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Scottish Parliament 
Tuesday 6 October 2026 

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

Time for Reflection 
The Presiding Officer (Kenneth Gibson): Good afternoon, colleagues. The first item of business is time 

for reflection, which will be led by the Rev Gavin Niven from John Knox parish church. 

The Rev Gavin Niven (John Knox Parish Church): Presiding Officer and members of the Scottish 
Parliament, thank you for the opportunity to address you this afternoon. 

In the Scottish Government’s household survey of 2024, 20 per cent of adults living in Scotland said that 
they had experienced feelings of loneliness in the previous week. The church, like the Scottish Parliament, is 
about building a better Scotland, not a Scotland of isolation and loneliness. 

The New Testament has a huge amount to say about how we treat one another. In its teaching, there is an 
assumption that we are a community, not isolated individuals. Across its pages, we hear the call to love one 
another; to honour one another above ourselves; to accept one another, just as Christ accepted us; to serve 
one another in love; to encourage one another; to offer hospitality to one another without grumbling; and to 
be kind, compassionate and forgiving to one another, just as God forgave us through Christ. It provides a 
vision of a vibrant, thriving community. Is it just a dream? Where do we even start? Well, Jesus started with 
just 12, and they often did not really get it. 

My congregation in Stewarton, in East Ayrshire, is part of the Church of Scotland. When we did a community 
audit, we identified a significant problem of isolation and loneliness among those in their 20s to 40s. Our audit 
highlighted that 51 per cent of local people were experiencing emotional health problems that affected their 
daily lives and that 71 per cent rated their mental health as either fair or poor. 

We set up an initiative called thrive to provide opportunities to support the physical, mental, emotional and 
spiritual health of people in our community. This is some of the feedback that we have received from those 
who have come to our different groups: 

“People actually care for you. It’s really helping my wellbeing.” 

“My family has found community. We just love it here.” 

“The sessions were a godsend during my pregnancy, getting me out of my shell and meeting new people.” 

“I play a game of dominoes or 3 and enjoy a coffee. This is the only time I meet other people.” 

I thank you all for your personal sacrifices to build a better Scotland. I am sure that it is not easy. Those 
one anothers of the Bible—to love one another, to accept one another, to serve one another, to be kind to 
one another and to forgive one another—are very difficult, too, but please keep your vision that big. The 
church believes that that is Jesus’s vision, too, and he started small, with just 12. Please let us all work 
together until the one anothers that I have mentioned from the Bible become what Scotland is known for.  

Business Motion 

14:04 
The Presiding Officer (Kenneth Gibson): The next item of business is consideration of business motion 

S7M-01502, in the name of Jamie Hepburn, on behalf of the Parliamentary Bureau, on changes to business. 

Motion moved, 
That the Parliament agrees to the following revision to the programme of business for 

(a) Tuesday 6 October 2026— 

after 

followed by First Minister’s Questions (Backbench Members) 

delete 

followed by Ministerial Statement: Improving Outcomes for Neurodivergent People, Autistic People and People with 
Learning Disabilities 
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insert 

followed by Ministerial Statement: Syngenta Grangemouth 

(b) Wednesday 7 October 2026— 

after 

2.00 pm Portfolio Questions:  
Deputy First Minister Responsibilities, Finance and Local Government, Parliamentary Business and 
Veterans;  
Public Service Reform, Europe, External Affairs and Energy 

insert 

followed by Ministerial Statement: Improving Outcomes for Neurodivergent People, Autistic People and People with 
Learning Disabilities 

after 

followed by Scottish Parliamentary Corporate Body Debate: Scottish Parliamentary Contributory Pension Fund 

insert 

followed by Motion on Legislative Consent: Civil Aviation (Consumer Protection and Regulatory Reform) Bill - UK 
Legislation 

followed by Motion on Legislative Consent: Cyber Security and Resilience (Network and Information Systems) Bill - UK 
Legislation 

followed by Motion on Legislative Consent: Armed Forces Bill - UK Legislation—[Jamie Hepburn.] 

Motion agreed to. 

General Question Time 

14:04 
The Presiding Officer (Kenneth Gibson): The next item of business is general question time. To 

accommodate as many questions as possible, I ask for concise questions and answers. I really mean that, 
because we have a lot of supplementary questions and I want to get in as many members as possible. 

Short-term Prisoners (Early Release) 
1. Thomas Kerr (Glasgow) (Reform): To ask the Scottish Government whether it will provide an update 

on the operation of the early release scheme for short-term prisoners. (S7O-00339) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Justice (Neil Gray): The last emergency early release of short-term prisoners 
took place between November 2025 and April 2026. Only short-term prisoners who were within 180 days of 
their release date were eligible, with statutory exemptions for life sentence prisoners, registered sex offenders 
and those who had post-release supervision orders or were serving sentences for domestic abuse. In addition, 
governors were able to exercise a veto on any prisoner whose early release would be an immediate risk to a 
specific individual or group.  

The process supported the release of 614 prisoners and provided a relatively swift and focused intervention, 
helping to control the prison population in response to emergency situations. The early release scheme was 
a necessary and proportionate action to support the safe operation of prisons, and it protected the wellbeing 
of prison staff and prisoners. 

Thomas Kerr: The response to a recent freedom of information request revealed to Reform showed that 
750 foreign nationals are behind bars in Scotland. Given that this Scottish National Party Government is now 
releasing prisoners early and putting public safety at risk, can the cabinet secretary clarify to members why 
the Scottish Government does not support the deportation of foreign nationals, including the 223 strangers 
who carried out sexual crimes in our country? 

Neil Gray: That is a complete mischaracterisation of the Government’s position. Mr Kerr should know that 
the extradition of any member of society, prisoner or otherwise, is a matter for the United Kingdom 
Government. We routinely interact with UK ministers to ensure that any extradition process that can be 
forthcoming from Scottish prison estate is carried out. 

Laura Mitchell (Moray) (SNP): The prison population has risen by around 14 per cent since the beginning 
of 2023, with a particularly sharp rise between March and May 2024. Can the cabinet secretary set out the 
main causes of that rise and the challenges that it poses for the running of the prison estate? 
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Neil Gray: There is no single reason for the increase in the prison population, nor is there a single solution. 
The continued rise reflects actions to strengthen the justice system that have resulted in more convictions for 
serious and organised crime, as well as for historical and recent sexual offences.  

Sentencing patterns have also shifted, with the average custodial sentence increasing by 37 per cent 
between 2014-15 and 2023-24, which has contributed to the growing number of long-term prisoners. 

As Laura Mitchell will be aware, overcrowding has serious consequences for the safety and wellbeing of 
prison staff and prisoners and it limits the ability to deliver important work that supports successful 
rehabilitation. As we set out in our programme for government, achieving a sustainable prison population is 
a top priority, and we will take an approach that combines an expansion of the prison estate with the use of 
more robust community alternatives as well as reforms to release and parole that will enable us to take a 
preventative approach to crime. 

Funded Early Learning and Childcare (Expansion) 
2. Monica Lennon (Glasgow) (Lab): To ask the Scottish Government whether it will commit to including 

the expansion of 1,140 hours of funded early learning and childcare to all twins and other multiple-birth 
children from age two in its forthcoming Early Learning and Childcare Strategic Framework. (S7O-00340) 

The Minister for Children, Young People and The Promise (Siobhian Brown): As was set out in the 
programme for government in early September, we will publish and consult on a blueprint for a transformed 
childcare offer in 2027. I encourage anyone with an interest, including families with twins or multiple births, to 
participate in that process so that proposals for the future of childcare in Scotland reflect the voices of children, 
families and childcare providers and of partners across Scotland’s childcare sector. It will be for Parliament 
to take decisions about future delivery. 

Monica Lennon: Constituents have been in touch with me because they are concerned that that expansion 
will not be included in the forthcoming framework that I mentioned. We know from the results of the 
Government’s own work, released in response to a freedom of information request, that around 763 additional 
children from multiple births could benefit, and that that has been costed by the Government. Will the minister 
meet me and the parents that I have mentioned to ensure that their concerns can be fairly considered? 

Siobhian Brown: The FOI information that the member referred to was a limited internal assessment based 
on the policy and financial landscape at the time. A full assessment of future childcare delivery options and 
costs will be undertaken as part of the parliamentary and budgetary process. If Ms Lennon would like to write 
to my office, I would be happy to look at my diary in order to engage with her. 

