PDA, and put forward 
proposals for further consideration, including that the Scottish Government— 

 forms a review group made up of health, education and social care 
professionals with knowledge and interest in autism spectrum disorders 

 designs new, or amends existing training for diagnostic professionals to 
recognise all ASD profiles 

 encourage local authorities to provide relevant training to education and 
social care professionals 

 designs and provides workshops and courses on PDA for parents, so 
that they can be helped to support their children. 

Conclusion 

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

 To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that— 
o  the Scottish Government is clear in its view that PDA is covered within 

an ASD diagnosis 
o that this position is in line with the international standards of best 

practice as established in ICD-10 and DSM-5, and is reflected in its 
national guidance SIGN 145 which has been developed by a 
multidisciplinary working group which has taken account of the 
scientific literature and evidence 
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o Work is also ongoing in relation to the Scottish Strategy for Autism, and 
NES has provided additional resources and support tools for the health 
and social care workforce. 

 
 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 

 

Annexe 

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

 PE1625/L: Scottish Government submission of 21 July 2017 (76KB pdf) 
 PE1625/M: NHS Dumfries and Galloway submission of 23 July 2017 (6KB 

pdf) 
 PE1625/N: Argyll & Bute Health and Social Care Partnership submission of 

25 July 2017 (8KB pdf) 
 PE1625/O: Orkney Health and Care submission of 27 July 2017 (76KB pdf) 
 PE1625/P: Shetland Community Health and Social Care Partnership 

submission of 4 August 2017 (8KB pdf) 
 PE1625/Q: Aberdeenshire Health and Social Care Partnership submission of 

4 August 2017 (5KB pdf) 
 PE1625/R: Petitioners’ submission of 10 September 2017 (136KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625L_Scottish_Government_submission_of_21_July_2017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625M_NHS_Dumfries_and_Galloway_submission_of_23_July_2017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625M_NHS_Dumfries_and_Galloway_submission_of_23_July_2017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625N_Argyll_and_Bute_Health_and_Social_Care_Partnership_submission_of_25_July_2017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625N_Argyll_and_Bute_Health_and_Social_Care_Partnership_submission_of_25_July_2017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625Oorkneyhealthcaresubmission.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625PShetland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625PShetland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625Qaberdeenshire.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625Qaberdeenshire.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1625_R_PETS.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01625
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1633: Private Criminal Prosecution in Scotland 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Bill Alexander 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
change the law to give the people of Scotland the same legal rights as 
the rest of the UK by removing the requirement that the Lord Advocate 
must first give permission before a private criminal prosecution can be 
commenced in Scotland. 

Webpage  Parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01633 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 15 
June 2017. At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to Scottish 
Government, the Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service and the Health 
and Safety Executive in Scotland to ask for their views on whether they 
considered there to be an accountability gap in relation to health and safety 
investigations in Scotland. 
 

2. Responses have now been received from these organisations and the 
petitioner and the Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 

 
Committee Consideration  

3. The Committee agreed to seek further clarification from the Crown Office and 
Procurator Fiscal Service (COPFS) on who prosecutes health and safety 
matters in Scotland. The response stated that— 

 
“Reports for the consideration of prosecution in relation to health and safety 
offences may be submitted to the Procurator Fiscal by the Health and Safety 
Executive (HSE), or by other agencies such as local authorities, and are 
considered by a specialist team of prosecutors, the Health and Safety Division 
(HSD) of COPFS”. 
 

4. The COPFS also highlighted that Police Scotland take part in health and safety 
investigations where appropriate; for example, to investigate work-related 
deaths in Scotland. 
 

5. The Committee also agreed to ask if the Scottish Government considered there 
to be a potential accountability gap, as it cannot direct the Health and Safety 
Executive to undertake investigations in Scotland. The Scottish Government’s 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01633
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written response stated that it was more appropriate for the Crown Office and 
Procurator Fiscal Service to respond to this question.  
 

