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Public Petitions Committee 

19th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Thursday 12 November 2020 

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

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Greg Fullarton on behalf of Cromarty Rising 

Petition 
summary 

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

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/shiptoshiptransfers 

 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee at its meeting on 
5 December 2019. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to invite the Minister 
for Energy, Connectivity and the Islands to give oral evidence, focused on the 
accountability of trust ports, at a future meeting. 

2. The Committee will be taking evidence from the Minister and officials at this 
meeting, and it is invited to consider what action it wishes to take on the 
petition. 

Background 

3. At its meeting on 27 June 2019, the Committee noted a number of continued 
concerns raised by the petitioners in their written submission of 16 June 2019 
including the accountability and governance arrangements of trust ports.  

4. The Committee therefore agreed to invite the Scottish Government to respond 
to these concerns and to outline what conversations the Scottish Government 
has had with the UK Government on these matters. 

5. The Minister for Energy, Connectivity and the Islands provided a written 
submission to the Committee on 11 September 2019. With regard to ship-to-
ship oil transfer licences, the Minister reiterated the point he made in his 
previous written submission of 30 January 2018 that “the process for 
considering and determining applications for ship-to-ship oil transfer licences is 
reserved to the UK Government”. 

6. The Minister confirmed that the Scottish Government has “made clear to the 
UK Government that consultation on such matters should be taking place at 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/shiptoshiptransfers
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1637_G.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1637_H.pdf
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Ministerial level and that the Scottish Government has expressed 
dissatisfaction with previous efforts” stating that “it is simply not appropriate for 
a copy of documentation to be sent by an environmental consultancy (acting as 
agent for the applicant) to officials as a substitute for correspondence between 
Ministers”. 

7. The Minister also stated that the Scottish Government have made repeated 
calls for ship-to-ship oil transfer licenses to be devolved to Scottish Ministers.  

8. In their response to the Minister’s submission, the petitioners recognised that 
the process for granting STS licences is reserved to the UK government but 
stated that the Merchant Shipping (Ship-to-ship Transfers) Regulations 2010 
offers the opportunity for the Scottish Agencies to input to that process. 
 

9. With regard to trust ports, the Minister for Energy, Connectivity and the Islands 
reiterates points he previously made that – 

“Scottish Ministers expect Trust Ports to operate with reference to the Modern 
Trust Ports for Scotland: Guidance for Good Governance and our experience 
is that Trust Ports across Scotland do this”. 
 

10. The Minister’s written submission also states that— 
 

“Trust ports operate in a commercial environment usually with no direct public 
funding and compete in the market with private and local authority ports as 
well as other trust ports”. 

 
11. The Minister goes on to explain that trust ports are independent statutory 

bodies and therefore governed by their own local legislation and run by 
independent boards. 
 

12. The petitioners’ written submission highlighted that the Minister’s position on 
the issue of trust ports is “nothing new [and] reinforces our point on lack of 
accountability”. On the issue of public funding, the petitioners question the 
Minister’s position that trust ports receive “no direct public funding”— 

“…we understand that [the Port of Cromarty Firth] recently received Scottish 
government funding worth £7.5 million for a new cruise hub development. This 
follows a £4 million grant from HIE in August 2014. 

13. On the suggestion made by the Minister that any party with concerns about 
whether a trust port is operating outwith their powers should either raise it 
directly with the port or consider legal remedy, the petitioners responded as 
follows— 

“…there is no independent scrutiny – there is no recourse for aggrieved 
communities or individuals other than court. This is at odds with the situation in 
England”.  

14. The Minister’s written submission noted a number of issues raised by the 
petitioners in relation to the ongoing operation of the Port of Cromarty Firth. The 
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Minister confirms that the Cromarty Firth Port Authority has an obligation to 
ensure that its activities “do not cause significant deterioration of the Moray 
Firth Special Area of Conservation”.  

15. The Minister also highlighted that an assessment of bottlenose dolphin 
concluded that the population was favourable which in his view “gives some 
confidence that ongoing activities in the Moray Firth are being undertaken in an 
appropriate manner”. In response, the petitioners stated that “the suggestion 
that this means that activities being undertaken in an appropriate manner is an 
ill-judged statement” and raises concerns that dolphin numbers are not 
necessarily flourishing, but merely stabilising. 

16. In their response to the Minister’s submission, the petitioner raised continuing 
concerns in relation to the operation of the Port of Cromarty Firth, citing specific 
examples of how it does not comply with the requirements of the Habitats 
Regulations and that the International Convention for the control and 
Management of Ships Ballast Water and Sediments have not been adopted. 
 

17. Through these examples, the petitioners highlight that Scottish Trust Port Policy 
is devolved to the Scottish Government and questions why Scottish Ministers 
do not “simply rule out such harm by issuing a Scottish Trust Port Policy 
Statement which protects marine wild life where required”. 

Committee consideration 

18. Since its last consideration of the petition on 5 December 2019, the Committee 
has received written submissions from the Port of Cromarty Firth and the 
petitioner.  

Port of Cromarty written submission 

19. In its submission of 29 October 2020, the Port of Cromarty (PoCF) highlights 
that— 

“The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the global energy sector has been 
significant and resulted in a dramatic drop in oil prices and demand. As a 
result of the market downturn, PoCF has witnessed an unprecedented 
increase in demand to anchor rigs safely in the sheltered deep waters of the 
Cromarty Firth”.  

