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Scottish Parliament 

Tuesday 3 October 2017 

[The Presiding Officer opened the meeting at 
14:00] 

Time for Reflection 

The Presiding Officer (Ken Macintosh): Good 
afternoon. Our first item of business this afternoon 
is time for reflection, and our time for reflection 
leader is Archbishop Michael Fitzgerald, formerly 
head of the pontifical council for interreligious 
dialogue and the papal nuncio in Egypt. 

Archbishop Michael Fitzgerald: Presiding 
Officer, members of the Scottish Parliament, I 
thank you for giving me the honour of addressing 
you this afternoon. 

As you may know, I belong to the Society of 
Missionaries of Africa, known as the White 
Fathers. The society has long been established in 
Scotland, and has had and still has many 
distinguished Scottish members. As a young boy, I 
started off my training to be a missionary by 
spending three months at St Boswell’s, in the 
beautiful Tweed valley. 

Our society was founded in Algeria and its first 
work was among Muslims, responding to a 
humanitarian need caused by an outbreak of 
cholera. It is in the field of interreligious dialogue, 
particularly Christian-Muslim relations, that I have 
worked as a missionary.  

Interreligious dialogue has been defined in an 
official Vatican document as meeting the followers 
of other religions  

“in order to walk together toward truth and to work together 
in projects of common concern”.  

In other words, it is an on-going process. We can 
never say, “We’ve made it; we’re there. We can 
now rest on our laurels”. We have always to be 
ready to begin again, because tensions arise and 
conflicts break out, and these issues need to be 
overcome. Moreover, it means walking together, 
creating relationships and building up friendship, 
which cannot be done by one group alone. As 
Pope John Paul II said in Assisi, at the conclusion 
of the world day of prayer for peace, 

“Either we learn to walk together in peace and harmony, or 
we drift apart and ruin ourselves and others”. 

That dialogue implies openness to others, 
appreciation of the values of the respective 
religions, awareness of the needs of those who 
are different from us and willingness to create the 
necessary trust in order to act together. It means 
having a wider vision than just one’s own religion 

or religious denomination and a readiness to work 
for the common good. 

In the multicultural and multireligious society 
that Scotland has become, there is a great need 
for this on-going dialogue and co-operation. I 
would like to take this opportunity of saluting and 
applauding all the initiatives that have been taken 
and the efforts that are being made. May the one 
God, who is that truth drawing us on, bless and 
sustain all those efforts, so that Scotland may 
continue to be an example to the world. 
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Business Motion 

14:04 

The Presiding Officer (Ken Macintosh): The 
next item of business is consideration of business 
motion S5M-08084, in the name of Joe FitzPatrick, 
on behalf of the Parliamentary Bureau, setting out 
a revised business programme for today and 
tomorrow. 

Motion moved, 

That the Parliament agrees to the following revisions to 
the programme of business for— 

(a) Tuesday 3 October 2017— 

after 

followed by Topical Questions 

insert 

followed by Ministerial Statement: Unconventional Oil 
and Gas 

followed by Ministerial Statement: Education Reform 

delete 

5.00 pm Decision Time 

and insert 

6.00 pm Decision Time 

(b) Wednesday 4 October 2017— 

after 

followed by Economy, Jobs and Fair Work Committee 
Debate: Gender Pay Gap 

insert 

followed by Standards, Procedures and Public 
Appointments Committee Motion on Breach of the Code of 
Conduct for Members of the Scottish Parliament—[Joe 
FitzPatrick.] 

Motion agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: Members should note 
that decision time will be at 6 o’clock this evening.  

Topical Question Time 

14:05 

Catalonia (Independence Referendum) 

1. Sandra White (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP): To 
ask the Scottish Government, further to the 
statement that it issued on 16 September, what its 
response is to the violence that took place during 
the independence referendum in Catalonia. (S5T-
00699) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Culture, Tourism 
and External Affairs (Fiona Hyslop): The 
Scottish Government is very concerned about 
events in recent days in Catalonia. The violent 
scenes witnessed on Sunday were shocking and 
unnecessary. That is a view shared among the 
international community.  

The Scottish Government is particularly 
disappointed by the response of the United 
Kingdom Government to the violent scenes. 
Yesterday, I wrote to the Foreign Secretary Boris 
Johnson, urging the UK as a friend and ally of 
Spain to issue a more robust statement, 
unequivocally condemning the use of violence by 
the Spanish police to suppress the peaceful 
expression of political views in Catalonia and 
communicating in the strongest possible terms our 
serious concerns. 

The Scottish Government now hopes that there 
is a process of dialogue that will allow both the 
Spanish Government and the Catalonian 
Government to find a way forward that respects 
the rule of law and democracy but also the right of 
the people of Catalonia to decide the future of their 
country. 

Sandra White: I thank the cabinet secretary for 
her reply and agree with all that she has said. 

The cabinet secretary mentioned that she had 
written to the Foreign Secretary at Westminster. 
Are any other meetings being proposed? What 
would be discussed at any further meetings? Has 
she had any correspondence with the Spanish and 
Catalonian Governments? 

Fiona Hyslop: On the last point, there has been 
no correspondence, although I had a brief 
opportunity to speak to the Spanish consul general 
when he was in the Parliament last week. 

The importance of dialogue, communication and 
mediation is clear. If we look at the comments 
from foreign ministers from across the European 
Union, we can see that their message has been to 
desist from violence and to progress dialogue. 
That is a responsibility particularly of European 
institutions but also of other international bodies, 
and that is the best way forward. We can express 
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our views, but we have always said that we 
understand that the constitutional and legal 
situation in Spain is different. 

This is a basic issue of human rights and 
democracy. The ability of people to express their 
political will and their political views without fear of 
violence is something that all of us as 
internationalists and, more importantly, as 
democrats, must uphold. 

Sandra White: I agree that dialogue is 
essential, as does the Catalonian Government. 
Having witnessed the horrific violence by the 
Spanish police against innocent civilians 
exercising their democratic right to vote, does the 
cabinet secretary agree with the United Nations 
High Commissioner for Human Rights, who said: 

“I am very disturbed by the violence in Catalonia on 
Sunday. With hundreds of people reported injured, I urge 
the Spanish authorities to ensure thorough, independent 
and impartial investigations into all acts of violence ... I call 
on the Government of Spain to accept without delay the 
requests by relevant UN human rights experts to visit.” 

Fiona Hyslop: I do indeed. The intervention 
from the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights 
was welcome, appropriate and measured. Human 
rights abuses, wherever they take place, must be 
investigated to respect the international 
perspective. It is also important to respect human 
rights as part of the UN Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights and the responsibilities therein. 

That is one of the ways forward to address the 
scenes—scenes that shocked so many people 
across the globe—of very brutal violence by the 
Spanish police, under the instruction of the 
Spanish authorities, against people going about 
the democratic exercising of their right to vote, 
which is something that all of us in this country 
take for granted.  

It is not our job to tell the people of Catalonia 
how to vote, but they most certainly should have 
the right to be allowed to vote. A way forward 
should be found that respects differences when 
there is a clash between the fundamental rights 
that are desired and which should be exercised by 
the Catalonian people, and the constitution and 
law of the Spanish state. Those are not 
irreconcilable differences, but it will take 
international measures to address them. That is 
why the EU institutions or the UN have a 
responsibility to take that forward. 

Jackson Carlaw (Eastwood) (Con): Does the 
cabinet secretary agree that, whatever the thinking 
of the authorities and Government of Spain, there 
was clearly little rational about it, and that, 
whatever intentions they might have had, their 
actions will prove to have been wholly 
counterproductive? Does she agree that this is 
potentially deeply damaging to the reputation of 

Spain, a country for which many of us have the 
fondest and most high regard? 

Fiona Hyslop: I do indeed agree, and I respect 
Jackson Carlaw’s comments. The actions by the 
Spanish Government have done it a disservice 
and will eventually prove to have been 
counterproductive. It is important that the Spanish 
Government addresses that and, indeed, engages 
in the dialogue that I have discussed in my 
previous replies. It is essential that the current 
situation is not allowed to pass and that it does not 
pass. I know that diplomatic statements have been 
made, but I hope that in the quietness of the 
private conversations that can and should take 
place, Spain can be brought to a more 
commonsense and respectful position than has 
been the case up to now. 

Christina McKelvie (Hamilton, Larkhall and 
Stonehouse) (SNP): As we have seen from the 
violent scenes on Sunday, perpetrated by the 
Spanish Government’s civil guards, there seems 
to be little regard for the upholding of civil liberties 
and human rights. Does the Scottish Government 
agree with me, and with article 2 of the Lisbon 
treaty, that we are all bound by the fundamental 
principles of respect for human dignity, freedom, 
democracy, equality, the rule of law and human 
rights, and that those principles should always be 
the foundations on which we uphold the rights of 
European citizens? 

Fiona Hyslop: The member is indeed correct. 
In this Parliament, where we embrace the 
importance of human rights across a number of 
parliamentary committees—not least the one of 
which the member is the convener—we recognise 
those aspects of article 2 as one of the strengths 
of the European Union. Now is the time, when 
people are looking to the European Union for 
some leadership, to recognise that the expression 
and understanding of those rights in the current 
context could be best served by mediation or 
negotiation and by some involvement by European 
Union institutions, in order to resolve what is 
currently an intractable situation, but one that must 
be resolved by dialogue peacefully and 
democratically. 

Prescription of Stimulants (Under-10s) 

2. Daniel Johnson (Edinburgh Southern) 
(Lab): To ask the Scottish Government what its 
response is to reports that there are almost twice 
as many under-10s being prescribed stimulants 
than there were in 2010. (S5T-00707) 

The Minister for Mental Health (Maureen 
Watt): The Scottish Government has worked with 
a number of organisations to help reduce the 
stigma faced by people with mental health 
problems. As that stigma has reduced, it is 
welcome that more people and families have 
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come forward for help with mental health 
problems. We believe that that is a positive sign 
that people feel more able to come forward to get 
help. 

The rise in the number of prescriptions for 
attention deficit hyperactivity disorder is reflective 
of the general increase in demand for child and 
adolescent mental health services. The majority of 
young people with ADHD are not receiving 
medication as part of their treatment but are, 
instead, receiving alternative support as set out in 
the Scottish intercollegiate guidelines network 
guideline 112. The most important consideration is 
that people with any mental illness should expect 
and receive the same standard of care as people 
with physical illness. Any prescribing is a 
professional, clinical decision for a patient’s doctor 
and it should be appraised on a regular basis. 

Daniel Johnson: I received my diagnosis of 
ADHD later in life, at the age of 35. My diagnosis 
and subsequent therapy have transformed my life. 
However, the most important element of that 
therapy is the medication that I take on a daily 
basis. My only regret is that I did not receive that 
diagnosis and, indeed, that therapy earlier in life. 
The minister will have seen the coverage in 
yesterday’s The Herald, which is part of a weekly 
series that the newspaper is running on Scotland’s 
supposed overreliance on drugs. However, the 
Royal College of Psychiatrists is clear that, if 
anything, we are probably underdiagnosing 
children with ADHD, with the rate of prescribing 
being roughly one third that of the children with the 
most serious form of ADHD. 

Does the minister agree that such sensationalist 
coverage and comments from the Conservatives 
are unhelpful and that we should be seeking to 
promote understanding of the condition and not 
stigmatising children who take medication for 
ADHD or other mental health and neurological 
conditions? 

Maureen Watt: I thank the member very much 
for sharing his experience of ADHD with the 
Parliament this afternoon. He is absolutely right. 
More children and young people have ADHD than 
are coming forward. Fewer people are prescribed 
drugs and more are given alternative therapies. I 
thank the member for showing that medication has 
an important part to play, but I re-emphasise that it 
is prescribed in consultation with the person’s 
general practitioner, and hopefully it can be 
reduced if that is the right thing to do. 

I totally agree with the member’s observation 
about the Opposition. 

Daniel Johnson: Again, I thank the minister for 
that response. I agree with her about the need to 
emphasise the importance of medication. 

Responding to the coverage, the Scottish ADHD 
Coalition mentioned the need for better training of 
our teachers and access to child and adolescent 
mental health services. We know from the 
Education and Skills Committee’s recent work that 
teachers are not adequately trained in additional 
support needs, and although there are counsellors 
in schools across the rest of the United Kingdom, 
in Scotland’s schools there is no guarantee of 
such provision. What steps will be taken to 
improve training for teachers in dealing with 
children with ADHD and other additional support 
needs? Will the minister meet my party’s call for 
every school to have access to a counsellor? 

Maureen Watt: As the member knows, the first 
of the 40 actions in the mental health strategy is a 
review of personal and social education in 
schools. Some schools already provide access to 
school-based counselling while others use the 
skills of pastoral staff and liaise with educational 
psychology services. 

We want to make sure that all children and 
young people get the support that they need to 
reach their full potential, and the additional support 
for learning legislation places on education 
authorities duties to identify, provide for and 
review additional support needs. We are taking 
forward the PSE review as expeditiously as 
possible. 

Miles Briggs (Lothian) (Con): Is the minister 
confident that families across Scotland are always 
being offered access to high-quality behavioural 
therapists? What additional action does the 
Scottish Government plan to take to increase the 
number of behavioural therapists who are 
available to support parents and primary-age 
children and to reduce waiting times for that 
therapy? 

Maureen Watt: As I said in my answer to Daniel 
Johnson, access to services is available through 
schools. The Scottish Government has worked 
with NHS Education for Scotland to produce “The 
Matrix: A Guide to Delivering Evidence-Based 
Psychological Therapies in Scotland”, a section in 
which is dedicated to ADHD. Drugs for ADHD are 
prescribed in line with good clinical practice, under 
on-going supervision and where appropriate. As I 
said, they are used alongside other treatments 
such as counselling and psychological therapies. 

Clare Haughey (Rutherglen) (SNP): I thank 
Daniel Johnson for sharing his story of diagnosis 
and treatment. It is vital that those of us in the 
Parliament break down the stigma surrounding 
mental illness at all ages. 

What change has there been in the number of 
CAMHS professionals under this Government? In 
particular, what change has there been in the 
number of CAMHS psychology posts? 
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Maureen Watt: Under this Government, the 
number of CAMHS psychological posts has more 
than doubled and the overall number of CAMHS 
professionals has increased by 65 per cent to 
almost 1,000 full-time equivalent staff. 

Stillbirths and Neonatal Deaths 

3. Brian Whittle (South Scotland) (Con): To 
ask the Scottish Government, in light of the health 
secretary’s comment in June that the country’s 
“stillbirth rates and neonatal death rates continue 
to decline”, what its response is to the recent 
report by the National Records of Scotland, which 
suggests an increase in the rate in 2016. (S5T-
00706) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Health and Sport 
(Shona Robison): In my statement to Parliament 
in June, I highlighted the findings of the 
MBRRACE—mothers and babies: reducing risk 
through audits and confidential enquiries—
perinatal report on the 2015 data, which had been 
published a few days previously, on 22 June. That 
report highlighted the lowest-ever stillbirth rates for 
Scotland and an analysis of variation across the 
United Kingdom at national and health board 
levels. 

The provisional 2016 data from the National 
Records of Scotland show a rise in both stillbirth 
and neonatal death rates in 2016. Although that is 
disappointing, it is against a long-term trend of 
reducing rates. NRS data for the past 10 years 
show that, since 2006, the stillbirth rate in 
Scotland has fallen by 19 per cent and the 
neonatal death rate has fallen by 16 per cent. That 
represents good news for families and good 
progress by the hard-working staff in maternity 
and neonatal units across Scotland. 

Brian Whittle: Given that the NRS report was 
available to the cabinet secretary at the time of her 
statement, why did she choose to use the 
MBRRACE report from 2015? The MBRRACE 
report does not include statistics for multiple births 
and home births, for example. 

Shona Robison: The MBRRACE perinatal 
report on the 2015 data had been published just a 
few days previously, on 22 June, so it was the 
most recent MBRRACE perinatal report. That is, of 
course, the gold standard of reports. It compares 
rates across the UK and between health boards. 

The provisional 2016 NRS data was first 
published on 8 March, but the data remains 
provisional for a full year because there is 
sometimes a delay in data being reported and 
sometimes the data needs to be cleansed. The 
data becomes finalised after the end of a year—
that will be in March 2018—and it will feature in 
the MBRRACE perinatal surveillance report that is 
to be published next summer. That will be based 

on the 2016 NRS data and will provide an 
indication of the relative rates of stillbirth and 
neonatal deaths across the UK. 

I hope that that provides an explanation for Mr 
Whittle. 
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Unconventional Oil and Gas 

The Presiding Officer (Ken Macintosh): The 
next item of business is a statement by Paul 
Wheelhouse on unconventional oil and gas. The 
minister will take questions at the end of his 
statement, so there should be no interventions. 

14:22 

The Minister for Business, Innovation and 
Energy (Paul Wheelhouse): The Government 
has consistently taken a cautious, evidence-led 
approach to considering the potential exploitation 
of unconventional oil and gas in Scotland. As part 
of that approach, we have ensured that 
stakeholders and the people of Scotland have had 
the opportunity to participate in the decision-
making process in an open, inclusive and 
transparent way. Indeed, the Scottish Government 
has undertaken one of the most far-reaching 
investigations into unconventional oil and gas by 
any Government, which included a four-month 
public consultation that concluded in May. Our 
talking fracking consultation embodied the Scottish 
Government’s commitment to the full participation 
of local communities and stakeholders in decisions 
that matter to them and impact on them. It has 
been clear throughout the process that there are 
deeply held and sincere views on all sides of the 
debate, including in the chamber. 

I wish to update members on the findings of our 
consultation. I will also set out the Government’s 
preferred position on the future of unconventional 
oil and gas in Scotland, which is based on the 
findings of our consultation and the extensive 
evidence that we have collated. As I have 
previously stated, that preferred position will be 
brought to the chamber for a full parliamentary 
debate and vote. We propose that that should 
happen shortly after the recess. As with our 
announcement on underground coal gasification 
on 6 October 2016 and in line with our statutory 
responsibilities, a strategic environmental 
assessment will be commissioned following the 
parliamentary vote to assess the impact of the 
Scottish Government’s position prior to its 
finalisation. 

Before I update members on the consultation 
findings, it is important to set the context for that 
decision. A policy decision on unconventional oil 
and gas in Scotland does not exist in isolation; it 
must be viewed within the context of our longer-
term ambitions for energy and the environment, 
manufacturing and the Scottish economy more 
generally, and, of course, our climate change 
responsibilities. 

The main product from unconventional oil and 
gas reserves is natural gas, which is our principal 

source of energy for heating. Shale deposits may 
also contain natural gas liquids such as ethane. 
Those important raw materials for our chemical 
and manufacturing industries are used in a wide 
range of high-value products, including plastics, 
detergents and clothing. 

The Government recognises that gas will be an 
important part of Scotland’s energy mix for the 
foreseeable future and that access to a secure 
and affordable supply of energy and raw materials 
is fundamental to the competitiveness and 
productivity of Scottish business and industry. A 
strong and vibrant domestic offshore oil and gas 
industry can play a positive role in our energy 
system and is entirely consistent with encouraging 
a stable, managed transition to a low-carbon 
economy. 

Achieving our vision for energy is crucial to our 
efforts to tackle fuel poverty and prevent the 
damaging effects of climate change as part of the 
global community’s fight to limit global temperature 
rises to below 2°C while pursuing efforts towards 
limiting those rises to below 1.5°C. 

In addition to support for our manufacturing 
sectors, the programme for government includes a 
commitment to introduce a new climate change 
bill, which will set even more ambitious targets to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This 
Government’s view is that we have a moral 
responsibility to tackle climate change and an 
economic responsibility to prepare Scotland for 
new low-carbon opportunities. 

Our comprehensive public consultation provided 
an opportunity for individuals, local communities, 
industry, academics and stakeholders to comment 
on and shape this policy decision. Today, we 
published the full analysis of the consultation 
responses. We received 60,535 valid responses—
the second largest response to a Scottish 
Government consultation—which is a clear 
validation of our participative approach. Of the 
responses, 52,110 or 86 per cent were campaign 
responses or petitions, and 8,425 or 14 per cent 
were substantive responses. Of those who 
provided a substantive response and a Scottish 
postcode, nearly two thirds or 4,151 live in one of 
13 local authority areas identified as potentially 
having significant shale oil and gas reserves or 
coal-bed methane. 

The consultation was not an opinion poll—that 
simply would not have done justice to the range of 
issues that needed to be discussed and 
considered—but it was clear that the 
overwhelming majority of respondents were 
opposed to the development of an unconventional 
oil and gas industry in Scotland.  

Overall, about 99 per cent of the responses 
were opposed to fracking and fewer than 1 per 
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cent in favour of it. Those opposed to fracking 
repeatedly emphasised the potential for 
significant, long-lasting negative impacts on 
communities, health, the environment and the 
climate; expressed scepticism about the ability of 
regulation to mitigate negative impacts; and were 
unconvinced about the value of any economic 
benefit or the contribution of unconventional oil 
and gas to Scotland’s energy mix. 

Alternative views were received. Some 
respondents were either supportive of an 
unconventional oil and gas industry developing in 
Scotland or did not feel it was possible to come to 
a view on the available evidence. Those in favour 
of an unconventional oil and gas industry 
emphasised the potential benefits that they 
perceived for the economy, communities, the 
climate and Scotland’s energy supply. They said 
that the risks associated with unconventional oil 
and gas extraction were no greater than those 
associated with any other industry and argued that 
the development of a strong and robust regulatory 
framework could mitigate any adverse impacts. 

Reaching a decision on unconventional oil and 
gas is the culmination of a period of careful and 
comprehensive evidence gathering. We have not 
taken the process or the decision lightly. At each 
stage, we created opportunities for discourse and 
debate. I hope that everyone in this chamber, 
regardless of their views on the topic, would 
acknowledge that we created meaningful 
opportunities for participation. 

I will set out some more of the considerations 
that have guided my decision. 

In reviewing the research findings, I had 
particular concerns about the insufficiency of 
epidemiological evidence on health impacts 
highlighted by Health Protection Scotland.  

I also note the conclusion of the United Kingdom 
Committee on Climate Change, our advisers on 
statutory targets, that unconventional oil and gas 
extraction would make meeting our existing 
climate change targets more challenging. Indeed, 
as the UKCCC states in its report, in order to be 
compatible with Scottish climate change targets, 
emissions from production of unconventional oil 
and gas would require to be offset through 
reductions in emissions elsewhere in the Scottish 
economy. Given the scale of the challenge that we 
already face, that would be no easy task. 

I note that KPMG concludes in its report on the 
economic impact of an unconventional oil and gas 
industry in Scotland that, under its central 
development scenario, on average, only 0.1 per 
cent annually would be added to Scottish gross 
domestic product, should fracking be given the go-
ahead. 

I have also been mindful of the important reality 
that the potential activity associated with an 
unconventional oil and gas industry would be 
concentrated in and around former coalfields and 
oil shale fields in the central belt, which are among 
the most densely populated areas of Scotland. 
Our consultation demonstrated that communities 
across Scotland, particularly in areas where 
developments could take place, have yet to be 
convinced that there is a strong enough case of 
national economic importance, when balanced 
against the risk and disruption that they anticipate 
on matters such as the risks of pollution and the 
impacts on transport and their general health and 
wellbeing. 

Although I am sure that an unconventional oil 
and gas industry would work to the highest 
environmental and health and safety standards, it 
is our responsibility to make a decision that we 
believe to be in the best interests of the people of 
this country as a whole. We must be confident that 
the choices that we make will not compromise 
health and safety or damage the environment in 
which we live. 

It is also our view, having considered the matter 
in considerable detail, that the outcome of our 
public engagement shows that in the communities 
that would be most affected there is no social 
licence for unconventional oil and gas to be taken 
forward at this time, and the research that we have 
conducted does not provide a strong enough basis 
from which to adequately address those 
communities’ concerns. 

Taking all that into account, and balancing the 
interests of the environment, our economy, public 
health and public opinion, I can confirm that the 
conclusion of the Scottish Government is that we 
will not support the development of unconventional 
oil and gas in Scotland. 

To put that position into immediate effect, we 
have today written to local authorities across 
Scotland to make it clear that the directions that 
gave effect to the moratorium will remain in place 
indefinitely. That action means that we will use 
planning powers to ensure that any 
unconventional oil and gas applications are 
considered in line with our position of not 
supporting unconventional oil and gas. 

Let me be clear: that action is sufficient to 
effectively ban the development of unconventional 
oil and gas extraction in Scotland. The decision 
that I am announcing means that fracking cannot 
and will not take place in Scotland. 

My comments relate to the use of planning 
powers. Of course, this Parliament awaits the 
transfer of licensing powers that the United 
Kingdom Government promised and legislated for 
in the Scotland Act 2016. The commencement 
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order for the powers was expected in February 
this year but has yet to be progressed by the UK 
Government. The licensing regime currently takes 
place under a European Union hydrocarbons 
licensing framework. We are concerned that the 
powers appear in the list that the UK Government 
provided of areas that it might reappropriate as a 
result of Brexit. 

That would be unacceptable. I have, therefore, 
written today to the Secretary of State for 
Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy, Greg 
Clark, to set out our position on the future of 
unconventional oil and gas in Scotland and to 
seek assurances that no such power grab will take 
place and that the powers that have been 
promised will be transferred to the Scottish 
Parliament as soon as possible. 

Although that is important, I want to make it 
crystal clear that using our planning powers in the 
way that I have set out allows us to deliver our 
position, no matter what Westminster decides. I 
am aware that there is a proposal for a member’s 
bill on the issue from Claudia Beamish. However, 
the use of planning powers is an effective and 
much quicker way to deliver our policy objective, 
as with our actions on nuclear power stations. 
Legislation is therefore not necessary. 

I acknowledge that Scotland’s chemicals 
industry has conveyed strong views on the 
potential benefits of shale for Scottish industry. I 
want to be clear that, notwithstanding our position 
on unconventional oil and gas in Scotland, our 
support for Scotland’s industrial base and 
manufacturing sector is unwavering. 
Manufacturing and the chemicals industry 
continue to play a crucial role in the Scottish 
economy, and we understand that a supportive 
fiscal regime, affordable energy, access to the 
right skills, and good infrastructure are all essential 
to future success. That is why this Government will 
continue to support industry in a range of ways in 
the months and years to come. 

At the outset of devolution, one of the principal 
aims of this Parliament was to bring decision 
making closer to those who are most affected. 
That ethos has underpinned our approach in 
reaching a decision not to support the 
development of unconventional oil and gas in 
Scotland. Taking full account of both the available 
evidence and the strength of public opinion, my 
judgment is that Scotland should say no to 
fracking. That position will be reflected in our 
finalised energy strategy, which we will publish in 
December. 

The next step in this process will be for the 
Scottish Government to lodge a motion for debate, 
to allow the Parliament to vote on whether to 
support our carefully considered and robust 
position on unconventional oil and gas. 

I thank everyone who contributed to the 
process. It is right that this Government sought 
expert, independent, scientific advice and that we 
took the time that was needed to seek the views of 
the people of Scotland. The people have spoken. 
The time has come to move on. 

The Presiding Officer: The minister will now 
take questions. 

Neil Findlay (Lothian) (Lab): On a point of 
order, Presiding Officer. 

I presume that such an important decision was 
made by the Cabinet. If that is the case, why did 
not the Cabinet Secretary for Economy, Jobs and 
Fair Work make the statement to the Parliament 
and take questions? Is it because the cabinet 
secretary does not believe a single word in the 
Government’s document? 

The Presiding Officer: Such decisions are a 
matter for the Government and an exercise of 
collective responsibility. They are not a matter for 
the Presiding Officer or for the Parliament’s 
standing orders. We move to questions. 

Dean Lockhart (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): 
I thank the minister for the advance copy of his 
statement. 

After years of indecision, the SNP has finally 
made its choice in relation to fracking, and 
Scotland’s economy is left behind yet again. Time 
and again, independent assessments have shown 
the significant benefits that fracking could bring to 
Scotland’s economy. Up to £4.6 billion in 
additional gross value added could be generated 
by the industry as well as thousands of highly 
skilled jobs across Scotland. That much-needed 
economic boost and those jobs will now be 
created outside Scotland, thanks to the SNP. 

Will the minister explain what estimates the 
Government has made of the economic impact of 
its decision and how many potential highly skilled 
jobs will no longer be created in Scotland? 

The minister said that the Government has 
decided to ban fracking following an evidence-led 
approach. However, the Scottish Government’s 
own expert scientific panel concluded: 

“The technology exists to allow the safe extraction of 
such reserves, subject to robust regulation being in place.” 

If the ban on fracking is not based on an economic 
assessment or expert evidence on safety, does 
the minister agree with leading scientific 
commentators across Scotland that banning 
fracking is all about the politics and not the 
science? 

Paul Wheelhouse: As the minister who has led 
the process all the way through the consultation, I 
am here to answer for that process. 
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In response to Mr Lockhart’s points, I stress a 
number of things. First, the UK Government has 
ploughed ahead with a gung-ho attitude towards 
the development of unconventional oil and gas 
activities in England, with the consequent upset 
that it has caused in communities in Lancashire 
and elsewhere, and has not thought at all about 
the social licence involved with such a new 
industry in a densely populated area of England. 
We have taken a responsible view in our approach 
to the development of unconventional oil and gas, 
and we have listened to scientific evidence. 

Secondly, Mr Lockhart says that we do not have 
evidence of the economic impact, but I direct him 
to the KPMG study, which clearly shows what a 
leading economic analyst believes to be the 
economic impact of unconventional oil and gas 
under three different scenarios. In the central 
scenario, which I set out in my statement just 
moments ago, it would amount to just 0.1 per cent 
of additional GDP for the Scottish economy. 
Against that, many local communities in the 13 
local authority areas affected have suggested that 
there would potentially be negative impacts on 
local industries such as agriculture and tourism. 

Mr Lockhart may not want to listen to the people 
of Scotland in those communities that would be 
most affected by unconventional oil and gas, but 
the Government is listening to the people of 
Scotland in those areas and we are banning 
unconventional oil and gas in Scotland as a 
consequence. 

Finlay Carson (Galloway and West Dumfries) 
(Con): Where is the social licence for wind farms 
in Galloway? 