Meghan Gallacher (Central Scotland and Lothians West) (Con): When I attended hustings hosted by 
Pregnant Then Screwed, I had the opportunity to meet a mum of twins—in fact, Willie Rennie and I had the 
honour of holding those beautiful babies. That mother has started the twin tax campaign and is calling on the 
Scottish Government to provide funded childcare to families with twins and other multiples before the end of 
2027. Will the minister do that? 

Siobhian Brown: I absolutely understand the impact that childcare costs have on families. That campaign 
has been very successful so far—I have had lots of inquiries about it. 

Under current arrangements, all three-year-olds and four-year-olds as well as eligible two-year-olds—those 
whom we believe will benefit most—have a statutory entitlement of up to 1,140 hours of funded ELC. That 
entitlement is per child, not per household. 

As I said, we will be consulting on the issue next year, and I encourage everyone to participate. 

Pauline Stafford (Bathgate) (SNP): I refer members to my entry in the register of members’ interests, 
which states that I am a sitting member of West Lothian Council. 

The Scottish National Party Government’s commitment to expanding childcare will further strengthen 
Scotland’s offer to families, with our cost of living package already providing the best support in the United 
Kingdom. What consideration is the Scottish Government giving to the importance of wraparound care when 
developing the ELC strategic framework? 

Siobhian Brown: I understand that wraparound care is of critical importance as part of our childcare 
transformation. Breakfast clubs and after-school clubs can improve outcomes for children and support 
working parents, particularly those who are less able to afford to access those services. 

Our blueprint for a future childcare system in Scotland will set out the plans for delivering our commitment 
to provide families with breakfast clubs across Scotland from August next year, and a new after-school and 
holiday childcare offer for primary school children from August 2029. 
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Neonatal Intensive Care Plan (Rural Areas) 
3. David Green (Caithness, Sutherland and Ross) (LD): To ask the Scottish Government what 

assessment it has made of the impact of the changes outlined in its proposed neonatal intensive care plan 
on rural areas. (S7O-00341) 

The Minister for Mental Wellbeing, Public Health, Sport, Alcohol and Drugs (Maree Todd): I want to 
be clear that the care provided to the vast majority of babies from rural areas will largely not change under 
the new model of neonatal intensive care. Many of those babies currently receive neonatal intensive care in 
Aberdeen, Edinburgh or Glasgow. For example, as is currently the practice in the north of Scotland, the 
Aberdeen neonatal unit will continue to care for babies from the Grampian, Highland and the island health 
boards. 

The change is about saving the lives of the smallest and sickest babies and improving their outcomes. A 
full equality impact assessment was carried out, covering the implementation of the best start five-year 
forward plan for maternity and neonatal care in Scotland, and was published on 30 April 2024. That remains 
a live document as implementation of the best start plan continues. Health boards are also expected to 
undertake their own impact assessments of any local changes to meet local requirements. 

David Green: The Scotsman has revealed new data showing that the neonatal unit at Raigmore hospital 
was closed to new admissions for 231 days—more than seven and a half months—between 2023 and 2025. 
The National Childbirth Trust said that those figures raised serious questions and warned that, when women 
lose access to their local service, their choice is reduced and their confidence can be undermined. Can the 
minister reassure my constituents that plans to rebalance investment and deliver on other NHS capital 
projects will finally result in progress being made on the redesign of our local neonatal unit at Raigmore? 

Maree Todd: I can reassure the member that a certain level of care will continue to be provided by local 
neonatal units. However, babies from the Highlands and Islands have always had to travel to Aberdeen to 
access the very specialised care to which the reorganisation and remodelling relate. We are talking about the 
very sickest and smallest babies. They have always had to travel, and they will continue to do. 

Jackie Baillie (Dumbarton) (Lab): The Scottish Government’s evidence review that led to the neonatal 
centralisation plan shows that only two of the 17 peer-reviewed papers even remotely supported the 
Government’s position. Several papers highlighted serious safety concerns about transporting very pre-term 
babies in the days after birth. Can the minister point to any changes that have been made to minimise the 
danger of transporting pre-term babies and to avoid outcomes being poorer for the sickest babies as a result 
of its neonatal centralisation plans? 

Maree Todd: Jackie Baillie will be aware that the plan is for the very sickest babies. It is recognised that 
premature labour is a very common risk in such cases. The women are stabilised and transferred to the unit 
at which their baby would be cared for before they give birth. Many steps have been taken to avoid the 
situation that Jackie Baillie has described, of tiny, premature babies having to be transferred. 

I am happy to write to Jackie Baillie with details if she will allow me to do so. She will know that the system 
already operates in Fife and Ayrshire, and I can furnish her with details about the number of incidents of the 
type that she has described that have occurred since 2019. I think that she will find the data reassuring. 

Senga Beresford (South Scotland) (Reform): I appreciate David Green’s question on this important 
issue. As I have discussed numerous times in the chamber, expectant mothers in Stranraer and Wigtownshire 
are expected to travel 75 miles or more to access full maternity care.  

While we continue to wait for the outcome of the new national review of maternity services, will action be 
taken to help those expectant mothers, or are rural lives not important enough for this Government to justify 
efficient care? 

Maree Todd: Senga Beresford will be aware that that is somewhat off topic given that the question was 
about neonatal care. I refer her to the independent review of maternity services, the details of which are 
available on the Scottish Government website. The review, which was launched this week, is particularly 
focused on rural care, which will satisfy her concerns about the care of her constituents. 

Diabetes Treatment (Hybrid Closed-loop Technology) 
4. Colm Merrick (Glasgow Anniesland) (SNP): To ask the Scottish Government what assessment it plans 

to make of any potential impact on patients and national health service boards before determining future 
funding arrangements in its budget 2027-28 for the delivery of hybrid closed-loop technology for people with 
type 1 diabetes. (S70-00342) 
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The Minister for Mental Wellbeing, Public Health, Sport, Alcohol and Drugs (Maree Todd): The 
Scottish Government remains committed to supporting access to clinically appropriate, safe and effective 
diabetes care, including the use of technology that aligns with clinical guidance and individual need. To 
support future decision making, we commissioned the national centre for sustainable delivery to develop a 
value case on further expansion of hybrid closed-loop systems. The findings will help to inform budget 
planning for 2027-28. 

Colm Merrick: Given that the Scottish Government recognises the benefits of HCL technology in improving 
patient outcomes and significantly reducing the risk of costly long-term complications, what discussions has 
it had with NHS boards to seek assurances that the same scale and pace of HCL onboarding can and will be 
maintained following the baselining of centralised funding? 

Maree Todd: We have invested significantly to expand access to hybrid closed-loop systems across 
Scotland. Funding to support existing users has been incorporated into NHS board baseline allocations, and 
NHS boards are expected to continue to provide support in line with clinical guidance and individual patient 
need. 

Although decisions on local service delivery are a matter for NHS boards, the Cabinet Secretary for Health 
and Care has written to NHS board chief executives to make it absolutely clear that funding for hybrid closed-
loop systems should be used as intended and that access for eligible patients should continue to be 
supported.  

Scottish Household Survey 2025 (Childcare) 
5. Katherine Sangster (Edinburgh and Lothians East) (Lab): To ask the Scottish Government what 

assessment it has made of the results of the Scottish household survey 2025 regarding childcare. 

The Minister for Children, Young People and The Promise (Siobhian Brown): I am encouraged that 
the Scottish household survey childcare report shows that, overall, 92 per cent of households receiving funded 
early learning and childcare were very or fairly satisfied with the quality of provision.  

The latest report provides insights into both the positives that our current funded childcare offer is already 
delivering and the challenges that families face, in terms of affordability of childcare. That is why, next year, 
we will publish and consult on a blueprint for a transformed childcare offer that is focused on what matters 
most to families. 

Katherine Sangster: The survey also showed that nearly one in five households thinks that childcare is 
unaffordable. The 1,140-hour commitment does not successfully deliver the promised flexibility that parents 
need, and there is too much regional variation. How will the Scottish Government ensure that lessons are 
learned as it expands its childcare offer? 

Siobhian Brown: From our discussions, lessons have been learned from the roll-out and implementation 
of the 1,140-hour entitlement. The cross-council borders issue is one that we all face at the moment. Going 
forward, into next year and into the consultation, I will be engaging with childminders and all stakeholders to 
ensure that we get this right. 

Meghan Gallacher (Central Scotland and Lothians West) (Con): Lessons do need to be learned, but 
one of the main concerns raised with me by the private, voluntary and independent sectors is the disparity of 
pay between that sector and local authorities. What is being done to actively close that hourly rate gap? Does 
the minister believe that those issues need to be fixed before we look at the expansion of childcare in 
Scotland? 