20. The PoCF goes on to explain that “the arrival and departures of rigs is market 
driven and therefore the situation can be fast-changing”. The PoCF confirm that 
since March 2020, 10 rigs have arrived into the Cromarty Firth and 6 have 
departed, with the expectation that further rig departures will take place by the 
end of the year. 
 

21. The PoCF states that it considers each anchorage request on a case-by-case 
basis, evaluating a range of requirements to identify suitable anchorage 
positions including— 

 
• Ensuring the safety and integrity of the asset when it is anchored; 
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• Providing safe navigation for all other marine users in the Firth; 
• Vessel draft and water depth requirements; 
• Availability of anchorage locations at the time of the enquiry; 
• Managing local concerns – including noise and light impacts; 
• Whether the asset is being warm or cold-stacked; 
• Expected duration of stay; 
• Proximity to the location where future inspection, repair and 

maintenance (IRM) work will be undertaken; 
• Seabed conditions and capabilities; 
• Locations for anchor/mooring lines, which keep the asset securely 

positioned; 
• Ease of access for tender barges and crew change vessels; 
• Satisfying the strict requirements of the rig insurance companies; 
• Best location to offer protection against the weather. 

 
22. The PoCF states that subject to availability, it “tries to limit the use of 

anchorage locations adjacent to the Firth’s communities for warm-stacked rigs, 
unless the asset’s specific requirements determine that these are the only 
suitable locations”. Following the determination of a suitable rig location, a 
formal mooring analysis is completed to comply with the UK Health and Safety 
Executive’s guidance on safe moorings (ISO19901-7) and DNV-GL-ST-N001.  
 

23. The submission outlines how it seeks to engage with relevant stakeholders and 
community groups. This includes working with rig managers, The Highland 
Council’s Environmental Health department and attending community council 
meetings on a quarterly basis. The PoCF is of the view that— 

 
“A robust procedure is in place to ensure any complaints received directly 
regarding the rigs in the Firth are investigated and addressed”.  

Petitioner’s written submission 

24. The petitioners’ submission of 29 October 2020 invites the Committee to – 
 
“consider new information on health impacts on communities, the Freeport 
initiative and Scottish Ministers lack of control of Trust Ports”. 
 

25. The petitioners explain that “in the last year or more the noise from work on 
visiting rigs has taken impacts on the Cromarty community to new levels” 
including constant noise vibrations, sleep deprivation and extreme tiredness. 
They highlight that The Highland Council has confirmed that 29 complaints, 
from 15 different persons, have been received in the last 12 months on such 
matters. 
 

26. The petitioners raise concerns that the Scottish ministers’ guidelines for Trust 
Ports do not have force in law and cite a recent letter from the Cabinet 
Secretary for Communities and Local Government, responding to health 
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impacts on communities, stating that residents must take the port to court. The 
petitioners argue that however, that there is no provision for funding to be made 
available for communities to do this. 

 
27. The petitioners also cite the different arrangements in place In England and 

Wales, where the Secretary of State for Transport appoints the chairs of the 
five largest trust ports and also some non-executive directors. The petitioners 
explain that if stakeholders are not satisfied with a trust port’s response to a 
complaint, they can appeal to the Department for Transport, which still has the 
power to intervene. 

 
28. In closing, the petitioners highlight that the UK Government’s plans to introduce 

Freeports1 across the UK and raise the following important points— 
 
• If there is no legal, no fiscal and no governance control of Scotland’s 

ports by Scottish Ministers, then why would there be any requirement for 
the UK government to hold consultation with the Scottish government on 
the Freeports initiative?  
 

• Media reports have suggested that Freeports may not have to comply 
with environmental legislation – this is particularly concerning for the 
future of the Moray Firth bottlenose dolphin population.  

Action 

29. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. Options the 
Committee may wish to consider include— 
 
• To reflect on the evidence heard at a future meeting; 

• Any other action that the Committee wishes to take. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

Annexe 

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

• PE1637/H: Minister for Energy, Connectivity and the Islands submission of 11 
September 2019 (64KB pdf) 

                                                           
1 Freeports are secure customs zones located at ports where business can be carried out inside a 
country’s land border, but where different customs rules apply. They can reduce administrative 
burdens and tariff controls, provide relief from duties and import taxes, and ease tax and planning 
regulations. 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1637_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1637_H.pdf
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• PE1637/I: Petitioner submission of 14 October 2019 (176KB pdf) 

• PE1637/J: Port of Cromarty Firth submission of 29 October 2020 (706KB pdf) 

• PE1637/K: Petitioner submission of 29 October 2020 (102KB pdf) 

 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1637_I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1637_J.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1637_K.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/shiptoshiptransfers
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Public Petitions Committee 

19th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Thursday 12 November 2020 

PE1722: Parking charges at island lifeline ferry ports 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Dr Shiona Ruhemann on behalf of Iona and Mull Community Councils 
and others 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
island-proof transport infrastructure to ensure that public bodies do not 
charge for parking in car parks at island ferry ports, which are 
essential lifeline services, and any proposed island parking charges 
are subject to rigorous impact assessment. 
  

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01722 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 10 September 
2020. At that meeting, the Committee considered responses from the Scottish 
Government and the petitioner, and subsequently agreed to invite the Minister 
for Energy, Connectivity and the Islands to give evidence at a future meeting. 
 

2. The Committee has also previously considered extensive written evidence from 
a range of interested parties including local authorities, CalMac Ferries, local 
MSPs, the Scottish Government and the petitioner.  

 
3. At this meeting, the Committee will be taking oral evidence from the Minister. 

The Committee has also received a further written response from the petitioner. 
 