The Presiding Officer: I urge members to keep 
their comments and to press their request-to-
speak buttons if they wish to ask a question. 

Claudia Beamish (South Scotland) (Lab): I 
welcome prior sight of the statement on onshore 
fracking. 

Labour has long argued that we do not need 
another fossil fuel, but instead need to develop 
forms of renewable energy with well-paid 
unionised jobs. Let us be clear that the 
announcement is the result of communities’ and 
Labour’s pressure—specifically, my well-
developed proposal to change the law to ban 
fracking in Scotland. 

Although I welcome the indefinite extension of 
the moratorium, that is not as strong as a full legal 
ban and could be overturned at any point on the 
whim of a future minister. The proposals do not go 
far enough or offer the protection that my bill 
would offer. Will the minister work with me to 
ensure that we have a full legal ban in order to 
protect communities, the environment and future 
generations across Scotland? 

Paul Wheelhouse: I recognise that Claudia 
Beamish has a long-standing interest in the issue. 
However, I say gently to her that today we have 
put in place, through the measures that I have 
outlined, an effective immediate ban on 
unconventional oil and gas extraction activities in 
Scotland that is similar to the ban that we put in 
place for new nuclear power stations. That is 
important. We are able to control the activity much 
more expeditiously by writing to Greg Clark, 
setting out the Scottish Government’s position on 
unconventional oil and gas, as I have done today. 
The chief planning officer has also written to all 32 
local authority directors of planning to update them 
on the position that I have outlined to Parliament. 

We do not have licensing powers because they 
have not yet been transferred to the Scottish 
Parliament, but the process that I have outlined 
will help us to achieve the objective that Claudia 
Beamish seeks, which is control of activity. I 
understand that Richard Dixon of Friends of the 
Earth Scotland has tweeted that what we are 
doing is upgrading a moratorium to a ban. Other 
stakeholders are able to understand the impact of 
the policy, so I encourage Claudia Beamish to 
support us when the matter is debated following 
the recess. 

Mark Ruskell (Mid Scotland and Fife) 
(Green): I welcome the statement, which shows 
that the Scottish Government has, indeed, listened 
to communities and signalled its intention to ban 
fracking. However, we do not have a ban in front 
of us; the Government has merely extended its 
current moratorium—a moratorium that is legally 
shaky and open to challenge by large companies 
such as Ineos. When will the Scottish Government 
introduce a permanent ban by using Scottish 
planning policy, environmental regulations and 
licensing powers that do not require primary 
legislation? 

Paul Wheelhouse: I apologise, Presiding 
Officer; I am taken aback, because I do not think 
that Mark Ruskell, whom I respect greatly, listened 
to what I said in my statement. Using planning 
policy, we have put in place an immediate ban on 
unconventional oil and gas extraction activities in 
Scotland. We will seek Parliament’s endorsement 
of that position when, as we hope to do, we hold a 
debate following the recess. We will seek the 
support of Mark Ruskell, his colleagues and other 
colleagues across the chamber for the position 
that we have set out. 

We believe that the position is robust. We have 
taken an evidence-based approach throughout. 
We have listened to all sides and concluded that 
we are unsatisfied in a number of key areas, and 
that such activity should not happen, based on the 
scientific evidence and the very strong views of 
communities in the 13 areas that are affected and 
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more widely. I give reassurance—I tried to make it 
crystal clear in my statement—that there is, in 
effect, a ban on unconventional oil and gas 
activities in Scotland. We regard the process that 
we have gone through as being very robust. 

Liam McArthur (Orkney Islands) (LD): I thank 
the minister for early sight of his statement, and I 
confirm that Scottish Liberal Democrats warmly 
welcome the decision—albeit that it was made via 
the scenic route—in effect to ban fracking. 

Does the minister agree that opening up a new 
front of carbon-based fuels and energy production 
would do nothing to help us meet our climate 
commitments, and that much more still needs to 
be done if we are to ensure the necessary mix of 
renewables—in particular, storage technology—
that our economy and society will require over the 
coming decades? What plans does he have, in 
that regard, that will build on the strong signal that 
has been sent out by today’s statement? 

Paul Wheelhouse: I welcome Liam McArthur’s 
positive remarks on the decision that we have 
taken, although I point out that what he described 
as “the scenic route” has involved the people of 
Scotland and key stakeholders in reaching what I 
regard as a considered and robust position. 

On his point about renewables and storage, I 
very much accept that that will play a very strong 
part in where we in this country want to go. We 
continue to press UK ministers—I know that Mr 
McArthur is aware of this—for supportive 
decisions on remote wind projects on the islands, 
interconnection between the islands and the 
mainland and investment in pumped hydro storage 
and other forms of grid-scale storage that will 
allow us to have a truly sustainable energy future 
for Scotland. 

I want to say more on that, Presiding Officer, but 
I am aware of the lack of time. We will, of course, 
put full details in our finalised energy strategy, 
which we will publish in December. I hope that it 
will be one that Mr McArthur and his colleagues 
can support. 

Angus MacDonald (Falkirk East) (SNP): I 
warmly welcome the minister’s announcement, as 
will the majority of my constituents in Falkirk East. 
I also welcome the cautious evidence-led 
approach that has been taken by the Scottish 
Government. 

Given that fracking is—subject, of course, to the 
forthcoming debate and vote in Parliament—in 
effect to be banned, which will give residents 
throughout central Scotland peace of mind, can 
the minister give me an assurance that the 
Government will remain focused on ensuring that 
industry in Grangemouth is supported and 
encouraged, while bearing in mind that that 
industry sits cheek by jowl with the 18,000 

residents of the port, not to mention the wider 
population in Falkirk district? 

Paul Wheelhouse: I acknowledge the points 
that Mr MacDonald has raised about the 
importance of listening to communities’ views in 
his area in Falkirk, while bearing in mind the 
important future for the chemical industry in 
Scotland. 

As I have tried to make clear in my statement, 
regardless of our position on unconventional oil 
and gas, our support for our industrial base and 
manufacturing is unwavering. Manufacturing and 
industry continue to play a crucial role in the 
Scottish economy, as I set out. 

I also said in my statement that we understand 
that a supportive fiscal regime, affordable energy 
costs, access to the right skills and improved 
infrastructure for the sector are all essential if it is 
to remain competitive. We will also work with UK 
Government colleagues on the industrial strategy 
and on ensuring that any sector deals are 
supportive of investment in Scotland. We have 
already taken steps to support energy-intensive 
industries in maintaining their competitiveness in 
terms of energy costs. I assure Mr MacDonald that 
we will work very closely with key employers in his 
constituency. 

In finishing, I want to reflect on the fact that 393 
substantive responses were submitted by people 
in Falkirk, in addition to petition and campaign 
responses, so Mr MacDonald can be very 
comforted by the fact that his constituents played 
an active role in the consultation. 

John Scott (Ayr) (Con): The announcement of 
a ban is a massive slap in the face to Scottish 
academia, engineers, geologists, industry experts 
and many more highly skilled individuals. They 
have been dealt a heavy blow here today. In can-
do Scotland, which is known world wide for its 
pioneering technologies and for safety and 
responsibility, what kind of message does the 
minister think he is sending to people in academia 
and scientific research, people who work in the 
industry whose jobs have now been put at risk, 
and people who could have been attracted to 
Scotland to work in this new industry? 

Paul Wheelhouse: We have taken a cautious 
and evidence-based approach. The UK 
Government pressed on in a gung-ho fashion, 
caring not for the views of communities and areas 
that are affected by unconventional oil and gas 
extraction. We have taken a different approach. As 
I set out today, we have listened to industry on the 
pros and cons of unconventional oil and gas. We 
have had to take a balanced decision based on 
the needs of our environment, our important 
commitments on climate change and the views of 
communities. We are very mindful of the impact on 
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business of all the decisions that the Government 
makes, and we have taken very seriously the 
business views that have been represented to us. 

John Scott characterises our response as 
irresponsible. I suggest that we have been 
anything but irresponsible, and have taken a very 
responsible approach. We have listened and 
considered, and we have reflected that 13 areas of 
the country that would most likely be involved in 
unconventional oil and gas activity do not support 
it. It is very important that the views of the people 
of Scotland are taken into account. I encourage Mr 
Scott, on behalf of his constituents, who are in an 
area of the country that is in the great midland 
valley, to consider his remarks very carefully. 

Gillian Martin (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP): 
The Government has made a clear statement of 
intent about unconventional oil and gas practices 
in Scotland. The conventional practices of our 
domestic oil and gas industry are of great 
importance to people in my area. What continuing 
support will the Scottish Government give to the 
sector to get people into work? 

Paul Wheelhouse: Gillian Martin raises a very 
important point that I referred to in my statement. 
We strongly support the oil and gas industry in its 
offshore activities. With the UK Government, we 
have jointly funded a £180 million oil and gas 
technology centre, the innovation hub for which 
was launched yesterday by the First Minister. We 
have put in place the energy jobs task force, which 
has focused on improving the resilience of oil and 
gas companies in the production sector and the 
supply chain, and we have invested up to £10 
million in research and development support, to 
help oil and gas supply chain companies improve 
their performance and remain competitive. 

Through the transition training fund, we have 
helped the oil and gas industry workers who have 
been affected by redundancy with £12 million-
worth of support, which has helped more than 
2,400 people directly. The fund has also provided 
755 training places through two procurement 
rounds. Our energy strategy makes it very clear 
that there is a long-term role for the sector, even 
though we are embarked on an ambitious low-
carbon trajectory. 

I very much add my support and that of my 
colleagues to the oil and gas industry. The 
Scottish Government has been a strong champion 
of the sector. We can be judged on our record on 
that. 

Claire Baker (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab): 
Since 2012, I have been campaigning against 
fracking across my region and have taken 
opportunities to raise my constituents’ concerns in 
Parliament, so I thank the Presiding Officer for 
calling me. 

The minister spoke about the need to carry out 
a strategic environmental assessment before the 
decision is finalised. When does he expect that 
assessment to be completed? 

Paul Wheelhouse: Claire Baker raises a very 
important point. Under the Environmental 
Assessment (Scotland) Act 2005, we are required 
to carry out a strategic environmental assessment 
when we make such key decisions. We will 
embark on that assessment as soon as possible. It 
is likely to overlap with production of the final draft 
of the energy strategy, which will be published in 
December. We will obviously reflect the position in 
the final draft. 

It is an important process. It may take many 
months to consult industry and key stakeholders 
widely, but I assure Claire Baker that we will move 
on it as fast as we can. I acknowledge her long-
standing interest in the issue and hope that she 
welcomes today’s announcement. 

Graeme Dey (Angus South) (SNP): The 
Scottish Government has consistently stated that 
unless it can be proved beyond any doubt that 
fracking poses no risk to health, communities or 
the environment, such activity will not take place in 
Scotland. Will the minister provide some clarity on 
where, in reaching this very welcome decision, it 
was determined that risks remain? 

Paul Wheelhouse: I summarised the key areas 
in my statement, but I will give more detail on 
climate emissions. We obviously have very 
stringent and legally binding statutory annual 
climate change targets, which are—as I am sure 
Graeme Dey is well aware—difficult enough to 
meet. We are setting out in the climate change 
plan how we will deliver on those targets up to 
2032. 

The KPMG study indicated that, depending on 
the degree of regulation—assuming a good level 
of regulation by an outstanding environmental 
agency such as the Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency—between 0.4 and 0.6 
megatonnes of CO2 emissions might be expected 
annually in the central production scenario, in 
addition to the emissions that we already produce 
in the economy. 

On evidence on health impacts, the study said 
that the data on the long-term epidemiological 
impacts of the new industry was inconclusive. 

As I have said with regard to communities, the 
strong sentiment is that there is a lack of a social 
licence to take forward the industry at the moment. 
Those factors have led us to the position that I 
have outlined today. 

Jamie Greene (West Scotland) (Con): The 
minister talked about a social licence, but this 
Government has spent a decade overturning local 
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decisions on wind farms. There was no social 
licence for that, but it was deemed to be in the 
national interest. However, with a budget just 
weeks away, it is now buckling under political 
pressure and forfeiting the economic boost that 
fracking might bring to Scotland. Is the new way of 
doing government one in which national policy is 
led by opinion polls rather than by economic and 
scientific evidence, even when some of that 
evidence is given to the Government by its own 
panel? Scotland needs a Government that does 
the right thing, not the populist thing. 

Paul Wheelhouse: That was an interesting 
tirade from our Conservative colleague. It is ironic, 
given that in his speech to the Conservative 
conference—I do not normally pay attention to 
such things, but it was drawn to my attention—
Michael Gove remarked that Conservatives 

“are instinctive defenders of beauty in the landscape, 
protectors of wildlife, friends of the earth.” 

I am sure that Richard Dixon might disagree with 
that. Michael Gove continued: 

“The first, and still the most ambitious, green party in this 
country is the Conservative Party.” 

I beg to differ. He went on to say that we have 

“the chance to secure a special prize—a Green Brexit”, 

but I thought that Theresa May wanted a red, 
white and blue Brexit. 

In all sincerity, we take the concerns of 
communities in respect of wind farm applications 
very seriously. As Jamie Greene should know, 
planning decisions are taken in response to such 
applications in a quasi-judicial process; each 
application is judged on its merits and the process 
is often informed by the expert opinion of reporters 
in the DPEA—the division for planning and 
environmental appeals. They are not political 
decisions, as Jamie Greene characterised them. 
We take our responsibilities to communities very 
seriously. 

We have reformed Scottish planning policy in 
the lifetime of this Government to take greater 
account of cumulative impacts and to protect key 
landscapes including the national scenic areas 
and national parks. 

I do not agree with the premise of Mr Greene’s 
remarks. We stand by our record with regard to 
renewable energy, which is driving sustainable 
and low-carbon economic growth in Scotland and 
contributing strongly to the UK Government’s 
targets for renewable energy. 

Bruce Crawford (Stirling) (SNP): I very much 
welcome the ban that has been announced by the 
Government today. It cannot have been an easy 
decision-making process for the minister; I 
recognise his courage in taking that step. 

In the Scottish Government’s consideration of 
unconventional oil and gas extraction, how has 
public opinion in Scotland, including the concerns 
of my constituents in Stirling, been taken into 
account? I cannot wait to read the pro-fracking 
comments of the Conservative Party’s Dean 
Lockhart in the Stirling Observer. 

Paul Wheelhouse: I will enjoy reading the 
reaction to Mr Lockhart’s remarks in the Stirling 
Observer. 

Mr Crawford has made an important point. As 
the assiduous constituency member that I know he 
is, he will be aware that we issued an invitation to 
an open and inclusive consultation over a period 
of four months that ended in May, as I outlined in 
my statement. We tried our best to ensure that as 
many individuals as possible could take part. We 
launched a dedicated mini-website to host the 
material for the consultation and we directed 
people to packs that could be used for community 
groups to hold local meetings. I am delighted that 
more than 180 community organisations took part 
in the consultation. Many of those were community 
councils and many were from affected areas, 
which reflects well on the Scottish Parliament’s 
engagement with the communities of Scotland on 
the issue. Two hundred substantive responses 
were received from residents in the Stirling area, 
in addition to those who took part in petitions and 
the email campaigns, as I said to Angus 
MacDonald. I believe that residents in Stirling were 
actively involved; I welcome their participation and 
thank them for it. 

The Presiding Officer: I apologise to Emma 
Harper, Donald Cameron and other members who 
wished to be called. That concludes the statement 
and questions, although I imagine that there will 
be another chance to discuss the issue in the near 
future. We move to a statement on education, and 
will take a few moments for people to change 
seats. 
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Education Reform 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Christine 
Grahame): The next item is a statement by John 
Swinney on education reform. The cabinet 
secretary will take questions at the end of his 
statement, so there should be no interventions or 
interruptions.  

14:55 

The Deputy First Minister and Cabinet 
Secretary for Education and Skills (John 
Swinney): In June, I set out our vision for 
education and our proposals for reform. The 
Government’s clear ambition is to create a world-
class education system that closes the gap 
between our least disadvantaged and most 
disadvantaged children and achieves higher 
standards for all. That ambition is shared widely 
across the system and across the chamber.  

There are many strengths in Scottish education, 
but we also have to recognise that, right now, our 
system is still too variable. We want excellence in 
every school, for every child. That is what the 
reforms are designed to achieve. They are based 
on the simple and well-evidenced premise that 
those who are closest to children and young 
people and who know them best—their parents, 
teachers and headteachers—are best placed to 
make decisions about their education. 

I recognise that, if schools are to fully deliver on 
the leadership of learning role, they must be 
supported by the entire education system. We 
must work together across school, local authority 
and national boundaries to provide that support. 
That is what the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development called on us to do 
when it assessed our education system in 2015, 
and that is what our reforms will deliver. I am 
therefore pleased to be able to update Parliament 
today on the progress that we have made on our 
reform plans. 

As promised as part of the next steps report that 
I published on 15 June, my officials, along with 
Education Scotland, the Convention of Scottish 
Local Authorities, the Society of Local Authority 
Chief Executives and Senior Managers, and the 
Association of Directors of Education in Scotland, 
entered into a joint process to deliver the new way 
of regional working. In June, we set out the key 
functions of the regional collaboratives, which are 
to support teachers through dedicated teams of 
professionals, drawing on Education Scotland 
staff, local authority staff and others; to provide 
focus through the delivery of an annual regional 
plan and work programme; and to deliver 
collaborative working, including sharing best 
practice. 

We have now reached agreement with COSLA 
on the collaboratives, and the functions have been 
agreed to provide the enhanced support that 
schools need in order to raise attainment and 
close the poverty-related attainment gap. Our 
partners in local government have agreed that the 
task that we have set the regional bodies—the list 
of functions that we set out in June—is the right 
way forward and that it will deliver for our school 
pupils and support Scotland’s teachers. Our 
schools and teachers need consistently excellent 
support to secure the improved outcomes that we 
all want and which Scotland’s children and young 
people deserve.  

Regional improvement collaboratives will focus 
on meeting local needs, on putting getting it right 
for every child at the heart of their work and on 
delivering a relentless focus on improvement. 
They will ensure the provision of excellent 
educational improvement support for 
headteachers, teachers, managers and 
practitioners through dedicated teams of 
professionals. Those teams will draw on Education 
Scotland staff, local authority staff and others. 
They will share expertise, innovation and best 
practice across the collaborative and will draw in 
knowledge from other regions where and when it 
is needed. 

The collaboratives will ensure the provision of 
specialist support and advice across all eight 
curriculum areas, with a clear focus on literacy, 
numeracy and health and wellbeing, which will 
reinforce the approach that the chief inspector of 
education set out in August 2016. They will also 
identify particular areas for improvement in their 
regions and ensure that interventions are put in 
place to address them. They will facilitate access 
to sector-specific support and advice and work 
with partners across the system to ensure that we 
get it right for every child. They will also build 
capacity and support in improvement methods to 
help schools to implement key educational 
developments and to learn from other systems 
and research. 

Our programme for government set out our 
intention to bring forward an education bill this 
parliamentary year. Our agreement with local 
government means that we will not have to wait for 
that bill to make progress on reform. I can tell 
Parliament today that the regional collaboratives 
will be up and running this year to support our 
schools and teachers, with pace and with focus. 
To deliver the collaboratives, regional 
improvement leads will be appointed in six regions 
by the end of this month, and each collaborative 
will have a detailed improvement plan in place by 
January 2018.  

The plans will be from the bottom up; they will 
draw on the needs that schools identify and will 
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deliver a clear focus across all partners. They will 
bring rigour and structure to the collaboratives’ 
work and will empower local partners to identify 
local priorities and develop local approaches. 

The leadership of the collaboratives will 
therefore be critical to enhancing the support that 
our schools receive. I have agreed with COSLA 
that the regional improvement lead will be selected 
jointly by the chief inspector of education and the 
local authorities that make up the individual 
improvement collaboratives. The improvement 
plans and the workforce plans will be formulated at 
local level but will require to be agreed with the 
chief inspector of education. I am clear that those 
reporting arrangements will ensure that there is a 
system-wide responsibility to support our schools 
in closing the attainment gap and providing 
excellence and equity for all. 

Today’s announcement from Education 
Scotland that it is deploying staff to work alongside 
teachers through the regional improvement 
collaboratives is a significant element in the early 
implementation of the reform. It is a radical and 
welcome step to ensure that the resources of 
Education Scotland staff are used to create a 
cohesive and effective package of support to 
deliver improvement where it matters—in our 
schools. This is the first time that such an 
approach has been taken and it will maximise the 
improvement resources that are available to our 
schools. 

I am determined to ensure that the formation of 
regional improvement collaboratives moves ahead 
with pace. I will therefore commission an external 
review, first in April 2018 and then 12 to 18 
months thereafter, to assess our progress on 
establishing the bodies and on fulfilling their 
potential. 

The second aspect of my update is about 
teachers. I recognise that some councils face 
challenges in teacher recruitment, as do 
universities in recruiting teaching students. I am 
committed to tackling those challenges. 

We are delivering our teaching makes people 
recruitment campaign, increasing the number of 
places that are available in teacher education 
programmes and funding a series of new routes 
into teaching. What is more, I believe that our 
commitment to working with the profession to 
enhance the teaching career structure will help to 
attract and retain talented professionals. New and 
exciting courses have already been made 
available. Masters degrees that allow teachers to 
work across the primary and secondary sectors, 
primary qualifications with specialisms in science 
or additional support needs, and provision that 
allows students to qualify across a 52-week period 
rather than the traditional model are just some 
examples of the new programmes. 

However, we need to do more. We want to 
make a career in teaching more accessible to a 
wider range of graduates and help to address the 
current recruitment challenges, particularly in 
priority subjects. I am therefore pleased to confirm 
that we are today inviting new proposals for routes 
into teaching. They will support ambitious and 
innovative routes specifically for high-quality new 
graduates or those who are considering a career 
change. 

It is essential that all teacher education 
programmes—including new routes—are of the 
highest quality. Let me therefore be clear that any 
new route will require the involvement of a 
university to maintain academic rigour and 
accreditation by the General Teaching Council for 
Scotland. Those bodies are the guardians of 
quality, and all routes into teaching must meet 
their standards. 

The final element of today’s update on 
education reforms relates to inspection. This 
morning, Education Scotland announced that it is 
significantly increasing the number of school 
inspections; an increase of more than 30 per cent 
will begin in April 2018, which builds on the 
increase that is planned for this year. That will 
strengthen the role of inspection as a crucial tool 
to support improvement.  

Inspection provides assurance about the quality 
of education, as well as identifying what is working 
well and what needs to improve. I am pleased 
that, as part of its inspection process, Education 
Scotland looks at how schools and establishments 
work collaboratively with others and shares 
examples of what works. That is one of a range of 
improvement approaches that Education Scotland 
has announced today to enable it to reach every 
school, every year through a variety of channels. 

In June, I told Parliament that I was determined 
to put in place essential reforms to create a 
relentless focus on improvement in our schools. I 
said that I would work with local government to 
achieve that aim. I am pleased that we have been 
able to reach agreement with councils and that, as 
a result, we can make swift progress on putting 
the reforms in place. 

We now have an agreed way forward on school 
education that will see all parts of the system—the 
Scottish Government, local councils and national 
agencies—pulling in the same direction. We have 
a shared goal of raising standards and closing the 
attainment gap. We have a single plan for working 
together to support our schools, and we have a 
clear vision that every child can reach their full 
potential. That is good news for teachers and 
great news for Scotland’s young people. 

Liz Smith (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): I 
thank the cabinet secretary for prior sight of his 
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statement. I have three specific questions. First, 
what is the estimated cost to the taxpayer of the 
changes, especially given the enhanced role that 
Education Scotland will apparently have and given 
the new staffing and administration changes that 
are set out in section 5 of the next steps report? 

Secondly, are the enhanced role for Education 
Scotland and today’s announcement that the 
number of school inspections will increase not just 
another reason why Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of 
Education should be completely separate from 
Education Scotland, so that Education Scotland is 
not judge and jury at the same time, with far too 
much conflicting work on its plate? 

Thirdly, the cabinet secretary states that each 
collaborative will have a workforce plan, which will 
reflect national, regional and local priorities. If a 
headteacher has specific proposals for how they 
want to spend their pupil equity funding, will they 
be required to have permission from the regional 
collaborative before spending the funding or will 
there be genuine devolution of power to the 
headteacher? 

John Swinney: On Liz Smith’s first point about 
cost, we are pulling together the resources that 
are available in a number of elements of the 
education system. We are doing that in a focused 
way to ensure that schools can access and call on 
the available improvement resources in a cohesive 
way, which is not current practice in Scottish 
education. The resources that have been allocated 
from Education Scotland will be focused 
increasingly at a local level on working with the 
resources that are available in local authorities 
and ensuring that a coherent approach is taken. 

There will be discussions to be had with the 
regional collaboratives as they formulate their 
plans about the scale of their activities and the 
areas of activity. The Government will engage in 
those discussions and assess carefully any 
implications—any budgetary pressures—that 
emerge as a consequence. 

The second point was about the role of Her 
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education. I have 
listened carefully to the arguments that have been 
made on that point and I think that it is important to 
put on the record one vital aspect of my thinking. I 
see the purpose of inspection as being to aid and 
assist improvement in our education system. The 
whole purpose of the regional collaboratives—the 
whole purpose of the agenda that I have set out 
today—is to reinforce that focus on improvement. I 
used the words, 

“a relentless focus on improvement”. 

For that reason, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of 
Education has an integral role to perform within 
Education Scotland, but the approach has to be 
taken with the necessary respect and regard for 

the independence of the inspection process. I 
want to make sure that our education system 
benefits from and sees the fruits of the scrutiny 
that is undertaken for inspection purposes, but it 
should be clearly understood that the purpose of 
that inspection is to aid and assist the 
improvement journey in Scottish education. 

Finally, on pupil equity funding, my answer is 
simple. I want headteachers to be able to decide 
how to spend that funding. That is the purpose of 
the funding. The headteachers we engage with—
we engage extensively with them on the delivery 
of pupil equity funding—want to have a reasonable 
amount of guidance on effective utilisation of that 
funding, but they want to decide how to allocate 
those resources. That is my perspective, too. 

I have told Parliament that I have raised with 
local authorities on a number of occasions my 
dissatisfaction at the application of undue 
limitations to pupil equity funding. I have no 
hesitation in reiterating my view that headteachers 
are the ones who should be the decision makers 
on that point, within a framework of guidance that 
is designed to help, not hinder, them in their 
decision making. 

Iain Gray (East Lothian) (Lab): I thank the 
cabinet secretary for early sight of his statement. 
The compromise that he has reached regarding 
regional collaboratives is welcome in that it leaves 
their leadership accountable to local government 
rather than central Government. All credit, then, to 
councillors—in particular, Councillor McCabe from 
COSLA—for working through that compromise. 
However, if the collaboratives are to succeed in 
raising attainment, as we all hope they will, like 
every part of our education system they need 
more resources, not just pooled resources, and an 
end to the cuts. Councils have helped with Mr 
Swinney’s collaboratives; what help can he 
promise them with education funding in return? 

It is also welcome that Education Scotland 
promises more inspections next year than this 
year, but we will not be able to compare the 
numbers with those from a decade ago, as it 
transpires that it has destroyed all inspection 
records pre-2008. Has the cabinet secretary taken 
it to task for that act of bureaucratic vandalism 
and, if not, why not? 

John Swinney: I welcome the discussions that I 
have had with Councillor McCabe and others as 
part of the exercise. They have been entirely 
fruitful. If Mr Gray reads carefully the proposal that 
has been agreed between local and national 
Government, he will see that accountability for the 
formulation of regional improvement plans, the 
workforce plans and the relentless focus on 
improvement will be not only local but national, 
because the improvement plans, the appointment 
of regional improvement leads and the workforce 
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plans will all have to be agreed with the chief 
inspector of education. That is an important 
element of the arrangements that we have put in 
place. It is essential to ensure that we have a 
clear, unrelenting focus on improvement. 

Mr Gray asked me about resources for 
education. I am pleased that resources in 
education are increasing, not least because of the 
decision that the Government has taken on the 
local authority settlement and pupil equity funding. 
I assure him that the Government will take 
appropriate decisions on the funding of local 
authorities and pupil equity funding in its budget 
later this year. 

On records, Education Scotland holds the most 
recent inspection report for every individual school 
that has been inspected. That position was 
clarified at the tail end of last week. Education 
Scotland retains the ability to see when a school 
was last inspected by referring to paper-based 
records for each school. Some historical 
information was not held centrally and some 
electronic information was deleted not by 
Education Scotland but by its predecessor body, 
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Education. 
Information on individual schools inspected was 
not collated or retained centrally until after an 
internal audit recommendation in March 2006, 
which I remind Mr Gray was before this 
Government came to office. 

I appreciate the importance of consistency in the 
information that is available in all respects and I 
attach the highest value to that information. That is 
why the chief inspector of education is taking the 
reasonable steps that he is taking to ensure that 
the information is readily available to all who 
require it. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: There are 11 
members who wish to ask questions. With 
members’ help and crisp questions and answers, I 
hope to get through them all. 

Ross Greer (West Scotland) (Green): Like 
colleagues, I thank the cabinet secretary for 
advance sight of his statement. The Scottish 
Government has recently met Teach First a 
number of times. In England, it costs £38,000 to 
train a teacher through Teach First’s programme, 
compared to £8,000 for the traditional 
postgraduate model in Scotland. Does the Scottish 
Government consider that to be good value for 
money or does it agree that it would be an 
inappropriate cost and not an appropriate new 
route into teaching in Scotland? 

John Swinney: Mr Greer invites me to go into 
territory that he probably well knows I should take 
great care about going into, as a procurement is 
about to start. I have set out to Parliament the 
details of that procurement and two very important 

foundations for it: first, that any venture that comes 
forward must have an academic partner recruited 
to it; and, secondly, that any proposition that 
comes forward must be approved by the General 
Teaching Council for Scotland. 

I assure Mr Greer and Parliament that the 
General Teaching Council applies strong 
independent rigour to any proposal that comes 
forward. I have seen the scrutiny that has been 
applied to the groups that have emerged quite 
recently, and I think that there is a rigorous 
process of challenge. I assure Mr Greer and 
Parliament that that will be the case in any route 
that emerges as part of the procurement that the 
Government is undertaking. 