6. The COPFS written submission stated that it does not have the statutory 
authority to instruct HSE in relation to its work. The submission went on to 
confirm that this is no different from the relationship between COPFS and all 
other agencies which report suspected criminality to the Procurator Fiscal.  

 
7. The petitioner’s written response stated that— 

 
“…it does seem relatively clear that the COPFS and the Scottish Government 
have now effectively conceded that there is a gap in the law”. 
 

8. The Health and Safety Executive’s written submission also confirmed that it is 
an independent regulator and neither the UK government nor the Scottish 
Government can instruct HSE to undertake investigations.  
 

9. The petitioner’s written response commented that the HSE has ignored the 
Committee’s requests for clarification and questioned the accountability 
arrangements for HSE as a publically funded body. The petitioner also 
expressed concern that HSE “is more interested in protecting the department’s 
reputation and preventing adverse publicity, than carrying out its statutory 
function in some instances”. 

 
10. The COPFS highlighted the importance of effective working relationships with 

all reporting agencies and stated that the establishment of HSD has improved 
working relationships with HSE. As a result, the COPFS is of the view that 
health and safety offences in Scotland are properly investigated and, where 
appropriate, prosecuted. 

 
11. The petitioner’s written submission contends that this observation on the 

improved working relationship between the COPFS and HSE runs contrary to 
the views expressed by Lord Mullholland, the former Lord Advocate, who called 
for the right to be given power to direct the HSE to carry out an investigation. It 
is the petitioner’s view that this suggests that there is not an adequate working 
relationship between COPFS and HSE.  

 
Health and Safety Executive Guidelines 
 
12. The petitioner’s written submission set out concerns in relation to the existing 

Health and Safety Executive guidelines, in the context of sports related injuries. 
The petitioner explained that these concerns formed the initial basis for the 
petition as the guidance states that injuries, no matter how serious, which are 
incurred as a result of participation in a sporting event, should not be reported. 
Only injuries related to the management of the event or equipment issues 
should be reported. 

 

13. The petitioner is of the view that as no sporting organisation would be willing to 
accept responsibility for an injury, which could lead to prosecution, injuries will 
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always be as a result of participation. The petitioner’s view is therefore that as 
the guidelines currently stand, unless someone is killed at a sporting event, it is 
very unlikely that there will ever be an independent investigation into an injury. 
It is the petitioner’s view that unless such an independent investigation is 
conducted, “it can never be determined whether or not an injury is a result of 
normal participation or a failure of management”.  

 
Petitioner’s concluding remarks 

 
14. The petitioner’s view is that there is a failure by the Health and Safety 

Executive. The petitioner identified three alternative options to address this 
perceived failure: 
 

 For the Lord Advocate to issue guidelines which allows for a private criminal 
prosecution where there has been an accident and no report by the Health & 
Safety Executive. That those guidelines should cater for the Lord Advocate to 
take over the prosecution to either continue the prosecution in the public 
interest, or to abandon it on the basis that it is either vexatious, and/or not in 
the public interest. 
 

 For Police Scotland to extend the role they have in fatal accident 
investigations and take the lead, with appropriate guidance and training from 
the Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service on health and safety issues, 
where there has been an accident, and no report will be issued by the Health 
& Safety Executive. 

 
 Do nothing. 

 
Conclusion 

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

 To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that it 
is not considered that there is an accountability gap in relation to the 
investigation of health and safety issues in Scotland. 

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 
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Annexe 

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

 PE1633/F: Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service submission of 20 July 
2017 (69KB pdf)  

 PE1633/G: Health & Safety Executive submission of 20 July 2017 (39KB pdf)  
 PE1633/H: Scottish Government submission of 20 July 2017 (8KB pdf)  
 PE1633/I: Petitioner submission of 1 September 2017 (209KB pdf)  

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1633F_Crown_Office_and_Procurator_Fiscal_Service.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1633F_Crown_Office_and_Procurator_Fiscal_Service.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1633G_Health_and_Safety_Executive.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1633G_Health_and_Safety_Executive.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1633H_Scottish_Government.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1633H_Scottish_Government.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1633I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1633I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01621
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1648: Nursery business rates 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Stephanie Dodds 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
abolish or freeze business rates for nurseries. 