4. The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 
 
Committee consideration   
 
Scottish Government responses received for 10 September meeting 
 
5. The Scottish Government has previously explained to the Committee that 

Island Community Impact Assessments (ICIAs) have not been commenced yet 
as it has prioritised other measures which have a statutory timescale, namely 
the National Islands Plan and the scheme under which the island authorities 
can request additional powers. Additionally, ICIAs will require guidelines and 
secondary legislation before being introduced. Scottish Government officials 
advised the Clerks previously that this legislation would be laid in spring 2020. 
 

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


          PPC/S5/20/19/3 
 

2 

6. The Scottish Government’s responses of 2 and 9 March 2020 provided an 
update on progress on commencement, stating that— 

 
• the intention was to implement measures “as early in 2020 as possible”, 

and  
 

• in the interim period, “Scottish Government should be operating in the 
spirit of the Act and taking island issues into account when developing or 
reviewing policies, strategies or Services”, and “the Islands Team is 
assisting their Scottish Government colleagues..with advice on whether 
to carry out an ICIA”. 

 
7. With regard to the specific case highlighted by the petitioner, the Scottish 

Government commented that it would expect an impact assessment and 
stakeholder consultation to be carried out as part of the implementation of a 
Traffic Regulation Order (TRO). The Scottish Government also stated that 
“local authorities also have a responsibility to ensure that they regularly review 
their parking policies, including their enforcement arrangements” to “enhance 
their accountability to local residents, as well as monitoring the effectiveness 
and value of parking controls to ensure that they are responsive to public 
needs”.  
 

8. Argyll and Bute Council acknowledges in its response to the Committee that the 
TRO process referred to by the petitioner did not fully comply with the statutory 
and regulatory requirements and in particular, failed to properly consult with 
Iona Community Council in accordance with the statutory requirements. The 
Council has apologised publicly to Mull and Iona Community Councils.  
 

9. The Scottish Government also highlighted that local authorities are independent 
corporate bodies and as such, Scottish Ministers have no remit to intervene in 
their day to day duties. 

 
10. As regards funding, the Scottish Government made a similar comment on the 

autonomy of local authorities, saying that— 
 

“It is the responsibility of individual local authorities to manage their own 
budgets and to allocate the total financial resources available to them, including 
on ferry services, on the basis of local needs and priorities, having first fulfilled 
their statutory obligations and the jointly agreed set of national and local 
priorities.” 
 

11. However, the Scottish Government did recognise the financial pressures on 
local authorities, stating that— 
 
“Scottish Ministers continue to ensure that our partners in local government 
receive funding support for internal ferry services, through the annual GAE 
calculation and additional funding, despite significant real terms cuts having 
been made to the Scottish Budget by the UK Government.” 
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Petitioner response for 10 September meeting 
 
12. The petitioner response of 20 April 2020 expressed disappointment that the 

Scottish Government responses do not address either the intention behind the 
Islands Act, or their concerns regarding vulnerable island communities, saying 
that the Scottish Government should have been— 
 

“much more assertive and effective in ensuring local authorities and other 
public bodies implement the spirit as well as the letter of the legislation, 
including by carrying out effective Island community impact assessments 
(ICIAs).” 

 
13. The petitioner does not believe funding is an issue, “given current 

legislation..and obligations within which local authorities and other public bodies 
are obliged to operate using existing financial and staff resources”. 

 
Petitioner response for 12 November meeting 
 
14. The petitioners have sent a further response of 3 November 2020 requesting 

the Committee to address the core issue of their petition which is for all island 
lifeline ferry car parks to be free of charge, as a lifeline service— 
 

“The Petition is about principles of fairness and equity for all island residents: 
unlike mainland residents, islanders have no choice but to use these ferry 
services and the car parks on a frequent basis for fundamental lifeline 
purposes”. 

 
15. The petitioners are concerned that the Committee has focussed its 

consideration on the commencement of ICIAs rather than this core issue— 
 

“We cannot stress strongly enough that the fact that there is now some 
progress on implementation of ICIAs in no way equates to addressing the 
substance of the Petition, and must not be used as a reason for considering it 
addressed.” 

 
Action 

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

 
• To reflect on the evidence heard at a future meeting; 

 
• 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—   

• PE1722/I: Scottish Government submission of 2 March 2020 (74KB pdf) 
• PE1722/J: Scottish Government submission of 9 March 2020 (123KB pdf) 
• PE1722/M: Petitioner submission of 3 November 2020 (160KB pdf) 

 

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

 

 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1722_I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1722_J.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1722_M.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/freeparkingatlifelineferryports
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Public Petitions Committee 

19th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 

Thursday 12 November 2020 

PE1756: Review current housing legislation to protect people experiencing 
domestic or elder abuse. 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner James Mackie 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to review 
current housing legislation in circumstances where a non-tenant has 
been responsible for domestic or elder abuse. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01756 

 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 10 September 
2020. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish 
Government. It also agreed to write to Fife Council, Action on Elder Abuse and 
Age Concern Scotland. 

2. Submissions have been received from the Scottish Government, Age Concern 
Scotland, Hourglass Scotland (previously Action on Elder Abuse) as well as two 
submissions from the petitioner. 

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

Committee Consideration  

Scottish Government submission 

4. In a letter to the Scottish Government dated 3 September 2020, the Committee 
asked: 

• whether legislation planned to provide protection for victims of abuse by 
placing conditions on perpetrators could be extended to cover the action 
called for in the petition; and  

• what legislative steps are needed to end joint tenancies where both a 
victim and perpetrator are named on the tenancy agreement, to ensure the 
victim is not made homeless along with the perpetrator.  