Mike Rumbles (North East Scotland) (LD): 
Can the education secretary not see that 
Education Scotland cannot reasonably deploy staff 
to work alongside teachers, through the regional 
improvement collaboratives, in setting policy and, 
at the same time, inspect how schools and 
establishments are working collaboratively? 
Education Scotland has been set once again to 
mark its own homework. Is there not a clear need, 
therefore, to ensure that ineffective practice is not 
reinforced and to clearly separate out those 
functions, as my colleague Tavish Scott and 
others have consistently demanded? 

John Swinney: That question comes back to 
the point about the role of inspection, which I am 
happy to debate further with Parliament. I see the 
role of inspection as being to assist us in driving 
improvement in our education system. For that 
reason, I think that there is an essential 
contribution that the inspection function under 
HMIE is able to make to the wider work of 
Education Scotland.  

I am pleased with the progress that Education 
Scotland is making in responding to the challenge 
that I have set it to change its way of working, and 
the organisation has made a number of substantial 
announcements of changes of practice in recent 
weeks. That demonstrates the independent 
direction of Education Scotland. I want to 
encourage that and also to capture the information 
that comes from that in order to assist in improving 
Scottish education. 

Clare Haughey (Rutherglen) (SNP): Can the 
cabinet secretary provide any reassurance about 
the role that local authorities will continue to play 
in the delivery of education and say how he plans 
to maintain local democratic accountability? 

John Swinney: Local democratic accountability 
for education was never the issue at stake in these 
discussions. The issue was my desire to ensure 
that the whole system was focused in a coherent 
and cohesive way on leading improvement. I am 
pleased that, as a consequence of the discussions 
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that I have had with local government, we have 
been able to agree on that point. The voluntary 
agreement of local government to the regional 
improvement collaboratives is an important signal 
of the support of local government for the direction 
that has been set out in the paper that has been 
agreed between the Government and local 
authorities. Importantly, that agreement ensures 
that accountability for this work is shared between 
national and local authorities in a fashion that 
works in a beneficial way for the needs of the 
young people in our education system. 

Liam Kerr (North East Scotland) (Con): If 
existing activity, connections and partnerships are 
deemed to be working well enough, as the cabinet 
secretary said in the chamber on 19 June is the 
case for the northern alliance, what grounds are 
there for imposing a new structure at an additional 
cost to taxpayers at a time when the public 
finances are already tight? 

John Swinney: I can confidently say that Liam 
Kerr has not listened to a word that I said in my 
statement today and has not read a word of the 
agreement between national Government and 
local government. In fact, he obviously has not 
listened to a word that I have said in Parliament for 
months. 

In my view, the northern alliance is a good 
example of the type of collaboration that is in 
place. The problem is that it was the only 
collaborative around the country that had any 
sense of a developed proposition. I do not know 
why, instead of finding something to whinge about, 
Mr Kerr, as a member who represents North East 
Scotland, cannot stand up and say, “Isn’t it 
wonderful that the model of the northern alliance 
has been built upon and taken to other parts of the 
country?” 

I encourage Mr Kerr to do a little bit of 
homework—as the First Minister encouraged his 
party leader to do during First Minister’s questions 
last week—before he comes here and asks such 
ill-informed questions about what the Government 
has just announced. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: With respect, 
cabinet secretary, if we had shorter answers I 
could maybe get some more folk in. That would be 
helpful. 

Ruth Maguire (Cunninghame South) (SNP): 
Can the cabinet secretary confirm that developing 
new routes into teaching is not about getting 
people into the classroom faster but instead is 
about broadening the range of people entering the 
teaching profession? 

John Swinney: It is essential that we find 
different ways and mechanisms to encourage and 
motivate other people who might contemplate a 
career in teaching to take up that role. The 

approaches that we have set out are designed to 
do that and to make sure that any individual who is 
teaching in our classrooms is doing so with the 
authority of the General Teaching Council, which 
is the guardian of quality within the education 
system. The new routes that we are taking forward 
will have that requirement at the heart of their 
design. 

I can give Ruth Maguire that assurance and we 
will have that consideration in mind as we come to 
our conclusions on any approaches that we take.  

Daniel Johnson (Edinburgh Southern) (Lab): 
The Deputy First Minister was at pains in his 
answer to Iain Gray to emphasise national 
accountability and the fact that the chief inspector 
of education would sign off improvement plans.  

What will happen if there is a disagreement 
between the chief inspector of education and the 
local collaboratives? Given that many of the 
concerns— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: One question is 
sufficient. I want to get other members in. 

John Swinney: The point that I made to Mr 
Gray was to give completeness around Mr Gray’s 
comments. Mr Gray mentioned only local 
accountability and I was giving a complete picture. 

National accountability is to ensure that there is 
a proper opportunity to discuss and to challenge 
the formulation of regional improvement plans to 
ensure that they are effective in supporting the 
national improvement framework. 

I encourage a collaborative and co-operative 
dialogue between the chief inspector of education 
and the regional improvement collaboratives to 
reach agreement on acceptable plans to deliver 
improvement within our education system. That is 
the thinking behind the model of accountability that 
we have settled on. 

Gillian Martin (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP): 
Would the cabinet secretary agree with me that 
the regional improvement collaboratives must be 
bottom up? The needs of our schools must drive 
the regional plan rather than the plan driving the 
needs of our schools. 

John Swinney: The purpose of the reforms is 
to ensure that schools have access to the support 
that will enhance their educational provision. The 
approach that Gillian Martin suggests is absolutely 
correct. We want to have schools in the driving 
seat, determining what their needs and 
requirements are. The services and support 
available from regional improvement 
collaboratives should respond positively to that. 

Finlay Carson (Galloway and West Dumfries) 
(Con): The cabinet secretary stated in response to 
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Ross Greer and on page 7 of his statement that 
any new route into teaching would rightly require 

“both the involvement of a university ... and accreditation by 
the General Teaching Council for Scotland.” 

In light of the recent encouraging comments 
from the— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Could you 
please just ask your question? 

Finlay Carson: What discussions are taking 
place with Scottish universities? 

John Swinney: I meet the deans of the schools 
of education on a periodic basis to encourage 
developments in their own provision. I know that 
they are very actively engaged in those debates to 
ensure that we have an adequate supply of 
graduates coming into initial teacher education. 
We will continue that dialogue as we take that 
forward. As we go into a procurement exercise on 
this particular proposal, our relationship has to be 
slightly different, because some of the universities 
might have an interest in it. 

I can assure Mr Carson of a very regular 
dialogue with the universities to advance their 
involvement in the important area of teacher 
education. 

James Dornan (Glasgow Cathcart) (SNP): I 
welcome the announcement that there will be 
more staff in regional collaboratives. Will the 
cabinet secretary expand a bit further on how he 
expects the pooling of resources to reduce the 
inconsistencies that we often see when it comes to 
education? 

John Swinney: I am keen to ensure that we 
have a much wider exchange of good and strong 
practice within the education system. That is at the 
heart of collaboration. It was what the OECD told 
us in 2015 was a weakness of our education 
system and I want us to respond as substantively 
as possible. 

The collaboratives will work together to share 
good practice and to ensure that it is widely 
disseminated across our education system. 

Alison Harris (Central Scotland) (Con): When 
the OECD reported on the school system in 
Scotland in 2015, it made reference to the fact that 
it was very hard to measure educational success 
because of the absence of good data to measure 
progress on the curriculum for excellence. What 
steps are the Scottish Government, along with 
Education Scotland, taking to collect the new 
data?  

John Swinney: We have already embarked on 
that with the collection of pupil-level data on the 
achievement of individual levels in primary 1, P4, 
P7 and secondary 3 in our education system. That 
is more comprehensive data than has ever been 

available in Scottish education before. It is 
published every December and from December 
2018 it will be informed by the proceeds of the 
Scottish national standardised assessments, 
which have now been rolled out in Scottish 
education and took effect in late August this year. 
Those assessments will help to inform teacher 
judgments, which will be reported on every 
December. 

In addition to that, I will be consulting shortly on 
the framework for assessing our progress on 
closing the attainment gap. That assessment has 
to be broadly understood and accepted to ensure 
that it commands public confidence. I will be 
consulting on that in the period ahead to ensure 
that we have the right range of measures in place 
to assess our progress in closing the attainment 
gap. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I can squeeze 
in Mr Beattie for a very short question, please. 

Colin Beattie (Midlothian North and 
Musselburgh) (SNP): Can the cabinet secretary 
expand on the ideas that the international council 
of education advisers put forward recently on how 
to ensure that students and their parents or carers 
are engaged and have a voice? 

John Swinney: Scottish education is taking 
forward some very good examples as a 
consequence of the call in the national 
improvement framework to encourage greater 
pupil and parent engagement in the development 
of the schools agenda. I have seen some of the 
very good projects that are in place in local areas 
and I referred to them following a visit to Pathhead 
primary school in Mr Torrance’s constituency of 
Kirkcaldy. They are very good examples of 
parental engagement in the learning process 
within schools. Obviously, we share those good 
examples as widely as we can. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Thank you. 
That concludes the questions. I thank the cabinet 
secretary and all members, as we managed to get 
all questioners in. 
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Universal Credit (Roll-out) 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Christine 
Grahame): The next item of business is a debate 
on motion S5M-08035, in the name of Jeane 
Freeman, on the roll-out of universal credit. I call 
Jeane Freeman to speak to and move the motion. 

15:27 

The Minister for Social Security (Jeane 
Freeman): I have brought the motion to the 
chamber today to allow the Scottish Parliament to 
make clear its position on universal credit and to 
give Parliament the opportunity to show that it is 
on the side of the people who are being damaged 
by a system that needs to be halted until it is fixed. 
Despite repeated requests from people who are 
suffering under the new system and from councils, 
charities, housing associations and 
parliamentarians from all parties—most recently, 
12 Tory members of Parliament and Dame Louise 
Casey—the United Kingdom Government 
continues shamelessly to ignore calls to halt the 
roll-out of full service universal credit. 

Let me highlight again why the roll-out must be 
halted. It is because of the overwhelming and 
compelling evidence that the universal credit 
system is fundamentally flawed, and what is 
broken must be fixed. Moreover, because of the 
UK Government’s reckless behaviour, we will 
continue to see more and more people plunged 
into debt and despair as the universal credit 
service is rolled out unchanged. There are two 
critical areas of problem. In policy, the in-built six-
week wait for the first payment runs entirely 
contrary to the UK Government’s stated intention 
for the benefit. Six weeks is a minimum wait and, 
as we know—and as the Westminster Work and 
Pensions Committee has heard—the wait can 
often be very much longer and there is no 
payment for the first seven days. 

Jeremy Balfour (Lothian) (Con): Does the 
minister welcome the statement made at the 
Conservative Party conference yesterday that the 
wait will be a maximum of five days? Will she 
welcome that improvement to the system? 

Jeane Freeman: Actually, what was mentioned 
at the Conservative Party conference—believe 
me, I will get to it—was what we already have. The 
only new thing that was said was that people will 
be told up front that they can borrow that money. It 
is a loan. I will not welcome something as 
parsimonious as that. 

The Tories tell us that universal credit is meant 
to mirror employment, but who waits six weeks for 
their first pay packet? How many of us could live 
without money coming in for six weeks, and how 
much harder is that if people have children or 

dependants, rent to pay, food to buy and bills to 
pay? The approach also ignores the fact that most 
of those who will receive universal credit when it is 
rolled out will be in work and will be entitled to the 
support because they have low wages or hours 
and they need additional financial help with the 
costs of children and housing. 

In truth, the six-week wait was incorporated in 
the design of universal credit simply to save the 
UK Government money. It seeks to save money 
by imposing a six-week wait on those who can 
least afford it. The UK Government is saving 
money with scant regard to all the evidence that its 
Tory policy plunges people who are already on low 
incomes into debt, rent arrears and, in some 
cases, homelessness. More and more people are 
being forced to rely on food banks and emergency 
grants. 

This is a problem not just in Scotland but across 
the UK. Frank Field MP, who is chair of the Work 
and Pensions Committee at Westminster, recently 
called for a “Christmas truce” on what he 
described as the “human and political catastrophe” 
that is the roll-out of universal credit. 

Last week, I joined forces with the Convention of 
Scottish Local Authorities to again call for a stop to 
the roll-out of full service universal credit. We 
presented detailed evidence on the impact that it 
has on people and local authorities, which is 
frankly staggering. It shows that, in East Lothian—
one of the first areas in Scotland to go live with full 
service universal credit—average rent arrears for 
tenants who are in receipt of the benefit are 
£1,022, compared with £390 for those who are in 
receipt of housing benefit. That is almost three 
times higher. All of that makes it difficult for 
tenants to find and keep a home. Those rent 
arrears not only bring worry and hardship to 
tenants but pose real problems for social landlords 
who are looking to invest in the further house 
building that we need. 

For the four local authorities in Scotland where 
the full service is in place, administration costs 
have risen in total to over £830,000. No local 
authority should have to cover from its own budget 
for the failings of a UK Government. Time and 
again, the UK Government shirks its 
responsibilities and expects others to pick up the 
pieces. This is its mess and it should own it and fix 
it. 

As the Labour amendment highlights, universal 
credit is not only flawed in policy. It is also overly 
complicated in its application, it carries a high risk 
of administrative errors and it is digitally exclusive, 
thus disadvantaging many. However, in the face of 
the evidence from national and local government, 
third sector organisations, the Church of Scotland 
and others both north and south of the border, the 
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UK Government is still refusing to pause and fix 
the system. 

What action has the current Secretary of State 
for Work and Pensions taken to address the major 
concerns about debt and crisis, which are 
highlighted even by his own MPs? He will refresh 
guidance so that advance payments are offered 
up front. The very fact of saying as little as that is 
to acknowledge that the minimum six-week wait 
creates hardship. What he has said is so very little 
and so very late. 

Where he has failed, let us see whether the 
Prime Minister will take action. If she wants to 
support the “just about managing”, as she 
describes them, a clear and simple step that she 
can take is to halt the roll-out of universal credit. 
She should not propose advance payments, which 
are loans to be repaid over timeframes that simply 
continue the problems; instead, she should get her 
Government to fix the broken system that it 
created, which pushes people way beyond “just 
about managing” and straight into suffering and 
hardship. The Government should stop forcing 
people to make decisions about eating or heating, 
going to a food bank, getting a crisis payment and 
wondering whether they can feed their children 
and keep a roof over their head. 

In its actions and its failure to act, the UK 
Government is not only heartless; it is 
incompetent. There was widespread support for 
simplifying an overcomplicated benefits system, 
but that support declined as the cracks in the 
system were highlighted in the pilot areas, and it 
was squandered by a Government that refused to 
take steps to fix those problems. As early as 2013, 
the National Audit Office identified serious 
weaknesses in the handling of the issue by the 
Department for Work and Pensions, citing poor 
governance, poor management and poor financial 
control. 

In 2014, the universal credit pilots highlighted 
problems with monthly payments and removing 
direct payments of rent to landlords. All of that was 
ignored. The Scottish Government will use our 
very limited powers over how universal credit is 
paid to address that for new claimants, starting 
tomorrow. However, it is clear that that should and 
could have been fixed from the very start. 

Adam Tomkins (Glasgow) (Con): In the words 
of the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, the current 
system, which universal credit is replacing, is 

“fragmented and traps people in poverty.” 

If universal credit is to be halted, why does the 
minister want to retain a system that is broken and 
that “traps people in poverty”? 

Jeane Freeman: The Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation, which I know Mr Tomkins is very fond 

of quoting, called on the Conservatives to reverse 
the two-child limit. Originally, the Conservatives 
said that the transition from the current benefits 
and tax credits system to universal credit would 
result in more people gaining than losing, but the 
reverse is now the case. In policy terms and in 
delivery, the UK Government system is 
fundamentally flawed, is being delivered with 
incompetence and needs to be halted. If 
thousands of people are being driven into hardship 
and misery, why continue with that when the 
system can be fixed? That is straightforward, and 
it is beyond my understanding why a Government 
will not listen to all the evidence that it has and 
make changes. 

The Scottish Government will make possible the 
choices that people want: to be able to be paid 
twice monthly and to decide whether their rent is 
paid directly to their landlord—social or private—or 
to themselves. We will also continue our work on 
how we will address single household payments. 
However, let me be clear that we have to pay the 
DWP for ensuring that people have those choices. 
We have to pay it to do something that is the right 
thing to do and which it has been told consistently 
is what it ought to do. For years, people have told 
the DWP that the approach creates a problem that 
could be fixed in that way. 

Media reports at the weekend said that Iain 
Duncan Smith, who was the main architect of 
universal credit, did not want to hear the bad news 
about failings of the system. His approach was 
blinkered, and he marched on regardless. 
However, he is only one of four Secretaries of 
State for Work and Pensions since the original 
white paper on universal credit was published in 
2011, and not one of them has been brave enough 
to pause that shambolic system and take the 
necessary time to fix the problems that are 
inherent in the design and delivery of universal 
credit. 

Real leadership comes from listening, paying 
attention to evidence, and fixing problems. It 
comes from admitting when you have got it wrong, 
not from standing by flawed decisions and forging 
ahead with the blinkers on. 

We need, and our people in Scotland deserve, a 
social security system that puts meaning behind 
the principles of dignity and respect and that puts 
people at its heart. I urge every member to support 
the motion and to call on the UK Government to 
act now to immediately halt the roll-out of universal 
credit and fix the problems. 

I move, 

That the Parliament calls on the UK Government to 
immediately halt the roll-out of universal credit full service 
due to the overwhelming evidence of the damage that it is 
causing recipients; agrees that the clear failings in the 
design and delivery of the system must be addressed; 
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condemns the six-week wait for the first payment of 
universal credit, which is pushing people into rent arrears, 
debt and crisis; notes the evidence from a wide range of 
third sector organisations that highlights the hardship and 
harm being caused by universal credit; notes that the 
House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee inquiry 
into universal credit has highlighted the fundamental flaws 
that must be resolved before full service roll-out proceeds; 
welcomes the Scottish Government’s use of flexibilities 
over the system to provide recipients in Scotland a choice 
of more frequent payments and for the housing element to 
be paid direct to landlords, but recognises that this does not 
address the most damaging aspects built in to universal 
credit; recognises the Scottish Government’s commitment 
to introduce split payments of universal credit and to work 
with stakeholders to consider how these can be delivered in 
Scotland; welcomes the joint letter from COSLA and the 
Scottish Government demonstrating the defects of 
universal credit and calling for the roll-out to be paused, 
and believes that the UK Government must stop ignoring 
the overwhelming evidence that shows the negative impact 
of universal credit full service and take urgent action to fix 
the problems and make the system fit for purpose and work 
for the people of Scotland. 

15:39 

Adam Tomkins (Glasgow) (Con): Presiding 
Officer, 

“Universal Credit ... remains the right thing to do. The 
current system is fragmented and traps people in poverty. 
The prospect of an integrated benefit system that responds 
to people’s changing circumstances is a prize worth 
having.” 

Universal credit is 

“an important tool for tackling poverty”. 

Those are not my words; they are the words of the 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation in April this year. 

Universal credit rolls six benefits into one, is 
expressly designed so that work always pays and 
is a much more flexible system that can be readily 
tailored to the individual’s particular and often 
changing needs. In all those ways—and more—it 
is a reform to be welcomed. 

In comparison with the old system that it 
replaces, universal credit works. More people on 
universal credit are in work than was the case 
under jobseekers allowance and, on average, they 
stay in work longer and earn more. Unlike 
universal credit, the old system punished work—it 
failed to get young people into work and it 
subsidised low wages by letting the tax credit bill 
get completely out of control. For all those 
reasons, and contrary to what the minister has just 
said, there should be no going back to any of that. 

None of that is to say that universal credit is 
without its problems, and I will address those 
directly. It has been said—we have just heard the 
minister say this—that the delivery of universal 
credit is pushing people into poverty, driving up 
household debt and forcing people to rely more 
heavily on food banks. Those are deeply serious 

concerns, and they are the very opposite of what 
universal credit was designed to deliver. 

Universal credit is designed to be a flexible and 
bespoke social security system fit for purpose in 
the 21st-century labour market, to make it easier 
for people to escape a lifetime of welfare 
dependency and to move to the dignity, fairness 
and respect that a good job brings. If the evidence 
on the ground is that that is not happening, that 
evidence needs to be taken very seriously indeed. 

On the detail of the delivery of universal credit, it 
is said that three aspects in particular are causing 
problems. First, that payments are made monthly 
not fortnightly; secondly, that the housing element 
of universal credit is paid directly to households 
and not to landlords; and thirdly, that new 
claimants have to wait six weeks—and 
sometimes, it is reported, longer than that—before 
they receive their initial payment. 

I will address each of those aspects in turn. The 
first two—monthly payments and payments to 
landlords—are among the matters that, thanks to 
the Smith commission agreement, we in this 
Parliament can change. As we heard from the 
minister, those changes have been made and will 
come into force tomorrow. Incidentally, those 
changes were made with the support of the 
Conservative members of the Social Security 
Committee. 

That leaves only the third reported problem: 
delays in the initial payment. The Social Security 
Committee on which I sit and the House of 
Commons Work and Pensions Committee have 
written to the DWP about that. Let us look carefully 
at what the DWP has said. 

On 1 February, Neil Couling, the DWP director 
general of the universal credit programme, wrote 
to the Social Security Committee. He said: 

“Regarding rent arrears, many people arrive on 
Universal Credit with existing arrears and as I explained to 
the Committee, it is difficult to isolate the affect Universal 
Credit may be having.” 

Mr Couling told the committee that the DWP 
was undertaking further work on the matter and, in 
March, the DWP told the House of Commons 
Work and Pensions Committee that some 76 per 
cent of universal credit claimants had rent arrears 
before they went on to universal credit. Yes, there 
is a rent arrears problem, but it is not clear from 
the evidence—the minister has talked about the 
evidence—that universal credit is causing the 
problem, given that 76 per cent of new claimants 
are in arrears before they go on to universal credit. 

Iain Gray (East Lothian) (Lab): In East 
Lothian, prior to the roll-out of universal credit, rent 
arrears had fallen by 20 per cent; on its 
introduction, rent arrears increased by 20 per cent 
in a single year. The evidence is absolutely clear. 
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Adam Tomkins: The DWP addressed the detail 
of that point in its responses to the Social Security 
Community. There was a particular problem in 
East Lothian, which was one of the first local 
authority areas in Scotland where the full universal 
credit service was rolled out, because of how rent 
is collected by East Lothian Housing Association 
and East Lothian Council. The member is right to 
say that that caused delays, but the problem has 
been addressed; those delays are no longer being 
caused by universal credit. 

Maree Todd (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): 
Will the member take an intervention? 

Adam Tomkins: No. 

On 14 March, the responsible minister, Damian 
Hinds MP, wrote to the Social Security Committee. 
He said: 

“I accept there are cases where claimants wait longer 
than 5 to 6 weeks before they get the money they are 
entitled to. There are a number of reasons for this, 
including verification of housing costs”. 

That is the problem that occurred in East Lothian, 
which Mr Gray has just mentioned. 

From their responses to our Social Security 
Committee and to the House of Commons Work 
and Pensions Committee, it is clear that DWP 
ministers and officials are aware of those 
problems and are working hard to address and 
minimise them. 

Processes for verifying housing costs have been 
improved, budgeting advice is being provided in 
jobcentres, and benefit advances are available for 
new claimants. All that has delivered a real 
improvement in the timeliness of payments; the 
most recent statistics show that nearly 80 per cent 
of new claimants now receive their full payment on 
time. 

Is that good enough? No, it is not. That is why 
the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions 
yesterday made two further commitments, both of 
which the minister sought to minimise in her 
remarks, in particular in her answer to Mr Balfour, 
but both of which we should welcome. First, the 
secretary of state said that claimants who want an 
advance payment will have to wait not six weeks 
but five days. Secondly, he said that if someone is 
in immediate need, the DWP will fast-track the 
payment so that they receive it the same day. 

That is what the secretary of state said 
yesterday. That is not carrying on regardless. That 
is not putting the blinkers on, as the minister said. 
That is taking into account the evidence and 
making significant changes to the operation of 
universal credit so that it is safe to be rolled out, 
which is exactly what is happening. 

Jeane Freeman: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Adam Tomkins: I will if I have time. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: There is time 
for interventions for everyone in this debate. 

Jeane Freeman: Does Mr Tomkins accept that 
the DWP’s information that was released this year 
shows that one in four new UC claimants waits 
longer than six weeks, half of claimants need a 
DWP loan—the advance payment is a loan, which 
needs to be repaid—to pay for food and energy 
while they wait, nearly a third borrow from family 
or friends, and, most disturbing of all, one in 10 
turns to payday or doorstep lenders? 

Can Mr Tomkins tell me that giving people a 
loan on the first day or within five days, which they 
must pay back, does not simply prolong their 
problems with debt and arrears? Can he tell me, in 
the face of all the evidence from local authorities 
across Scotland, that that is a good way to 
address the six-week wait? I think not. 

Adam Tomkins: That was more a speech than 
an intervention. 

The answer is straightforward. There is an 
interest-free loan, which needs to be paid back 
over a six-month period. The point is that 
claimants who are in need are getting the money 
that they need on the day when they make their 
claim, not five days or six weeks later. 

Let me conclude and directly address the 
minister’s point. It is more important that the DWP 
gets this right than that universal credit is rolled 
out by any particular deadline. The UK 
Government can hardly be accused of rushing the 
roll-out of universal credit: the completion date has 
already been put back to 2022. Getting it right is 
more important. 

Should the DWP carry on with its roll-out 
regardless of the concerns about the delivery of 
universal credit that have been raised? No, and 
that is not happening. The DWP should continue 
to address and resolve those concerns as 
universal credit is rolled out. That is what the 
secretary of state committed to yesterday, and we 
should welcome it. 

I move amendment S5M-08035.2, to leave out 
from “calls” to end and insert: 

“recognises universal credit’s core purpose of ensuring 
that work always pays; agrees with the Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation’s assessment in April 2017 that universal credit 
‘remains the right thing to do’, that the ‘current system is 
fragmented and traps people in poverty’, that the ‘prospect 
of an integrated benefit system that responds to people’s 
changing circumstances is a prize worth having’ and that 
universal credit is ‘an important tool for tackling poverty’; 
acknowledges that universal credit is a reserved benefit, 
but that Scottish ministers have significant powers to adapt 
its delivery in Scotland; welcomes regulations coming into 
force in Scotland, which will enable recipients to request 
changes to the way that their payments are made; 
recognises serious criticisms of the way that initial 
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payments are delayed and the impact of these delays on 
vulnerable people; calls on the Department for Work and 
Pensions to ensure that, as universal credit is rolled out 
further, these concerns are addressed as a matter of 
urgency and, to that end, welcomes the announcement by 
the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions on 2 October 
2017 that claimants wanting advance payments will get 
them within five days or, if they are in immediate need, on 
the same day.” 

15:48 

Alex Rowley (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab): 
When the Parliament last debated universal credit, 
a few weeks ago, I said that I would welcome a 
Government debate on the issue, so I am glad to 
be speaking in this debate to move Labour’s 
amendment and support the Government motion. 

Where we can work together as a Parliament, 
we should do so. I am glad that the majority of 
parties in the Parliament are working together in 
their efforts to stop the roll-out of universal credit, 
which is having such a negative impact on the 
health and wellbeing of so many people in 
Scotland. 

I acknowledge Citizens Advice Scotland’s work 
to highlight the major flaws and to build the 
campaign to stop the roll-out. The campaign is 
supported by 24 Scottish charities, including 
Shelter Scotland, Oxfam Scotland, Children in 
Scotland, the Poverty Alliance, the Coalition of 
Carers in Scotland, Enable Scotland and the 
Scottish Federation of Housing Associations. 
Given that we can add to that list the churches, the 
trade unions and the many other organisations 
that are getting in touch with members of the 
Scottish Parliament, it is fair to say that Scottish 
civic society—indeed, the majority of Scotland—is 
calling on the Westminster Government to stop the 
roll-out of universal credit and sort out the 
problems. 

The debate is timely, because we have seen 
updates on the issue from the Tory party 
conference this week and increased coverage in 
the news as the full extent of the problems 
becomes even more evident—evident to all, it 
seems, apart from the Tories. The work and 
pensions secretary intervened this week to 
announce that people who are claiming universal 
credit and are struggling to pay their bills will now 
be able to get a cash advance up front on the day 
that they claim. However, that is not a solution to 
the problems inherent in the structural set-up of 
universal credit; it is a sticking-plaster solution that 
tries to hide the problems that have been 
occurring across the roll-out areas up and down 
our country. Across the pilot areas, we have seen 
a large rise in rent arrears, an almost doubling of 
crisis grants and massive increases in the need to 
depend on charity for that most basic necessity: 

the ability to feed ourselves and our families. How 
on earth can that be ignored? It cannot. 

By making that latest commitment, the work and 
pensions secretary clearly recognises that there is 
a problem with the six-week period for payment. 
Yet, instead of calling a halt to the accelerated roll-
out, he is committed to carrying on regardless. He 
is ignoring calls from civic organisations across the 
country, Opposition politicians and even a number 
of Tory MPs who have added their names to the 
list of those who are calling for a halt to the roll-
out. 

When we debated the issue last, I asked: 

“Why would any Government in a civilised society 
continue to roll out a new policy that it knows is going to 
hurt tens of thousands of people, will drive people into debt 
and towards relying on charity to feed themselves, and will 
result in even more people in our country being driven into 
poverty?”—[Official Report, 7 September 2017; c 28.] 

I ask the same question today. This Tory 
Government has shown complete contempt for 
some of the most vulnerable in our society and 
seems willing to push ahead with no regard for the 
misery that it is going to inflict. 

I remind the chamber that, during the summer, I 
wrote to every MP in the UK, asking them to 
support a call to halt the roll-out of universal credit. 
I wrote to the work and pensions secretary, who, 
in fairness, got back to me in reply. However, his 
defence of the roll-out stated that the evidence 
from Citizens Advice Scotland was 

“based on evidence from a self-selecting group of people”. 