Webpage  Parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01648 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 15 
June 2017. At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to Scottish 
Government, Voice Union, Parenting Across Scotland and local authorities. 
 

2. Responses have now been received and the Committee is invited to consider 
what action it wishes to take. 

 
Committee Consideration  

3. The Scottish Government’s written submission, received on 20 July 2017 
explained its non-domestic rates policies in the context of the 2017-18 budget. 
The Scottish Government also highlighted that local authorities can further 
reduce rates under the power granted by the Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Act 2015 and stated that it is incumbent on local authorities to 
consider doing so if they feel that any issues remain locally. 

 
4. The Scottish Government’s written submission also stated that they have been 

mindful of the revaluation effects for nurseries and the level of support afforded 
via rates relief such as under the expanded small business bonus scheme, as 
well as estimates of non-domestic rates as a proportion of overall costs facing 
providers.  
 

5. Fourteen written submissions were received from local authorities in Scotland 
in relation to the petition, many of which clarified the business rate position for 
nurseries in the local authority area. A range of views were expressed by local 
authorities in relation to the action being called for in the petition such as: 

 
 The abolition of rates for nurseries would be considered unfair and 

unequitable to other ratepayers. 
 The issues raised by the petition are not significant issues for the local 

authority area. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01648
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 There are challenges that exist in meeting the Scottish Government’s 
commitment to almost double early learning and childcare hourly 
provision and those private nurseries, in partnership with local authorities 
will be important in meeting this commitment. 

 If a special case is made for nurseries, it should also be recognised that 
many other commercial ventures such as care homes for the elderly face 
similar challenges and operate in a comparable restricted market.  

 A freeze on nursery business rates would have minimal impact on 
funding streams currently, but would need a national approach, subject 
to review. 

 Whilst Councils have discretion to offer local business rates relief, the 
current budget position makes this very difficult. 

 
6. There was wide recognition expressed in many submissions of the Scottish 

Government’s “A blueprint for 2020 the expansion of Early Learning and 
Childcare in Scotland” which proposes to almost double early learning and 
childcare hourly provision from 600 to 1,140 per year by 2020. Parenting across 
Scotland’s written submission stated that— 
  
“It is...an irony that while the Scottish Government is engaged in an expansion 
of childcare to improve children’s outcomes and to enable parents who wish to 
work to do so, the revaluation of business rates will put up fees for many 
parents and may even threaten the viability of some nurseries”.  
 

7. Voice Scotland also recognised the Scottish Government’s expansion of 
childcare and stated that— 
 
“A near doubling of early years services will require the full support of the 
private sector to ensure success. In turn, private settings will require as much 
support as is possible to be able to play a full part in the expansion to 1140 
hours as noted above. In helping to deliver Scottish Government’s commitment 
to a near doubling of funded hours, it seems inappropriate to impose business 
rates upon private nurseries as though they were not helping to deliver a public 
service, such as the restaurant sector”. 
 

8. The petitioner’s written response concluded her response by stating— 
 
“Increasing overheads faced by the private sector nurseries undermines the 
‘principles of quality, flexibility, accessibility and affordability” that forms the 
Scottish Government’s vision for transforming early learning and childcare, as 
set out in their Blueprint for 2020. I would urge the Scottish Government to look 
upon this petition favourably as failure to do so could seriously jeopardise the 
introduction of the 1140hrs in 2020”. 
 

Barclay Review 
 
9. Since the Committee last considered this petition, and since the written 

submissions were received from the Scottish Government, Voice Union, 
Parenting Across Scotland and local authorities, the Scottish Government have 
announced that childcare nurseries should benefit from a new 100% rate relief 
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from 2018-19. This decision is based on the recommendations of the Barclay 
Review, established to enhance and reform the non-domestic rates system in 
Scotland. The Scottish Government intends to review this decision after three 
years. 