5. The Scottish Government advises it will introduce a Bill this year to provide the 
courts with a new power to impose protective orders which can remove a 
suspected perpetrator of domestic abuse from the home of a person at risk and 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01756


PPC/S5/20/19/4 

2 
 

prohibit them from contacting or otherwise harassing the person at risk while the 
order is in effect. 

6. In relation to the first point, the Scottish Government notes its intention is that the 
powers contained in the Bill will specifically relate to partners and ex-partners. It 
explains this is in keeping with the Scottish Government’s long-established 
definition of domestic abuse, which defines it as “gender-based violence, 
perpetrated by partners or ex partners…”. 

7. The submission advises that in relation to point two, the Bill will also create a new 
ground on which a social landlord can apply to the court to end the tenancy of the 
perpetrator with a view to transferring it to the victim of domestic abuse or end the 
perpetrator’s interest in the tenancy where the perpetrator and victim are joint 
tenants and enable the victim to remain in the family home. 

Age Scotland submission 

8. Age Scotland notes the petition has highlighted a significant gap in the legislation 
and protection available for older people who are experiencing abuse in their 
home. It notes support for further legal mechanisms such as suitable statutory 
aggravations or a specific crime against elder abuse. 

9. The submission highlights the Adult Support and Protection Act (2007) which 
introduced a duty on local authorities to protect ‘at risk’ adults. It advises the local 
council has a duty of care towards the at risk adult and a number of local 
agencies, such as the social work department, the NHS Board and the police, 
must investigate, work together to share information and to protect the older 
person from harm. 

10. The Act defines adults at risk as those aged 16 years and over who: are unable 
to safeguard their own wellbeing, property, rights or other interests; and are at 
risk of harm; and because they are affected by disability, mental disorder, illness 
or physical or mental infirmity, are more vulnerable to being harmed than adults 
who are not so affected. 

11. The Act provides councils with the ability to issue a banning order, but Age 
Scotland notes this can only be put in place if the at risk adult is likely to be 
seriously harmed and it is considered that banning the abuser from a specified 
place will protect the adult at risk more than removing them from that place. It 
further notes a banning order must be applied through the Sheriff court, which is 
a stressful and more time-consuming process. This process is likely to present a 
significant barrier in and of itself, even with support to navigate the system. 

12. Age Scotland advise its concern is:  

“that older people are already unlikely to report elder abuse as they are likely 
to face psychological barriers when asking for help if the abuse they have 
experienced is from a relative that they love and fear getting into trouble, 
especially if they are dependent on them for care. As with other victims of 
abuse, they may feel shame and guilt if they have been led to believe the 
abuse is their own fault and this can make it difficult for older people to talk 
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about their experience. It is important to recognise that there may be 
communication barriers which prevent an older person from speaking out, 
such as cognitive impairments such as dementia or language barriers if 
English is not their first language”. 

Hourglass Scotland submission 

13. The submission advises there is often confusion between ‘domestic violence in 
old age’ and ‘elder abuse’, which can result in victims of abuse falling between 
the cracks of the elder abuse and domestic violence systems. 

14. It notes many older victims are terrified of speaking up about abuse, especially if 
they fear they won’t be believed or they will be forced to move from their homes 
or prematurely enter residential care. It believes removing abusive non-tenants 
would be a powerful tool in allowing older people to escape from difficult and 
dangerous domestic environments.  

15. A key barrier to reporting elder abuse include the fear of being taken from or 
losing the family home and placed in sheltered accommodation. The submission 
highlights these fears involve a number of facets, including anxiety about loss of 
independence, the potential financial loss through losing their homes, as well as 
the state and condition of any sheltered accommodation available. Hourglass 
Scotland believe this fear may be much less likely if the older person is able to 
reclaim control of their own home as the tenant, and ensure that the abuser or 
perpetrator is evicted from the living space. 

16. Hourglass Scotland also highlights the Adult Support and Protection (Scotland) 
Act 2007. It advises the Act provides a framework which is a powerful tool for 
identifying, supporting and protecting vulnerable adults. However, it is aware 
many individuals and professionals are unaware of the framework and its scope 
for safeguarding. 

17. It believes “bolstering public and professional awareness of Adult Support and 
Protection legislation would protect more older people from harm”. 

Petitioner submissions 

18. The petitioner welcomes the Scottish Government’s acknowledgment that there 
is a problem. They raise the question of what would the time scale be under the 
new legislation for removing domestic abusers, whether a tenant or non-tenant? 

19. They advise the major problem is the legal process that the victims need to go 
through to obtain removal of domestic abusers, advising that in such cases the 
victims including children are exposed to continued and often increased abuse 
due to the delays. 

20. The petitioner highlights perceived problems caused by Data Protection 
legislation. They believe many people such as carers may witness abuse, but 
they believe it would be a breach of the individuals rights if they did not first get 
permission from the "abused person" to report such incidents. The petitioner 



PPC/S5/20/19/4 

4 
 

states “Consideration in any legislation should look at ways in which help can be 
sought for the victims without their initial agreement”. 