I take it that he meant the very people who have 
experienced being part of the roll-out. 

I also wrote to the leader of the Scottish Tories, 
Ruth Davidson, but have had no response to date. 
The Tories here in Scotland seem to want to bury 
their heads in the sand. Do they really not care 
about what is happening to those who are 
suffering under the policy as it is rolled out across 
Scotland? We see another weak-willed defence of 
the roll-out from the Scottish Tories today. 

Maurice Golden (West Scotland) (Con): Does 
the member agree that the best way out of poverty 
is to work and that people who claim universal 
credit are 13 per cent more likely to be in work 
than people who claim jobseekers allowance? 

Alex Rowley: Skills opportunities and 
employment are, for me, the best way out of 
poverty—I do not disagree with that. However, we 
need to provide support. It is clear that the 
proposal, in its current form, is failing and we need 
to address that. 

Even the Department for Work and Pensions 
has recognised that universal credit is a key factor 
in rent arrears. In the report that was published 
just a few weeks ago, official figures showed that 
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24 per cent of new universal credit claimants wait 
longer than the six-week period to be paid in full, 
which causes many of them to fall behind with 
their rent. With such facts available to it, why is the 
Government still confident in pushing ahead with 
this failed system? What is important for people 
who will suffer as a result of the roll-out is that the 
Tories at Westminster and here in Scotland face 
up to the issues and call for a halt to the roll-out 
until the design and implementation of universal 
credit are fixed. 

The evidence is overwhelming. How many more 
reports do the Tories need to see before they 
realise that they cannot just ignore it? Or is the 
Government willing to drive its people into 
poverty? It should listen to this Parliament today 
and to civic organisations up and down Scotland. 
Most important, it should listen to the people who 
are suffering as a result of its actions—the people 
who have experienced the pilots in areas up and 
down Scotland. I urge the Tories to listen to the 
people and halt the roll-out of universal credit. 

I move amendment S5M-08035.4, to insert at 
end: 

“notes that the highly-complicated application process 
and resultant administrational errors have delayed 
payments, which have also pushed people into crisis, and 
further notes that the aim to create a ‘truly digital welfare 
service’ risks excluding and disadvantaging people who are 
not online or computer literate.” 

15:55 

Alison Johnstone (Lothian) (Green): This is 
the second time in less than a month that the 
Parliament has debated the roll-out of universal 
credit. That is a clear reflection of the 
extraordinary level of concern that our constituents 
and their representatives here—or most of them—
have regarding this very significant change in the 
social security system. 

Greens support the Government motion and 
agree that the universal credit roll-out should be 
paused. However, while the design and delivery of 
universal credit are clearly a problem, the number 
of cuts that are being hidden in the transition is 
equally as serious. 

Recently, Musselburgh and District Citizens 
Advice Bureau and Haddington Citizens Advice 
Bureau launched their report “Universal Credit in 
East Lothian: Impact on Client Income”. They 
surveyed everyone who came to them for help 
over a two-week period. The results showed that 
52 per cent of the universal credit recipients who 
were surveyed had lost money and that 80 per 
cent of those who did so saw their income drop by 
more than one tenth, with an average loss of 
£44.72 a week. Disabled recipients and lone 
parents were the hardest hit—that has been a 
long-running theme of welfare reform under recent 

UK Governments. Disabled recipients who were 
surveyed lost up to 20 per cent of their benefit 
income, with an average loss of nearly £60 a 
week. It is no surprise, then, that East Lothian 
Council has faced significantly increased demand 
for support, with applications for Scottish welfare 
fund crisis grants being 20 per cent above what 
would usually be expected. In 2016-17, there was 
a 12 per cent increase in council tenant rent 
arrears, but, for universal credit claimants, the 
figure was almost double, at 22 per cent. 

Those are figures from one area, but they 
accurately reflect the bigger picture, which is that 
universal credit is 

“now less generous on average than the tax credits and 
benefits systems that it replaces”. 

That quote is not from the Child Poverty Action 
Group or Shelter; it is from the independent Office 
for Budget Responsibility. 

When universal credit was launched, the white 
paper—incidentally, it was called “Universal 
Credit: welfare that works”, which is not an apt 
title, given the problems with the roll-out—said that 

“no-one will experience a reduction in the benefit they 
receive as a result of the introduction of Universal Credit”. 

However, since then, the value of universal credit 
has dramatically eroded. We have had the benefit 
cap, which Scottish Green Party research shows 
is hitting more than 2,700 Scots families, with 
more than 11,000 children being impacted. We 
have also had the freeze on universal credit 
uprating from 2016 to 2020; huge cuts to the 
universal credit work allowances, which mean that 
a working single parent will lose £554 per year; the 
two-child limit for child tax credits; and the 
abhorrent rape clause. 

Adam Tomkins: I am very grateful to the 
member for taking an intervention. One of the 
recent changes to universal credit has been the 
change in the taper rate from 65 per cent to 63 per 
cent, which even the Scottish Government said, in 
June this year, has had “a positive impact”. Does 
the member agree with that? 

Alison Johnstone: Yes, I agree, but that 
amounted to £0.7 billion, compared with an initial 
£3 billion cut. 

Research by the OBR shows that, by 2020, 
universal credit will take around £3.1 billion out of 
the pockets of the UK’s poorest families. Some 
estimates are even higher. A report from CPAG 
and the Institute for Public Policy Research 
suggests that, by 2020, two-parent families with 
children will be worse off, on average, by £960 a 
year, compared with the income that they could 
have expected in the absence of cuts to universal 
credit, and that single-parent families will be worse 
off, on average, by a staggering £2,380. 
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The white paper also promised that 900,000 
people, including 350,000 children, would be lifted 
out of poverty. CPAG claims that the opposite is 
the case, with universal credit putting around 1 
million children in the UK into poverty. I have 
mentioned those figures before in the chamber; I 
am doing so again, and I will keep repeating them 
until Conservative members of the Scottish 
Parliament and the UK Government understand 
the damage that they are doing to so many 
families and their children. 

I turn to the waiting time for universal credit. 
Universal credit is paid monthly, and, currently, 
there is a seven-day waiting period and a further 
seven-day period before the payment is made. 
That makes for a waiting time of, at best, up to six 
weeks. How on earth did we come to design a 
system with a built-in delay of that length? The UK 
Government’s justification for it is that universal 
credit mimics work by paying monthly. Leaving 
aside the rather patronising idea that people who 
require support with their income need to be 
taught what work is like, that comparison is flawed. 
Many jobs still pay weekly or fortnightly, and very 
few jobs—if any—require the employee to wait for 
six weeks to be paid. Employers cannot simply 
pay someone weeks late with impunity, but that is 
what happens with universal credit, with payments 
coming in seven, eight or nine weeks late, or even 
later. 

That puts huge strain on universal credit 
recipients and the services that are trying to help 
them. Citizens Advice Scotland reports that in 
areas where universal credit has been rolled out 
there has been a 15 per cent rise in rent arrears in 
comparison with a national decrease of 2 per cent, 
and an 87 per cent increase in crisis grant issues 
in comparison with a national increase of 9 per 
cent. Those figures should give the members on 
the Conservative benches pause for thought. 

The Scottish Government is right to call for a 
pause in universal credit roll-out, as the Greens 
have done several times, and we will support the 
motion at decision time.  

We support having a simpler, single benefit 
payment, which is the premise of universal credit, 
but not when that payment is already insufficiently 
low—and lower than what many of our citizens 
need—and not when that payment is less by 
hundreds, sometimes thousands, of pounds. 

The analysis that I have offered today is shared 
by groups across the political spectrum. The 
Resolution Foundation, which is chaired by 
Conservative MP and former minister David 
Willetts, argues that universal credit now is 
different from the original proposal because of 

“the increasingly tight financial restraints placed on it over 
recent years. These have involved more than just a 
reduction in the money available under UC, they have also 

altered the very structure of the policy—changing the 
composition of winners and losers and fundamentally 
damaging its ability to deliver against its purported aims.” 

The UK Government should pause the roll-out 
of universal credit and rethink the cuts that are 
being made in it. With child poverty costing the UK 
economy billions every year, universal credit cuts, 
even viewed in the narrow fiscal terms so beloved 
by the UK Government, make absolutely no 
sense. 

I move amendment S5M-08035.1, to insert, 
after “paused” 

“; observes that the independent Office for Budget 
Responsibility has said that universal credit is ‘less 
generous on average than the tax credits and benefits 
systems that it replaces’ despite original assurances that 
‘no-one will experience a reduction in the benefit they 
receive as a result of the introduction of universal credit’”. 

16:02 

Alex Cole-Hamilton (Edinburgh Western) 
(LD): I welcome the Scottish Government’s motion 
and the opportunity that it affords the chamber to 
call a halt to the botched accelerated roll-out of 
universal credit. It follows a successful members’ 
business debate last month, on a motion in the 
name of Alex Rowley, which drew support from all 
but one corner of the chamber. I was very proud to 
speak in that debate. I reminded members of the 
origins of social security in the 1940s, when the 
great Liberal William Beveridge first identified the 
original giant evils of ignorance, idleness, squalor, 
want and disease. That language is outdated, but 
the challenge that it speaks to in many ways still 
grips large sections of the people whom we are 
elected to serve. 

Welfare reform has been a necessary response 
to the shifting nature of those social problems and 
the emerging understanding that, through state 
support, we can and should give people the power 
to change their own situation for the better. It was 
sought by poverty campaigners, third sector 
organisations and academics over the course of 
decades, and it fell to my party in its period of 
coalition Government to co-preside over the much-
needed redesign. I am not wholly proud of 
everything that we did in coalition and there are 
aspects that I still find shameful, but the extent of 
the Conservative assault on the welfare state 
since they found themselves unencumbered by 
Liberal influence should lead to an understanding 
of the measure of our positive involvement. 

The accelerated roll-out of universal credit is an 
empirical example of where process and an 
ideological drive to reduce the size of the state 
have held sway, irrespective of the misery that lies 
in their wake—and there has been misery. The 
difficulties that have been reported by 
organisations such as the Child Poverty Action 
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Group go beyond even that. For example, people 
who have switched over to universal credit have 
had to endure a wait of six or more weeks before 
receiving their first payment; calculations have 
resulted in underpayments of benefit due to the 
inaccurate real-time recording of information; and 
online applications have simply disappeared 
without trace. In each of those inadequacies, we 
can see a toll exacted on families that, in turn, 
exerts a material risk to their wellbeing. 

I rise today in support of the Government 
motion, recognising that it gives voice to the 
intolerable human cost that the flaws in the 
accelerated roll-out have caused, and I am 
grateful for the Government’s efforts to seek 
consensus in the conduct of today’s debate. 

The Liberal Democrat amendment seeks only to 
strengthen the Government position. It does that in 
three key ways. It seeks to ensure that those who 
are moving over to universal credit are supported 
to do so. We must offer them comprehensive 
advice and continuing support on how to manage 
money and deal with problems in the application 
process as they arise. That should be underpinned 
by free, unrestricted access to the universal credit 
helpline, particularly for the duration of the roll-out. 
Perhaps most important, the amendment seeks to 
affirm the consensus that exists across the 
political parties in the chamber around the view 
that splitting payments across households is an 
essential development in the evolution of welfare 
reform. 

I stand on common ground with the Government 
and other parties when I state my belief and that of 
the Liberal Democrats that, in the roll-out of a new 
system such as universal credit, we have an 
opportunity to blockade a tool of coercive control 
that has characterised domestic abuse in this 
country for generations. Splitting payments equally 
across every claimant in the household, as the 
Government has committed to do, might go some 
way towards removing money as a lever of 
coercive control, which is a key characteristic in 
nearly 90 per cent of abusive relationships. The 
measure will not rid our country of abuse, but it 
represents a frontier in the battle for its eradication 
and, coupled with other efforts, such as the 
legislation that was passed by this Parliament last 
week, would bring us a step nearer to that aim. 

With 25 different expert stakeholders in poverty 
and social injustice calling on us to halt the 
process, we, as a Parliament, must listen. We 
must also be clear that the resistance to 
accelerated roll-out is not a fundamental objection 
to the principles of welfare reform, but a just 
reaction to the unintended impact of its 
introduction. It answers the challenge that was set 
for us by the Liberal William Beveridge when he 
said: 

“The State in organizing security should not stifle 
incentive, opportunity, responsibility; in establishing a 
national minimum, it should leave room and 
encouragement for voluntary action by each individual to 
provide more than that minimum for himself and his family.” 

In short, it is the belief of members on the 
Liberal Democrat benches and of Liberals through 
the ages that welfare in this country should be 
constructed on the foundations of compassion and 
social mobility. We should seek to use it as a tool 
of liberation from poverty, social isolation and 
domestic abuse and if, in the roll-out of policy, we 
harm those citizens whom it is designed to serve, 
as we appear to have done in this case, we must 
cease its introduction until that can be remedied. 

I move amendment S5M-08035.3, to insert at 
end: 

“; believes that the UK Government must put a 
comprehensive support package in place before universal 
credit roll-out accelerates, to make sure that people receive 
advice on managing their money, advances and dealing 
with complications in the application process; considers 
that, to support this, the universal credit helpline should be 
free of charge, at least until the roll-out is complete; 
recognises the importance of recipients having financial 
independence, particularly in domestic abuse settings, and 
therefore believes that universal credit should be 
automatically split between adults in a household.” 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: We move to the 
open debate. 

16:08 

Sandra White (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP): It is 
important to remind members, particularly the 
Tories, that today we are discussing human 
beings and their situation; we are discussing not 
statistics, but real people. 

I find it absolutely abhorrent that those who are 
most in need are being penalised by a system that 
should provide for them. I whole-heartedly agree 
with the call for the universal credit roll-out to be 
stopped immediately, and I reiterate the concerns 
of the House of Commons Work and Pensions 
Committee, which every speaker has mentioned 
and which highlighted the fundamental flaws of 
universal credit. 

Universal credit has been a shambles since its 
inception and the report that was produced by 
Citizens Advice Scotland laid bare a system that is 
not fit for purpose. The evidence is damning. The 
system is actively pushing people into crisis 
through the six-week wait for payment, and knock-
on effects such as rent arrears affect not just those 
people, but housing associations, which cannot 
invest in other residents as a result. 

It really is a two-pronged situation for everyone, 
but it is the people who are suffering. They are 
unable to buy food or pay bills such as gas or 
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electricity. What kind of society are we living in if 
that is what we are putting people through?  

A Glasgow CAB reported that a client with long-
term depression who was in receipt of universal 
credit was having £95 recovered from their 
payments to pay back a hardship loan, as well as 
£31 for rent arrears, leaving them £190 a month to 
live on. The CAB contacted the DWP to 
renegotiate the repayments for the hardship loan, 
but it was told that the arrangement was non-
negotiable. 

I would like to give another couple of examples 
of the advance payments that are so lauded in the 
Tory amendment and by Adam Tomkins, who 
moved it. Let us look at the so-called five-day 
period, or whatever it is. It is not money that is 
being given in kindness. It is a loan. We keep 
saying that it is a loan. What kind of society or 
Government gives a loan to somebody who 
desperately needs the money and might have to 
become homeless if they do not get it? They have 
to pay it back, and loan repayments are 
automatically deducted from their universal credit 
payment, until the total amount is paid back. A 
claimant must also provide a breakdown of what 
the advance is for and how it will prevent damage 
to health and safety, and there can be only one 
advance per person.  

I can hear Jeremy Balfour talking in the 
background, but he ought to be aware that 
claimants can be refused a payment if they do not 
face serious hardship, if they are close to receiving 
another payment, or if they cannot afford to repay 
the loan. I say once again that it is a loan. It is not 
money that is being given out of the goodness of 
the Government’s heart.  

The evidence that we gathered from CAB 
offices across the country is that the system is 
designed to exclude the most vulnerable. Although 
the DWP wants to have a totally digital service, 
only a quarter of those consulted would be 
confident in using that kind of service, as is 
highlighted in the amendment moved by Alex 
Rowley on behalf of the Labour Party. By 
implementing that process for accessing support, 
the Government is marginalising a huge number of 
claimants. Not everybody has the technology or 
the experience of computers to be able to access 
the system.  

Another case from a Glasgow CAB is a prime 
example of the inadequacies of the digitally driven 
system. A client who had tried to make a claim for 
universal credit admitted that they had struggled to 
meet the online obligations expected of claimants 
due to not really knowing what they were doing. 
The outcome was that the client was without any 
income for 10 months, just because he could not 
access the system as he did not know how to use 
the technology. That claimant was staying with 

family, but felt uncomfortable because he could 
not contribute financially.  

The administration of the system has been 
attacked, and rightly so—I refer to the case that I 
have just outlined. Members will not be surprised 
to hear that there are many more such cases. A 
Glasgow CAB reported one case of a client 
providing all the information required for the claim, 
but due to the DWP not processing all that 
information they had to wait a further two weeks 
before the claim was processed. That is not an 
isolated incident. Such cases come through time 
and time again, and the Social Security Committee 
has heard evidence about the problem on our 
visits outwith the Parliament.  

It is little wonder that people are calling for a halt 
to the system. We are not saying that the previous 
system was perfect, because it was not. What 
everyone except the Tories is saying is that 
universal credit is punishing people. People are 
suffering greatly and we need to halt the roll-out. I 
ask the Tories—although I expect that this will fall 
on deaf ears—to support the motion tonight, 
because people are really suffering. They are 
human beings. The system is a disgrace, and I 
fully support the recommendation from the third 
sector and others that the roll-out cannot go ahead 
until the serious flaws in it, which all speakers 
have highlighted, are rectified.  

16:14 

Jeremy Balfour (Lothian) (Con): I welcome 
the amendment in my colleague Adam Tomkins’s 
name and I fully support it. I suspect that there will 
not be a lot of consensus from other parties about 
what we are going to say this afternoon, but surely 
we can all agree that what we want to see in 
Scotland is as many people as possible getting 
into employment.  

We had a members’ business debate last week 
during which I raised the issue of disability and the 
lack of disabled people in employment. Universal 
credit is designed to help people to get into 
employment. We need to remember that that has 
to be our aim. 

Jeane Freeman: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Ruth Maguire (Cunninghame South) (SNP): 
Will the member give way? 

Jeremy Balfour: Not at the moment. I will make 
some progress first, if that is okay. 

We have heard much about the great old 
system that we all loved so much—six forms, six 
claims, six different payments, all of which caused 
confusion and difficulty. The system needed to be 
reformed. Until today, I understood that every 
political party wanted to see change. However, 
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what I hear is that we want to go back to a system 
that failed people and did not work. 

Sandra White: Will the member give way? 

Pauline McNeill (Glasgow) (Lab): Will the 
member take an intervention? 

Jeremy Balfour: No. I want to make progress. 

We have heard a lot from the minister and 
Sandra White about issues with information 
technology and how it causes people problems. I 
recognise that for many people, including me—I 
am a bit of a Luddite—IT is difficult. However, in 
Musselburgh Jobcentre, where universal credit 
has been rolled out, the staff are helping people to 
fill out the form. East Lothian Council is running 
training for people so that they can use the IT free 
of charge in the library. 

Jeane Freeman: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Sandra White: Will the member give way? 

Jeremy Balfour: No. 

That allows them to fill out the forms and gives 
them expertise that they do not already have. 

The principle of universal credit is right and it is 
helping people into employment. 

We have heard a lot about the hardship loan, 
and I agree that it is a loan. When I started my first 
job, I went to work and I did not get paid for four 
weeks. My mum and dad gave me money to get 
me over— 

Stuart McMillan (Greenock and Inverclyde) 
(SNP): Will the member take an intervention? 

Jeremy Balfour: I will finish my point and then I 
will give way. 

My mum gave me money for four weeks to help 
me survive. You know what? She then wanted that 
money back. She gave me a loan and then asked 
for the money back. That is the same thing that is 
happening here. 

At the Conservative Party conference yesterday, 
the secretary of state said that if somebody goes 
in to the jobcentre, they will get that money on the 
day and they will have to pay it back over six 
months. Why is that wrong? Why is that unfair? 

Stuart McMillan: Mr Balfour spoke about a 
loan. Someone who is applying for universal credit 
is not applying for a job; they are applying for 
assistance so that they can live, so that they can 
eat and so that they can feed their families. 

Jeremy Balfour: That is why they get the 
money, and why they have to pay it back over six 
months in a way that they can afford. That seems 
to me to be an appropriate way to work. 

I will be interested to hear Alex Cole-Hamilton’s 
summing up. I welcome the Scottish 
Government’s move to two-week payments and to 
paying rent to the landlords. Those are positive 
steps that will come in tomorrow and I welcome 
them. I also welcome the secretary of state’s 
commitment to the one-day and five-day periods. 
My question to the Liberal Democrats is: what 
more do they want to change before they would 
allow the roll-out to carry on? They have said that 
they agree with it in principle, and we are rolling it 
out slowly so that where there are glitches they 
can be fixed. 

Alex Cole-Hamilton: As the question was 
directed at me, I feel compelled to answer. As the 
Government motion says, there should be a full 
stop of the roll-out until any teething glitches and 
IT problems are resolved and the six-week wait is 
completely annihilated. 

The second thing is that there should be free 
access to the comprehensive universal credit 
helpline. 

Finally, when payments are made, we need to 
be sure that they are split across households so 
that we can reduce domestic abuse. 

Jeremy Balfour: I welcome that clarification 
from the member but unless we roll out the 
system, we will never know about the glitches. 
That is why the Government is taking its time in 
rolling it out— 

Jeane Freeman: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Jeremy Balfour: Sorry—I am in my last minute. 
I am about to be told off by the Presiding Officer. 

That is why it is right to continue to roll this out—
to make the necessary changes. To be against 
this in principle is wrong. It is holding people back 
in our country and the other parties should reflect 
on that—they are causing greater poverty and 
fewer people with disabilities getting into 
employment. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Linda 
Fabiani): I have a few minutes in hand for 
interventions. 

16:20 

Christina McKelvie (Hamilton, Larkhall and 
Stonehouse) (SNP): What happens when there is 
a Government in Westminster that admits that its 
own welfare reforms are “flawed” but pushes on 
with them anyway? What happens if a person 
does not come from a privileged background, with 
a family that can bail them out whenever they 
need it? What happens is total chaos in 
devastating doses, wrecking the lives of people 
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who are easy targets. It is not universal and it is 
not credit. 

The Joseph Rowntree Foundation has just got 
back to me to say that it wants to see an 
immediate end to waiting days, the introduction of 
fortnightly payments and the payment of rent 
directly to landlords—just like the Scottish 
flexibilities that are coming into force tomorrow—
as well as a more generous work allowance and a 
second earner allowance. That is needed if 
universal credit is to make work pay, as the Tories 
say, and is better than minor changes to the taper 
rate. The Joseph Rowntree Foundation also says 
that it supports choice over payment splitting 
within households, stating that those receiving the 
child element should be first. 

Lord Freud, the architect of universal credit, has 
already admitted that there are faults and he has 
said that it might take “decades to optimise” the 
scheme—decades. That will not be a problem for 
him. This is the same Lord Freud who, in a letter 
to me, told motor neurone disease sufferers to 
take in a lodger or work extra hours in order to 
cope with the bedroom tax. That gives us a view of 
the man behind the scheme. 

Then we have David Gauke declaring that 
universal credit is “transforming lives”. Yes, it is 
transforming lives, but not for the better; certainly 
not for the suffering people I see coming through 
my door every single day. The figures emerging 
on how it is “transforming lives” are from the five 
areas where we have had the pilots. Citizens 
Advice Scotland has told us that in those areas 
there has been a 15 per cent rise in rent arrears 
and an 87 per cent increase in crisis grants. Also, 
there has been a 40 per cent increase in one area 
and a 70 per cent increase in another in food bank 
advice. 

When Angela Constance wrote to express 
Scottish concerns, she did not even get a reply. 
She got a five-page eulogy, declaring how 
wonderful the whole system is—a bit like the letter 
that I got from Lord Freud. It is yet another 
depressing example of the Conservative attitude 
to people who are in any kind of need. It is the 
same attitude that is found in “Oliver Twist” and 
which we have heard today from the Tories: “You 
want more!” You will not get more from the Tories. 
We have already seen people attacked with the 
bedroom tax and those on the disability living 
allowance being made to face humiliating 
interviews; and we have seen the loss of and cuts 
in payments, as well as statements that people are 
fit to return to work. 

In Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse, I have a 
constituent who is unable to leave his home and is 
reliant on a multiplicity of drugs. He has been told 
to go and stack supermarket shelves. He cannot 
even leave his wheelchair unaided. That is 

another example of the conscious cruelty of the 
Tory UK Government. 

People are told that universal credit affects only 
means-tested benefits. Even that is not true. In 
complex cases, for example, where there is an 
enhanced care component for a disabled child, 
families are set to lose thousands of pounds a 
year and if they have a second disabled child, that 
figure will double.  

Citizens Advice Scotland has told us that, after 
analysing 52,000 cases, it calculates that those on 
universal credit would have less than £4 a month 
to spend after paying bills—£4 a month. People in 
here spend more than that on a smoothie. The 
organisation also found that where the system has 
been rolled out in Scotland, there has been an 87 
per cent increase in crisis grants, as I said 
earlier—an 87 per cent increase in crisis grants. 
That means that local authorities are picking up 
the pieces of the lives of people who are on a 
benefit has been cut by Westminster. That is not 
acceptable. 

Since the Scottish Government introduced the 
scheme to provide some mitigation, it has paid out 
£132.6 million. That is a sticking plaster. It will not 
solve the problem and it is £132.6 million that is 
not spent on front-line services. 

Universal credit has brought with it rocketing 
rent arrears, making eviction a constant threat. We 
have heard some of the horror stories from East 
Lothian. In South Lanarkshire, where universal 
credit will be rolled out this week, the council has 
had to put by £4 million just to deal with rent 
arrears. That £4 million is additional to the £132.6 
million that is not being spent on front-line 
services.  

As politicians, as representatives of our 
communities, we cannot stand silently on the 
sidelines. I welcome the fact that the Scottish 
Government has managed to secure a system that 
allows it the flexibility to make more frequent 
payments, but we have to pay for that. Charities 
and voluntary organisations have welcomed that 
flexibility. I hope that it will help to contain some 
rent arrears and make limited incomes a bit easier 
to manage, but it too is a sticking plaster, not a 
cure. 

The Scottish Government has managed to fix 
only two of the multiple design flaws in the system. 
One that we still need to fix is the turnaround time 
for applications. I have people waiting six weeks. 
Yes, we have people waiting that long, but the 
brilliant volunteers at Hamilton District Food Bank 
tell me that people are waiting up to 12 weeks. 
They have seen young men in South Lanarkshire 
who have been waiting for 12 months—young 
men who are rough sleeping, sofa surfing, 
unemployed, self-harming and, in some cases, 
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attempting and being successful at suicide. I will 
not remain silent on that. 

Food banks in places where the system has 
already been rolled out are seeing double the 
number of people that they did previously. It does 
not take a genius to work out where that will lead 
us with 50 more roll-outs to go. However, the UK 
Government is determined to ignore that evidence. 
Theresa May and David Gauke should admit it 
and accept the figures. They have got it wrong and 
it is going to get much worse. They should accept 
reality and stop the roll-out towards oblivion. They 
need to rethink and put people at the centre of 
their plans instead of putting them on the streets. 

16:27 

Pauline McNeill (Glasgow) (Lab): Can there 
really be any doubt now that the way that the 
universal credit system has been rolled out is 
pushing more people into poverty? It seems that 
even people on the other side of the debate at 
least agree that it has not rolled out in the way in 
which it was intended. 

I will vote for Alex Rowley’s amendment and join 
other political parties in making our voice heard in 
the Parliament to say that the roll-out of universal 
credit should be halted so that the serious flaws in 
the system can be resolved. The Tories should not 
misunderstand the position of Labour or any other 
party. Jeremy Balfour would not take an 
intervention but, if he had—[Interruption.]—I and 
many others would have said that not one of us 
got to our feet to defend the current system. To a 
member, we have asked for the current system to 
be halted so that it can be fixed. 

Citizens Advice Scotland calls for the freezing of 
the universal credit system. [Interruption.]  

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Carry on, Ms 
McNeill. 

Pauline McNeill: I just wanted to have some 
silence so that I could speak. 

Citizens Advice Scotland and many other 
organisations deal day and daily with people who 
are at the receiving end of universal credit. Do we 
doubt them when they add their voices to the call 
for the policy to be frozen? 

The universal credit scheme that we are 
debating is not as advertised. It was intended to 
create flexibility in the benefits system and get 
people back to work without losing their benefits. 
Alison Johnstone eloquently outlined the fact that 
the transition has not been like that for many 
people. In fact, there is evidence to support the 
idea that people have less money under universal 
credit than under the previous system. 

The truth is that, for most people, the current 
operation of universal credit has been a swindle. It 
is not the scheme that they were promised. It is 
discredited because the Tories refuse to fix the 
fundamental problems that, if fixed, would make it 
a scheme worth defending.  

Earlier in the debate, we were told that rent 
arrears were caused by the previous system and 
not by universal credit. However, the DWP’s 
evaluation found that 42 per cent of all claimant 
families who were waiting for a first universal 
credit payment were in rent arrears because of 
that. In fact, four in 10 households were in rent 
arrears eight weeks after their claim, so it is 
grossly unfair to say that the problems are 
because of rent arrears caused by the previous 
system. Let us see whether the five-day payment 
that has just been announced—the only response 
that we have had to the problems in the system, in 
relation to which the Prime Minister made 
promises this week, after saying that she accepted 
that those problems exist—resolves any of the 
deep-rooted problems. 

Most people know that there will be a knock-on 
effect in wider society. When people are unable to 
pay their rent, landlords do not receive that 
money, and so on. There must be an acceptance 
that a failure to fix what is going on will result in a 
much wider problem in society. 

Let us not forget that, at the moment, the roll-out 
of universal credit is expected to be accelerated. 
We are calling for a halt, but the Government 
wants to accelerate it. I would have some respect 
for the Tory position tonight if the party was at 
least asking for the system to be slowed down so 
that the problems could be fixed. Instead, 
however, Tory members seem to be supporting an 
acceleration of the system, even with all the flaws 
that it has. 