 
Conclusion 

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

 To close under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that the Scottish 
Government has agreed that childcare nurseries should benefit from a new 
100% rate relief from 2018-19.  

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

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

 PE1648/A: Moray Council submission of 27 June 2017 (8KB pdf) 
 PE1648/B: Comhairle na Gaidhealtachd submission of 5 July 2017 (10KB pdf)  
 PE1648/C: Fife Council submission of 5 July 2017 (147KB pdf)  
 PE1648/D: Shetland Islands Council submission of 6 July 2017 (81KB pdf)  
 PE1648/E: Inverclyde Council submission of 12 July 2017 (7KB pdf)  
 PE1648/F: Parenting across Scotland submission of 14 July 2017 (71KB pdf)  
 PE1648/G: North Ayrshire Council submission of 17 July 2017 (59KB pdf)  
 PE1648/H: South Ayrshire Council submission of 17 July 2017 (118KB pdf)  
 PE1648/I: Voice Scotland submission of 19 July 2017 (48KB pdf)  
 PE1648/J: Stirling Council submission of 20 July 2017 (9KB pdf)  
 PE1648/K: East Renfrewshire Council submission of 20 July 2017 (51KB pdf)  
 PE1648/L: Scottish Government submission of 20 July 2017 (53KB pdf)  
 PE1648/M: East Ayrshire Council submission of 20 July 2017 (64.5KB pdf)  
 PE1648/N: West Lothian Council submission of 21 July 2017 (24.5KB pdf)  
 PE1648/O: Renfrewshire Council submission of 24 July 2017 (254KB pdf)  
 PE1648/P: Scottish Borders Council submission of 25 July 2017 (25KB pdf)  
 PE1648/Q: Argyll and Bute Council Submission of 2 August 2017 (79KB pdf)  
 PE1648/R: Petitioner submission of 29 August 2017 (127KB pdf)  

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

 

http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2017/08/3435/0
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2017/08/3435/0
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648A_Moray_Council.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648B_ComhairlenaGaidhealtachd.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648C_FifeCouncil.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648D_ShetlandIslandsCouncil.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648E_Inverclyde.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648F_Parenting_across_Scotland_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648G_North_Ayrshire_Council.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648H_South_Ayrshire_Council.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648I_Voice_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648J_Stirling_Council.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648K_East_Renfrewshire_Council.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648L_Scottish_Government.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648_East_Ayrshire.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648_West_Lothian.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648_Renfrewshire_Council.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648P_Scottish_Borders_Council.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648Q_Argyll_and_Bute_Council.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648R_Petitioner.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1648R_Petitioner.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01621
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1649: Council tax bands 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Jennifer Lawrie 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
revalue all council tax bands in line with changes to the property 
market since 1991. 

Webpage  Parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01649 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 15 
June 2017. At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government and COSLA.  

 
2. Responses have now been received from the Scottish Government and 

COSLA.  The petitioner was invited to make a submission on these responses 
but no submission has been received at the time of writing. The Committee is 
invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 

 
Committee Consideration  

3. The Scottish Government’s written response recognised the concerns raised by 
the petitioner. However, the response stated that the Government has no plans 
to undertake a revaluation exercise for council tax purposes during the current 
parliamentary term.  
 

4. The Government’s decision not to undertake a revaluation exercise is largely 
based on analysis conducted by the Commission on Local Tax reform. The 
Commission has identified that significant administrative costs would be 
required to undertake the revaluation exercise. The written submission 
estimated these costs to be between £5.5 million and £8.5 million. The 
Government also highlighted that the Commission’s analysis indicated that 
there would be sudden and major changes to some households in terms of 
what they would be required to pay. 

 
5. In contrast, it is COSLA’s view that a wholesale revaluation of Council Tax 

bands is required, followed by more frequent revaluations (approximately every 
five years) in order to create a modern and fair system of local taxation.  

 
6. COSLA recognised that there would be a one off cost implication of £7-10 

million if a revaluation exercise was to be undertaken. However, it is COSLA’s 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01649
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view that these costs would not be too burdensome set against an income of 
£1.9 billion.  