Siobhian Brown: Where the Scottish Government has devolved responsibility, we are prioritising 
investment to support our private, third and independent childminding sector providers. Scotland remains the 
only part of the United Kingdom to support a real living wage for workers, delivered through funding childcare 
through direct investment. To support that in 2026-27, we are making available a further £13.4 million. That 
money will enable childcare staff delivering funded hours through private and third sector providers to continue 
to be paid at least the real living wage, on top of the additional £25.7 million of recurring funding that we have 
delivered to support previous increases. 

The concerns raised by the member have also been raised with me by stakeholders and we will continue 
to work with the industry on that. 

Highlands and Islands Patient Travel Scheme 
6. Donald MacKinnon (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (Lab): To ask the Scottish Government when it will review 

the Highlands and Islands patient travel scheme. (S7O-00344) 
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The Minister for Community Care (Alison Thewliss): The Scottish Government is committed to a review 
of the patient travel reimbursement scheme guidance. Initial work is under way to consider the scope, focus 
and delivery approach for the review. As that work remains at an early stage, it would be premature to provide 
a timetable for its completion. 

Donald MacKinnon: In April 2023, then public health minister Jenni Minto, responding to a question from 
Rhoda Grant, told the Parliament that the review would be taken forward as soon as possible. Over three 
years on, we are no further forward. Meanwhile, my constituents, if eligible, are able to access £60 for 
overnight accommodation. Presiding Officer, we all know that that will not get you very far in Inverness, 
Glasgow, or, indeed, in Stornoway, for patients travelling from Uist and Barra. 

One constituent told me that, when they spent a month in Inverness receiving radiotherapy— 

The Presiding Officer: Question, please. 

Donald MacKinnon: —their accommodation costs were £2,700, yet they were eligible to claim only £1,500. 
Does the minister agree that the current situation needs urgent attention? 

Alison Thewliss: I thank the member for raising the situation of his constituents and I have a lot of 
sympathy for the situation that they find themselves in. We remain committed to reviewing the patient travel 
guidance, including the arrangements for people living in the Highlands and Islands, and in his constituency 
specifically. However, before commencing the review, it is important that we carefully consider the scope, 
objectives and terms of reference to ensure that the review addresses the issues that matter most to patients. 
We want to ensure that the review is informed by wider work that is under way to improve access to healthcare 
through better transport connectivity and service planning, which would help to provide a more comprehensive 
assessment of the barriers faced by patients who need to travel for care. 

Jenni Minto (Argyll and Bute) (SNP): I thank the minister for her update. I absolutely recognise the 
disruption caused for people in the Highlands and Islands when they are let down by transport services, given 
that I, too, live on an island. What support, beyond the Highlands and Islands patient travel scheme, is the 
Government able to give patients who might have to travel further for care? 

Alison Thewliss: I thank the member for her question and I recognise the work that she has done in this 
area. I absolutely recognise the challenges that are faced by people living in the Highlands and Islands, where 
the geography and transport connectivity can make accessing healthcare more difficult. There is support 
available through the Highlands and Islands patient travel expenses scheme and the young patients family 
fund. National health service boards may also provide additional assistance where travel is necessary and 
forms part of a patient’s treatment pathway.  

As set out in the programme for government, we are taking forward wider public service reforms, and such 
support will be considered alongside that broader work to improve access to healthcare services. 

Andrew Baxter (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (LD): I refer to my entry in the register of members’ 
interests—I am a sitting Highland councillor.  

A Highland resident who is required to stay overnight for hospital treatment is a patient, not a visitor, yet 
the proposed Highland visitor levy could charge them before money is passed to NHS Highland to cover the 
very same charge through the patient travel scheme. Instead of creating that bureaucratic merry-go-round, 
will the minister work with councils to ensure that overnight accommodation required to access NHS treatment 
is simply exempt in the first place? 

Alison Thewliss: I thank the member for raising that very detailed point. If he writes to me, I would be 
happy to take up that issue on his behalf. 

Domestic Abuse Advocacy 
7. Katy Clark (West Scotland) (Lab): To ask the Scottish Government what action it is taking to support 

domestic abuse advocacy services. (S7O-00345) 

The Minister for Victims and Community Safety (Kirsten Oswald): Domestic abuse advocacy services 
provide vital support to victims and survivors, helping them navigate the justice system and stay safe at what 
can be an extremely difficult time. The Scottish Government recognises the increasing demand pressures 
faced by these services, and, through the victim-centred approach fund, is investing £12 million between 2025 
and 2027 in specialist advocacy support for survivors of gender-based violence. We have also committed, 
through the programme for government, to provide additional support for organisations experiencing 
significant pressure and are working closely with affected services to assess demand and determine future 
funding requirements. 
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Katy Clark: Last year, North Ayrshire Women’s Aid’s council funding was frozen; East Dunbartonshire’s 
Women’s Aid had its council funding cut by 10 per cent after years of frozen budgets; Clydebank Women’s 
Aid was forced to close; and, since January, ASSIST, the domestic abuse advocacy service, has had to refer 
domestic abuse victims in West Scotland to other areas. As the minister said, the Scottish Government has 
pledged to deliver emergency funding, so can she outline how much has been allocated and when it will be 
provided? 

Kirsten Oswald: We recognise the concerns that the member raised. We are engaging directly with 
ASSIST to understand the issues in detail. Funding decisions must be informed by evidence of demand, cost 
and service sustainability, and that work is under way at pace. In the programme for government, we have 
committed to emergency funding to address urgent pressures, and we are working as quickly as possible to 
meet that commitment. 

Julie MacDougall (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Reform): The Abused Men in Scotland advocacy group noted 
that recent Government statistics show that the proportion of domestic abuse victims who were male 
increased to 16 per cent of total recorded cases. Many believe that the stigma associated with men who face 
domestic abuse still lingers, with their issues not being taken as seriously as they should be. What is the 
Scottish Government doing to ensure that both male and female victims of domestic abuse can access 
support services easily and with dignity? 

Kirsten Oswald: The member will be aware, as I am, of the proportion of women, as opposed to men, who 
are victims of domestic abuse, but that clearly does not mean that men are not also victims in that regard, 
and I assure her that, as part of the important work that we are doing, the Scottish Government’s focus is on 
victims of domestic abuse, whether they are women or men, and on prevention of further victimhood. 

Michelle Campbell (Renfrewshire North and Cardonald) (SNP): Given that domestic abuse is an 
underreported and often hidden crime, how does the delivering equally safe fund both fund and support 
services for those suffering domestic abuse and encourage victims of those crimes to come forward and 
engage with support services? 

Kirsten Oswald: Through the delivering equally safe fund, we are investing in prevention and specialist 
support services that help victims and survivors of domestic abuse to access the assistance that they need. 
Alongside the £12 million victim-centred approach fund investment in specialist justice advocacy services, 
our delivering equally safe fund will provide almost £46 million from 2026 to 2028 to organisations supporting 
women, children and young people affected by abuse. By funding trusted trauma-informed services in 
communities across Scotland, we help to create safe opportunities for victims to disclose abuse, access 
advocacy and support, and engage with the justice system when and if they choose to do so. 

Prime Minister (Labour Party Conference Speech) 
8. Clare Haughey (Rutherglen and Cambuslang) (SNP): To ask the Scottish Government what its 

response is to a speech delivered by the Prime Minister at the Labour annual conference on 29 September 
regarding its potential impact on the people and economy of Scotland. (S7O-00346) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Economy, Tourism and Transport (Stephen Flynn): The Prime Minister 
rightly diagnosed a decade of decline caused by Brexit, but he appears to want another decade to fix it. That 
meant no response whatsoever to the fact that energy bills are on their way to being £1,000 higher than the 
Labour Party promised; it meant no response to the fact that diesel prices are in excess of £2 a litre; and it 
meant no response to the fact that mortgage rates are now hitting a three-year high, at 6 per cent. Scotland 
does not need another decade of decline with Westminster. It needs the opportunity to decide its own future.  

Clare Haughey: The Prime Minister’s speech last week focused on what may or may not happen after the 
next general election, and that will be financed by pensioners losing the triple lock on their pensions. As the 
cabinet secretary referenced, diesel now costs more than £2 a litre, energy bills are set to be £1,000 higher 
by January than Labour promised and food prices are again set to soar before Christmas. Does the cabinet 
secretary agree that the United Kingdom Government needs to focus more on the here and now and deliver 
the cost of living support that Scottish households need this winter? 