The six-week period seems to have been built in 
to make things difficult for claimants. It is obvious 
to anyone that, if the support system for those who 
are already struggling is changed in such a way 
that extra time in which they are not paid is added 
in, those people will reach a crisis point. Areas 
with full universal credit roll-out have seen an 87 
per cent increase in crisis grants issued, 
compared to a national increase of 9 per cent. Can 
anyone be in any doubt about this? Every part of 
the country is reporting deep-rooted errors. It is 
not just that the system is not working; it is that 
daily errors are being reported in the system.  

Let us not forget that there will be a move to a 
fully digital system. I say to Jeremy Balfour that, 
although some of us—perhaps not all of us—might 
be fully conversant with digital systems, the 
problem is that many people cannot afford to be 
on the internet in the first place. Why would 
anyone design a social security system and not 
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make allowances for, for example, the one in four 
people in Glasgow who do not have access to the 
internet?  

There is overwhelming evidence from the CAB 
and the Trussell Trust that the six-week wait leads 
to debt, rent arrears and the use of food banks. 
The Church of Scotland’s briefing for today’s 
debate makes an important point. It notes that the 
design choices of the scheme reflect the 
experiences of wealthier members of society, 
ignoring the real-life experiences of the poorer 
people who are on universal credit.  

I hope that the Tories, if they are not going to 
vote with us tonight, will at least do more to speak 
out to get those fundamental flaws changed and 
make the system the kind of system that it was 
supposed to be in the first place. 

16:34 

George Adam (Paisley) (SNP): I am happy to 
speak in the debate, as it concerns a simple 
comparison of what is right with what is clearly 
wrong. The current system for universal credit is 
broken; the roll-out must be stopped and the 
system fixed. The six-week wait for the first 
payment of universal credit is pushing people into 
rent arrears, debt and crisis. When the Social 
Security Committee visited Musselburgh, we 
heard the real-life stories of people who are 
suffering, not the Disneyfication that we heard 
from Jeremy Balfour—we heard from real people 
with real issues, not Jeremy Balfour’s “When You 
Wish Upon a Star” ideals. 

One gentleman had worked all his life but, 
because of his wife’s long-term condition, he was 
now her full-time carer. He said that he had rent 
arrears because of universal credit and was 
having trouble sleeping with the worry. Those are 
real people with real problems. This is not some 
cold and callous academic debate. As my 
colleague and friend Sandra White said, we are 
dealing with people’s lives.  

The gentleman’s complaint was that there was 
no human contact from the DWP throughout the 
process. He showed me a tablet phone that he 
used as his sole source of contact with the DWP. 
He believed that there was no one at the other end 
of the conversation. He barely had the data 
allowance to send the information backwards and 
forwards. 

When this man attended the jobcentre to talk to 
a human being about the problems that he had, he 
was told that the jobcentre could not help. That is 
not right. This is a man who, because of his 
current predicament, does not know where his 
next penny is coming from. That is not welfare 
reform; that is an on-going attack by the Tory 

Westminster Government on the most vulnerable 
in our society. 

The Scottish Government wrote to the UK 
Government in March to express concerns and 
state that the policy is pushing more people into 
hardship and debt. It is not just the Scottish 
Government and the people who spoke to the 
Social Security Committee in Musselburgh who 
are saying such things; the call from the Scottish 
Government is echoed by 24 Scottish charities, as 
Alex Rowley and Alex Cole-Hamilton said. The 
charities include Shelter Scotland, the Scottish 
Federation of Housing Associations, Homeless 
Action Scotland, Citizens Advice Scotland, Oxfam 
and the Poverty Alliance. All those organisations 
are involved with people at the front line in dealing 
with poverty.  

In their letter to the Scottish edition of The 
Times, all 24 charities said: 

“Together, we believe the government must halt the roll 
out of the benefit so that these and other flaws can be fixed 
before they harm any more people.” 

Those are strong words from organisations that 
normally just go about their work helping people. 
They are taking a stand because they know how 
wrong the policy is. 

That is an important point to make. The 
evidence to the Social Security Committee was 
that none of the faults from the pilot programmes 
was ever corrected. We heard from Musselburgh 
citizens advice bureau that no one had fixed the 
problems from the pilots. The DWP kept cutting 
and pasting and moving the plan on. We should 
not listen to anyone here—and I will not be 
lectured by anyone—who says that the DWP is 
taking its time. It has cut and pasted the whole 
process all the way through, because of its sheer 
arrogance, and that is what is causing most of the 
problems.  

The Social Security Committee has heard from 
local authorities about the difficulty with universal 
credit. One senior officer from Inverclyde went so 
far as to say that the roll-out needs to stop—a 
council officer said that it must stop. Council 
officers are aware that they work in a political 
environment and, nine times out of 10, they are 
very careful in what they say. However, that 
individual, in one of the areas where the full roll-
out has taken place, said that the roll-out had to 
stop now. 

Members do not need to take my word for it, or 
that of the council officer, about the many 
difficulties in the roll-out areas; here are figures 
from the DWP. One in four new claimants waited 
longer than six weeks for their first payment. Four 
out of 10 households were in rent arrears after 
their claim was made. One in three are still in 
arrears four months later, and four out of five have 
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said that they had never been in arrears in the 
past. Many have taken to payday or doorstep 
lenders, which makes a very difficult situation even 
worse. In 2016-17, a total of 229,920 applications 
were made to the Scottish welfare fund. 

The UK Government must stop ignoring the 
overwhelming evidence that shows the negative 
impact of the universal credit full service. To make 
the point further, John Cunningham of East 
Lothian Council—East Lothian is a full roll-out 
area—said: 

“Now that the full service is operating, 82 per cent of 
council tenants in East Lothian, who receive Universal 
Credit, have some level of rent arrears.” 

As we know, many of those people will never have 
had arrears in the past.  

The UK Tory Government must take heed of 
that situation and of this Parliament, and it needs 
to look at the financial destitution throughout our 
country that is caused by its policy. Our 
communities are suffering as a result of the policy, 
and that is not the way forward. The UK 
Government must think again and stop the roll-out 
of universal credit. 

16:40 

Donald Cameron (Highlands and Islands) 
(Con): I will add to what some of my colleagues 
have said. We accept that the roll-out of universal 
credit has produced some serious anomalies. We 
accept that, when some households have been 
transferred to the new benefit, there has been an 
extended period before they have received it, 
notwithstanding the fact that, as the DWP has 
said, the vast majority of claimants are paid on 
time and in full.  

We accept that problems will inevitably exist 
when delivering a system of such magnitude. My 
plea today is that, across the chamber, when 
talking about issues that affect some of the most 
vulnerable people in society, we do so without 
hyperbole and with consistency. As Adam 
Tomkins said, universal credit is working. 

Sandra White: To an extent, I accept what the 
member has said. However, does he also accept 
from this side of the chamber that, to respond to 
Jeremy Balfour, not everyone has rich parents or 
someone who can give them the money to get 
them through the six-week waiting time or even 
the five-day period? Mr Balfour is shaking his 
head, but he said what I am referring to. Some 
people cannot rely on their parents or others to 
give them the money. Does Donald Cameron 
accept that some people really are suffering? 

Donald Cameron: Of course I accept that 
people are in that position, but independently 
reviewed research has shown that those who are 

on universal credit are more likely to move into 
work in the first nine months of their claim, with 71 
per cent of claimants doing so, compared with 63 
per cent of those on jobseekers allowance. 
Universal credit is inherently a better system. 

According to the DWP, those on universal credit 
are, on average, earning more. Although we 
recognise the challenges that the new system 
presents, the early indications show that it is 
having the positive impact that it was intended to 
achieve. 

Stuart McMillan: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Donald Cameron: No—I am sorry. I want to 
make progress. 

Let me be clear: are we saying that the roll-out 
of universal credit has been easy? No, we are not. 
Are we saying that the change is simple and 
seamless? No, we are not. What we are saying is 
that, once fully implemented, universal credit will 
not only represent one of the most necessary 
overhauls of our welfare system in generations but 
deliver better prospects for those who need that 
most. 

Jeane Freeman: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Donald Cameron: No—I want to make 
progress. 

Rather than talking down the reform package, 
we should be discussing what the Parliament can 
do to make it work and what powers we can use to 
ensure that fewer people require to be on 
universal credit in the first place. 

We know that, although full universal credit has 
not yet been completely rolled out, the UK 
Government expects all new claimants to be on it 
by 2018 and all legacy claimants to be enrolled by 
2022. It is a long-term process, in any event; it is, 
rightly, not being rushed and will take a decade. It 
was first legislated for in the Welfare Reform Act 
2012 and it has another five years to go. Progress 
should be patient and incremental so that we get it 
right rather than rush it. It is simply incorrect to 
accuse the UK Government of rushing the 
process. We in the Conservatives want it to work 
rather than fail. 

No one has sought to create problems around 
delayed payments, and the UK Government and 
its agencies will do all that they can to ensure that 
the wrongs are made right. Every parliamentarian 
should be assisting those in our communities who 
find themselves in such circumstances. For that 
reason, I, like others, welcome yesterday’s 
announcement by the Secretary of State for Work 
and Pensions, David Gauke, that anyone who 
needs an advance payment will be offered it up 
front. Claimants who want an advance payment 
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will not have to wait six weeks but will receive the 
advance within five working days. Further, if 
someone is in immediate need, the DWP will fast 
track the payment, which means that they will 
receive it on the same day. 

I turn to the specific issue of how universal 
credit supports young people who are looking to 
get on in life. There is a series of exemptions to 
support the most vulnerable young people in our 
society, including those who cannot live with their 
parents, people who are in work or who have left 
work, and others who are in difficult 
circumstances. 

We know that the youth unemployment rate is 
down across the UK, and the Fraser of Allander 
institute announced over the summer that youth 
unemployment in Scotland is at its lowest-ever 
recorded rate. Although that welcome data has 
occurred for a number of reasons, it is clear that 
more young people are working than ever before 
and that universal credit, which is primarily 
designed to get more people into work, is not 
creating the doom-laden impact that some would 
have it create. 

Mairi Gougeon (Angus North and Mearns) 
(SNP): Will the member take an intervention? 

Maree Todd: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Donald Cameron: No—I will not. 

It is important to remind the Parliament of the 
good that the reform can do. 

All of that said, I stress again the significance of 
the reform, which offers people a hand up and not 
a handout, because the principles behind 
universal credit are positive. Simplifying the 
welfare system is positive, ensuring that welfare 
rewards those who work is positive and reducing 
poverty is, of course, positive. 

It is not just the Conservatives who have 
advocated the system; Labour MPs have backed 
it, too. The shadow Secretary of State for Work 
and Pensions, Debbie Abrahams, said: 

“we supported and still support the principles of a 
simplified benefits system”.—[Official Report, House of 
Commons, 7 July 2014; Vol 584, c 85.]  

The Liberal Democrats were in coalition when the 
UK Government introduced the Welfare Reform 
Bill, and I have yet to hear an SNP member call for 
the revocation of the legislation. 

Mairi Gougeon: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: The member is 
coming to a close. 

Donald Cameron: With such wide party-
political consensus, let us make the system work. 

It will encourage work, encourage aspiration and, 
instead of trapping people in dependency, offer 
them hope. 

16:46 

Maree Todd (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): I 
am sorry that Donald Cameron would not take an 
intervention from me about the flaws that have 
been uncovered in the Highland area, which we 
both represent. It seems that he lives in an 
alternative world to me and many others in the 
Highlands. 

I quote: 

“If universal credit ... continues ... food banks won’t be 
able to catch everyone who falls”. 

That is the stark warning that the Trussell Trust, 
which runs 400 food banks across the country, 
has issued to Theresa May. Charity after charity 
has lined up to point out what this flawed plan is 
doing, but the Tories just ignore them. 

As one of the first areas in Scotland to have 
universal credit, Highland is already dealing with 
the impact of this ill-thought-out policy. I and Drew 
Hendry MP have been campaigning for many 
months to halt the roll-out of full service universal 
credit. I assure Mr Balfour that the UK 
Government heard of the flaws long ago, but it has 
taken no action. 

This week, the UK Government’s own Tory back 
benchers are calling for a halt to universal credit. 
Twelve Tory MPs, led by Heidi Allen, have written 
to Mr Gauke to demand a pause in the national 
roll-out of the policy. I presume that the Scottish 
Tories are not involved, but it is clear that some 
Tories put their constituents before their party. 
Dame Louise Casey, who has advised four Prime 
Ministers—including Mrs May—on social policy 
over the past 18 years has joined the calls for the 
roll-out to be halted. Will the Tories ignore her, 
too? 

What will it take for the UK Government to finally 
notice the devastating impact that universal credit 
is having on people? It is scandalous that the 
Tories defend the roll-out of universal credit when 
they can see the harm that it is causing. There is a 
damning litany of failure, confusion, heartache and 
indignity and a crushing drive towards increased 
poverty in the universal credit system. 

Adam Tomkins: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Maree Todd: I will not. 

As other members have said, one of the main 
problems is that new claimants have to wait up to 
six weeks—and longer in some circumstances—
before receiving their first payment. I know that it 
is very difficult for those who are in privileged 
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positions and from wealthy backgrounds to 
understand it, but most ordinary people cannot 
manage to survive six weeks with no income, and 
a six-week delay is the official best-case 
scenario—in reality, it can be months. 

Lengthy delays are pushing tenants to build up 
rent arrears, seek crisis or hardship payments and 
turn to food banks. I say to Mr Tomkins that rises 
in arrears have not been seen only in East 
Lothian. They are putting pressure on the budgets 
of Highland Council, which has set aside £650,000 
to deal with the further increase in rent arrears that 
it is expecting. It has also employed four new staff, 
at a cost of £124,000, to prevent rent arrears. That 
money-saving exercise seems somewhat costly. 

Earlier this year, Drew Hendry and I invited the 
Minister for Social Security in Scotland to a round-
table meeting in Inverness so that she could listen 
at first hand to evidence of harm. We heard the 
story of a pregnant woman who had been forced 
to travel to Aberdeen to get a national insurance 
number before she could claim any money and the 
stories of many people with poor digital skills and 
connectivity struggling with no money. We heard 
how housing associations find themselves in the 
unenviable position of pursuing tenants through 
the courts, at huge public expense, for debt that is 
not of the clients’ own making. We heard staff who 
work in the council, the citizens advice bureau and 
housing associations describing the distress that 
they feel at being unable to help. The removal of 
implicit consent means that they can no longer act 
on behalf of their clients and that the clients have 
to navigate the system themselves. 

The evidence of universal credit’s failure is there 
for all to see. The most powerful testimony that we 
heard at that meeting was from the Macmillan 
CAB service, which helps people who are 
terminally ill to put their affairs in order before they 
die. Terminally ill claimant forms cannot be 
submitted without the claimant verifying that they 
are terminally ill. That system forces those people 
to face up to something that they might not want to 
face up to and which they have the right not to 
face up to, if that is what they wish. By definition, 
terminally ill people have limited time. They are 
spending the last months of their lives worrying 
about their family finances, getting into debt and 
navigating an impossible system. 

The general theme of folk being better off 
working or of making work pay is oft repeated by 
the Tories, and it underpins the ideology that is 
behind universal credit. I directly challenge my 
Tory colleagues in the chamber to tell us whether 
they imagine that terminally ill folk would be better 
off working. There is no response. 

There is not just a problem with implementation, 
as the design of the policy is fundamentally 

flawed. It is not about making work pay; it is about 
making benefits punish. 

Universal credit exemplifies the colossal lack of 
empathy and the incompetence that have become 
the indelible hallmark of the Tory Government. It is 
time to admit that universal credit is an expensive 
failure. Rolling out the scheme to thousands of 
people who are already struggling is cruel in the 
extreme. Stop it. 

16:53 

Iain Gray (East Lothian) (Lab): The idea of 
universal credit seems to have been around for a 
very long time. Adam Tomkins was right: on the 
face of it, its development has been painfully slow. 
We would therefore think that, having taken so 
long to propose, plan and develop the new 
system, the Tory Government might have got it 
right. Alas, nothing could be further from the truth. 

I know that that is the case because my East 
Lothian constituency was the very first in Scotland 
to see—perhaps I should say “suffer”—the roll-out 
of the ironically termed “full service universal 
credit” in March last year. Therefore, it has almost 
18 months of real experience. For my constituents, 
universal credit has not been painfully slow; it has 
just been very painful. 

We now know for sure how painful it has been, 
because last week my two local citizens advice 
bureaux—in Musselburgh and Haddington—
published a report entitled “Universal Credit in 
East Lothian: Impact on Client Income”. That 
snapshot looks at exactly what happened to 
clients’ incomes under universal credit compared 
with the six working-age benefits that it replaced. 
The results are stark: there are more losers than 
gainers, and the losers lose a lot more than the 
gainers gain. Indeed, 52 per cent of CAB clients in 
East Lothian lose from the switch to universal 
credit and only 31 per cent gain, which is the 
reverse of the predicted results of and of the 
reason for desire for the change. What is more, 
the median loss in income from those who lose 
from the switch is £44.72 per week, with one client 
losing as much as £117 from their weekly support. 
Meanwhile, the median gain for those with an 
increase in income is 34p per week. 

Previous analysis by Labour has shown that 
single parents will be worst hit by universal credit. 
The East Lothian research bears that out, 
although it also reveals that disabled clients are hit 
just as hard by the changes. The truth is that the 
new system, which was supposed to incentivise 
work, punishes those who face the greatest 
barriers, be they caring responsibilities or 
disability, to finding work. I say to Mr Tomkins and 
Mr Balfour that this is not a benign shift to a new 
streamlined benefit. For my constituents, it has 
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been a straightforward cut in the money that they 
receive to live on. 

It is worth reiterating that the report’s figures are 
facts. They are not speculation, but evidence of 
the real impact of universal credit. The East 
Lothian research clearly demonstrates the effect of 
the six-week wait for benefits under universal 
credit, too. 

Adam Tomkins: As Iain Gray well knows, the 
Social Security Committee visited Musselburgh in 
his East Lothian constituency to look at its roll-out 
of universal credit. We found that attendees, 
claimants and advice workers were supportive of 
the theory behind, and the aims of, universal 
credit. There was recognition that the system is 
new and that everyone is learning about it. One 
CAB advice worker said that having all six benefits 
assessed at the same time and having a real-time 
system are improvements. Will Mr Gray reflect on 
those remarks? That is evidence from his 
constituency. 

Iain Gray: I am happy to reflect on Adam 
Tomkins’s remarks, but I hope that I will get some 
time back, given how lengthy they were. I hope 
that he will reflect on the evidence in the East 
Lothian report, which is that no matter how happy 
the people whom he met may have been with the 
form filling, the net effect of the change to 
universal credit is a reduction in living standards 
for the vast majority of people who access the 
benefits system. That is caused in part by the six-
week wait. The worst wait that has been reported 
to CABx in East Lothian and the Musselburgh 
jobcentre area was of six months—not six weeks.  

This is not Donald Cameron’s “hyperbole”—the 
delays are having real effects on real people. In 
East Lothian, we have seen a 34 per cent increase 
in referrals to the food bank, which is the highest 
increase in any part of Scotland. The 
consequences of forcing people to prioritise 
between feeding their families and paying other 
bills are real and can be demonstrated. 

I have mentioned to Mr Tomkins that we have 
seen a 20 per cent increase in rent arrears in East 
Lothian. He may tell me that the DWP has told him 
that the matter has been resolved, but if he comes 
to East Lothian Council, it will show him 1.3 million 
reasons why it has not been resolved. It is still 
dealing with rent arrears that have been caused by 
the six-week wait. He should bear it in mind that 
East Lothian is not a particularly deprived part of 
Scotland, although it has pockets of poverty. On 
the whole, it is wealthier than the average county, 
yet something has pushed more and more of its 
citizens on to the goodwill of friends and families, 
the charity of food banks, the tender mercies of 
credit companies and even loan sharks or, indeed, 
the iniquitous advances on future inadequate 
benefits. That something is universal credit. 

Many of my constituents have paid a price not 
just in money or in their living standards, but in 
their health. East Lothian Council revenue staff 
who deal with people who are in debt or in arrears 
have for the first time been provided with suicide 
awareness training. Those are the real effects 
today, the reality, of universal credit as it is being 
rolled out. It should be stopped and fixed before 
those effects are seen across Scotland. 

16:59 

Ruth Maguire (Cunninghame South) (SNP): 
The damage that is being caused by universal 
credit has been clear to most members of 
Parliament and to many people outside it for a 
long time. It was clear in March, when the Scottish 
Government wrote to the UK Government to 
request an immediate halt to roll-out, because of 
urgent concerns about how universal credit was 
pushing more people into hardship and debt. 

It was clear in June, when we debated the Child 
Poverty (Scotland) Bill at stage 1 and heard how 
the Tories’ disastrous welfare reform, including 
universal credit, is drastically increasing child 
poverty. 

It was clear at the beginning of last month, when 
we debated Alex Rowley’s motion, which explicitly 
called for a halt to universal credit roll-out, and 
heard many harrowing stories and statistics that 
underlined why roll-out must be halted. 

It was clear in the middle of last month, too, in 
the Tories’ housing debate, when member after 
member talked about how the damaging Tory 
welfare policies and cuts, again including universal 
credit, have caused an increase in homelessness 
across the country. 

The evidence that has been gathered by 
committees has also been consistent in painting a 
picture of a flawed and damaging system, whether 
we are talking about this Parliament’s Social 
Security Committee, of which I am a member, or 
the House of Commons Work and Pensions 
Committee, which has relaunched its inquiry into 
universal credit roll-out as a result of its enduring 
concerns. 

Outside the two Parliaments, charities across 
the country such as Citizens Advice Scotland and 
Shelter have been tirelessly highlighting the 
severe consequences of universal credit and 
calling for an immediate halt to roll-out. 

I welcome the recent news that even some 
Conservative MPs—albeit that they are late to the 
game—are prepared publicly to acknowledge the 
indefensible and entirely avoidable damage that is 
being caused by the welfare policies of their 
Government. Fourteen Tory MPs, led by Heidi 
Allen, who sits on the Work and Pensions 
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Committee, have written a private letter to the 
Secretary of State for Work and Pensions to 
demand a pause in roll-out. Just yesterday, 
speaking to the BBC, Allen criticised the hypocrisy 
of the Prime Minister when it comes to roll-out of 
universal credit, saying that the Prime Minister’s 
approach does not fit with her pledge to help 
people who are struggling to make ends meet. 

Let me quote Allen directly. She said: 

“These are the vulnerable people with no recourse to 
savings. We should be supporting them, because universal 
credit is about supporting people in work and helping them 
move up the working ladder and take on more hours.” 

She also dismissed the Government’s advance-
cash-payments solution as being like an 

“Elastoplast being stuck on”, 

and pointed out that accepting the need for 
advance payments means accepting that the 
system’s fundamental design is flawed. That is the 
key point. Members on the Tory benches would do 
well to listen to their colleague’s interview in full. I 
will be happy to send them a link to it, if they want 
one. 

Universal credit has also come in for strong 
criticism from former top Government adviser, 
Dame Louise Casey. She is also worth quoting at 
length. She said to the BBC last week: 

“the overall strategy might be right, the overall intention 
might be right, but the fact of the matter is the actual 
delivery of it means that some people—because of the 
waiting time before benefit kicks in—will end up in dire 
circumstances”. 

Jamie Greene (West Scotland) (Con): Will you 
clarify whether you are against the principle of 
universal credit in its entirety? If you are, I have 
not heard a single suggestion for what would 
replace it. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I remind all 
members that they should always speak through 
the chair. 

Jamie Greene: I apologise, Presiding Officer. 

Ruth Maguire: Nobody is against the principle 
of a simplified benefits system that helps people to 
get back into work, but the reality for my 
constituents, some of whom Jamie Greene is 
supposed to represent, is that the system is just 
not working. To expect someone to wait six weeks 
for money when they have nothing is to put them 
in an impossible situation. Tory members need to 
check their privilege and remember that we do not 
all have savings or have mums and dads who can 
lend us money when we start work. Tory members 
must start thinking about the reality. The principle 
is fine, but universal credit is not working and is 
causing harm and hardship for our constituents. 

Dame Louise Casey went on to say that 

“people ... will end up in dire circumstances—more dire 
than I think we’ve seen in this country for years, and that 
we have to stop. 

And I think it’s okay occasionally to say we didn’t get the 
implementation completely right, let’s pause and see what 
we can do and at the moment everybody’s holding out with 
we’re pressing on, we’re pressing on, we’re pressing on. 
It’s like jumping over a cliff. Once you’ve jumped, people 
end up at the bottom and we don’t want that to happen.” 

However, despite such stark warnings and even 
the threat of a Tory rebellion, David Gauke 
announced yesterday afternoon, at the Tory 
conference: 

“Universal credit is working”, 

and confirmed that 

“the roll-out will continue, and to the planned timetable.”  

How arrogant. How heartless. Real harm is being 
done. 

Despite warnings even from their own MPs, 
respected Government advisers, charities, 
parliamentary committees and the Scottish 
Parliament, the Tories are still pressing ahead with 
the damaging and destructive roll-out of universal 
credit in full knowledge of the consequences of 
their actions. They are choosing to push more 
children into poverty, more disabled people into 
despair and more vulnerable people on to the 
streets. Are the Scottish Tories proud of those 
actions, or do they have the courage to join their 
rebel UK MP colleagues in recognising the 
devastation that is being wrought by universal 
credit, and calling on the Government to halt its 
roll-out immediately? 

One person who will be pleased with the UK 
Government’s decision to press on is Iain Duncan 
Smith, who has said that he sees no reason to 
delay or stop the roll-out. As a North Ayrshire MSP 
who represents towns and villages that are due to 
get full roll-out in November, I have more than a 
few reasons why I do not want my constituents to 
be at the mercy of this shambles. I see no reason 
for vulnerable constituents to be left for six weeks 
or longer without support, forced to rely on food 
banks and pushed into rent arrears and even 
homelessness. I see no reason for North Ayrshire 
Council and other local services to be put under 
immense staffing and financial pressures as they 
struggle to cope with the fallout. I also see no 
reason for the Scottish Government to have to 
keep diverting taxpayers’ money into mitigating 
what is a disaster, which leaves us standing still. 

The UK Government must stop ignoring the 
overwhelming evidence of the negative impact of 
universal credit not just in Scotland, but in the UK. 
It is time for the UK Government to admit its 
mistake and immediately to halt the roll-out of 
universal credit. 
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17:06 

Miles Briggs (Lothian) (Con): I thank the 
organisations that provided briefings ahead of 
today’s debate. I recognise and take on board the 
concerns regarding the roll-out that have been 
expressed today and in recent months—including 
in my region, where universal credit has been 
piloted in Musselburgh, in East Lothian. I also pay 
tribute to and thank the CAB staff in East Lothian 
for the work that they have been doing to advise 
and support individual local residents. I visited the 
CAB office in Musselburgh in April to hear directly 
about the roll-out concerns, and have raised those 
concerns with the UK Government. 

Many of the concerns that have been 
highlighted relate to delays in receiving benefit 
payments that are being experienced by people 
when they initially apply for universal credit. All 
members have raised those concerns today. I 
welcome the fact that the UK Government has 
acted on those concerns and has, this week, 
responded in order to assist claimants. The 
refreshed guidance for DWP staff means that 
anyone who needs an advance payment will be 
offered that payment up front and will not have to 
wait six weeks for it but will receive a payment 
within five working days. It is important that the UK 
Government makes sure that any reforms to our 
welfare system are done with people in mind. 

Sandra White: Will the member give way? 

Tom Arthur (Renfrewshire South) (SNP): Will 
the member give way? 

Miles Briggs: Yes. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Whose 
question are you taking, Mr Briggs? 

Miles Briggs: I will take Mr Arthur’s question, 
Presiding Officer. 

Tom Arthur: We are all aware of the challenges 
and hardship that are caused by the six-week wait. 
Does the member honestly believe that simply 
giving benefits on tick is a solution? 

Miles Briggs: Throughout this time, we have 
been hearing about the concerns and the UK 
Government has now responded to them. 

Those of us who have met constituents who 
have experienced difficulties with the benefits 
system know that there have been a number of 
concerns, and we have made it clear that there 
must be payments for emergency situations. We 
Scottish Conservative MSPs have made sure that 
those people’s voices were heard by UK ministers. 
It is welcome that, in addition to claimants 
receiving the five-week payment, emergency 
payments will be made on the day when people 
need them. 

Personal financial and budgeting advice will also 
continue to be available to claimants, and local 
authorities can make discretionary housing 
payments, too. As my colleague Adam Tomkins 
said, the Scottish Government has used the new 
powers that are available to it to allow Scottish 
claimants to choose whether they want payments 
to be received fortnightly instead of monthly, and 
whether the housing element of the payment is to 
be paid direct to their landlord, instead of to them. 

Today’s debate will, no doubt, inform the DWP’s 
consideration of more issues around roll-out of 
universal credit, as will the concerns that have 
been voiced by UK members of Parliament from 
across the political spectrum. In addition, 
members of the Social Security Committee will 
have the chance to raise directly specific concerns 
with the Secretary of State for Work and Pensions 
when he appears before it. 

We encourage the DWP to continue to respond 
to issues around roll-out as it goes forward to the 
delayed date of 2022. Although it is, of course, 
right that elected representatives voice concerns 
about specific issues around elements of universal 
credit’s operation, it is important— 

Maree Todd: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Miles Briggs: No. I want to make some 
progress, and I have already taken an 
intervention. 

It is important that we also remember why 
universal credit is being introduced and the overall 
vision behind what is the most radical reform of 
the benefits system in the whole post-war period. 
The welfare and tax credit system that was 
inherited by the UK Government in 2010 was 
massively complicated, ineffective and confusing. 
For too long, it also meant that for too many 
people it simply did not pay to move from benefits 
to employment. Indeed, the Labour Government’s 
old system actively punished people for trying to 
find jobs, so that in some cases, taxpayers faced a 
situation in which they would lose £9 of every £10 
that they earned. It subsidised low wages at 
massive cost to taxpayers—something that even 
former Labour cabinet ministers have admitted 
was never intended. Above all, it failed to help 
young people to move into work. 