Action  

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

• To write to the Scottish Government to ask: 
o how people who are subjected to elder abuse can ensure a non-

tenant is removed from the house if they are not considered “at risk” 
under the Adult Support and Protection Act (2007); and 

o whether it will undertake a campaign to increase public and 
professional awareness of Adult Support and Protection legislation 

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that 
the Scottish Government intends to introduce a Bill this year to provide the 
courts with a new power to impose protective orders which can remove a 
suspected perpetrator of domestic abuse from the home of a person at 
risk and prohibit them from contacting or otherwise harassing the person 
at risk while the order is in effect; 

• To take any other action members consider appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

 
 
 

Annexe  

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

• PE1756/H: Scottish Government submission of 29 September 2020 (81KB 
pdf) 

• PE1756/I: Age Scotland submission of 2 October 2020 (107KB pdf) 
• PE1756/J: Petitioner submission of 2 October 2020 (9KB pdf) 
• PE1756/K: Hourglass Scotland submission of 12 October 2020 (177KB pdf) 
• PE1756/L: Petitioner submission of 29 October 2020 (9KB pdf) 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1756_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1756_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/1756_I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/1756_J.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1756_K.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/20201029_PET_sub.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01756
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Public Petitions Committee 

19th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 

Thursday 12 November 2020 

PE1757: Reduce actuarial reductions to the Scottish Local Government 
Pension Scheme 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Liz Macguire 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
significantly reduce the levels of reduction to the Scottish Local 
Government Pension Scheme to ensure that today’s low paid 
workers do not become even poorer pensioners. 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE01757 

 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 10 September 
2020. At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Minister for Public 
Finances and Migration and COSLA. 

2. A submission has been received from the Minister for Public Finance and 
Migration. The petitioner was invited to respond to this submission but has not to 
date. 

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

Committee Consideration 

Scottish Government submission 

4. The submission advises occupational pensions policy, including that for public 
service pensions, remains reserved to the UK Government, though Scottish 
Ministers have executively devolved powers to make regulations in respect of a 
number of schemes in Scotland. 

5. The Public Service Pensions Act 2013 (the 2013 Act) set out the legislative 
framework to reform all public service pension schemes in the UK and requires 
the Local Government Pension Scheme (LGPS) normal pension age to be linked 
to state pension age. The submission notes that whilst the state pension age has 
risen since 2015, the legislative changes introducing the increases were made 
prior to that, latterly by the Pensions Act 2011. 

6. The submission details that in accordance with HM Treasury directions made 
under section 11(2) of the 2013 Act, Scottish Ministers must appoint a scheme 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/localgovernmentpensionreductions
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actuary to carry out valuations of the scheme. When setting factors, the actuary 
adopts a principle of ‘fiscal neutrality’. 

7. The scheme actuary must regularly review scheme factors whenever their 
assumptions about the future experience of the scheme change. The Minister for 
Public Finance and Migration notes this is based on investigations undertaken in 
the statutory valuation, after the publication by the Office for National Statistics of 
an update to its population projections, or on a revision of the Superannuation 
Contributions Adjusted for Past Experience (SCAPE) discount rate by HM 
Treasury. 

8. The Minister states that he does not believe women are disproportionately 
affected. He advises “Introducing different benefit structures based on sex or 
income would add considerable complexity to the scheme and may also 
introduce other discrimination”. 

9. It notes in assessing the early retirement factors, the scheme actuary has set the 
relevant male and female factors to fairly reflect the payment of pension for a 
longer period than would otherwise be the case. 

10. The submission confirms an Equalities Impact Assessment (EQIA) for the new 
LGPS was undertaken by the Scottish Government in consultation with 
representatives from LGPS Employers and Unions in 2013. 

11. The Minister advises that he is aware that the larger proportion of LGPS 
members are women, many of whom have familial responsibilities throughout 
their working lives. At the time, the EQIA identified that the raising of the Normal 
Pensions Age to 66, 67 and beyond would cause a disproportionate impact on 
men. 

Action  

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

• To write to COSLA seeking a response to the Committee’s letter, dated 4 
September 2020; 

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis that 
the scheme actuary regularly reviews scheme factors and in assessing the 
early retirement factors, the scheme actuary has set the relevant male and 
female factors to fairly reflect the payment of pension for a longer period than 
would otherwise be the case, and an Equalities Impact Assessment for the 
new Local Government Pension Scheme was undertaken by the Scottish 
Government and identified that the raising of the normal pension age to 66, 
67 and beyond would cause a disproportionate impact on men. 

• To take any other action members consider appropriate. 

 

Clerk to the Committee 

https://www.lawinsider.com/dictionary/scape-discount-rate
https://www.lawinsider.com/dictionary/scape-discount-rate
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Annexe   

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

• PE1757/C: Minister for Public Finance and Migration submission of 13 
October 2020 (71KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1757_C_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1757_C_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/localgovernmentpensionreductions
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Public Petitions Committee 
 

19th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5) 
 

Thursday 12 November 2020 
 

PE1759: Equal school hours for all children in Scotland 
 

Note by the Clerk 
 
Petitioner Susan Crookes 

  
Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
ensure that all children receive the same teaching hours across the 
whole of Scotland. 
 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/Equalschoolhoursforallchildr
en 

 
Background  
 
1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 3 September 

2020, when the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish Government and all 
rural local authorities. 
 

2. The Committee has received written submissions from the Deputy First Minister 
and Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills, Argyll & Bute Council, Dumfries 
and Galloway Council, Perth and Kinross Council, Orkney Islands Council and 
Scottish Borders Council. The Committee has also received a response from the 
petitioner 

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

 
Committee consideration 
 
Local authority responses 
 
4. The need to have flexibility was highlighted repeatedly in written submissions 

received from local authorities, with the need to accommodate transport across 
rural communities a particular challenge.  
 