Stephen Flynn: Yes, I do. I am sure that Clare Haughey’s sentiments will be shared by families right across 
Scotland who are having to pay those prices at the fuel pump and who are looking at their energy bills realising 
that they cannot afford them, as well as by home owners who are trying to remortgage but know that they do 
not have the money to do so. The reality is that, under Westminster control, the economy is broken, and it 
was Brexit that broke it. The only way to a better future is for Scotland to be independent. 

The Presiding Officer: That concludes general questions. I apologise to the many members who I was 
unable to call to ask supplementary questions. 
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First Minister’s Question Time 
Back-bench Members 

14:30 
Poverty (Young Parents) 

Holly Bruce (Glasgow Southside) (Green): During challenge poverty week, new research from Close the 
Gap and Save the Children Scotland has highlighted that 55 per cent of children with mothers under the age 
of 25 live in poverty, which is more than double the national average. Those young mothers face a youth 
penalty that forces under-25s to survive on at least £86 less a week. Does the First Minister agree that children 
do not cost less to feed or clothe based on the age of their parents, and will he join me in urging the Prime 
Minister to immediately end the youth penalty? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): Holly Bruce raises a significant issue about the implications that the 
approach that has been taken with United Kingdom benefits has had on parents in our country. The Scottish 
Government has taken action in that respect with the implementation of the Scottish child payment, which 
provides weekly support to every eligible child and is a significant contributor to the fact that, as a result of 
the Government’s interventions, 100,000 children in Scotland are being kept out of poverty. I am happy to 
associate myself with Holly Bruce’s proposal and to press the United Kingdom Government to take a more 
sympathetic and supportive position with regard to younger parents of children in our society.  

Purpose-built Student Accommodation 
Bob Doris (Glasgow Kelvin and Maryhill) (SNP): Residents in the Woodlands area of my constituency 

are concerned about the impact that the proliferation of large-scale purpose-built student accommodation—
commonly known as PBSA—is having on the community. The latest application for St George’s Road—a 
314-bed proposal—could mean 1,561 PBSA beds within a 300m radius, which would be an overconcentration 
that I hope that Glasgow City Council’s planning committee will refuse to approve. Although I would welcome 
a local moratorium on further large-scale PBSA developments, will the First Minister take time to consider 
whether there is a need for refreshed national guidance on the impact of the large-scale overconcentration 
and overprovision of PBSA on communities in certain areas of Scotland? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): Mr Doris raises an important issue in his constituency, but he will 
understand that it is not appropriate for me to comment on the merits of individual planning proposals that 
have been advanced. 

In relation to his point on guidance, the local housing strategy guidance, which was published in March 
2026, expects councils to consider student accommodation requirements and the impact of current supply 
and demand on the wider housing system, which addresses the issue of interaction with other housing 
provision. That consideration should be informed by engagement with universities and other educational 
institutions. It would be appropriate for Glasgow City Council to consider those issues in coming to its 
determination on its policy approach towards matters of such a nature. 

Emma Caldwell Inquiry (Terms of Reference) 
Pauline McNeill (Glasgow) (Lab): The public inquiry that the Government ordered into Emma Caldwell’s 

murder will cover only the period between May 2005 and 2015. Although terrible mistakes were made during 
the first investigation, it took a further nine years after 2015 to put Emma’s killer in the dock. The inquiry will 
not cover the critical period during which detectives are accused of ignoring damning evidence against 
Emma’s killer, which was a period in which he continued to rape and abuse women. Gerry Gallacher, a 
detective at the time, said: 

“Limiting the terms of reference is clearly being done on purpose in order to continue covering up the full truth, and this means 
Emma Caldwell’s family will not get the answers that they deserve.” 

Why will the public inquiry into the death of Emma Caldwell cover only the period up to 2015? Can the First 
Minister understand why Emma’s family fear another cover-up? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): I have met Mrs Caldwell, and I am very sympathetic to the concerns 
that she has. She is an incredibly gracious lady who has with great tenacity dealt with the most unbearable 
suffering in the loss of her daughter. 

The terms of reference to which Pauline McNeill refers were agreed back in December. Ministers are 
responsible for setting the inquiry’s terms of reference, but questions regarding their interpretation and 
application are matters for the independent chair. Lord Scott’s interpretation does not alter the terms of 
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reference. Ministers have always been clear that the inquiry’s terms of reference allow the chair to look at 
wider issues that he considers relevant to ensure an efficient and robust inquiry. 

That is probably as far as I should go, because, if I went any further, I would be at risk of interfering in the 
detail of the inquiry, which is expressly prohibited in the inquiries legislation. 

I have seen the comments that have been made by the Caldwell family, and I hope that Mrs Caldwell and 
her family are assured that the inquiry led by Lord Scott will get to the truth of the matter. We have no interest 
other than in making sure that Mrs Caldwell gets to the truth, and that is what I believe will happen as a 
consequence of Lord Scott’s inquiry. 

Pensions (Triple Lock) 
Clare Haughey (Rutherglen and Cambuslang) (SNP): The Prime Minister has announced plans to scrap 

the triple lock on pensions, which will cost Scotland’s pensioners £2,000 a year by 2050. Meanwhile, the free 
personal care that Andy Burnham plans for England to make up for that cut is already available in Scotland, 
putting Scotland’s pensioners at a particular disadvantage. 

What assessment has the Scottish Government made of the impact of the decision on Scotland’s 
pensioners? Does he agree that it shows that we have reached the limits of devolution and that Scotland’s 
constitutional set-up is no longer fit for purpose? [Interruption.] 

The Presiding Officer (Kenneth Gibson): Thank you, members. 

The First Minister (John Swinney): The Prime Minister’s decision to scrap the triple lock, which was 
announced last week, will have a detrimental impact on pensioners in Scotland. By applying Scotland’s 
projected share of the United Kingdom’s state pension age population, the Scottish Government estimates 
that pensioners in Scotland could receive around £1.3 billion less per year by 2039-40, rising to around £4 
billion by 2049-50, compared with the current triple lock being maintained. As Clare Haughey pointed out in 
her question, that is a real loss of around £2,000 per person per year if they are a pensioner. 

That demonstrates an erosion of the pension settlement that was promised as a guarantee to individuals 
in 2014, which is exactly the point that I made at First Minister’s question time on Thursday. This is a very 
clear example of how the union is detrimental to the interests of pensioners. Pensioners in Scotland are losing 
out. The future for pensioners is independence. 

Ministerial Code 
Max Bannerman (Highlands and Islands) (Reform): The First Minister has made no secret of his refusal, 

and that of his Government, to engage fully and properly with Reform MSPs in this chamber and beyond. 
Does he consider that to be consistent with his obligations under the paragraph 10.3 of the ministerial code? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): Yes. 

Homelessness Prevention Fund 
Iris Duane (Glasgow) (Green): Last week, the Cabinet Secretary for Social Justice and Housing reminded 

the Parliament that the Scottish Government is shifting its approach to homelessness from crisis management 
to prevention and rapid rehousing, and she cited the 10-year £50 million homelessness prevention fund. Will 
the First Minister advise what spending plans are in place for that fund and whether he believes that the 
equivalent of £5 million per year will be sufficient to prevent homelessness from occurring in Scotland? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): The measures that the cabinet secretary has set out will assist with 
our work in relation to homelessness, but, of course, the Government is taking forward a range of other 
interventions, not the least of which is the sustained investment in the affordable housing supply programme, 
which is an essential part of the work that we are advancing. There is co-ordinated work within Government 
to make sure that, under our person-centred approach to the delivery of public services, those who face 
homelessness are supported at the earliest possible stage to avoid it. A range of different interventions will 
be used by the Government in an effort to make sure that that is the case. 

A77 Upgrade 
Senga Beresford (South Scotland) (Reform): Last week, I met the A77 action group, which has 

campaigned for years for that vital road to be upgraded. After 20 years in power, when will the First Minister’s 
Government finally invest in the necessary action to upgrade the A77 to a dual carriageway? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): Senga Beresford will know that upgrades have been made to the A77 
at different stages. If memory serves me correctly, the Maybole bypass is one of the schemes that has been 
taken forward. It has significantly enhanced the safety of the road and has improved the quality of life for 
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individuals in the Maybole area. Other developments will be taken forward on a sustainable basis. The 
Government has a capital programme that is the subject of consideration in the budget process. It will be for 
the Parliament to determine the contents of the budget programme, which will have an impact on the funding 
that is available for road improvements in Scotland. 