 
7. COSLA’s submission also recognised the risks involved in a revaluation 

exercise. For example, risks to local government funding and the significant 
displacement for some households as a result of increased payments. 
However, it is their view that these risks do not override the need for reform. 

 
8. Central to COSLA’s written submission is that a wider strategic review of 

council tax is required which should include a revaluation exercise, as proposed 
by the petitioner, in addition to a review of council tax bandings and 
entitlements and discounts. It is COSLA’s view that recent changes to council 
tax changes have been piecemeal and do not make the system a fair and 
locally democratically accountable tax. 

 
Conclusion 

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

 To invite the Scottish Government to comment on the points raised in 
COSLA’s submission. 

 To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that 
the Scottish Government has no plans to undertake a revaluation exercise 
during the current parliamentary term. 

 Any other action the Committee wishes to take. 

Clerk to the Committee 

 

Annexe 

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

 PE1649/A: Scottish Government submission of 7 July 2017 (69KB pdf)  
 PE1649/B: COSLA submission of 17 July 2017 (75KB pdf)  

 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1649A_ScottishGovernment.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1649A_ScottishGovernment.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1649B_COSLA.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1649B_COSLA.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01621
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1650: Student Awards Agency for Scotland's post-graduate eligibility 
criteria 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Rebecca Jeynes 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
widen the Student Awards Agency for Scotland’s (SAAS) eligibility 
criteria to include post-graduate degree funding for individuals who 
have studied an undergraduate degree in Scotland but are ordinarily 
resident in the UK. 

Webpage  Parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01650 

 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 15 
June 2017. At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government, the National Union of Students Scotland, the Student Awards 
Agency Scotland and Universities Scotland. 
 

2. Responses have now been received and the Committee is invited to consider 
what action it wishes to take. 

 
Committee Consideration  

Extent of Post-Graduate Funding in Scotland 
 
3. In response to the question of the extent of post-graduate funding, either in the 

form of financial support or access to student loans in Scotland, SAAS stated— 
 
“From academic year 2017-2018 eligible Scottish domiciled students 
undertaking eligible full-time postgraduate study can apply for a total support 
package of £10,000. This support package comprises of a maximum tuition fee 
loan of £5,500 and a living cost loan of £4,500. Eligible part-time students can 
apply for a tuition fee loan of £5,500 only”. 

 
4. SAAS also confirmed that from 2017-2018, this support package has been 

extended to include eligible students undertaking taught Masters programmes 
in addition to all Postgraduate Diplomas. Prior to 2017-18, funding was limited 
to a prescribed list of Postgraduate Diploma programmes. 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01650
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Eligibility 
 
5. The Committee asked SAAS what criteria it applies to determine whether 

someone qualifies as Scottish domiciled for the purposes of funding or loan 
eligibility. In response, SAAS stated the following– 

 
“In order to receive tuition fee and living-cost support from SAAS, students 
must…be ordinarily resident in Scotland on the first day of the first academic 
year of their course (1st August for autumn start courses”).  
 

6. According to SAAS, residency primarily for education purposes is not regarded 
as meeting the ordinary residence criteria. Therefore a student who moves to 
Scotland from another part of the UK, specifically for the purpose of 
undertaking a course, or commence further study immediately after concluding 
such a course, is not an ordinarily resident and therefore not eligible to receive 
support from SAAS. 

 
7. In response, the petitioner’s written submission expressed frustration that these 

rules mean that people who have originally come to Scotland for education but 
have then purchased a property in Scotland and are therefore not living in 
Scotland purely for educational reasons, will still not be regarded as residents. 
The petitioner also highlighted that these people also contribute significantly to 
the Scottish economy. 

 
Alternative funding options  
 
8. In its written submission, SAAS highlighted that funding from other bodies for 

professional post-graduate qualifications in Scotland is dependent on the 
subject and level of qualification, but that alternative funding arrangements may 
be available through Research Council grants, Employer sponsorships or 
scholarships and bursary schemes. SAAS also stated that some high-street 
banks offer Professional & Career Development Loans (PCDL).  
 