Universal credit aims, as part of an integrated, 
responsive, modern and flexible benefits system to 
ensure that work always pays— 

Mairi Gougeon: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Miles Briggs: No. I do not have time. 

The system provides high-quality support to 
help people to find employment. It is designed to 
take into account a claimant’s changing 



75  3 OCTOBER 2017  76 
 

 

circumstances. The principle behind it has genuine 
and broad cross-party support, as we have heard 
today. No one is talking about going back to the 
old system. The evidence clearly suggests that 
universal credit can work and is making a 
difference. People who claim universal credit are 
13 per cent more likely to be in work than those 
claiming jobseekers allowance, and are more 
likely to move into work within nine months of their 
claim, more likely to work on more days and are, 
on average, earning more. 

To conclude, I welcome the UK Government’s 
action this week to address key concerns around 
people’s experiences of roll-out. As Conservative 
members have done from the outset, I urge the 
UK Government to continue to engage with 
stakeholders—including MSPs who have 
legitimate concerns—as we go forward. I hope 
that we can all unite around making universal 
credit a success in the future, and that it can help 
more people into employment—which is surely 
what all of us in this Parliament want. 

I support the amendment in the name of my 
colleague, Adam Tomkins. 

17:12 

Ben Macpherson (Edinburgh Northern and 
Leith) (SNP): The roll-out of universal credit has 
been a tragedy for many. That is not just because 
of the suffering and hardship that its 
implementation has caused in Scotland and 
across the UK, but because the creators of the 
policy have misguidedly combined and conflated a 
logical ambition for a simpler social security 
system with an illogical, ideological, right-wing 
austerity agenda that is intent on cutting budgets 
as a top priority, no matter what the human cost. 

For clarity, universal credit is meant to deliver a 
monthly payment to help with living costs for 
people who are on low incomes or out of work. 
Therefore, in principle, we would think that it would 
support those in employment and positively 
encourage those who are unemployed and unable 
to work. However, that has not always been the 
case. 

By frequently assuming the worst in people by 
default, universal credit—as it is currently 
designed and being implemented, which is the 
crucial point—not only causes unnecessary harm 
but often undermines its stated aim of getting 
people into sustainable work. Its punitive 
framework often exacerbates financial barriers to 
work, preserves low pay and causes in-work 
poverty. We should all remember that 60 per cent 
of UK households in poverty have at least one 
member who works. 

As the Social Security Committee reported in 
2016, 

“although universal credit may” 

seem like 

“a good idea, the practical implementation and how it’s 
resourced is causing real problems”. 

As the DWP reported, around a quarter of new 
claimants have waited six weeks to be paid—six 
weeks with no money—and four in 10 households 
have ended up in rent arrears only eight weeks 
after a claim has been made, with four fifths of 
those never having been in rent arrears before. As 
the BBC reported last week, rent arrears that have 
been created because of universal credit have led 
to landlords in some areas across the UK 
advertising properties as “No UC”. 

That is why the Scottish Government’s actions 
to use its limited flexibilities over the system are so 
important. They can provide Scottish recipients 
with the choice of more frequent payments and the 
choice of having the housing element paid directly 
to landlords. 

In communities in Scotland and around the UK, 
universal credit is causing significant distress. 
Earlier this year, the Social Security Committee, 
which I sit on, went to East Lothian, where 
universal credit has been fully rolled out, to hear 
from claimants at first hand about the system. 
They told us distressingly about their demoralising 
experiences. One person said: 

“I’m sitting up night after night worried I will lose the 
house. I can’t work and my great fear is homelessness”. 

Others told us: 

“It’s the uncertainty ... It’s supposed to be like work, but 
it’s not. Payments don’t come on time and you don’t know 
how much you are getting ... You get told payments will be 
backdated but that’s no good today, I need to feed my 
family”. 

The way that universal credit is paid means that 
new claimants must wait six weeks before 
receiving their first payment. In East Lothian, one 
out of five claimants said that they had to wait two 
months for their payment, and there are cases of 
people having to wait up to 12 weeks. Although 
claimants are able to mitigate the wait, as we have 
heard, by taking an advance payment, which is 
called a short-term advance, we should be mindful 
that there have been problems and delays with 
them. Recently we have heard that those who 
need a cash advance will get one in—we are 
told—five days, or they will be fast-tracked on 
occasion. We will see how that is implemented. 
However, a crucial point, which other members 
have made, is that the UK Government is offering 
the advances only in the form of debt. They are 
loans that need to be paid back, and that is mean 
and unjust. 

Adam Tomkins: In almost welcoming the 
secretary of state’s announcement yesterday, Mr 
Macpherson said that we will see how that is 
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implemented. We will not see how it is 
implemented if the roll-out of universal credit is 
halted, will we? 

Ben Macpherson: I am hoping for a halt, but if 
things proceed in the way that has been 
suggested, I hope that the implementation of the 
changes will be successful. However, the changes 
are not enough when people are in need. I have 
made the point to the secretary of state at 
Westminster that converting short-term advances 
from bureaucratic loans to up-front grants would 
be a good place to start with reforming the design 
of universal credit. That would be the empathetic 
and compassionate thing to do. 

Universal credit has practical problems, but 
deeper reform of the system is required. 
Theoretically it is wrong-headed in its present 
form, which is another reason why its roll-out 
should be halted. Instead of providing 
encouragement, too often it creates fear. Instead 
of being places of support, too often DWP 
jobcentres are places of judgment, suspicion and 
mutual distrust. Adam Tomkins knows that that is 
the clear message that we got from evidence to 
the Social Security Committee. Instead of reliably 
providing support to those in need, too often 
universal credit uses threats to push people into 
any job at any human cost. Then there is the 
cruelty of sanctions. 

Fundamentally, any continued roll-out of 
universal credit would be foolish and reckless 
when so many practical problems exist, when 
conceptually it is so misplaced and when in 
communities across our country it is putting so 
many of our fellow citizens in positions of anxiety, 
distress and often alarm. Twenty-four Scottish 
charities and at least 12 Tory back-bench MPs 
have called for a halt. Today in this Parliament we 
must call for a halt. In good faith, I hope that the 
Scottish Conservative MSPs will reconsider their 
position, be part of that call and use any influence 
that they have with the secretary of state—if they 
have any—to get him to do the right thing and, at 
the very least, press pause on the wrong-headed 
roll-out of universal credit. 

17:19 

Clare Haughey (Rutherglen) (SNP): As has 
been pointed out by other members in the debate, 
one of the glaring flaws of the universal credit roll-
out process is the length of time that it will take for 
claimants to receive their first payment. It can be 
anywhere from six to 12 weeks in some 
instances—Shelter Scotland has advised us that 
nine weeks is not uncommon—and that exposes 
claimants to serious financial jeopardy. 

Yesterday, in response to increasing pressure, 
not least from his own party, the UK Secretary of 

State for Work and Pensions announced to the 
Tory party conference that, although he 
understands concerns, he will press ahead with 
the accelerated full service roll-out of universal 
credit. However, he will update advice to the DWP 
to ensure that claimants who require it can get 
advances, which will be paid back over several 
months, as we have already heard. That is nothing 
more than a sticking-plaster approach to the flaws 
in the new system, and the announcement has led 
to people with a wide range of opinions calling for 
the roll-out to be not just paused but halted until all 
areas of concern have been addressed. 

On the face of it, the idea of simplifying the 
benefits system to a single payment may have 
seemed a reasonable idea at one point in the past. 
It was said that integrating several benefits into 
one payment would remove complexity from the 
application and payment processes. However, 
such a major change to the UK benefits system 
involved significant IT development and a level of 
complexity that was not recognised by the 
Government from the outset. 

The reality is that the design and 
implementation of the universal credit system have 
been fraught with issues every step of the way, 
mainly because an important factor appears to be 
missing from the scope of the project: the lived 
experience of the vulnerable and the in-work poor, 
who the significant change is about to impact. 

More emphasis was placed on making the 
technology work for the department than for the 
customer. Criticism from the National Audit Office 
and Westminster’s Public Accounts Committee led 
to a relaunch of the project four years ago. 
However, seven years from the original IT project 
launch, problems persist and criticism is mounting 
on the back of damning evidence from the pilots 
and partial roll-outs in a small number of local 
authorities, as we have heard today. 

Apart from the disturbing length of time that 
claimants are expected to wait for their first 
payment, the housing benefit element in the UK 
Government scheme is no longer paid directly to 
landlords. Claimants are expected to get the 
housing benefit to landlords themselves and, for a 
significant proportion of claimants, that can be 
challenging. As a result, many have fallen into rent 
arrears and a spiral of debt. Figures supplied by 
the DWP have shown that many of the universal 
credit claimants who have fallen into arrears with 
their rent said that it was the first time that they 
had fallen behind with payments in their current 
accommodation. Some of those affected might be 
lucky enough to have the support of friends and 
family, but the same DWP figures found that 
around one in 10 claimants turned to payday or 
doorstep lenders. 
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As we have heard from other members, aside 
from the human impact, there is a financial risk to 
councils where a high percentage of tenants who 
are on universal credit are in arrears. Data from 
COSLA suggests that the level of rent arrears for 
tenants in the new system is at least two and a 
half times that for those who are in receipt of 
housing benefit. Some local authorities have had 
to put millions of pounds aside to deal with the 
impending impact of the roll-out and, as Christina 
McKelvie said, South Lanarkshire Council—my 
local authority—has had to put money aside for 
that reason. In authorities where universal credit 
has already been rolled out, there has been a 
significant increase in applications for Scottish 
welfare fund crisis grants and community care 
grants. 

The project is not just about simplifying the 
benefits system. We should not lose sight of the 
fact that the so-called flagship universal credit 
policy was introduced as part of the Tory austerity 
project to cut £12 billion from the welfare bill. Many 
new universal credit claimants will receive 
significantly less than they would have done under 
the tax credits system. 

Maurice Golden: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Clare Haughey: No, thank you. 

Shamefully, continuing UK Government welfare 
reforms have left more and more families 
throughout Scotland and the rest of the UK in 
crisis situations. 

It should not be for the Scottish Government to 
continually plug the gaps that are left by UK 
welfare reforms or to paper over the cracks of the 
Tory Government’s mistakes and incompetence in 
the universal credit debacle. Nonetheless, the 
Scottish Government has invested over £350 
million in supporting low-income families against 
the worst of the UK welfare reforms, including 
mitigating the bedroom tax and helping more than 
250,000 individual households through the 
Scottish welfare fund. 

This Government is committed to restoring 
housing benefit for 18 to 21-year-olds, who are 
sometimes forgotten when we debate housing and 
benefits, and to extending the Scottish welfare 
fund in the interim to help those in that age group, 
who are currently excluded from financial support, 
to receive assistance with housing costs. The 
Scottish Government will also use what flexibility it 
has negotiated with the UK Government over the 
system to provide Scottish recipients with more 
frequent payments and for the housing element to 
be paid directly to all landlords. 

Although the Scottish Government is committed 
to doing what it can to mitigate some of the effects 
of changes to the UK welfare system, the fact 

remains that a full service roll-out of universal 
credit will bring untold misery to hundreds of 
thousands of families and individuals across 
Scotland and the UK. It should be halted 
immediately until the glaring flaws in both systems 
and processes—highlighted by many 
organisations, including charities and Scottish and 
UK parliamentary committees, and even by Tory 
MPs—have been rectified. Better still, let us 
devolve all welfare provision to this place, because 
we will guarantee a Scottish social security system 
that treats people with dignity and respect. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: We move to the 
closing speeches. If I speak slowly, we might just 
manage to finish on time. I call Alex Cole-
Hamilton. 

17:26 

Alex Cole-Hamilton: Sometimes in the 
governance of human affairs we make collectively 
bad decisions, or we inadvertently, through the 
application of social policy, harm those of our 
citizens whom we seek to help. When that 
happens, it is essential that we pause and reflect. 
It is quite evident from the debate, and from the 
myriad of examples and heart-rending stories of 
people who have suffered the inadequacies of the 
accelerated roll-out of universal credit, that that 
has happened. We are harming people and it is 
time to stop. 

Jeane Freeman rightly referenced at the top of 
the debate the groundswell of opposition to the 
continued unchecked roll-out of universal credit 
from political parties, including some 12 
Conservative MPs. She reminded us of the 
problems associated with rent arrears, which can 
result when the housing component of universal 
credit is delayed in the switch-over, leading to a 
level of uncertainty for tenants—and, to a lesser 
extent, landlords—that is frankly intolerable. That 
theme was picked up by many members in the 
debate. 

The Scottish Government’s commitment to the 
direct payment of housing benefit to landlords 
rights a wrong that has very narrowly been 
averted. Many people in the voluntary sector have 
spoken to the Government, as I have done, about 
the impact that not paying benefits direct to 
landlords can have on families where drug and 
alcohol misuse is a factor, because those families 
will prioritise addiction over the payment of rent. 

I welcome the amendments in the names of 
Alex Rowley and Alison Johnstone. Mr Rowley 
spoke eloquently of his incredulity that a 
Government would knowingly plunge its most 
vulnerable people into poverty and further 
uncertainty. Alison Johnstone pointed to the vast 
accumulation of empirical evidence that now exists 
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in respect of the flaws around the roll-out. I assure 
them both of the support of Liberal Democrat 
members for their amendments tonight. 

Had it not deleted important aspects of the 
Government motion, we would have had some 
resonance with certain themes in the Conservative 
amendment. It rightly captures comments from the 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation that reflect an 
approach to the pursuit of social mobility where 
the universal credit still holds water. Adam 
Tomkins spoke in measured terms about his 
recognition of the problems associated with the 
roll-out, and that is welcome, but his party has 
been shown to be unequal to the task of rectifying 
those problems. I do not doubt his motives, but too 
much harm has been done for us not to intervene 
in the way that the Government motion proposes. 

Sadly for Professor Tomkins, that measured 
tone was dropped by Jeremy Balfour. Although I 
respect Mr Balfour greatly, I think that he 
misjudged the mood and intent of the chamber. I 
do not think that anyone who spoke in the debate 
has suggested that we return to the systems of the 
past—a point that was made eloquently by Pauline 
McNeill. However, the tone was recovered for the 
Tory benches by Donald Cameron, who gave a 
considered speech in which he accepted flaws but 
sought to talk up the positives of the universal 
credit. However, those positives are eclipsed by 
the flaws. The flaws in the process have been 
identified by members all round the chamber and 
they have an undeniable human cost, which now 
casts a terrible shadow over the improvements 
that it first promised. That was measured out for 
us by Iain Gray in pounds and pence. 

Stuart McMillan: On the issue of flaws, does 
Alex Cole-Hamilton agree that one of the things 
that exacerbates the problem with universal credit 
is that, when the roll-out takes place in November 
and December, the effects will be felt over the 
festive period, which will make it worse for folk, 
notwithstanding the six weeks that it will take plus 
any additional time after that? 

Alex Cole-Hamilton: Mr McMillan makes an 
important point about the clunky way in which the 
process has been undertaken without any thought 
for the wraparound issues of seasonal differences. 

George Adam spoke about the impact on 
council officials who, although usually encumbered 
by political restriction, are now compelled to speak 
out given the frustration and hardships that the 
system is causing and which they are having to 
deal with. 

Tensions in today’s debate have, 
understandably, run high. I would, however, be 
grateful for clarification from the minister and 
confirmation of her Government’s support for the 
basic principles of universal credit. Contributions 

from some of her back benchers perhaps suggest 
otherwise. If our parties are to work together to 
address the impact of universal credit and to tailor 
aspects of the system over which we have control, 
we need that clarity. 

That said, I am grateful for the consensual 
attitude adopted by the Government in the debate 
and for the intimation that it will support our 
amendment. I heartily welcomed the 
announcement in February that the Government 
would seek to split universal credit payments 
across households and our amendment restates 
that commitment as we believe that it is absolutely 
vital to tackling financial abuse as an element of 
coercive control. Research suggests that 89 per 
cent of all women who suffer abuse experience 
financial abuse as part of that. Engender 
responded to the February announcement by 
saying: 

“By deciding not to endorse UK Government policy 
measures such as the single household payment for 
Universal Credit the Scottish Government can support 
women’s financial independence and reduce the ability of 
perpetrators of domestic abuse to control their partners and 
their children.” 

It is a straightforward proposition and we have 
the tech to do it. I do not think that I am being 
overly dramatic when I say that a moral imperative 
now exists for us to make this change. 

I am heartily glad that, through the Scotland Act 
2016, the Parliament will be empowered in a way 
that will allow us to address the giant evils that 
William Beveridge described 80 years ago, with a 
particularly Scottish response in the direct 
payment of benefit to landlords, in reinstating 
housing benefit for under-21s, in the eradication of 
waiting days while applications are processed, and 
in splitting payments across households in an 
effort to reduce domestic abuse. I am persuaded 
that enough consensus exists across the chamber 
to make this work and for us to work together in 
pursuit of those aims. I therefore offer our support 
tonight. 

17:32 

Alison Johnstone: As I said in my opening 
speech, we will support the Government’s motion. 
We will also be pleased to support the 
amendments in the name of Alex Rowley and Alex 
Cole-Hamilton. 

I appreciate that Adam Tomkins’s amendment 

“recognises serious criticisms of the way that initial 
payments are delayed and the impact of these delays on 
vulnerable people”. 

However, I do not, as he does, welcome the 
Secretary of State’s announcement that 

“claimants wanting advance payments will get them within 
five days”. 
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Like many in his party, Adam Tomkins seems to 
believe that advance payments are the answer. 
Advance payments are not the answer. We have 
to halt the roll-out of universal credit. 

The Conservative amendment and several 
Conservative speakers have drawn attention to 
the availability of advance payments. They might 
be welcome as better than nothing, but surely they 
are essentially an admission that the system is not 
working. 

As Ruth Maguire pointed out, the Conservative 
MP Heidi Allen, who sits on the House of 
Commons Work and Pensions Committee, argued 
yesterday that 

“Getting some money to people of course is welcome but if 
we are essentially celebrating the fact that advance 
payments are increasing and will increase, that means that 
the fundamental design of the system, which is a minimum 
six weeks to wait, doesn’t work.” 

Several members also referred to Heidi Allen’s 
statement that 

“It feels like an Elastoplast being stuck on”. 

It very much does. 

Professor Tomkins is very fond of quoting the 
Joseph Rowntree Foundation, and his amendment 
references the organisation’s work. The same 
report, however, cautions against the use of 
benefit advances, saying: 

“The widespread use of benefit advances is not the 
solution to this problem, as they result in an accumulation 
of debt. To reduce debt and destitution, people who are 
entitled to, and in need of, income support should receive it 
quickly. 

JRF recommends the DWP gets rid of arbitrary waiting 
days in UC.” 

I note the use of the word “arbitrary”. Arbitrary 
means “random”, and we have a random figure 
that has been plucked from the air. We really have 
to get to grips with that as the main issue. 

The report goes on to criticise cuts to the 
universal credit work allowance and the impact on 
poverty, stating that  

“changes to Universal Credit ... have reduced the level of 
support available to low-income working households”. 

How on earth, therefore, are those households 
going to pay back the debt? The report adds: 

“Reductions in the UC Work Allowance ... alone is 
responsible for a quarter of the projected increase in 
poverty among children in working households by 2020/21”. 

Donald Cameron insists that claimants are paid in 
full, but many claimants—the majority of them—
will be paid less than they were paid previously. I 
cannot emphasise that point enough.  

The report goes on to say: 

“High-quality evidence shows more money directly 
improves child development and health outcomes ... Yet 
support for families with children is being reduced.” 

Perhaps the Conservative member who is giving 
the party’s closing speech can explain the grounds 
on which the Conservatives think that universal 
credit will reduce poverty, because all the 
evidence points squarely in the other direction. 

The Money Advice website shows how people 
can claim. It gives an example of a chap called 
Ben. Ben loses his job and makes a claim for 
universal credit on 15 July. If he is lucky, he gets 
some money on 29 August. That is simply 
untenable—the system really has to change. 
People who are vulnerable, such as the terminally 
ill, have to wait for up to five weeks, which is not 
good enough. 

We have heard from others about the Trussell 
Trust, which warns that more and more people are 
using food banks. I suggest that the connection 
between universal credit and increased food bank 
use is clear to see.  

We hear that some of the evidence is anecdotal. 
I will quote some of the contributions to the 
Commons select committee’s web forum on 
universal credit roll-out, which I looked at earlier 
today—it is open until 13 October, if anyone who 
is experiencing the roll-out would like to contribute 
to it.  

One person said: 

“The initial application was not easy because I didn’t 
have access to a computer”. 

Referring to payments received, one person 
commented that they were “late, wrong or both”, 
leading to eviction. The forms were described as 
“complicated”. Another person commented that 
she lived off food banks and £38 a week child 
benefit. Someone else stated:  

“I would try calling the helpline, but ... was put on hold for 
so long the batteries in the phone would run out.” 

Another stated: 

“I get my rent element with my universal credit, however 
it is paid ... in arrears and I get constant letters from my 
landlord threatening me with” 

eviction, leading to health issues and stress. 

We really have to halt the roll-out of this system. 
Last Thursday’s Courier spoke about the universal 
credit rent arrears threat to Angus Council’s 
housing programme. The authority’s strategic 
director, Alan McKeown, said: 

“We build houses that people are proud to call home but 
the introduction of Universal Credit could be one of the 
biggest threats to social housing budgets.” 

There are real concerns about arrears and of 
course the ultimate sanction of eviction, which will 
lead to more people becoming homeless. The 
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authority is very anxious that its plans to build 600 
new homes could be impacted. 

The architect of universal credit, Iain Duncan 
Smith, has criticised the cuts to its value. Just 
yesterday, at the Conservative Party conference, 
he said that reductions made by George Osborne 
were part of the reason why he resigned as 
Secretary of State for Work and Pensions. 

My response to Jeremy Balfour is that, as others 
have suggested, no one has said that the current 
system could not be made better—absolutely no 
one. However, if we want to get this right—if we 
really want to simplify it—we have to make sure 
that payment arrives in a proper amount of time 
after someone has found themselves in the 
vulnerable position of being unemployed; that 
people are paid as quickly as possible; and that 
we do not cut the value of the assistance. 

In the joint public issues team, the Church of 
Scotland, the Baptist Union of Great Britain, the 
Methodist Church and the United Reformed 
Church have come together to say that a key role 
of the benefits system is to provide a sound 
platform to allow families to regroup and cope with 
the difficulties that they face. For many families, 
especially those with children, universal credit 
does not allow that stability and pitches families 
from one crisis to another. It simply is not good 
enough. We can and we must do better. 

17:39 

Mark Griffin (Central Scotland) (Lab): Many of 
the design choices for universal credit reflect the 
concerns and experiences of the wealthier 
members of our society, including policymakers 
and politicians, and ignore the lives and 
experiences of those who will rely on universal 
credit for food, shelter and warmth. Pauline 
McNeill referred to that in her speech—it comes 
from an excellent joint briefing from the Church of 
Scotland, the Baptist Union of Great Britain, the 
Methodist Church and the United Reformed 
Church. It sums up precisely what is at the root of 
the problems behind universal credit: policy 
designed with lofty ambitions but with no basis in, 
or knowledge of, the real-life experience of people 
who live on social security and are surviving week 
to week.  

When we talk about people living—or, to be 
more accurate, surviving—on social security, we 
are often talking about people who are sometimes 
choosing between heating and eating or who are 
one unexpected bill or a washing machine or 
boiler breakdown away from not being able to 
provide for their families. How anyone can expect 
families who live in those circumstances to have 
saved six weeks’ income is beyond me. 

Christina McKelvie mentioned the statistics that 
Citizens Advice Scotland published. It reported a 
15 per cent increase in rent arrears issues in 
comparison with a national decrease of 2 per cent, 
and an 87 per cent increase in crisis grant issues 
in comparison with a national increase of 9 per 
cent. Two of the five bureaux in impacted areas 
have seen increases in requests for advice about 
access to food backs of 40 per cent and 70 per 
cent in comparison with a national increase of only 
3 per cent. People are experiencing a significant 
impact on their finances and wellbeing as a result 
of the six-week wait for payment. 

The Tory Government’s plan to continue to roll 
out universal credit in the face of the issues 
highlighted by Labour and Scottish National Party 
members and by the Tory party’s own back 
benchers—as well as by the third sector, churches 
and others—is cruel and completely indefensible. 
A six-week waiting time is making it impossible for 
some households to pay rent and feed 
themselves. People who do not have the skills or 
facilities to access the internet could be excluded 
from fully engaging with the benefits system, and 
administrative errors are preventing claimants 
from accessing some or all of the income to which 
they are entitled. A scheme that was supposed to 
be designed to simplify the benefits system has, 
instead, created barriers and complications for 
claimants—for example, it has created the need to 
support individuals outwith the universal credit 
system through crisis payments. 

As Alison Johnstone said, and as the Greens 
say in their amendment, an assurance was given 
originally that  

“no-one will experience a reduction in the benefit they 
receive as a result of the introduction of universal credit”  

but now  

“the independent Office for Budget Responsibility has said 
that universal credit is ‘less generous on average than the 
tax credits and benefits systems that it replaces’”. 

I agree with some of what Adam Tomkins said 
and some of what is in his amendment. However, 
the core purpose of universal credit—that work 
should always pay—would be taken more 
seriously if in-work benefits were not being cut. As 
Iain Gray said, research that we have done shows 
that single parents with children will be worst hit by 
universal credit and will receive up to £3,100 a 
year less than they received through tax credits. 
That is a massive hit on any family budget and 
another example of Tory attempts to balance the 
books at the expense of the poorest. It is shameful 
that, in Scotland, there are currently 420,000 
working-age adults and 180,000 children in in-
work poverty. Universal credit will only make that 
worse and it must be halted and redesigned. 
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However, brutal Tory welfare reform is not 
limited to universal credit. The UK Government 
has callously ignored the fact that limiting child tax 
credits to the first two children in a family will push 
another 200,000 children across the UK into 
poverty. 

On the six-week waiting time, we have heard 
that some people who are starting work take a 
loan to pay for their travel costs or family 
expenses. The fact is that when they go to work, 
they do so in the knowledge that the wage that 
they will receive is much higher than the paltry 
benefits that they would receive on universal 
credit. Those benefits have been frozen and the 
support package has gradually been eroded year 
on year by that freeze and the increase in the cost 
of living. 

Senior and back-bench Tory MPs have also 
expressed concerns about universal credit, and 12 
MPs have now signed a letter to David Gauke 
demanding a pause in the roll-out. I hope that, in 
the face of overwhelming evidence and cross-
party calls for a halt to the roll-out of universal 
credit, the Tory Government listens. 

17:45 

Maurice Golden (West Scotland) (Con): We 
must recognise and appreciate a significant point 
that has come from today’s debate—namely, that 
we all agree on the underlying aim of universal 
credit, which is to get people off benefits, into work 
and out of poverty. However, it is clear that the 
strength of feeling on the issue is not equal across 
the chamber, with only one Green member, one 
Liberal Democrat member and a mere four Labour 
members in attendance. Perhaps they are 
protesting in Manchester, or perhaps they agree 
with the Labour MP Stephen Timms, who, when 
he was shadow Minister for Employment, said that 
universal credit is 

“a reform which, even though it’s now running four years 
late, we still want to succeed.” 

Mark Griffin: Perhaps some members are not 
in the chamber because they are in their offices 
dealing with constituents’ complaints about, and 
the fall-out from, the Tories’ brutal welfare reforms. 

Maurice Golden: I am sure that members on 
the Labour benches—which are, indeed, for the 
few, not the many—are unlikely to be in their 
constituency offices at this time. If they really care 
about the issue, they should be serving their 
constituents here in the chamber.  

The substantive point is that universal credit is a 
simpler system that encourages work and 
supports aspiration. Claimants are more likely to 
be in work and more likely to have more work 
available to them and, on average, they will earn 
more than those who claim jobseekers allowance. 

Universal credit is part of a welfare state that gives 
people the help that they need but does not trap 
them in dependency. 

Maree Todd: Does the member really believe 
that terminally ill people are better off working? 

Maurice Golden: The member does herself a 
disservice by bringing that up. It is clear that 
universal credit is delivering and that more people 
are earning more through universal credit than 
they would through jobseekers allowance. That 
means that they are being moved out of poverty, 
which is, ultimately, delivering for the people of 
Scotland and the United Kingdom. 

Equally, we must recognise that there have 
been issues with the implementation of universal 
credit. That point has been made across the 
chamber. However, the main issues have been 
addressed. The frequency of payments and the 
fact that housing payments were not being made 
to landlords were both prime topics of concern. 
We have supported the move to change those 
positions and alleviate concerns. As we have 
heard, that is down to this Parliament having the 
ability to modify how universal credit is 
administered. That is devolution in action—the 
policy operates as a reserved matter but it has the 
ability to be modified according to the motivation of 
the devolved Administration. It is no longer 
sufficient just to offer criticism; this Parliament 
must continue to offer solutions. 

Although I am pleased that this Parliament is 
taking action to tailor universal credit to best suit 
Scotland’s needs, it is only right to recognise that 
the UK Government, as we heard from Adam 
Tomkins, has been taking the issues seriously and 
looking for ways to solve problems and improve 
how the system works. 

Just yesterday, the UK Conservative 
Government took action on the other major 
challenge that has been highlighted with universal 
credit—delays in claimants receiving payment. 
Now claimants can receive payment within five 
days or even on the same day, in the case of an 
emergency. That not only shows that the UK 
Government is listening to concerns but 
demonstrates that implementation of universal 
credit is an evolving process that the UK 
Government is determined to get right.  

I was enormously encouraged to hear David 
Gauke say that he will not be rushed into 
implementing universal credit. That is a sensible 
approach to take. It is better to get it right than to 
do it quickly. 

The concerns and disagreements that we have 
are on practical matters; the substance of 
universal credit is on firm ground. I have heard 
nothing today to convince me otherwise.  
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Stuart McMillan: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Maurice Golden: I am in my last minute. 

Reforming a benefit system is of course not 
easy, but it is necessary. The SNP knows all about 
issues with roll-outs—we can think of the common 
agricultural policy farm payments fiasco, for 
example.  