5. In their submissions, Argyll & Bute Council and Dumfries & Galloway Council 
both state that the challenges presented by the COVID-19 pandemic have 
reinforced the need for flexibility, to allow— 

 
“local solutions that can help to keep schools open in these difficult 
circumstances and only make a decision to close when all possibilities have 
been exhausted.” 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/Equalschoolhoursforallchildren
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/Equalschoolhoursforallchildren
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6. In their written submissions, several local authorities highlight that they deliver 
25 hours of teaching for primary pupils per week, and 27.5 hours per week for 
secondary pupils.  
 

7. Orkney Islands Council adds that it does not consider legislation necessary as it 
believes the expectation to deliver 25 hours of teaching for primary pupils per 
week, and 27.5 hours per week for secondary pupils is already clear.  
 

8. In their written submissions, Scottish Borders Council and Dumfries & Galloway 
Council both explain that the primary focus should be “to create high quality and 
relevant learning experiences for all children.”1 

 
9. Scottish Borders Council states that— 

 
"This is not so straightforward as to measure in terms of hours and minutes. All 
learners have different needs and while taking account of the practical 
implications, it is our view that the quality of the experience and meeting the 
needs of the child effectively which is critical and which should be the measure.” 

 
10. Scottish Borders Council further states that “educational contexts within a local 

authority can vary hugely, and this is repeated nationally, it is therefore not 
appropriate to assume that a one size fits all approach should be implemented.”  
 

11. In its written submission of 20 December 2019, COSLA stated that “there is no 
educational evidence which draws a link between a 25 hour school week and 
better attainment.”  

 
12. Dumfries & Galloway Council endorses this point, in its written submission, 

agreeing that— 
 
“I know of no educational evidence which draws a causal link between the 
length of a school week with improvement in attainment.” 

 
Deputy First Minister and Cabinet Secretary for Education and Skills’ submission 

 
13. In his written submission, the Deputy First Minister and Cabinet Secretary for 

Education and Skills reiterates that it is for local authorities to determine the 
precise number of learning hours for pupils within their schools. 
 

14. Regarding the constraints on local authorities, the Deputy First Minister 
explains that in the development of the Curriculum for Excellence, it was 
envisaged that “it would be delivered with the same levels of teacher contact 
time that exist today, and that expectation has not changed.” 

 
15. The Deputy First Minister goes on to state that the “Scottish Government is 

clear that any significant reduction [in school hours] would diminish the learning 
available to young people, and would not be acceptable”, highlighting that he 

                                                           
1 PE1759/G: Scottish Borders Council submission of 11 October 2020 (10KB pdf) 
 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_G_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_G_.pdf


PPC/S5/20/19/6 

3 

would not hesitate to seek to use his powers to prescribe a minimum number of 
learning hours per year should it be necessary. 

 
Petitioner’s response  
 
16. In her written submission, the petitioner reiterates what she sees as an 

unfairness in the disparity of teaching hours offered to primary school children 
across different local authorities, stating that the current system offers a 
“postcode lottery” to young people. 
 

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

Options include— 
 

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

o local authorities state that they need to have flexibility to be able 
to structure the school week in response to the particular needs 
of their area; and 
 

o the Deputy First Minister has stated that any significant reduction 
in school hours, which would diminish the learning available to 
young people, would not be acceptable, and that he would seek 
to use his powers under section 21 of the Education (Scotland) 
Act 2016, to amend the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 if 
necessary. 

 
• To take any other action the Committee wishes to take. 

 
 

Clerk to the Committee 
 

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

 
• PE1759/B: COSLA submission of 20 December 2019 (75KB pdf) 
• PE1759/C: Perth and Kinross Council submission of 11 September 2020 

(51KB pdf) 
• PE1759/D: Orkney Islands Council submission of 24 September 2020 (10KB 

pdf) 
• PE1759/E: Deputy First Minister and Cabinet Secretary for Education and 

Skills submission of 7 October 2020 (58KB pdf) 
• PE1759/F: Argyll & Bute Council submission of 7 October 2020 (9KB pdf) 
• PE1759/G: Scottish Borders Council submission of 11 October 2020 (10KB 

pdf) 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1759_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202019/PE1759_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_E.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_F.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_G_.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_G_.pdf
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• PE1759/H: Dumfries and Galloway Council submission of 14 October 2020 
(54KB pdf)  

• PE1759/I: Petitioner submission of 30 October 2020 (10KB pdf) 
 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_H.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1759_I.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/Equalschoolhoursforallchildren
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Public Petitions Committee 

19th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Thursday 12 November 2020 

PE1791: Referendums (Scotland) Act 2020 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Mike Fenwick 

Petition 
summary 

Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
recognise and respond to concerns that Section 39 of the 
Referendums (Scotland) Act 2020 establishes a legal challenge, 
namely that it breaches protections afforded by the Human Rights Act 
1998. 
 

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/ReferendumsAct 

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered by the Committee on 3 
September 2020. At that meeting the Committee agreed to write to the Law 
Society of Scotland. 

2. The Law Society of Scotland has now provided a submission. A submission 
has also been received from the petitioner. 

Committee consideration 

3. The Law Society of Scotland submission advises it agrees with the opinion 
expressed by the Scottish Government that the terms of Section 39 do not of 
themselves breach Convention Rights. 

4. It notes the petitioner has drawn attention to Article 3 protocol 1 of the ECHR: 
Rights to Free Elections. In X v UK (7096/75) , the European Court of Human 
Rights found a claim that the referendum on EEC membership in 1975 
engaged A3P1 was inadmissible. 