Edinburgh Crisis Centre (Funding) 
Miles Briggs (Edinburgh and Lothians East) (Con): Yesterday, I visited Penumbra’s Edinburgh Crisis 

Centre, which is just off Leith Walk, to hear concerns about the future of the 24/7, 365-day a year mental 
health service for people who are experiencing crisis or distress. Due to proposed cuts from the Edinburgh 
integration joint board, there is growing concern that the service will be significantly reduced or forced to close, 
which will leave some of the most vulnerable people in Edinburgh without the help and support that they need. 

The First Minister will be aware that I raise the cuts to community mental health services almost annually. 
Will he personally investigate the Edinburgh Crisis Centre’s situation? Under the Government’s proposals to 
reform public services, will there be a new funding model for sustainable third sector delivery of vital and often 
life-saving services? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): I am sympathetic to the point that Mr Briggs raises, and I know that 
he has a sustained interest in questions of that nature. He is absolutely right to highlight the importance of 
the early intervention that such services provide in order to prevent circumstances from escalating. 

In policy terms, Mr Briggs is absolutely correct. The judgment on the matter is for the Edinburgh integration 
joint board to determine. I am sure that Mr Briggs will be making representations to it. 

I agree with Mr Briggs that the discussion about public service reform offers an opportunity. Without 
revealing the contents of all the discussions at this morning’s Cabinet meeting, I can say that we spent some 
time discussing the importance of ensuring that the third sector has an ever-more significant role in the 
delivery of public services as a consequence of the public service reform agenda. As we committed to in the 
programme for government, it is important that the third sector has access to longer-term funding support in 
order to provide certainty. 

I say to Mr Briggs that there is an offer for us to engage constructively, because I think that we both want 
to get to exactly the same point. We want our public services to be more populated with third sector 
organisations of that type, and we want them to have more stable resources at their disposal to sustain their 
services. 

Standards Commission for Scotland 
David Smith (West Scotland) (Reform): Is it time to abolish the Standards Commission for Scotland, 

which has been branded a “disaster” by Scotland’s ethics watchdog? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): The Standards Commission for Scotland has an important role to 
perform. If my memory serves me correctly—I am beginning to stray into the recesses of my recollection—
the Parliament legislates for the commission, but the Government does not have any supervisory role. I am 
aware of the issues that have led to the points that have been made, but it is important that we have high 
standards of independent assessment for office-holders, and that the arrangements are in place for all to 
scrutinise. 

Brexit 
Keith Brown (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP): Andy Burnham has said that the United 

Kingdom can revisit Brexit 10 years on and that, in fact, we could “go all the way” and rejoin. Does the First 
Minister agree that the logic of Andy Burnham’s entirely reasonable decision to revisit Brexit must be extended 
to the future of Scotland and that, 12 years on, our right to decide must be respected? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): I agree with Mr Brown and with the Prime Minister’s observation, 
which I noticed Lisa Nandy also making in an interview, that after 10 years of experiencing the implications of 
Brexit, the opportunity is here to revisit those implications. Given that Scotland was taken out of the European 
Union against our will, and given that we are now seeing pensions being undermined and pensioners losing 
out, despite solemn promises by the no campaign, it is important that, after a 12-year gap, Scotland should 
have the right to choose our constitutional future. 

We know from our exchanges last week that Stephen Kerr of the Conservatives took the view that 10 years 
is a generation. [Interruption.] I am so pleased that there is now such broad agreement among the Scottish 
National Party, the Labour Party and the Conservatives that 10 years on is the right moment for us to revisit 
those questions. I look forward to there being a referendum on Scottish independence very soon. 
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Civil Partnerships (Conversion from Marriage) 
Jenni Minto (Argyll and Bute) (SNP): Constituents of mine have been campaigning since 2021 for a 

change in regulations that would allow marriages to be converted to civil partnerships. Will the Scottish 
Government review the boundaries between aspects of marriage that are devolved and aspects that are 
reserved? Will it review the request from my constituents in relation to the conversion of marriages to civil 
partnerships, as is offered elsewhere in the United Kingdom? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): The Scottish Government recognises the importance that some 
couples place on being able to convert their marriage to a civil partnership. Although marriage and civil 
partnership law is devolved in Scotland, any change in that area requires careful consideration of interactions 
with wider United Kingdom legislation. We need to ensure that couples who would convert a marriage to a 
civil partnership in Scotland retain the same rights and protections across reserved areas such as pensions, 
taxation, wills and titles. Ministers will therefore be requesting the relevant section 104 order from the United 
Kingdom Government to ensure that changes are compatible with the wider legal framework and do not 
disadvantage Scottish citizens, and that conversion is treated as a continuation of an existing relationship, 
rather than the creation of a new one. 

Bluetongue (Vaccination) 
Donald MacKinnon (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (Lab): Last week, the Scottish Government took the decision 

to extend the bluetongue control zone across the whole of Scotland. The decision makes practical sense as 
the disease spreads, but it does not come without significant risks. Vaccination of livestock is the key tool in 
the fight against bluetongue. What steps is the Scottish Government taking to ensure vaccine availability and 
to monitor vaccine uptake across the country? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): I am grateful to Mr MacKinnon for raising that important question. I 
am glad that he has characterised the announcement that the Government made as being helpful. It was 
designed to be so, in order to support and safeguard the agricultural sector. 

We are advised that vaccine availability is strong, and it is the subject of ongoing engagement and 
monitoring by the Minister for Agriculture, Marine and the Islands. There will be engagement with the sector, 
and I am pleased with the sector’s support for the steps that the Government has taken in that respect. We 
will continue to monitor the availability and the delivery of vaccines to ensure that the important protection 
that is needed is in place around the country. 

GFG Alliance (Scottish Government Agreements) 
Andrew Baxter (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (LD): Lochaber was promised hundreds of jobs, new 

factories and a substantial community benefit from the GFG Alliance deal. Instead, The Herald now reports 
that investors were told that repayments did not depend on the smelter producing 
“a single piece of aluminium” 

or generating any power. 

Did the Scottish Government know that when it put taxpayers’ money behind the deal? Can the First 
Minister explain to my constituents why investors could apparently profit regardless of whether those promises 
were ever delivered? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): Mr Baxter asks me detailed and specific questions about legal 
agreements, which he will understand that I will have to give precise answers to. Given the nature of this 
exchange, I will write to him on that basis. 

However, I will make two points to Mr Baxter about the Government’s guarantee that was offered in relation 
to GFG. First, the guarantee was designed to ensure that we could sustain economic activity in the Lochaber 
area, and that has been demonstrated to have been the case. Secondly, although the Government gave a 
guarantee in relation to GFG, that guarantee protected the public purse from damage or disruption as a 
consequence, because of the strength of the asset base that the Government was guaranteeing. That relates 
in particular to the hydro infrastructure that is involved. 

I will write to Mr Baxter with a specific answer on the detailed legal points that he puts to me. However, in 
the circumstances that the Government faced, an intervention to protect employment and economic activity, 
and an investment that protected the public purse, were rational decisions for the Government to take. 

I am very well aware of the concerns about GFG. I do not dismiss them in any way whatsoever. However, 
I believe that the original intervention, and the intentions behind the Government’s actions, were robust and 
well founded. 
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Bus Services (Highlands)  
David Green (Caithness, Sutherland and Ross) (LD): Stagecoach has announced that it is scrapping 

the X99 bus service in my constituency, which is the only service of its kind that can take patients directly to 
Raigmore hospital. Although I welcome Highland Council stepping in to protect local jobs and services, people 
feel not only angry at commercial operators picking and choosing routes to run, but also abandoned. Does 
the First Minister share my concerns about the loss of that vital service for my constituents? Will he therefore 
commit to a new model for regional transport that gives communities across the Highlands a meaningful say 
over when and where their buses run? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): I am sympathetic to the point that Mr Green makes. I have wrestled 
with the same issues in my constituency in different localities—particularly, I might add, in relation to access 
to hospital services. Therefore, I know how pivotal that service is for Mr Green’s constituents. 

I very much welcome the approach that Highland Council has taken in relation to a variety of different 
routes, where it has intervened to try to protect the availability of local services. There are important lessons 
for us in relation to municipal leadership in the delivery of bus services in the interests of the community. We 
see that very vividly here in the city of Edinburgh with the strength of Lothian Buses and the strength of the 
connections that are available. 

There is an opportunity for Mr Green to engage with the Government, and with Mr Flynn in particular, on 
the issues around the better buses legislation, which relates directly to the issues of control that Mr Green 
raises with me today. 