In this Parliament, we have a devolved 
Administration, and it is at its best when it delivers 
on the promise of devolution. Let us continue to 
scrutinise, to engage and, where appropriate, to 
act so that we make sure that we get it right. 

With a UK Government that is determined to 
succeed and a Scottish Parliament that is 
embracing devolution, Scottish claimants now 
have more certainty that they will get the support 
that they need, on time and in the way that they 
need it. I urge the Parliament to support the 
amendment in the name of Adam Tomkins. 

17:51 

Jeane Freeman: I thank members from across 
the chamber for their contributions. We have 
heard evidence from SNP and Labour members—
facts from constituents, as well as powerful 
testimony, particularly from Maree Todd and Iain 
Gray. Many organisations across Scotland that 
have been referenced have given their strong 
views and evidence—facts again—on the direct, 
harmful and personal impact of universal credit, in 
the form of increased rent arrears, increased debt, 
use of food banks and crisis loans.  

The DWP admits that one in four new universal 
credit claimants wait longer than six weeks. Half of 
new claimants need a DWP loan. Nearly one third 
borrow from family or friends and at least one in 
10 turn to payday or doorstep lenders.  

The Scottish Government’s view is that social 
security should be there to provide help and 
support when we need it. Any one of us could 
need it. It should never penalise people or worsen 
an already difficult situation. However, the current 
UK welfare system does precisely that through 
system failure and political choice.  

Alex Rowley was right in his assertion about the 
systemic problems of excluding individuals who do 
not have access to or the skills to manage an 
entirely digital system, about the absence of 
sufficient support and about the fact that people 
have to pay to call the phone line. All of that is 
correct, and I am happy to support not only his 
amendment but the sentiments that he and his 
colleagues expressed. 

I am also happy to accept the amendment in the 
name of Alex Cole-Hamilton. To answer the direct 

question that he asked me, I support a simplified 
system that is genuinely accessible, which 
provides social security support that helps people 
into work and which supports those for whom work 
is not a viable option.  

I also support a system that is not wilfully and 
maliciously used to save money on the backs of 
those who can least afford it. That is precisely 
what we have from the UK Government’s welfare 
system. I say to Mr Cole-Hamilton not only that 
that is my view but that, if the Scottish 
Government is given the powers, we will show him 
how it might be done. 

We have been told repeatedly—and through 
selective quoting—that the point of all this is to 
make work pay. What arrant nonsense. If that truly 
was the point, the Conservatives would act to 
ensure that the real living wage was introduced; 
they would act to end contract-legitimised 
exploitation; they would act to end the situation 
where 60 per cent of UK households that are living 
in poverty have at least one family member in 
work; and they would act to make sure that the 
Institute for Fiscal Studies estimate of an 
additional 1 million children being pushed into 
poverty by UK welfare cuts does not happen. 

I support the amendment in the name of Alison 
Johnstone. I agree completely with her that a 
family who make a new claim under full service 
universal credit will, on average, get a lower award 
than if they had made the claim under the legacy 
system. A recent Scottish Government report 
estimated that a couple with two children, where 
one parent works 16 hours a week, will be £1,700 
per year worse off by 2021 as a result of the 
changes to universal credit since 2015. Let us not 
forget that it is the cuts to tax credits and third-
child payments within universal credit that have 
resulted in the heinous and appalling rape clause 
that my Conservative colleagues over there 
continue to collude with and deflect from. 

I turn to the Conservatives’ position. I say to Mr 
Balfour, with the greatest respect, that if you are 
genuinely concerned about disabled people 
moving into work, you will oppose the cut to 
employment and support allowance and oppose 
the reduction in the number of mobility vehicles 
that colleagues and others across the country are 
facing as a result of the position of the UK 
Government, which you defend. 

I say to Mr Cameron that you take a lovely 
Pollyanna view of the world: take time, be patient 
and it will all be better one of these days. Your UK 
Government knew in 2013—and again in 2014—of 
the systemic flaws and policy flaws of universal 
credit, yet you persisted in rolling it out and you 
continue to persist in that. 
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I say to Mr Briggs that I am absolutely certain 
that you are a very nice man, and you sounded 
like a very nice man. Unfortunately, you 
completely failed to address the central point of 
my motion and the amendments from my 
colleagues in the rest of our chamber, which is 
that there are systemic and fundamental flaws in 
the roll-out of universal credit that the UK 
Government, which you insist on defending, 
refuses to address. 

Now let me turn— 

The Presiding Officer (Ken Macintosh): Ms 
Freeman, just stop there for a second. I appreciate 
that you are winding up and addressing members, 
but will you try not to refer to them as “you” and try 
to use members’ names or their titles and names? 
Using “you” is too personal. Thank you. 

Jeane Freeman: Certainly, Presiding Officer. 

I turn to Mr Tomkins. I am glad that the 
Conservative amendment offers support for the 
choice that the Scottish Government has made, 
which we will introduce from tomorrow. However, I 
have to wonder how it is possible to square the 
support for the choice of payments of rent directly 
to landlords and twice-monthly payments with the 
fact that this Government has been forced into a 
position of paying the DWP to deliver a choice that 
my colleagues in the Conservative seats support. 

I am sure that the clarification that Ms McKelvie 
and Ms Johnstone provided on the full Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation position is welcome, and I 
look forward to hearing that quoted at length in the 
future. We know from briefings that have come to 
members from a list of organisations, and we 
know through the press and from our work as 
constituency and regional MSPs, that 
organisations are saying loud and clear that all the 
facts and all the evidence tell us that universal 
credit should be paused and its problems fixed. 
Those organisations have more direct experience 
of matters than I have and—I suspect—just about 
anybody in this chamber has, but they and their 
evidence are ignored in the Conservative 
amendment. What arrogance it is to ignore that. I 
do not understand the rationale for ignoring all 
those facts and all that evidence. 

We cannot say that you do not know, so I 
assume that there has to be a choice, which every 
one of the four UK secretaries of state has had, to 
act on the evidence and fix the systemic and 
policy failures of universal credit. Every one of 
them has failed that test. Every single one has 
made the political choice to ignore the human 
catastrophe that they are creating. 

As this Parliament votes to demand that the UK 
Government halts the roll-out of universal credit, I 
have to put a question directly to my Conservative 
colleagues. What political choice will you make? 

Will you act on the evidence that you have heard 
here today and elsewhere, or will your party come 
first? 

The Presiding Officer: Ms Freeman— 

Jeane Freeman: Will your party come before 
the needs of people in Scotland—people you were 
sent here to represent? 

The Presiding Officer: Ms Freeman— 

Jeane Freeman: Are you so thirled to your 
collusion that, even in the face of the misery that is 
being caused— 

The Presiding Officer: Ms Freeman, will you 
please not use the term “you” in the chamber? 
You should refer to members by their titles or their 
full names. 

Jeane Freeman: Will Conservative members 
join us and demand that the UK Government halts 
the roll-out of universal credit and fixes the 
systemic and policy disaster that it has created? 



93  3 OCTOBER 2017  94 
 

 

Decision Time 

18:01 

The Presiding Officer (Ken Macintosh): We 
come to decision time. There are five questions to 
be put. 

I remind members that, if the amendment in the 
name of Adam Tomkins is agreed to, all the other 
amendments will fall. 

The first question is, that amendment S5M-
08035.2, in the name of Adam Tomkins, which 
seeks to amend motion S5M-08035, in the name 
of Jeane Freeman, on the roll-out of universal 
credit, be agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 

For 

Balfour, Jeremy (Lothian) (Con) 
Bowman, Bill (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Briggs, Miles (Lothian) (Con) 
Burnett, Alexander (Aberdeenshire West) (Con) 
Cameron, Donald (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Carlaw, Jackson (Eastwood) (Con) 
Carson, Finlay (Galloway and West Dumfries) (Con) 
Chapman, Peter (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Corry, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Golden, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Greene, Jamie (West Scotland) (Con) 
Halcro Johnston, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Hamilton, Rachael (Ettrick, Roxburgh and Berwickshire) 
(Con) 
Harris, Alison (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Kerr, Liam (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Lindhurst, Gordon (Lothian) (Con) 
Lockhart, Dean (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 
Mason, Tom (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Mundell, Oliver (Dumfriesshire) (Con) 
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con) 
Tomkins, Adam (Glasgow) (Con) 
Whittle, Brian (South Scotland) (Con) 

Against 

Adam, George (Paisley) (SNP) 
Allan, Alasdair (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP) 
Arthur, Tom (Renfrewshire South) (SNP) 
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Beamish, Claudia (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Beattie, Colin (Midlothian North and Musselburgh) (SNP) 
Bibby, Neil (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Brown, Keith (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP) 
Campbell, Aileen (Clydesdale) (SNP) 
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Irvine Valley) (SNP) 
Cole-Hamilton, Alex (Edinburgh Western) (LD) 
Constance, Angela (Almond Valley) (SNP) 
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP) 
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perthshire South and Kinross-
shire) (SNP) 
Denham, Ash (Edinburgh Eastern) (SNP) 
Dey, Graeme (Angus South) (SNP) 
Dornan, James (Glasgow Cathcart) (SNP) 
Dugdale, Kezia (Lothian) (Lab) 
Ewing, Annabelle (Cowdenbeath) (SNP) 
Fabiani, Linda (East Kilbride) (SNP) 

Fee, Mary (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Findlay, Neil (Lothian) (Lab) 
Finnie, John (Highlands and Islands) (Green) 
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee City West) (SNP) 
Forbes, Kate (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (SNP) 
Freeman, Jeane (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(SNP) 
Gougeon, Mairi (Angus North and Mearns) (SNP) 
Grahame, Christine (Midlothian South, Tweeddale and 
Lauderdale) (SNP) 
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab) 
Greer, Ross (West Scotland) (Green) 
Griffin, Mark (Central Scotland) (Lab) 
Harper, Emma (South Scotland) (SNP) 
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green) 
Haughey, Clare (Rutherglen) (SNP) 
Hepburn, Jamie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (SNP) 
Hyslop, Fiona (Linlithgow) (SNP) 
Johnson, Daniel (Edinburgh Southern) (Lab) 
Johnstone, Alison (Lothian) (Green) 
Kelly, James (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (SNP) 
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP) 
Lyle, Richard (Uddingston and Bellshill) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Angus (Falkirk East) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Gordon (Edinburgh Pentlands) (SNP) 
MacGregor, Fulton (Coatbridge and Chryston) (SNP) 
Mackay, Rona (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (SNP) 
Macpherson, Ben (Edinburgh Northern and Leith) (SNP) 
Maguire, Ruth (Cunninghame South) (SNP) 
Martin, Gillian (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP) 
Mason, John (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP) 
McAlpine, Joan (South Scotland) (SNP) 
McArthur, Liam (Orkney Islands) (LD) 
McDonald, Mark (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP) 
McKee, Ivan (Glasgow Provan) (SNP) 
McKelvie, Christina (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) 
(SNP) 
McMillan, Stuart (Greenock and Inverclyde) (SNP) 
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Neil, Alex (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP) 
Rennie, Willie (North East Fife) (LD) 
Robison, Shona (Dundee City East) (SNP) 
Rowley, Alex (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Rumbles, Mike (North East Scotland) (LD) 
Ruskell, Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green) 
Russell, Michael (Argyll and Bute) (SNP) 
Sarwar, Anas (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Smyth, Colin (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Stevenson, Stewart (Banffshire and Buchan Coast) (SNP) 
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab) 
Stewart, Kevin (Aberdeen Central) (SNP) 
Todd, Maree (Highlands and Islands) (SNP) 
Torrance, David (Kirkcaldy) (SNP) 
Watt, Maureen (Aberdeen South and North Kincardine) 
(SNP) 
White, Sandra (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP) 
Yousaf, Humza (Glasgow Pollok) (SNP) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the 
division is: For 23, Against 75, Abstentions 0. 

Amendment disagreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The next question is, 
that amendment S5M-08035.4, in the name of 
Alex Rowley, which seeks to amend motion S5M-
08035, in the name of Jeane Freeman, be agreed 
to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 
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The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 

For 

Adam, George (Paisley) (SNP) 
Allan, Alasdair (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP) 
Arthur, Tom (Renfrewshire South) (SNP) 
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Beamish, Claudia (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Beattie, Colin (Midlothian North and Musselburgh) (SNP) 
Bibby, Neil (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Brown, Keith (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP) 
Campbell, Aileen (Clydesdale) (SNP) 
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Irvine Valley) (SNP) 
Cole-Hamilton, Alex (Edinburgh Western) (LD) 
Constance, Angela (Almond Valley) (SNP) 
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP) 
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perthshire South and Kinross-
shire) (SNP) 
Denham, Ash (Edinburgh Eastern) (SNP) 
Dey, Graeme (Angus South) (SNP) 
Dornan, James (Glasgow Cathcart) (SNP) 
Dugdale, Kezia (Lothian) (Lab) 
Ewing, Annabelle (Cowdenbeath) (SNP) 
Fabiani, Linda (East Kilbride) (SNP) 
Fee, Mary (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Findlay, Neil (Lothian) (Lab) 
Finnie, John (Highlands and Islands) (Green) 
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee City West) (SNP) 
Forbes, Kate (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (SNP) 
Freeman, Jeane (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(SNP) 
Gougeon, Mairi (Angus North and Mearns) (SNP) 
Grahame, Christine (Midlothian South, Tweeddale and 
Lauderdale) (SNP) 
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab) 
Greer, Ross (West Scotland) (Green) 
Griffin, Mark (Central Scotland) (Lab) 
Harper, Emma (South Scotland) (SNP) 
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green) 
Haughey, Clare (Rutherglen) (SNP) 
Hepburn, Jamie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (SNP) 
Hyslop, Fiona (Linlithgow) (SNP) 
Johnson, Daniel (Edinburgh Southern) (Lab) 
Johnstone, Alison (Lothian) (Green) 
Kelly, James (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (SNP) 
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP) 
Lyle, Richard (Uddingston and Bellshill) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Angus (Falkirk East) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Gordon (Edinburgh Pentlands) (SNP) 
MacGregor, Fulton (Coatbridge and Chryston) (SNP) 
Mackay, Rona (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (SNP) 
Macpherson, Ben (Edinburgh Northern and Leith) (SNP) 
Maguire, Ruth (Cunninghame South) (SNP) 
Martin, Gillian (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP) 
Mason, John (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP) 
McAlpine, Joan (South Scotland) (SNP) 
McArthur, Liam (Orkney Islands) (LD) 
McDonald, Mark (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP) 
McKee, Ivan (Glasgow Provan) (SNP) 
McKelvie, Christina (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) 
(SNP) 
McMillan, Stuart (Greenock and Inverclyde) (SNP) 
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Neil, Alex (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP) 
Rennie, Willie (North East Fife) (LD) 
Robison, Shona (Dundee City East) (SNP) 
Rowley, Alex (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Rumbles, Mike (North East Scotland) (LD) 
Ruskell, Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green) 
Russell, Michael (Argyll and Bute) (SNP) 

Sarwar, Anas (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Smyth, Colin (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Stevenson, Stewart (Banffshire and Buchan Coast) (SNP) 
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab) 
Stewart, Kevin (Aberdeen Central) (SNP) 
Todd, Maree (Highlands and Islands) (SNP) 
Torrance, David (Kirkcaldy) (SNP) 
Watt, Maureen (Aberdeen South and North Kincardine) 
(SNP) 
White, Sandra (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP) 
Yousaf, Humza (Glasgow Pollok) (SNP) 

Against 

Balfour, Jeremy (Lothian) (Con) 
Bowman, Bill (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Briggs, Miles (Lothian) (Con) 
Burnett, Alexander (Aberdeenshire West) (Con) 
Cameron, Donald (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Carlaw, Jackson (Eastwood) (Con) 
Carson, Finlay (Galloway and West Dumfries) (Con) 
Chapman, Peter (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Corry, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Golden, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Greene, Jamie (West Scotland) (Con) 
Halcro Johnston, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Hamilton, Rachael (Ettrick, Roxburgh and Berwickshire) 
(Con) 
Harris, Alison (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Kerr, Liam (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Lindhurst, Gordon (Lothian) (Con) 
Lockhart, Dean (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 
Mason, Tom (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Mundell, Oliver (Dumfriesshire) (Con) 
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con) 
Tomkins, Adam (Glasgow) (Con) 
Whittle, Brian (South Scotland) (Con) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the 
division is: For 75, Against 23, Abstentions 0. 

Amendment agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The next question is, 
that amendment S5M-08035.1, in the name of 
Alison Johnstone, which seeks to amend motion 
S5M-08035, in the name of Jeane Freeman, be 
agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 

For 

Adam, George (Paisley) (SNP) 
Allan, Alasdair (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP) 
Arthur, Tom (Renfrewshire South) (SNP) 
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Beamish, Claudia (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Beattie, Colin (Midlothian North and Musselburgh) (SNP) 
Bibby, Neil (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Brown, Keith (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP) 
Campbell, Aileen (Clydesdale) (SNP) 
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Irvine Valley) (SNP) 
Cole-Hamilton, Alex (Edinburgh Western) (LD) 
Constance, Angela (Almond Valley) (SNP) 
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP) 
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perthshire South and Kinross-
shire) (SNP) 
Denham, Ash (Edinburgh Eastern) (SNP) 
Dey, Graeme (Angus South) (SNP) 
Dornan, James (Glasgow Cathcart) (SNP) 
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Dugdale, Kezia (Lothian) (Lab) 
Ewing, Annabelle (Cowdenbeath) (SNP) 
Fabiani, Linda (East Kilbride) (SNP) 
Fee, Mary (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Findlay, Neil (Lothian) (Lab) 
Finnie, John (Highlands and Islands) (Green) 
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee City West) (SNP) 
Forbes, Kate (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (SNP) 
Freeman, Jeane (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(SNP) 
Gougeon, Mairi (Angus North and Mearns) (SNP) 
Grahame, Christine (Midlothian South, Tweeddale and 
Lauderdale) (SNP) 
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab) 
Greer, Ross (West Scotland) (Green) 
Griffin, Mark (Central Scotland) (Lab) 
Harper, Emma (South Scotland) (SNP) 
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green) 
Haughey, Clare (Rutherglen) (SNP) 
Hepburn, Jamie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (SNP) 
Hyslop, Fiona (Linlithgow) (SNP) 
Johnson, Daniel (Edinburgh Southern) (Lab) 
Johnstone, Alison (Lothian) (Green) 
Kelly, James (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (SNP) 
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP) 
Lyle, Richard (Uddingston and Bellshill) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Angus (Falkirk East) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Gordon (Edinburgh Pentlands) (SNP) 
MacGregor, Fulton (Coatbridge and Chryston) (SNP) 
Mackay, Rona (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (SNP) 
Macpherson, Ben (Edinburgh Northern and Leith) (SNP) 
Maguire, Ruth (Cunninghame South) (SNP) 
Martin, Gillian (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP) 
Mason, John (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP) 
McAlpine, Joan (South Scotland) (SNP) 
McArthur, Liam (Orkney Islands) (LD) 
McDonald, Mark (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP) 
McKee, Ivan (Glasgow Provan) (SNP) 
McKelvie, Christina (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) 
(SNP) 
McMillan, Stuart (Greenock and Inverclyde) (SNP) 
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Neil, Alex (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP) 
Rennie, Willie (North East Fife) (LD) 
Robison, Shona (Dundee City East) (SNP) 
Rowley, Alex (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Rumbles, Mike (North East Scotland) (LD) 
Ruskell, Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green) 
Russell, Michael (Argyll and Bute) (SNP) 
Sarwar, Anas (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Smyth, Colin (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Stevenson, Stewart (Banffshire and Buchan Coast) (SNP) 
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab) 
Stewart, Kevin (Aberdeen Central) (SNP) 
Todd, Maree (Highlands and Islands) (SNP) 
Torrance, David (Kirkcaldy) (SNP) 
Watt, Maureen (Aberdeen South and North Kincardine) 
(SNP) 
White, Sandra (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP) 
Yousaf, Humza (Glasgow Pollok) (SNP) 

Against 

Balfour, Jeremy (Lothian) (Con) 
Bowman, Bill (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Briggs, Miles (Lothian) (Con) 
Burnett, Alexander (Aberdeenshire West) (Con) 
Cameron, Donald (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Carlaw, Jackson (Eastwood) (Con) 
Carson, Finlay (Galloway and West Dumfries) (Con) 
Chapman, Peter (North East Scotland) (Con) 

Corry, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Golden, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Greene, Jamie (West Scotland) (Con) 
Halcro Johnston, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Hamilton, Rachael (Ettrick, Roxburgh and Berwickshire) 
(Con) 
Harris, Alison (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Kerr, Liam (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Lindhurst, Gordon (Lothian) (Con) 
Lockhart, Dean (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 
Mason, Tom (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Mundell, Oliver (Dumfriesshire) (Con) 
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con) 
Tomkins, Adam (Glasgow) (Con) 
Whittle, Brian (South Scotland) (Con) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the 
division is: For 75, Against 23, Abstentions 0. 

Amendment agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The next question is, 
that amendment S5M-08035.3, in the name of 
Alex Cole-Hamilton, which seeks to amend motion 
S5M-08035, in the name of Jeane Freeman, on 
the roll-out of universal credit, be agreed to. Are 
we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 

For 

Adam, George (Paisley) (SNP) 
Allan, Alasdair (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP) 
Arthur, Tom (Renfrewshire South) (SNP) 
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Beamish, Claudia (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Beattie, Colin (Midlothian North and Musselburgh) (SNP) 
Bibby, Neil (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Brown, Keith (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP) 
Campbell, Aileen (Clydesdale) (SNP) 
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Irvine Valley) (SNP) 
Cole-Hamilton, Alex (Edinburgh Western) (LD) 
Constance, Angela (Almond Valley) (SNP) 
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP) 
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perthshire South and Kinross-
shire) (SNP) 
Denham, Ash (Edinburgh Eastern) (SNP) 
Dey, Graeme (Angus South) (SNP) 
Dornan, James (Glasgow Cathcart) (SNP) 
Dugdale, Kezia (Lothian) (Lab) 
Ewing, Annabelle (Cowdenbeath) (SNP) 
Fabiani, Linda (East Kilbride) (SNP) 
Fee, Mary (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Findlay, Neil (Lothian) (Lab) 
Finnie, John (Highlands and Islands) (Green) 
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee City West) (SNP) 
Forbes, Kate (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (SNP) 
Freeman, Jeane (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(SNP) 
Gougeon, Mairi (Angus North and Mearns) (SNP) 
Grahame, Christine (Midlothian South, Tweeddale and 
Lauderdale) (SNP) 
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab) 
Greer, Ross (West Scotland) (Green) 
Griffin, Mark (Central Scotland) (Lab) 
Harper, Emma (South Scotland) (SNP) 
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green) 
Haughey, Clare (Rutherglen) (SNP) 
Hepburn, Jamie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (SNP) 
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Hyslop, Fiona (Linlithgow) (SNP) 
Johnson, Daniel (Edinburgh Southern) (Lab) 
Johnstone, Alison (Lothian) (Green) 
Kelly, James (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (SNP) 
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP) 
Lyle, Richard (Uddingston and Bellshill) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Angus (Falkirk East) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Gordon (Edinburgh Pentlands) (SNP) 
MacGregor, Fulton (Coatbridge and Chryston) (SNP) 
Mackay, Rona (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (SNP) 
Macpherson, Ben (Edinburgh Northern and Leith) (SNP) 
Maguire, Ruth (Cunninghame South) (SNP) 
Martin, Gillian (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP) 
Mason, John (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP) 
McAlpine, Joan (South Scotland) (SNP) 
McArthur, Liam (Orkney Islands) (LD) 
McDonald, Mark (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP) 
McKee, Ivan (Glasgow Provan) (SNP) 
McKelvie, Christina (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) 
(SNP) 
McMillan, Stuart (Greenock and Inverclyde) (SNP) 
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Neil, Alex (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP) 
Rennie, Willie (North East Fife) (LD) 
Robison, Shona (Dundee City East) (SNP) 
Rowley, Alex (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Rumbles, Mike (North East Scotland) (LD) 
Ruskell, Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green) 
Russell, Michael (Argyll and Bute) (SNP) 
Sarwar, Anas (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Smyth, Colin (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Stevenson, Stewart (Banffshire and Buchan Coast) (SNP) 
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab) 
Stewart, Kevin (Aberdeen Central) (SNP) 
Todd, Maree (Highlands and Islands) (SNP) 
Torrance, David (Kirkcaldy) (SNP) 
Watt, Maureen (Aberdeen South and North Kincardine) 
(SNP) 
White, Sandra (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP) 
Yousaf, Humza (Glasgow Pollok) (SNP) 

Against 

Balfour, Jeremy (Lothian) (Con) 
Bowman, Bill (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Briggs, Miles (Lothian) (Con) 
Burnett, Alexander (Aberdeenshire West) (Con) 
Cameron, Donald (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Carlaw, Jackson (Eastwood) (Con) 
Carson, Finlay (Galloway and West Dumfries) (Con) 
Chapman, Peter (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Corry, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Golden, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Greene, Jamie (West Scotland) (Con) 
Halcro Johnston, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Hamilton, Rachael (Ettrick, Roxburgh and Berwickshire) 
(Con) 
Harris, Alison (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Kerr, Liam (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Lindhurst, Gordon (Lothian) (Con) 
Lockhart, Dean (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 
Mason, Tom (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Mundell, Oliver (Dumfriesshire) (Con) 
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con) 
Tomkins, Adam (Glasgow) (Con) 
Whittle, Brian (South Scotland) (Con) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the 
division is: For 75, Against 23, Abstentions 0. 

Amendment agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The final question is, 
that motion S5M-08035, in the name of Jeane 
Freeman, on the roll-out of universal credit, as 
amended, be agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 

For 

Adam, George (Paisley) (SNP) 
Allan, Alasdair (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP) 
Arthur, Tom (Renfrewshire South) (SNP) 
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Beamish, Claudia (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Beattie, Colin (Midlothian North and Musselburgh) (SNP) 
Bibby, Neil (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Brown, Keith (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP) 
Campbell, Aileen (Clydesdale) (SNP) 
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Irvine Valley) (SNP) 
Cole-Hamilton, Alex (Edinburgh Western) (LD) 
Constance, Angela (Almond Valley) (SNP) 
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP) 
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perthshire South and Kinross-
shire) (SNP) 
Denham, Ash (Edinburgh Eastern) (SNP) 
Dey, Graeme (Angus South) (SNP) 
Dornan, James (Glasgow Cathcart) (SNP) 
Dugdale, Kezia (Lothian) (Lab) 
Ewing, Annabelle (Cowdenbeath) (SNP) 
Fabiani, Linda (East Kilbride) (SNP) 
Fee, Mary (West Scotland) (Lab) 
Findlay, Neil (Lothian) (Lab) 
Finnie, John (Highlands and Islands) (Green) 
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee City West) (SNP) 
Forbes, Kate (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (SNP) 
Freeman, Jeane (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) 
(SNP) 
Gougeon, Mairi (Angus North and Mearns) (SNP) 
Grahame, Christine (Midlothian South, Tweeddale and 
Lauderdale) (SNP) 
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab) 
Greer, Ross (West Scotland) (Green) 
Griffin, Mark (Central Scotland) (Lab) 
Harper, Emma (South Scotland) (SNP) 
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green) 
Haughey, Clare (Rutherglen) (SNP) 
Hepburn, Jamie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (SNP) 
Hyslop, Fiona (Linlithgow) (SNP) 
Johnson, Daniel (Edinburgh Southern) (Lab) 
Johnstone, Alison (Lothian) (Green) 
Kelly, James (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (SNP) 
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP) 
Lyle, Richard (Uddingston and Bellshill) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Angus (Falkirk East) (SNP) 
MacDonald, Gordon (Edinburgh Pentlands) (SNP) 
MacGregor, Fulton (Coatbridge and Chryston) (SNP) 
Mackay, Rona (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (SNP) 
Macpherson, Ben (Edinburgh Northern and Leith) (SNP) 
Maguire, Ruth (Cunninghame South) (SNP) 
Martin, Gillian (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP) 
Mason, John (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP) 
McAlpine, Joan (South Scotland) (SNP) 
McArthur, Liam (Orkney Islands) (LD) 
McDonald, Mark (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP) 
McKee, Ivan (Glasgow Provan) (SNP) 
McKelvie, Christina (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) 
(SNP) 
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McMillan, Stuart (Greenock and Inverclyde) (SNP) 
McNeill, Pauline (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Neil, Alex (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP) 
Rennie, Willie (North East Fife) (LD) 
Robison, Shona (Dundee City East) (SNP) 
Rowley, Alex (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab) 
Rumbles, Mike (North East Scotland) (LD) 
Ruskell, Mark (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Green) 
Russell, Michael (Argyll and Bute) (SNP) 
Sarwar, Anas (Glasgow) (Lab) 
Smyth, Colin (South Scotland) (Lab) 
Stevenson, Stewart (Banffshire and Buchan Coast) (SNP) 
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab) 
Stewart, Kevin (Aberdeen Central) (SNP) 
Todd, Maree (Highlands and Islands) (SNP) 
Torrance, David (Kirkcaldy) (SNP) 
Watt, Maureen (Aberdeen South and North Kincardine) 
(SNP) 
White, Sandra (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP) 
Yousaf, Humza (Glasgow Pollok) (SNP) 

Against 

Balfour, Jeremy (Lothian) (Con) 
Bowman, Bill (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Briggs, Miles (Lothian) (Con) 
Burnett, Alexander (Aberdeenshire West) (Con) 
Cameron, Donald (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Carlaw, Jackson (Eastwood) (Con) 
Carson, Finlay (Galloway and West Dumfries) (Con) 
Chapman, Peter (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Corry, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Golden, Maurice (West Scotland) (Con) 
Greene, Jamie (West Scotland) (Con) 
Halcro Johnston, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con) 
Hamilton, Rachael (Ettrick, Roxburgh and Berwickshire) 
(Con) 
Harris, Alison (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Kerr, Liam (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Lindhurst, Gordon (Lothian) (Con) 
Lockhart, Dean (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 
Mason, Tom (North East Scotland) (Con) 
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con) 
Mundell, Oliver (Dumfriesshire) (Con) 
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con) 
Tomkins, Adam (Glasgow) (Con) 
Whittle, Brian (South Scotland) (Con) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the 
division is: For 75, Against 23, Abstentions 0. 