9. In its submission, the Scottish Government explained that a PCDL is — 
 

“a deferred payment bank loan to help pay for vocational training, leading to 
employment in the UK or the EU. The course must be vocational and can be 
full-time, part-time or distance learning. Loans are usually offered at a reduced 
interest rate and the government pays interest while the students are studying 
and for a month after they leave”.  

 
10. The Committee asked SAAS whether it was aware of funding available from 

other bodies to non-Scottish domiciled students for Scottish professional post-
graduate qualifications.  In response, SAAS stated— 
 
“Non-Scottish domiciled students can apply to their local UK funding authority 
for support. Student Finance England, Student Finance Northern Ireland and 
Student Finance Wales each have distinct criteria in regards to student and 
course eligibility”. 
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11. This distinct criterion is a point raised by Universities Scotland. In its 
submission, Universities Scotland highlighted that Student Finance England 
(SFE) does not provide postgraduate loan support for diplomas1, which is the 
nature of the course that petitioner intended to study. If the petitioner had 
chosen to pursue the equivalent diploma course, in England they would also 
not have been eligible for postgraduate loan support from Student Finance 
England. Therefore, it is the level of course that is the determining factor in the 
petitioner’s case.  

 
12. The Scottish Government’s written submission also identified that as the 

petitioner would likely be eligible for funding from SFE if she chose to undertake 
a postgraduate masters level course in Scotland, the action being called for by 
the petitioner is a matter of course eligibility rather than residency. As such, it is 
the Scottish Government’s view that – 

 
“…it would be more appropriate for the petitioner to engage with Student 
Finance England regarding the possibility of them extending their loan 
scheme to include postgraduate diploma level courses, rather than seek for 
the Scottish Government to alter its residency rules to include students, who 
are already eligible for funding from Student Finance England, providing they 
undertake an eligible course”. 

 
13. In her written submission, the petitioner highlighted that the RUK would be 

unlikely to fund a course which would not benefit the RUK – i.e. a qualification 
in Scots Law. Furthermore, the petitioner indicated that she had spoken to SFE 
who are unable offer any alternative and suggested that she liaise with SAAS, 
as she is now resident in Scotland.  

 
EU compliance 
 
14. In its written submission, the Scottish Government stated that it was satisfied 

that the legislation is compliant with EU law. This is due to the fact that the 
Government is required, under EU law, to extend support to EU nationals 
fulfilling certain conditions, who are studying on eligible postgraduate courses in 
Scotland. This obligation does not extend to UK nationals in a domestic 
context.  
 

15. SAAS also confirmed in its written submission that it has applied both the 
residency criteria and considerations for post graduate funding correctly in the 
petitioner’s individual circumstances. 
  

16. The petitioner remains of the view that English students are being treated 
differently to EU students even though, they are still within the EU.  

 
 
 

                                                           
1 Student Finance England only makes an exception for diploma-level courses for English-domiciled students progressing into diploma level study in the 

teaching profession in Scottish higher education institutions.  
 



PPC/S5/17/20/13 

Support for the petition 
 
17. In concluding its written submission, the Scottish Government recognised the 

concerns put forward by the petitioner, however believes that the current 
policies in place across the UK work well for the vast majority of students. 
Therefore the Scottish Government does not support the changes called for in 
the petition. This view is also supported by Universities Scotland who also 
identify that there may be significant cost implications for the Scottish 
Government should the role of SAAS be changed to cover all RUK students 
undertaking post-graduate degrees in Scotland. 

 

Conclusion 

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

 To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that 
there is no support for the action called for in the petition. 
 