Delayed Discharge (Dumfries and Galloway) 
Craig Hoy (Dumfriesshire) (Con): My local national health service board warned yesterday that, recently, 

one in four beds at Dumfries and Galloway royal infirmary was occupied by patients who were medically fit 
for discharge, but who required social care support. As winter approaches, the impact of that acute capacity 
crisis is being felt right through the local NHS. Urgent action on delayed discharge is now vital to ensure that 
patients have the right access to care in the right place across Dumfriesshire. Does the First Minister 
recognise the severity of the situation? Will he ask his ministers to work with local partners to take rapid steps 
to support health and social care services in Dumfries and Galloway? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): I recognise those challenges. The weekend before last—I am 
certain—the Cabinet Secretary for Health and Care spoke to the leader of Dumfries and Galloway Council to 
try to address some of the practical implications of the points that Mr Hoy raises. 

In Dumfries and Galloway that weekend—and in Grampian at Aberdeen royal infirmary and Dr Gray’s 
hospital—the impact of delayed discharge, combined with presentations at accident and emergency, created 
very challenging circumstances. Obviously, a critical incident was declared in Grampian. It was not quite as 
severe in Dumfries and Galloway, but I do not say that to minimise the significance of the issue. 

Ministers are actively engaged in trying to reduce the level of delayed discharge. We rely on partners to 
enable that to be the case. Of course, that all plays into the discussion that we are having about the reform 
of social care. Delayed discharge is a significant impediment to the operation of an efficient healthcare system 
that meets the needs of patients in Scotland. 

Family Protection Plan (Redress) 
Fulton MacGregor (Coatbridge and Chryston) (SNP): What representations has the Scottish 

Government made to His Majesty’s Treasury and the Financial Conduct Authority regarding redress for 
people in Scotland who are affected by the withdrawal of the family protection plan, many of whom are in 
Lanarkshire? Will he agree to meet the independent coalition of credit unions so that he can hear directly 
where they stand one year on and following the deaths of 56 members who were left without cover? Given 
that progress at Westminster has stalled, will he write to the Economic Secretary to the Treasury to ask where 
matters stand and when affected people in Scotland can expect redress? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): I am aware of the issues that Mr MacGregor raises. The Minister for 
Business and Fair Work met the independent coalition of credit unions on 14 July to hear its concerns and to 
progress industry discussions. We will, in the light of Mr MacGregor’s point, make further representations to 
the United Kingdom Government and the Financial Conduct Authority. In fact, the Minister for Business and 
Fair Work will meet the chief executive of the FCA this afternoon to discuss that very issue. 

Metastatic Breast Cancer Treatments (Genomic Testing) 
Amanda Bland (Central Scotland and Lothians West) (Reform): To ask the First Minister, in light of the 

Scottish Medicines Consortium’s recent approval of new targeted treatments for metastatic breast cancer, 



The rest of this Official Report will be published progressively as soon as the text is available. 

whether he will provide a clear timetable for ensuring that NHS Scotland patients have timely access to the 
genomic testing required to determine whether those treatments are suitable for them, and what interim 
arrangements will be put in place for patients while the national genomic testing service is being developed. 

The First Minister (John Swinney): That is an important issue, and I had the opportunity to discuss it with 
some of the metastatic breast cancer treatment campaigners who were at the Parliament last week. 

I am aware of the Scottish Medicines Consortium’s decision. On genomic sequencing, Dame Anna 
Dominiczak, our chief scientific adviser on health, has been leading some important work, which has led to 
significant progress. I therefore give Amanda Bland the assurance that our clinicians and advisers are working 
closely with the Scottish Medicines Consortium, as a consequence of the SMC decision, to advance the 
provision of the care pathway that Amanda Bland has raised. We will report further progress to the Parliament 
when we are able to do so. 

Public Debt (Low-income Families) 
Carol Mochan (South Scotland) (Lab): Low-income families in Scotland are facing a public debt crisis. 

Public debt intensifies and sustains child poverty, and the systems that are currently in place to recover public 
debt often push families further and deeper into poverty. We need a fairer and more consistent approach. Will 
the First Minister join me in supporting the necessary legislative and policy changes that are required in 
Scotland to tackle the public debt crisis and help to end child poverty? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): That is, of course, one of the interventions that we can make, and the 
Government has done so for a number of years. The council tax reduction scheme that we have was 
abolished by the Conservative Government but maintained by the Scottish Government to ensure that many 
of the families who were affected by the circumstances that Carol Mochan has raised would have the 
protection of the Scottish Government in that respect. I am happy to explore other areas in which such action 
would be helpful. 

The Government has engaged on other occasions: for example, on the write-off of council tax debt, and we 
also support advisory services to provide individual advice. However, the interventions that Carol Mochan has 
raised are integral to the efforts to eradicate child poverty, and we would happily engage with her on that 
question. 

Youth Antisocial and Criminal Behaviour 
Julie MacDougall (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Reform): Last Tuesday, a gang of youths tore up the inside 

of the local Asda in Kirkcaldy, putting shop staff and customers at serious risk of physical harm. Such 
instances of antisocial behaviour have become an absolute blight across our communities. Police Scotland 
revealed that shoplifting that is perpetrated by children has doubled in just four years—many incidents being 
at the behest of criminal gangs, who, according to Police Scotland, are undeterred by our weak justice system.  

The First Minister’s recent attempts to downplay the scale of antisocial and criminal behaviour among our 
youth are simply not good enough, especially given the fact that my inbox is flooded with constituents’ 
requests for urgent action to be taken on those issues. What will the First Minister and his Government do to 
ensure that those issues are dealt with fully and seriously, so that our communities can feel safe again? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): Let me be crystal clear that I deplore antisocial behaviour in all its 
forms, so I am not in any way sure to what comments of mine Julie MacDougall is referring. 

The Government has taken practical steps in our budget for this year to make additional resources available 
to Police Scotland to tackle retail crime, with a commitment to extending that funding for a three-year period, 
to ensure that it is available. We also equip the police with the powers that they require to apprehend those 
who are committing criminal conduct. I assure Julie MacDougall and all other members of the Government’s 
determination to tackle antisocial behaviour and ensure that the police are equipped to do so. 

Police Welfare Checks (Mental Health) 
Maggie Chapman (North East Scotland) (Green): The First Minister will know that police officers 

undertake so-called welfare checks. One of my constituents had such a check recently, when they were in 
mental health crisis and self-harming. Six police officers—yes, six officers—turned up at my constituent’s 
door. Things escalated—unsurprisingly, given my constituent’s previous very negative experiences with the 
police. The officers restrained my constituent on the ground, resulting in cuts and significant bruising. As if 
that were not bad enough, my constituent was then arrested and charged. My constituent needed medical 
care for an acute mental health crisis, not to be criminalised for their mental distress. What will the Scottish 
Government do to ensure that we stop criminalising mental distress? 
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The First Minister (John Swinney): I cannot comment on the specific circumstances described by Maggie 
Chapman, but I am confident that officers from Police Scotland would have approached the situation with the 
appropriate intention of ensuring that an individual in distress was supported. I often hear from police officers, 
locally and nationally, about the volume of engagement that police officers have with members of the public 
in mental health distress.  

I agree with Maggie Chapman that that was not an ideal intervention, because such an intervention may 
cause alarm in an individual who is facing distress. That is why the Government has committed, with some 
criticism of what it has done, to providing new resources to support community-based mental health services 
to ensure that the earliest possible intervention can be delivered. That is the best way of protecting and 
supporting individuals who are vulnerable as a result of mental ill health. The involvement of the police is not 
ideal, but, in circumstances in which the safety of an individual is in jeopardy, it may be the most considered 
approach that can be taken.  

State Pension (Currency in Independent Scotland) 
Claire Baker (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab): Pensioners in Scotland can be assured that, under Labour’s 

proposals, they will receive an increase in their state pension year on year. The First Minister claims that 
pensions would be better in an independent Scotland. In what currency will the state pension be paid in those 
circumstances? 

The First Minister (John Swinney): An independent Scotland would commence using pound sterling and 
would convert to a Scots currency at the appropriate economic opportunity.  

The very best thing about that question is that Claire Baker and the Labour Party have come on to my 
ground, because they are talking about independence, they are debating independence, and we are going to 
deliver independence.  

The Presiding Officer (Kenneth Gibson): Thank you, First Minister, and I thank colleagues who asked 
questions. To those who were unable to ask questions, my apologies; time is limited. 

Syngenta Grangemouth 
The Presiding Officer (Kenneth Gibson): The next item of business is a statement by Stephen Flynn on 

Syngenta Grangemouth. Questions will be taken at the end of the statement, so there should be no 
interventions or interruptions.  