5. The Law Society of Scotland states “That case has been followed in at least 10 
subsequent decisions on admissibility. In the case of Moohan [2014] CSIH 56, 
the Inner House of the Court of Session held that A3P1 did not protect an 
individual’s right to vote in the Scottish independence referendum. The Inner 
House held that the Scottish independence referendum was not similar to a 
parliamentary election. In an election an elected representative was selected, 
and in a referendum no such selection was made. The Inner House decided 
that there was clear precedent from the Court of Human Rights that A3P1 did 
not apply to referendums. The UK Supreme Court dismissed an appeal from 
this decision”. 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/ReferendumsAct
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6. The petitioner’s submission highlights a report entitled “Russia” which was 
issued on the 20 July 2020 by the Intelligence and Security Committee of the 
UK Parliament. 

7. The petitioner notes the report reveals an understanding and revelations of 
potential influence/interference occurring, but very noticeably only after a period 
of years and both well outwith a period of 8 weeks. 

8. Whilst the petitioner advises they understand that reasoning for a deadline at 
elections they believe the highlighted report raises a highly relevant question, 
namely: 

• If irrefutable evidence becomes available that the number of ballot 
papers counted or votes cast is incorrect, after the expiry of the 8 week 
period, what remedy exists? 

Action 

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

• To write to the Scottish Government to ask for its views on what remedy 
exists should it be proven an election result is incorrect after the 8 week 
period has expired; 
 

• To close the petition under Rule 15.7 of Standing Orders on the basis 
that all the evidence the Committee has received confirms that Section 
39 of the Referendums (Scotland) Act 2020 does not breach protections 
afforded by the Human Rights Act 1998; 

 
• 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—   

• PE1791/D: Law Society of Scotland submission of 25 September 2020 (66KB 
pdf) 

• PE1791/E: Petitioner submission of 23 October 2020 (71KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1791_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1791_D.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/20201023_PET_sub.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/ReferendumsAct
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Public Petitions Committee 

19th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Thursday 12 November 2020 

PE1795: Maoineachadh do Spòrs Gàidhlig - Funding for Spòrs Gàidhlig 

Note by the Clerk 

Petitioner Màrtainn Mac a' Bhàillidh on behalf of Misneachd  

Petition 
summary 

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

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

Introduction 

1. This is a continued petition, last considered by the Committee on 26 August 
2020. At that meeting, the Committee considered written evidence from the 
Scottish Government, and agreed to write to Bòrd na Gàidhlig, COSLA and 
Spors Gàidhlig. Responses have been received from all three organisations. 
 

2. The petitioner was invited to respond to the submissions but has not to date. 
The Committee is invited to consider what action it wishes to take. 

 
Committee consideration   
 
Scottish Government response received for 26 August meeting 
 
3. The Scottish Government submission highlighted that Spòrs Gàidhlig did not 

realise the interest from local authorities that it had hoped, leading to the 
financial problems discussed in the petition. Bòrd na Gàidhlig has agreed to an 
additional funding package of £45,000 for the period from 1 November 2019 to 
31 March 2021. This came with a caveat that the Bòrd must receive income 
projections from Spòrs Gàidhlig demonstrating viability, in particular from 
growing revenue through paid for activity – which has been a key aim of the 
project from the outset. Since then, the Bòrd have also agreed additional 
funding to help groups of young people from across the Gaelic community, to 
take part in Spòrs Gàidhlig activities. 
 

http://external.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/fundingSporsGaidhlig
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4. The project is currently halted due to the Covid-19 public health emergency, but 
the Scottish Government states that it is hoped that some activity will resume 
from August 2020 onwards. In the interim, the Bòrd plan on supporting the 
Spòrs team in discussions with sportscotland to seek other funders for longer 
term sustainability.  

 
Responses received for 12 November meeting 
 
5. Bòrd na Gàidhlig’s response describes the funding it has provided to Spors 

Gàidhlig since its inception, this being an initial start-up of £60,00, followed by 
the additional  £45,000 package described above. 
 

6. It also describes its long term aims for the funding to be— 
 

“ensuring that Spòrs Gàidhlig has time to grow their client base, with the long 
term aim that as high a proportion of their income as possible comes from the 
same sources as would be the case for an English medium service”. 
 

7. The additional £45,000 package is targeted at that long-term aim, but due to 
the difficulty in predicting the rate that the client base will grow in the Covid-19 
pandemic, plans for longer-term sustainability have been put back by for at 
least 12 months. 
 

8. The Bòrd states that Spòrs Gàidhlig will continue to require grant support from 
the public sector “for some time yet”, and that other funders are needed for long 
term sustainability. 

 
9. COSLA’s response highlights the “significant financial pressures” faced by local 

authorities as a result of the pandemic. COSLA goes on to state this this has 
affected sports and other physical activities than can safely be carried out with 
young people, as well as the funding of third sector non-statutory provision, and 
the ensuing uncertainty of that situation. 

 
10. Comunn na Gàidhlig responded on behalf of Spors Gàidhlig, as the parent 

organisation. Comunn na Gàidhlig’s response also reflects on the impact of the 
pandemic, saying that in “March 2020 it had bookings in place worth £53,000, 
and expected to generate further bookings through ongoing marketing activity”. 
However, this activity had to be cancelled, along with other work it would 
normally undertake through the summer months. 
 