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

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

 PE1650/B: Universities Scotland submission of 27 June 2017 (123KB pdf)  
 PE1650/C: Student Awards Agency Scotland submission of 6 July 2017 

(17KB pdf)  
 PE1650/D: Scottish Government submission of 27 July 2017 (75KB pdf)  
 PE1650/E: Petitioner submission of 1 September 2017 (67KB pdf)  

 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1650B__Universities_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1650B__Universities_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1650C_Student_Awards_Agency_Scotland_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1650C_Student_Awards_Agency_Scotland_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1650D_Scottish_Government_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1650D_Scottish_Government_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1650E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1650E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01621
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Public Petitions Committee 

20th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5)  

Thursday 9 November 2017 

PE1652: Abusive and threatening communication 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Irene Baillie 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
review the operation of the law in relation to abusive and threatening 
communication. 

Webpage  Parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01652 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 15 
June 2017. At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government, Police Scotland, the Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service, 
Scottish Women’s Aid, Respect and Victim Support Scotland. 
 

2. Responses have now been received. The petitioner was invited to make a 
submission on these responses but no submission has been received at the 
time of writing. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to 
take. 

 
Committee Consideration  

Enforceability of abusive and threatening communication offences 
 
3. In response to the question asked by the Committee on the steps the Scottish 

Government has taken to address the enforceability of abusive and threatening 
communication offences, the response was as follows— 

  
“The Scottish Government keeps the criminal law under review to ensure that it 
is robust and tackles criminal behaviours, taking account of the views of 
partners in the justice system with regards what can be done to ensure it is 
enforceable. We would consider any specific suggestions which are within the 
legislative competence of the Scottish Parliament that would improve the 
effectiveness of legislation which criminalises the sending of threatening or 
abusive messages”. 

 
4. The Committee asked the Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service 

(COPFS) and Police Scotland what the challenges are in enforcing abusive and 
threatening communication offences. Police Scotland’s written submission 
stated that the main challenge was proving “beyond reasonable doubt” who 
sent an abusive or threatening communication. The COPFS echoed this 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01652
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challenge, stating that messages are often sent when there are no witnesses 
present which make it difficult to gather the evidence required. 
 

5. Police Scotland and the COPFS’s written responses also highlighted that 
advances in technology mean that people now regularly share digital devices. 
COPFS stated therefore that each case is considered individually in terms of 
determining whether there is sufficient evidence charge an individual. 

 

6. Respect’s written submission recognised that they are not legal experts, but 
stated that these evidential challenges are “nothing beyond the capacity of the 
criminal justice system to resolve (as they regularly do regarding driving 
offences)”. 

 
Strict Liability 

7. The Committee also asked the Scottish Government whether making offences 
involving abusive and threatening messages a “strict liability” offence would 
assist in the enforceability of these offences. The Scottish Government, the 
COPFS and Police Scotland all recognised in their written submissions that 
there would be a number of practical difficulties with that would exist in 
identifying an individual ‘responsible’ in terms of strict liability. These include: 
 

 Pay as you go phones 
 Cloned SIM cards 
 Unregistered phones 
 Shared mobile phone usage 
 Shared account usage. 

 
8. In addition, the Scottish Government’s written response stated that information 

relating to the registered owner of a device may not always be accurate. The 
written response went on to identify that the power to legislate on matters 
concerning telecommunications and internet services is reserved and therefore 
the Scottish Parliament would be unable to legislate to create a register, similar 
to that of the registration process operated by DVLA in relation to vehicles. 

 
9. The Scottish Government also identified that there would need to be defences 

to ensure that people whose mobile phones or computers were stolen or used 
by a third party without their awareness or permission were not deemed 
criminally liable for the actions of that third party. 
 

Offence provisions in England and Wales  

10. The Scottish Government’s written submission stated that while offences such 
as 'threatening or abusive behaviour' are specific to Scotland, the offence at 
Section 127 of the Communications Act 2003 which can be used to prosecute 
abusive and threatening communications sent from a mobile phone, tablet or 
computer applies across the UK1.  

                                                           
1 The written submission confirmed that 899 people were convicted in the Scottish courts in 2015/16 of offences concerning “improper use of a public 

electronic communications network” under this section of the Act. 