Motion, as amended, agreed to, 

That the Parliament calls on the UK Government to 
immediately halt the roll-out of universal credit full service 
due to the overwhelming evidence of the damage that it is 
causing recipients; agrees that the clear failings in the 
design and delivery of the system must be addressed; 
condemns the six-week wait for the first payment of 
universal credit, which is pushing people into rent arrears, 
debt and crisis; notes the evidence from a wide range of 
third sector organisations that highlights the hardship and 
harm being caused by universal credit; notes that the 
House of Commons Work and Pensions Committee inquiry 
into universal credit has highlighted the fundamental flaws 
that must be resolved before full service roll-out proceeds; 
welcomes the Scottish Government’s use of flexibilities 
over the system to provide recipients in Scotland a choice 
of more frequent payments and for the housing element to 
be paid direct to landlords, but recognises that this does not 
address the most damaging aspects built in to universal 
credit; recognises the Scottish Government’s commitment 
to introduce split payments of universal credit and to work 
with stakeholders to consider how these can be delivered in 

Scotland; welcomes the joint letter from COSLA and the 
Scottish Government demonstrating the defects of 
universal credit and calling for the roll-out to be paused; 
observes that the independent Office for Budget 
Responsibility has said that universal credit is ‘less 
generous on average than the tax credits and benefits 
systems that it replaces’ despite original assurances that 
‘no-one will experience a reduction in the benefit they 
receive as a result of the introduction of universal credit’; 
believes that the UK Government must stop ignoring the 
overwhelming evidence that shows the negative impact of 
universal credit full service and take urgent action to fix the 
problems and make the system fit for purpose and work for 
the people of Scotland; notes that the highly-complicated 
application process and resultant administrational errors 
have delayed payments, which have also pushed people 
into crisis; further notes that the aim to create a ‘truly digital 
welfare service’ risks excluding and disadvantaging people 
who are not online or computer literate; believes that the 
UK Government must put a comprehensive support 
package in place before universal credit roll-out 
accelerates, to make sure that people receive advice on 
managing their money, advances and dealing with 
complications in the application process; considers that, to 
support this, the universal credit helpline should be free of 
charge, at least until the roll-out is complete; recognises the 
importance of recipients having financial independence, 
particularly in domestic abuse settings, and therefore 
believes that universal credit should be automatically split 
between adults in a household. 
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Garbh Allt Community Initiative 

The Presiding Officer (Ken Macintosh): The 
next item of business is a members’ business 
debate on motion S5M-06241, in the name of 
Maree Todd, on Garbh Allt Community Initiative 
reaching its funding target. The debate will be 
concluded without any question being put. 

Motion debated, 

That the Parliament celebrates the Garbh Allt 
Community Initiative achieving its funding target for a 
community buy-out of the Sutherland Estate land at 
Portgower, Gartymore, West Helmsdale and Marrel, as well 
as the hill land; believes that this is of historic significance 
as these townships only came into existence following 
people being cleared from the Strath of Kildonan; 
congratulates the Countess of Sutherland and the 
members of the community initiative on getting funding 
from both the Scottish Land Fund and the Beatrice 
Partnership Fund for the buy-out, and looks forward to a 
bright future in Scotland in which all communities can 
harness their assets and flourish. 

18:07 

Maree Todd (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): I 
am absolutely delighted to have the opportunity to 
lead this debate on community land ownership. 

Scotland’s land is one of our greatest assets 
and, in an inclusive and progressive Scotland, it is 
only right that everyone has the opportunity to 
benefit from our assets. Scotland has one of the 
most unusual and concentrated patterns of private 
land ownership anywhere in Europe. At the last 
count, just 432 people owned half of Scotland’s 
private land, which means that vast amounts of 
power and wealth are currently held in the hands 
of a few individuals. That needs to be changed. I 
want more of Scotland’s land to be in the hands of 
more of Scotland’s people. 

The question of who owns Scotland has been 
an area of contention for many years. With so 
much land in so few hands, changes in the law—
such as the community right to buy—have been 
very welcome. There are good reasons for that 
beyond a drive for social justice: community 
ownership of land can regenerate a place 
economically, socially, culturally and 
environmentally. Research by Community Land 
Scotland shows that communities that buy their 
own land reap a number of benefits, including the 
reversal of depopulation, the creation of jobs and 
the ability to make money that can be invested 
back into the community. In addition, people who 
live on community-owned land report that they feel 
more in charge of local decision making, more 
connected with their area and more empowered. 

Today, 560,000 acres of land are in community 
ownership. The Scottish Government’s target is for 
that figure to reach 1 million acres by 2020. 

Without the legislation that has given new powers 
to communities to purchase land for development, 
we simply would not be where we are today. The 
Scottish National Party established the Scottish 
land fund, which makes available £10 million a 
year to support community purchases. It has a 
healthy pipeline of interest from communities 
across Scotland that are seeking to buy land. 
Thanks to groundbreaking land reform legislation, 
just under 500 community groups own more than 
half a million acres of land and can control their 
own destinies. 

In the Highlands and Islands, land reform 
empowered the Strontian community to buy its 
primary school. On the Isle of Skye, where the 
tourism industry is booming, projects such as the 
Fairy Pools car-park renovation have received a 
funding boost from the Scottish land fund towards 
its plans to develop the area, which will help the 
community to cater to the very welcome increasing 
numbers of tourists. Land ownership is vital to 
such projects. 

The community land ownership movement has 
its modern origins in the Highlands and Islands, 
but it has much wider relevance following the 
Scottish land fund’s extension in order to enable 
urban communities to buy community assets. 

I will focus on the Garbh Allt Community 
Initiative, but I hope that others in the debate will 
highlight the multitude of community buyouts in 
Scotland. 

Kate Forbes (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) 
(SNP): Does Maree Todd agree that our rethinking 
of land ownership is directly linked to repopulating 
the Highlands, as we have seen on the Isle of 
Eigg? It was one of the first community buyouts, 
and its population has gone over the 100 mark for 
the first time in decades. 

Maree Todd: Absolutely. The island of Eigg, 
which I know is in Kate Forbes’s constituency, has 
been an inspiration to all the subsequent 
community land buyouts, and shows what can be 
achieved when communities have control of the 
land. 

As the motion states, Garbh AlIt achieved 

“its funding target for a community buy-out of the 
Sutherland Estate land at Portgower, Gartymore, West 
Helmsdale and Marrel, as well as the hill land”. 

The Helmsdale & District Development Trust 
helped to co-ordinate the buyout process and 
secured funding from the Scottish land fund and 
the Beatrice partnership fund. It is particularly 
satisfying that the trust harnessed its land asset 
with money that came from harnessing the 
renewable energy asset. As I have said before in 
the chamber, harnessing the renewable energy 
potential that we have in the Highlands and 
Islands will be transformative. 
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Before they received the funding, village 
residents in east Sutherland overwhelmingly 
backed the plan to take ownership of the 
surrounding land—96 per cent of the 73 per cent 
election turnout responded in favour of the buyout. 
That was obviously a very positive result and 
provided evidence of local support, which was 
crucial to progressing the buyout. 

The new development officer post is the first job 
that has been created in the area south of the river 
for more than 60 years. The estate has more than 
20 sites of historical interest. Securing the estate’s 
future will allow the development of business 
opportunities and create a stream of income into 
the community. 

The new owners are really excited by the 
opportunity to invest in the land and to make the 
area an even better place to live in. They want to 
look at land management and show the land care 
and attention. Good stewardship is at the new 
owners’ core. They want to improve the land and 
pass it on. 

The most exciting possibilities are further job 
creation, reversing depopulation and making 
something of the assets. The community is proud 
of its Jurassic coastline, and the residents are 
keen to show it off, through sustainable tourism, to 
the world. 

The buyout just outside Helmsdale is of 
particular historical significance, given the wider 
area’s history of violent evictions during the 
Highland clearances. Helmsdale village only came 
into existence when the people were cleared from 
the straths. It is, of course, the site of “The 
Emigrants” statue, which commemorates the 
clearances and the ensuing global Scottish 
diaspora. The statue is the brainchild of gold-
mining entrepreneur, Dennis MacLeod, who is, like 
many of those who have been involved in the 
community buyout initiative—not least his cousin 
Anne Fraser, who is the chair of the Helmsdale & 
District Development Trust—a direct descendant 
of people who were cleared. 

Community buyout is really not about reversing 
the Highland clearances. That was different land. 
It was a different time. It is about the opportunities 
that land ownership brings to a community 
nowadays. It is refreshing to note the active co-
operation of the Sutherland family in the purchase 
of the land outside Helmsdale. The legacy of the 
clearances still affects the area profoundly, and 
there is a sense here of something being put right. 
That landowners are actively co-operating with 
communities in the transfer of assets into 
community ownership is to be commended and 
encouraged. 

Although the Helmsdale buyout is relatively 
small, I hope that it will lead to a gradual transition 

of power, with the Highlands benefiting from wider 
repopulation and greater economic gains as a 
result of community land ownership and 
development. 

There are many exciting changes in the way in 
which land is owned and used in Scotland. I look 
forward to a bright future in which all our 
communities—rural and urban—can harness their 
assets and flourish. 

18:15 

Jamie Halcro Johnston (Highlands and 
Islands) (Con): I refer members to my entry in the 
register of members’ interests, in relation to the 
farming business of J Halcro-Johnston and Sons. 

I congratulate Maree Todd on securing the 
debate and giving the Parliament an opportunity to 
consider some of the practical elements of 
community ownership in the Highlands and 
Islands. 

The beauty of the Strath of Kildonan and the 
wider east coast of Sutherland is well known, but 
the challenges of building and maintaining 
sustainable communities are often overlooked. 
Within the 3,000 acres of land that are subject to 
the buyout, there are markers of deprivation, and 
there is much to do to exploit the existing 
resources that are available to the community. 
Maree Todd touched on one such resource, that 
is, renewables. The members of the Garbh Allt 
Community Initiative expressed support for 
development and for attracting new residents to 
the area. It is positive to have the passion of local 
residents as a driver to improve the area. 

It is also important that communities and 
landowners across Scotland can work together to 
ensure sustainability and improve the land where 
they live. In the case that we are considering, the 
community buyout process has been the result of 
the collaboration of both parties, to their mutual 
benefit. 

It is notable that the Garbh Allt Community 
Initiative secured support from the Scottish land 
fund, in addition to other funding schemes. The 
Scottish Conservatives’ rural manifesto, which was 
published last year, proposed the opening up of 
the Scottish land fund to support long-lease 
funding for communities. In some cases, long 
leases might be the preferred option for 
communities and landowners, and I see no reason 
not to provide parity of support where that is what 
people seek. 

I pay tribute to the organisations that have 
progressed the buyout process to where it is 
today. The Garbh Allt Community Initiative has 
engaged with the Helmsdale and District 
Development Trust and Highlands and Islands 
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Enterprise in recent years to plan the project and 
apply for funding for the venture. I congratulate the 
project’s directors and team on what has clearly 
been a considerable undertaking. 

It is important that the buyout does not 
represent the end of the support that is offered to 
such communities. In many ways, purchasing the 
land is the start of a process rather than the end of 
one. It is the beginning of a process of developing, 
expanding and making better use of the land. If we 
wish such projects to be a success and 
communities to be sustainable, we will need to 
continue to offer not only our support but our 
commitment not to put up unnecessary barriers to 
development. 

The Garbh Allt Community Initiative project will 
likely continue to face the familiar challenges that 
we see across many rural areas in the Highlands 
and Islands. The issues will be well known to 
ministers: quality of transport connections; the 
enduring question of broadband and mobile 
connectivity; and support for farming and other 
rural businesses. 

We cannot consider such issues in isolation. It is 
clear that the support that is offered to the rural 
economy has fallen short in the past, in many 
ways. The challenge that that poses to the 
Scottish Government is obvious: if we wish 
communities such as we are talking about to 
thrive, the Government must be serious in 
addressing the wider issues of rural Scotland and 
particularly the Highlands and Islands. If those 
challenges continue to be neglected, the costs will 
be considerable across the country, from the tip of 
Sutherland to the banks of the Solway. 

I extend my good wishes to the Garbh Allt 
Community Initiative and welcome its commitment 
to improving the local area in a sustainable way. 
The initiative has gained an exceptional level of 
support in the community. 

However, let us not forget that this is only the 
first step in a far wider process of building and 
supporting communities in our regions that can 
prosper for generations to come. 

18:18 

Ash Denham (Edinburgh Eastern) (SNP): I 
congratulate the Garbh Allt Community Initiative 
on reaching its funding target. Securing the 
transfer of 3,000 acres of land in Sutherland to the 
community is an incredible feat, and I very much 
look forward to hearing about all the good 
progress that the community will continue to make 
in future. 

I thank Maree Todd for bringing to the chamber 
the topic of community buyouts and the benefits of 
the Scottish land fund. 

Back in February, when the Garbh Allt 
Community Initiative received a grant from the 
Scottish land fund, a community buyout group in 
my Edinburgh Eastern constituency, Action Porty, 
also received a grant. The £647,000 Scottish land 
fund award that Action Porty received enabled it to 
purchase the Portobello old parish church on 
Bellfield Street. That made history as the first 
urban right-to-buy purchase in Scotland, and it 
allows me to add an urban perspective to the 
debate. 

For those who are unfamiliar with the property, it 
has been a landmark in the Portobello landscape 
for over 200 years. During its time as a working 
church, it served as a place for the community to 
come together to celebrate. When the church 
closed, the Action Porty team, through its save 
Bellfield campaign, organised and made sure that 
that precious community space would be saved for 
the future. Portobello is not exactly home to many 
spaces where community groups can meet, so the 
preservation of Bellfield and the space that it 
allows will be key to maintaining the vibrancy of 
the Portobello area. 

The project had, and continues to have, strong 
buy-in from those in the Portobello community. A 
community ballot to initiate the project received a 
98.7 per cent “yes” vote approving the community 
buyout, and a recent crowdfunder that closed just 
this week or last week has raised £20,000 towards 
preparing the space for its opening next year. The 
buyout has been completed successfully and 
Action Porty received the keys to the property on 6 
September, which is very exciting. 

The strong community support for projects such 
as Bellfield and Garbh Allt, which received a 96 
per cent backing in its ballot, as Maree Todd 
mentioned, really are the essence of why such 
community buyouts and the Scottish land fund 
exist. They empower communities to take control 
of land and spaces that are important to them and 
redevelop them in a way that will be sustainable 
and in the best interests of the people who live 
there. 

For Bellfield, that will mean a community space 
for all. Action Porty’s vision is to create a fresh and 
lively space that will be accessible to everyone 
and for use by those of all ages and abilities. From 
providing a venue for the arts and entertainment to 
creating a community garden, an after-school 
programme for children and classes for the 
elderly, Bellfield will build on the legacy of the old 
parish church and create new and sustained 
opportunities for the people of Portobello. 

That sort of space, where the people in a 
community can celebrate creativity, history and 
their future, is much needed in Portobello. Across 
Scotland, there are many other communities that 
have their own unique needs that can be realised 
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through the purchase and redevelopment of land 
in that way. Garbh Allt and the save Bellfield 
campaign have paved the way for other right-to-
buy initiatives to move forward. 

Ben Macpherson (Edinburgh Northern and 
Leith) (SNP): To emphasise Ash Denham’s point, 
I note that the Action Porty project is an inspiration 
across the capital city, including among my 
constituents whose inspire east end project is 
campaigning to save the former London Road 
church, which is not far from here, to turn it into a 
community facility. 

Ash Denham: I thank the member for that 
intervention. He is quite right, as I was about to 
say that initiatives such as the save Bellfield 
campaign, Action Porty and Garbh Allt are an 
inspiration for groups across the whole of Scotland 
as well as for the future of land ownership and 
development, providing a model of what other 
communities both large and small, both rural and 
urban, can accomplish. 

18:23 

David Stewart (Highlands and Islands) (Lab): 
I, too, congratulate Maree Todd on securing this 
evening’s debate and compliment her on a very 
fine speech. Presiding Officer, I may have to leave 
early to attend another event and I apologise for 
not staying for the whole debate. 

As a highlander, I have had an interest in the 
land reform debate since I was old enough to hold 
up my first copy of the West Highland Free Press. 
History provides a rich tapestry of experiences: the 
Highland clearances, the battle of the Braes and 
the Highland Land League. Perhaps lesser known 
are the seven men of Knoydart, who defied Nazi 
sympathiser and landlord Lord Brocket to settle 
the land. 

Around 550,000 acres of Scotland is now owned 
and managed by local communities but, significant 
though that is, it represents only a tiny fraction of 
Scotland’s land. There is scope to push much 
further forward with the agenda of community 
ownership. Doing so will help to bring the benefits 
that we are seeing in Garbh Allt and elsewhere to 
many more communities. 

In the book “Who Owns Scotland?” John 
McEwen demonstrated just how few people own 
the vast bulk of our land. Since it was published in 
the 1970s, some things have changed for the 
better, but not enough has. The land ownership 
pattern remains essentially the same, which 
simply cannot be right. As we look forward, we 
cannot imagine a future Scotland where that 
continues. 

I am a great admirer of David Cameron—not 
that one, but the one who is the former chairman 

of Community Land Scotland—and I remember a 
speech of his in which he called land reform 
“unfinished business” that is fundamental to 
greater social justice in Scotland. He said: 

“Is it possible for Scots to conceive of a future Scotland 
that does not, explicitly, have greater social justice at its 
heart? I think not ... This is not about fighting battles of the 
past ... land reform remains a cause of the present and the 
future.” 

Land changes under the feet of the people for 
some odd reasons. In the same speech, David 
Cameron highlighted an advert for the Gledfield 
estate in Sutherland, which appeared in the 
property section of The Press and Journal some 
years ago. I quote: 

“The estate will appeal to the international super rich ... 
The asking price for this exceptional property is offers over 
£8 million, but for that you get a traditional Highland estate 
with more than 6,000 acres of sporting ground, 2,000 acres 
of commercial forestry and a spectacular sporting lodge.” 

I cannot see many local people having 
immediately to hand the money that is needed to 
put in an offer, so I celebrate the Garbh Allt 
community and the work that it has done in 
achieving its funding target for the buyout, with the 
help of the Scottish land fund and, as we have 
heard, from the Beatrice partnership fund 

We need to push on with land reform and build 
on the work of previous land reform legislation. 
The Garbh Allt community being on the verge of 
buying out the Sutherland estate marks a new 
phase in Highland history, with the land soon to be 
reclaimed by the descendants of those who were 
evicted during the clearances—and from the 
descendants of the man blamed for starting the 
clearances in the first place. 

As we know, the Duke of Sutherland infamously 
began the process of clearing the land 200 years 
ago, and the communities have been living in the 
shadow of that decision ever since. Some 15,000 
inhabitants were forcibly removed from the land 
and their homes, which were then burnt to prevent 
them from moving back in. The physical and 
emotional scars of those actions will remain. I 
hope that the community’s repossessing the land 
will lead to a new sense of belonging. The land is 
in the community’s blood, and they can finally 
come home. 

18:27 

Stewart Stevenson (Banffshire and Buchan 
Coast) (SNP): I thank Maree Todd for giving voice 
to this very important issue. Members may have 
noted that I have been relatively silent for the past 
three weeks, as I have been suffering from 
laryngitis. Maree Todd has arranged for me to be 
temporarily given back my voice to allow me to 
speak in the debate this evening. Let us hope—as 
I do—that it lasts for four minutes. 
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The history of the area of which we speak 
continues to be writ. Those of us who have been 
there will have seen, on the hill and in the 
distance, the statue of the Duke of Sutherland. 
There are those who would wish to take down that 
statue, and there have been many unofficial 
attempts to do so. I would leave it there, as a 
constant reminder of the iniquities of the past. 

“The Emigrants”, which Dennis MacLeod was 
one of the moving spirits behind and which now 
stands adjacent to the A9 at Helmsdale, is one of 
the most moving, poignant and relevant memorials 
that there are in Scotland. It depicts a mother and 
father walking out of the glen, with their child, 
holding his parent’s hand; the mother is looking 
back, never to see the glen again. It speaks to 
what has happened in such areas around 
Helmsdale. 

For my personal part, as a family, we spent 
more than a decade holidaying at Achmelvich, just 
north of Lochinver, on the west coast of 
Sutherland. There, of course, we had the blight of 
ownership by the Vestey family. Not only did they 
own and control vast swathes of Sutherland and 
bits of Caithness and, I think, Ross-shire, but they 
paid not a penny in tax to the UK Exchequer, 
retaining their Argentinian domicile as a way of 
avoiding making proper contributions fiscally, just 
as they were inhibiting the operation of the 
community in the area that they owned and 
controlled. 

The time for that model of land ownership is 
past. The Labour-Liberal Administration that we 
previously had in this place took the first excellent, 
widely welcomed step to ensure that land 
ownership was placed on a more formal basis and 
available to people. Previously, buyouts had been 
much more difficult to achieve, and we know much 
of the history of that. 

I am delighted that the motion refers to the 
Countess of Sutherland and I am delighted that 
the family has taken a different attitude to working 
with the community from that which was taken in 
previous centuries. 

The buyout is a very important move for the 
people of Helmsdale and it is a very important 
example of the benefits that can accrue and start 
to undo the injustices of a pattern of land 
ownership that came about not because 
landowners put out money to buy land, but 
because they seized it and used it as private 
fiefdom. We should no longer accept that pattern 
of land ownership in the 21st century. I very much 
congratulate the people in the Helmsdale area on 
their effort in raising the money and I wish them 
every success in their future management. The 
challenge of raising the money was substantial; 
the long-term challenge of sustaining the area may 
be even greater. I wish them well. 

18:32 

Tom Mason (North East Scotland) (Con): I 
congratulate Maree Todd on bringing her motion 
to the debating chamber. 

The area of Helmsdale is one that I know quite 
well. As members will see from my entry in the 
register of members’ interests, I am the treasurer 
of Highland & Moray Sailing, so I get into the area 
quite often, although not often enough. Many 
times over the years I have gone there to see the 
progress of the development at the Beatrice field. 

The Garbh Allt Community Initiative is a shining 
example of civic Scotland: people working 
together to build a better future for their local area. 
I am reminded of the community power station in 
Tillydrone in Aberdeen, which has also been 
funded by the local community. I believe that all of 
us in this Parliament can and should support the 
project. 

I also feel that instead of reflecting on the events 
of the 19th century—as an Englishman in this 
debate, I have to keep my head down—our time is 
better spent discussing the future of the project, 
and the next steps that we should take to 
strengthen rural communities. The buyout has 
been possible only because of the work of a 
dedicated group of volunteers, and I am delighted 
to pay tribute to them for their very hard work. 
Their job has only just started. I thank the Big 
Lottery Fund and SSE’s Beatrice partnership fund, 
which have provided the capital investment 
needed to get the project off the ground. I am sure 
that there have been many other sources of 
funding that I have not managed to identify. 

We should recognise the Sutherland estate for 
seeing the tangible benefits that the venture will 
bring to the local community, and for agreeing to 
sell the land. However, we should be mindful of 
the difficulties that the area is currently facing. The 
area is defined as socially deprived and fragile, 
and there is a great deal still to be done in creating 
a thriving local economy. It is a place with huge 
potential for development and prosperity. The 
3,000 acres of crofting land can be put to good 
use to drive growth and opportunity for the 
townships of Marrel, West Helmsdale, Gartymore 
and Portgower. Sustainable economic 
development is vital, and we must be consistent in 
giving any support necessary to help the area 
progress. 

Unfortunately, that is only one example among 
many of a rural community not being given the 
opportunities that it deserves. Rural areas around 
Scotland feel left behind as advances in 
technology and processes move jobs away from 
the countryside rather than towards it. 
Conservative members are acutely aware of the 
problem and we will continue to work 
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constructively to find solutions. We would support 
moves to promote more balanced land ownership, 
and we encourage community buyouts such as 
this, as well as long-term leases, to support both 
communities and landowners. 

We should not treat this as a single issue. From 
schools and access to general practitioners to 
transport, connectivity and many more issues, our 
approach to rural areas could be stronger in many 
ways. We need to empower those communities 
and that means extending to them nothing short of 
the public services that we would expect and 
demand in Glasgow, Edinburgh or Aberdeen. 

This is an exciting time for members of the local 
community as they work to develop their area for 
the future. We should always seek to recognise 
the spirit of endeavour and enterprise of people 
striving to improve the lives of their fellow citizens. 
With that in mind, I welcome the Garbh AlIt 
Community Initiative and I wish the people 
involved the very best of success in their efforts. 

18:36 

The Cabinet Secretary for Environment, 
Climate Change and Land Reform (Roseanna 
Cunningham): I congratulate Maree Todd on 
securing the debate, and the Garbh Allt 
Community Initiative on reaching its funding target. 
I am sure that those who are involved will have 
listened to the congratulations that have come 
from members from around the chamber. 

I commend the approach of Sutherland 
Estates—once upon a time that would not have 
been a phrase that I could ever have imagined 
uttering, but here we are—to offer to sell 3,000 
acres to the local community. It was a welcome 
offer, and an example that I would like to see a 
great deal more of. 

I cannot comment on current live applications. 
One in particular was mentioned by Ben 
Macpherson and I know that there are many other 
pending applications that were not mentioned 
during the debate. 

Land reform is of particular importance to the 
Government, and to me personally. I spoke at the 
first Scottish Land Commission conference last 
Friday, and I will say again what I said at the 
conference: I am absolutely passionate about land 
reform. I was elected to the House of Commons in 
1995 and I remember speaking about land reform 
to a largely bemused chamber. Dave Stewart will 
recognise the experience, because he will have 
been through it, too. 

A lot of people outside Scotland do not 
understand that land is our most basic natural 
asset and that its benefits should be shared by all 
the people of Scotland. It is fundamental to many 

things, including housing, employment, recreation 
and, of course, agriculture and other industries. 
Most important is that it is an integral part of our 
national identity and prosperity. Stewart 
Stevenson reminded us of how emotional an issue 
it can still be. 

Scotland has made significant progress with 
land reform in the 20 years since the devolution 
vote. We now need to drive forward and sustain 
that progress, which can be done only if we work 
collaboratively. It is not a Highlands and Islands 
phenomenon any more, as Ash Denham ably 
highlighted. I was pleased to visit the Bellfield 
Street church when the group that she mentioned 
registered their right to buy. They are now the 
owners: I hope that members will remember that 
example when they talk about land reform in other 
venues, in the future. 

Jamie Halcro Johnston talked about partnership. 
Partnership is the exact reason why we published 
“Land Rights and Responsibilities Statement: A 
Consultation” on Friday, which I hope members 
will find the time to look at. It is the first of its kind 
anywhere in the world, and it is about partnership. 
It is about owners everywhere, including 
community landowners, understanding that they 
have both rights and responsibilities. Even 
community landowners have responsibilities—to 
the communities that share the land with them. 

This year alone, funding has been approved for 
more than 40 groups and there are still more to 
come. As Maree Todd said, more than 200 groups 
have been referred to the land fund for assistance, 
and our partners in Highlands and Islands 
Enterprise and the Big Lottery Fund are actively 
supporting the groups that are in the pipeline, 
going through the process. Of those 200 groups, 
about half are from outwith the Highlands and 
Islands. I hope that that reinforces the point that I 
was making earlier. That shows that there is a 
drive and enthusiasm for community ownership 
across Scotland. We have stepped up to the plate 
with financial assistance to help communities 
achieve their aspirations. The aspiration is 
ownership, as it should be. 

The land fund is particularly important and is 
often a key factor in the purchase, but funding 
comes from other sources too, including HIE, 
renewable energy funds such as the Beatrice 
partnership fund, and the Big Lottery Fund. Those 
sources are often critical in getting projects off the 
ground. I am delighted that the increased budget 
of £10 million that we have allocated to the land 
fund is being used by projects such as the one 
that we are debating, and that it is available to 
help communities across the country. 

The fund has also been adapted to mirror the 
legislative changes that have been brought in 
through the Community Empowerment (Scotland) 
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Act 2015 and the Land Reform (Scotland) Act 
2016. Community groups are now able to access 
funding through stage 1 applications to the fund to 
help to put together business plans, feasibility 
studies and other work that helps groups to 
prepare themselves better to take on land and 
buildings. That is precisely the kind of capacity 
building that I hope Jamie Halcro Johnston would 
welcome as a fundamental and important part of 
communities being successful in buyouts. In fact, 
the project that we are congratulating in the 
chamber today benefited from £23,000 in the first 
place to do just that, and the results are plain for 
all to see.  

All that work will help to ensure that Scotland’s 
land reform journey is heading in the right 
direction, and that it continues well into the future. 
With support from the Scottish Government and 
others, communities can be part of that journey, 
helping to drive it forward rather than merely being 
passengers. 

The range of projects that communities are 
capable of is staggering at times. From crofting 
estates like Garbh Allt in the north to community 
woodland in Moffat, and from a former school in 
Carloway in the Western Isles to a gospel hall and 
gardens in Aberdeen, communities across 
Scotland, both urban and rural, are taking the 
initiative. 

As members will know, the latest programme for 
government contains a number of commitments 
on land reform, including asking the Land 
Commission to explore a number of options for 
further radical land reform, and to provide 
guidance and codes of practice to drive change on 
the ground. Just as the commission does, we want 
to drive increased economic, social and cultural 
value from our land. We want to encourage a 
more diverse pattern of land ownership, with the 
benefits of land being spread much more 
inclusively, and we want to ensure that decision 
making takes account of the people who are 
affected by decisions and that all owners of land 
accept that ownership brings responsibilities.  

Examples such as those that I have mentioned 
show that there is a desire out there for community 
ownership. There is a determination among 
communities across Scotland to take more control 
of their own futures. The Government is 
determined to support those communities in any 
way that it can, ensuring that ownership of assets 
leads to a brighter and more sustainable future for 
those communities. 

Community groups such Garbh Allt can be used 
as an example to others, to show just what 
benefits can be realised with ownership of assets. 
I congratulate them whole-heartedly on doing so. 

Meeting closed at 18:43. 
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