11. It mentions that that Bòrd na Gàidhlig have agreed that the £45,000 package 
can be re-purposed towards retaining the Spòrs Gàidhlig team in their jobs. 
With the addition of support from the UK Government’s job retention scheme, 
these jobs can be maintained until March 2021. 

 
12. It also highlights that Bòrd na Gàidhlig have accepted an application for further 

assistance in the 2021/22 financial year, to be considered in December 2020. 
This  would provide 50% of the total funding required. Comunn na Gàidhlig has 
undertaken to provide the remainder and this may come from a combination of 
reserves, other funders, or sales activities, although the pandemic may impact 
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this. It mentions that it has approached the Scottish Government informally, 
“though initial indications were not overly optimistic”.  
 

13. COSLA’s submission also mentions that it would be useful if the Bòrd were 
willing to continue their funding into the year beyond, as councils address the 
ongoing and longer-term effects of the public health current crisis. 
 

14. Given this situation overall, Comunn na Gàidhlig are hopeful that Spòrs 
Gàidhlig is relatively secure up to March 2022, which they see as a positive in 
the short  term. However, it highlights that “it does not equate to long-term 
sustainability, the key issue raised in the petition”, and that the Spòrs Gàidhlig 
team and finances are vulnerable. 

 
Action 

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

 
• To write to the Deputy First Minister and Cabinet Secretary for Education 

and Skills highlighting the need for long-term sustainability for vulnerable 
organisaitons such as Spòrs Gàidhlig, and to ask the Scottish Government 
for its views on how it will support such organisations. 
 

• 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—   

• PE1795/B: COSLA submission of 25 September 2020 (53KB pdf) 
 

• PE1795/C: Bòrd na Gàidhlig submission of 28 September 2020 
(English/Gaelic) (70KB pdf) 

 
• PE1795/D: Comunn na Gàidhlig (Spòrs Gàidhlig ‘parent’ organisation) 

submission of 29 September 2020 (English) (89KB pdf) 
 

• PE1795/D: Comunn na Gàidhlig (Spòrs Gàidhlig ‘parent’ 
organisation) submission of 29 September 2020 (Gaelic) (113KB pdf) 
 
 

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

 

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1795_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1795_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1795_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1795_D_English.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1795_D_English.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1795_D_Gaelic.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1795_D_Gaelic.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/fundingSporsGaidhlig
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Public Petitions Committee 

19th Meeting, 2020 (Session 5)  

Thursday 12 November 2020 

PE1801: Retain powers of economic and industrial intervention 

Note by the Clerk 

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

Petition 
summary 

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

Webpage parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/PE1801 

 

Background 

1. This is a continued petition that was last considered on 3 September 2020. 
At that meeting, the Committee agreed to write to the Scottish Trades 
Union Congress (STUC). 

 
2. A written submission has been received from the STUC. The petitioner 

was invited to respond to this submission but has not to date. 
 

3. The Committee is invited to consider what action is wishes to take. 
 
Committee consideration 
 
4. In its written submission, the Scottish Trades Union Congress states that 

it supports the action called for in the petition. 
 

5. The STUC is critical of the UK Government’s Internal Market Bill, stating 
that provisions contained in the Bill undermine “the potential of the 
Scottish Government to influence public policy, including in relation to 
public ownership and public sector contractors.” 
 

6. The STUC further believes that the provisions could result in a race to the 
bottom on standards and could undermine the ability of government, at 
any level, to take key public utilities back into public ownership. 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/retainpowers
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7. The STUC explains that, at its congress in Dundee in 2019, resolution no. 
108 – Powers of the Scottish Parliament and Future Trading 
Arrangements was carried. This resolution states— 

 
“That this Congress reiterates its long-standing policy that the Scottish 
Parliament should have meaningful powers over the Scottish economy. 
Congress believes that these powers should include the ability to give 
effective financial support to workplaces threatened with closure, to take 
key utilities back into public ownership and to contract services in ways 
that support regional economies and guarantee workplace rights, 
including trade union membership and trade union bargained wages. 
Congress, therefore, calls on the STUC General Council to use its 
influence, to ensure that Britain’s future trading arrangements do not 
compromise this commitment to the democratic powers, present or 
future, of Scotland’s legislature.” 

 
8. In its written submission of 14 August 2020, the Scottish Government 

expressed frustration by the manner in which the UK Government 
conducted EU-UK Brexit negotiations and announced their internal market 
proposals, explaining that the Scottish Government had been 
“insufficiently sighted” on the former and had only 24 hours’ notice of the 
latter. The Scottish Government highlighted that such an approach limited 
its opportunity to influence decision making. 
 

9. The Scottish Government stated, however, that it would “oppose the UK 
Government’s proposals [to reserve state aid powers] by every means 
possible”. 
 

Action 

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

that the Scottish Government is committed to retaining its current 
powers, following the end of the transition period. 

• To write to the Scottish Government to ask what steps it is taking to 
negotiate with the UK Government with regard to powers on state aid; 
taking public utilities fully back into public ownership and requiring 
public sector contractors to recognise trade unions and collectively 
bargain wages.  

• To write to the Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy to seek his views on the action called for in the petition. 

• To take any other action the Committee considers appropriate. 

Clerk to the Committee 



PPC/S5/20/19/9 

3 
 

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

• PE1801/B: Scottish Government submission of 14 August 2020 (83KB 
pdf)  

• PE1801/C: Scottish Trades Union Congress submission of 2 October 
2020 (107KB pdf) 

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

http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_B.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/S5_PublicPetitionsCommittee/Submissions%202020/PE1801_C.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/GettingInvolved/Petitions/retainpowers
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