PPC/S5/17/20/14 

 
11. The Government’s response went on to state that— 
 

“The offence criminalises a person who sends or causes to be sent a message 
or other matter that is grossly offensive or of an indecent, obscene or menacing 
character, and not simply the owner of the device from which the message is 
sent. However, the different rules of evidence in Scotland and, in particular, the 
requirement for corroborative evidence, may mean that the courts in Scotland 
take a different approach as to what evidence is sufficient to prove beyond 
reasonable doubt that a person sent a message”. 
 

12. Police Scotland’s submission also highlighted that while the Communications 
Act 2003 applies across the UK, a charge in terms of the Malicious 
Communications Act 1988, Section1 (which is a very similar piece of legislation 
with similar sentencing options) is more likely to occur in England and Wales 
instead.  
 

13. In closing, Police Scotland stated that it was content with the legislation as it 
currently stands in order to serve and protect communities. 
 

Corroboration and hate crime reviews  

14. The Committee also asked the Scottish Government what action it was taking 
to review the operation of corroboration and hate crime. In relation to 
corroboration, the Scottish Government referenced one of the 
recommendations of the independent post corroboration safeguards review 
published in April 2015 which was— 
 
“that jury research into jury reasoning and decision making should be 
undertaken so that any changes to the jury system are made on a fully 
informed basis”. 

 
15. The Scottish Government has stated that the commissioning of Jury Research 

is currently subject to a formal procurement process and will take two years 
once it begins. The Government further stated that any future consideration of 
corroboration reform would need to await the findings of this research.  

 
16. In its written submission, Police Scotland recognised that removing 

corroboration may lead to more charges. However, it also might lead to more 
miscarriages of justice. Victim Support Scotland’s (VSS) written submission 
highlighted that it is their position that “corroboration represents an obstructive 
barrier to justice for many”. 
 

17. In January 2017, the Scottish Government commissioned an independent 
review of the suite of laws covering hate crime offences in Scotland, aimed at 
ensuring it is fit for purpose in the 21st century. The remit of the review is to 
consider whether existing laws represents the most effective approach for the 
justice system to deal with criminal conduct motivated by hatred, malice, ill-will 
or prejudice. In its written submission, the Scottish Government confirmed that 
the consideration of the rules on corroboration will not be included in the 
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context of this review. The review is expected to last up to 12 months (i.e up 
until January 2018) after which, the recommendations will be considered by the 
Scottish Government. 

 
18. VSS stated in its written submission that it is encouraged by this review and 

that it hopes it will “give rise to change to ensure that those who find 
themselves the victim of hate crime have the appropriate legal protection”. 

 
Technological advances 
 
19. All of the written submissions received recognised that there had been 

significant changes to the way people communicate using technology. VSS and 
Respect highlighted that the law should be fit for purpose to respond to 
offences involving threatening or abusive messages.  
 

20. The COPFS also recognised in its submission that the criminal justice system 
must keep abreast of these changes but that “where there is sufficient 
evidence, the law allows prosecutors to prosecute individuals who make 
threats or abuse others irrespective of the method they use”.  

 
Conclusion 

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

 To defer further consideration of the petition until the Review of Hate Crime 
Legislation in concluded and its recommendations published. 

 To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

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

 PE1652/A: Victim Support Scotland submission of 7 July 2017 (145KB pdf)  
 PE1652/B: Scottish Government submission of 12 July 2017 (28KB pdf)  
 PE1652/C: Crown Office and Procurator Fiscal Service submission of 13 

July 2017 (36KB pdf)  
 PE1652/D: Police Scotland submission of 14 July 2017 (51KB pdf)  
 PE1652/E: Respect submission of 18 July 2017 (58KB pdf)  

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652A_VictimSupportScotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652A_VictimSupportScotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652B_ScottishGovernment.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652B_ScottishGovernment.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652C_COPFS.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652C_COPFS.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652D_Police_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652D_Police_Scotland.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652Erespect.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202017/PE1652Erespect.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01621
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