15:03 
The Cabinet Secretary for Economy, Tourism and Transport (Stephen Flynn): Last week’s 

announcement by Syngenta that it was entering a formal consultation with workers regarding the closure of 
the manufacturing site at Grangemouth is deeply concerning. The potential loss of highly skilled jobs would 
be a significant blow to employees, their families and the valuable capabilities that the site supports.  

On 1 October, the Scottish Government was informed by the company of its proposal. Sadly, the proposal 
could result in the loss of 377 highly skilled jobs, which, if realised, would have wider implications for 
contractors, suppliers, families and the local economy.  

The company has advised that its proposal follows a review of its global manufacturing footprint and an 
assessment that has concluded that the Grangemouth operation is no longer commercially sustainable in its 
current form. 

Syngenta cites increased international competition, pressure from low-cost manufacturers, rising labour and 
energy costs, and ongoing challenges affecting the competitiveness of the site. 

I want to place on record my profound disappointment at the decision to enter into consultation with the 
workers, which adds further urgency to cross-Government work to secure a positive future role for 
Grangemouth. I also recognise those individuals who now face the threat of redundancy. My thoughts are 
with them and their families, who now face an uncertain future.  

Members will agree with me that the workforce has made a valuable contribution to Scotland’s chemicals 
manufacturing sector. It is in that spirit that I give workers at Syngenta my assurance that this Government 
will do all that it can to secure a future for the site by working with the company, other businesses and key 
stakeholders to explore every option for continued operations over the coming months. 
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I know that this announcement will be disappointing news for many. Alongside the impact on employees, 
there may also be consequences for businesses and workers across the supply chain, which is why it is 
important that every effort is made to support those affected and secure future opportunities.  

I want to set out the work that the Scottish Government and Scottish Enterprise have undertaken alongside 
Syngenta to avert closure and the steps that we will take to secure a prosperous future for the site. Throughout 
this year, Scottish Enterprise has worked with Syngenta to identify solutions to operational and infrastructure 
challenges, explore investment opportunities and consider what support might help to secure the long-term 
future of the site.  

The company sought significant public sector support for investment projects intended to sustain operations 
while it pursued new product opportunities for the future. Crucially, that was in addition to the £2 million grant 
that Scottish Enterprise provided to the company last year for the expansion of its Seedcare products. That 
engagement and the support offered centred on identifying measures that might support continued industrial 
activity, safeguard jobs and help secure a sustainable future for the site.  

Ahead of the company’s board deliberations in September, I wrote to it expressing support for the 
Grangemouth site and its future development, and I understand that similar representations were made by 
the United Kingdom Government. Despite those efforts, it is disappointing that neither Government received 
substantive feedback on our offer, nor any indication from Syngenta on the board’s position prior to being 
informed of the proposed consultation last week. 

I also want to be clear that support for affected workers is available. The Scottish Government’s partnership 
action for continuing employment, or PACE, has been activated and stands ready to provide information, 
advice and practical assistance to any employees who are affected by the consultation process. PACE has a 
strong record of helping individuals facing redundancy and will work alongside local partners to ensure that 
workers receive the support they need. Although our primary objective remains protecting jobs and securing 
a future for the site, we also have a responsibility to ensure that workers and their families receive appropriate 
support throughout the consultation period.  

This Government is committed to doing everything we can to support the workers and the community at 
Grangemouth. To that end, I have written to the chief executive of Scottish Enterprise to reassert my 
expectation that the agency’s efforts are squarely put behind our ambitions for the cluster and have asked 
him to ensure that no stone is left unturned in its efforts to retain operations, in at least some form, on the 
existing site.  

However, many of the challenges identified by Syngenta lie outside devolved powers. I have therefore also 
written to the UK Government to urge it to take meaningful action for Grangemouth, but in particular at 
Syngenta. The UK Labour Government has consistently professed that it supports Grangemouth, yet not one 
penny of the £200 million commitment from the National Wealth Fund has been deployed. That support is 
needed now—to invest in the industrial cluster to ensure that it is fit for the future, that Grangemouth is viewed 
the world over as an attractive and exciting place to do business, and that its workforce has opportunities long 
into the future. 

I recognise that the announcement, following similar such decisions by other operators at Grangemouth, 
might raise understandable concern about the long-term future of operations across the cluster. Grangemouth 
remains one of Scotland’s most important industrial sites, with significant strengths, capabilities and 
opportunities for future investment. The workforce is highly skilled, the site is well located, and the Scottish 
Government is determined to do everything possible, within devolved powers, to support the cluster’s 
continued evolution and secure a sustainable future for it. 

I take this opportunity to renew our commitment to working with businesses, workers, unions, the 
community and the UK Government to create up to 500 new jobs at Grangemouth by the end of this 
parliamentary session.  

In 2025, we committed £25 million to support Grangemouth’s industrial transition, and we have already 
made significant money available to new and existing operators to support new employment locally and 
elsewhere in Scotland. To date, we have allocated more than £8 million to initiatives at Grangemouth, 
including the construction of MiAlgae’s new bioreactor facility and the progression of the new Celtic 
Renewables biorefinery. Combined, those initiatives could support the creation of up to 279 jobs by the end 
of this decade. 

We are working with a range of other developers that have expressed an interest in locating at 
Grangemouth, although—as I am sure members will appreciate—due to commercial sensitivities I am unable 
to comment publicly on the proposals in more detail. Nevertheless, I reassure members that Scottish 
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Enterprise’s efforts are focused on enabling the release of more funding and, in turn, accelerating the 
deployment of further such projects at Grangemouth. 

That is why we must all welcome today’s announcement that biotech firm MiAlgae has secured a £2.5 
million investment from the Scottish National Investment Bank to support its new commercial-scale production 
facility at Grangemouth. The investment is a clear vote of confidence in Grangemouth’s future, and it will 
support innovation, attract further investment and create high-quality jobs. 

Syngenta has publicly stated that it is open to exploring opportunities for the site and that a final decision 
has not been taken. I can only take the company at its word. I reiterate that the Scottish Government and 
Scottish Enterprise will work collaboratively with Syngenta’s management to ensure that the site continues to 
contribute to Scotland’s economy for many more years. By entering this phase as openly, collaboratively and 
positively as possible, we must find a solution that will ensure that the dedicated workers at Grangemouth 
have employment long into the future. 

I reiterate my commitment that the Scottish Government will ensure that no option for a sustainable future 
for the site is overlooked and that workers remain at the centre of our response. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): I will allow about 20 minutes for the cabinet secretary to 
answer questions on the issues that were raised in his statement. Questions and answers should be brief. 

Daniel Johnson (Edinburgh Southern) (Lab): I thank the cabinet secretary for advance sight of his 
statement. 

Nobody—not least the 377 workers whose jobs are now at risk—wanted to receive the news in recent days 
from Syngenta. I associate myself with the cabinet secretary’s comments. We must all pledge to work with 
those workers and their trade unions to secure a future for them and other people who work in Grangemouth. 

I note the cabinet secretary’s impatience regarding the £200 million that has been pledged. Project willow 
is a joint enterprise by the UK and Scottish Governments. Although the National Wealth Fund has committed 
to provide that £200 million, Scottish Enterprise has a critical role in identifying projects and preparing land 
and sites for that investment. What communication has the cabinet secretary had with Scottish Enterprise to 
ensure that it expedites its work so that the sum that the National Wealth Fund has pledged can be drawn 
down? 

Stephen Flynn: I thank Mr Johnson for his serious response to what is a serious issue. He is, of course, 
right that Scottish Enterprise has an important role to play. That is why I engaged directly with its chief 
executive last week, and I have subsequently set out in writing my expectation that no stone be left unturned 
as we seek to secure a sustainable future for the site. 

It is, however, important to reiterate the point that Mr Johnson raised, which is that £200 million was put on 
the table for Grangemouth by the UK Government about 18 months ago but not a single penny has yet been 
spent. I am keen to work with him and the UK Government to change that reality. 

Duncan Massey (North East Scotland) (Reform): The news is devastating: 377 jobs might go, causing 
implications for the wider supply chain and supporting businesses. As was said in the statement, Syngenta 
has said that the Grangemouth site faces high costs and remains significantly more expensive to operate 
than other production sites. 

I appreciate the Scottish Government’s efforts to support the business and its workers, but we must start 
looking at the underlying reasons why such plants are not competitive. Policies such as net zero have driven 
up energy costs, left us vulnerable to war, caused price spikes and imposed significant costs, such as carbon 
taxes. All that means that we end up offshoring industrial production while importing ever more products from 
abroad. Will the Scottish Government seek to review the deeply underlying cause of the plant’s 
uncompetitiveness and to report back on its findings? 

Stephen Flynn: As I sought to lay out in my statement, and as I outlined to members during a hastily 
arranged call last week, I understand that a number of factors have driven Syngenta’s decision to do what it 
has done. Those factors include energy costs, global competition, the status of Syngenta’s own products and 
competition within the company to secure new lines for sale to the wider world. As I understand it, the 
compound impact of those factors has led to the current, and deeply regrettable, situation. 

My focus right now is not on having the arguments about net zero that Mr Massey would like to have; it is 
on ensuring that we can secure sustainable future delivery at Grangemouth for all the workers who are 
impacted by the decision. 

Martyn Day (Falkirk East and Linlithgow) (SNP): I thank the cabinet secretary for his statement and for 
the work that the Government is doing to try to protect jobs in my constituency. 
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As the cabinet secretary said, it is almost two years since the UK Government promised £200 million for 
Grangemouth. I have written to the Prime Minister and to Mr McDougall, neither of whom has given me so 
much as an acknowledgement. Does the cabinet secretary share my concern that the Labour Government is 
asleep at the wheel when it comes to Grangemouth and can he provide an update on the Scottish 
Government’s engagement with Westminster to press for that funding to be delivered? 

Stephen Flynn: Mr Day is absolutely right to highlight the promise made to workers in advance of the 2024 
general election that the refinery would be saved, although it was not. He is also right to draw to members’ 
attention—as I sought to do earlier and as Mr Johnson of the Labour Party did—the fact that £200 million was 
promised by the previous Prime Minister, Keir Starmer, but not a single penny has been spent. 

I outlined my concerns about that directly to the UK minister responsible, Mr McDougall, during a call on 
Friday and I will reiterate those points in the future because that money must be deployed to ensure that we 
have new jobs and opportunities at Grangemouth. 

Gillian Mackay (Central Scotland and Lothians West) (Green): I follow the cabinet secretary in 
extending my thoughts, and those of my party, to those who work at the site and to their families. 

The cabinet secretary referred to the Scottish Enterprise money that has been given to Syngenta to expand 
the business. Workers are now facing redundancy, although the company is not in financial distress. What 
assurances has the cabinet secretary had from the business that any further public money given to it will be 
used to retain jobs there for the long term and that we will not be back here again once another grant has run 
out? 

Stephen Flynn: We may be getting a little ahead of ourselves. I have asked Scottish Enterprise to engage 
constructively, as I know it will, with Syngenta in order to look at all the available options. Once that has 
happened, we will be in a position to make a more rounded assessment as to whether any further money 
could be provided. 

I reiterate to Parliament that, as I outlined in my statement, the Government put together a package for 
Syngenta, yet it still took the decision that it did because of the financial pressures that it believes the 
Grangemouth facility is under. That is a matter for the company, but we will leave no stone unturned to ensure 
that we are doing everything that we can to secure a viable future for the site. 

Meghan Gallacher (Central Scotland and Lothians West) (Con): My thoughts are also with workers who 
are impacted and their families. 

We need a long-term economic plan for Grangemouth that will help to maintain skills and jobs in the area. 
What due diligence was carried out before Syngenta was awarded £2.2 million of public funding and could 
that money be redirected to support workers at Grangemouth? 

Stephen Flynn: That is an operational matter for Scottish Enterprise, but I understand that the business 
has outlined its willingness to repay the grant. 

Liam McArthur (Orkney Islands) (LD): I thank the cabinet secretary for early sight of his statement and 
add the support of the Scottish Liberal Democrats to the workers who are directly affected, their families and 
the wider community. 

The cabinet secretary spoke—fairly—about the strong track record of PACE, but I am conscious that a 
succession of announcements have been made about the Grangemouth site and, indeed, commercial 
activities in the wider economy. Has he given any thought to whether PACE support needs to be augmented, 
given the cumulative impact of the recent announcements? 

Stephen Flynn: In relation to the previous decisions that have been made about Grangemouth and the 
closures, particularly at the refinery, a significant amount of work has been undertaken on job prioritisation 
and skills. 

We are very much at the start of the consultation process, so it would be remiss of me to jump to 
conclusions, but I assure Mr McArthur and Parliament that we will be working through all options over the 
coming months as the company proceeds with its consultation. 

Michelle Campbell (Renfrewshire North and Cardonald) (SNP): MiAlgae has secured investment of 
£2.5 million from the Scottish National Investment Bank to help the company to scale its commercial 
production and bring new employment opportunities to the Grangemouth community. I appreciate that there 
are commercial sensitivities, which the cabinet secretary alluded to. However, can he advise what 
assessment the Scottish Government has made of the impact of that investment? Can he say any more about 
the steps that the Scottish Government is taking to support investment in Grangemouth? 
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Stephen Flynn: It is important to highlight that there has been investment, and there will continue to be 
investment, in the Grangemouth site. Through MiAlgae and Celtic Renewables, we have seen Scottish 
Enterprise and, more recently, the Scottish National Investment Bank step in to provide financial support that 
creates new jobs and sustainable opportunities at Grangemouth. 

Ultimately, the most important thing in this discussion is ensuring that Grangemouth has good, sustainable 
jobs, and this Government is committed to delivering that. 

Jenny Young (Central Scotland and Lothians West) (Lab): This is deeply worrying news for my 
constituents in Grangemouth, and my thoughts are with the workers at Syngenta and the wider community. 

The cabinet secretary has talked about the support that Scottish Enterprise has offered Syngenta, not least 
the £2 million that was provided last year. I am interested to know when the Scottish Government first knew 
that the Grangemouth site was under threat and when the cabinet secretary first met management at 
Syngenta to discuss the situation. 

Stephen Flynn: The company told me last week that it has started a consultation process on proposed 
closure. That was the first day that I, or, as I understand it, the UK Government, was advised of Syngenta’s 
intentions in relation to closure. Of course, the Government and Scottish Enterprise were in regular dialogue 
with Syngenta prior to that, as I outlined in my statement. 

Jack Middleton (Aberdeen Central) (SNP): I agree with other members on the need for a long-term 
economic plan. With that in mind, project willow outlined clearly that Grangemouth could build jobs in 
sustainable aviation fuel. However, to date, the site has not received any funding from the advanced fuels 
fund, which sits at around £200 million. With a view to resolving that, will the cabinet secretary give an update 
on the engagement that he has had with the UK Government on the matter and what the Scottish Government 
can do in the meantime? 

Stephen Flynn: We are all extremely keen to ensure that there is further and continued investment in 
Grangemouth so that we can unlock new economic opportunities. Sustainable aviation fuel is certainly one of 
those opportunities. It is important that the UK Government listens to members in this chamber when they 
undertake their deliberations in relation to the £200 million from the National Wealth Fund, which has not 
been spent. 

Graham Simpson (Central Scotland and Lothians West) (Reform): Last week’s news about Syngenta 
is devastating, but the cabinet secretary is to be praised for arranging a call with MSPs and MPs. I wonder 
whether I could encourage him to ask Blair McDougall to do something similar, because it would be useful. 

In relation to the Scottish Government’s commitment to invest £25 million in the Grangemouth industrial 
transition, only £8 million has been allocated so far. Can the cabinet secretary tell us the timetable for the 
remaining funding, how he anticipates it might be spent and how many jobs will be created? 

Stephen Flynn: I thank Mr Simpson for his very serious approach to the topic. It was good to speak with 
him and other members from the chamber and from Westminster following the announcement last week. He 
will be very keen to know that I had a further meeting with unions on Friday and, as I outlined earlier, with the 
UK Government. I certainly hope that Mr McDougall will take Mr Simpson’s views in respect of a meeting very 
seriously, as I am sure that all members of this chamber would. 

It is important for me that the £25 million, which had been put on the table by the Scottish Government, is 
spent. We need to ensure that we do that in a manner that supports viable businesses. Scottish Enterprise is 
very much undertaking that work, as has been outlined by the fact that, as Mr Simpson rightly said, £8 million 
has already been spent on support for MiAlgae and Celtic Renewables. 

Fulton MacGregor (Coatbridge and Chryston) (SNP): It is of deep concern that 377 jobs are at risk as a 
result of this decision, which will impact not only the Grangemouth area but, potentially, the whole of the 
central belt. Can the cabinet secretary provide an update on the Scottish Government’s latest engagement 
with employees and unions to ensure that their voices are heard and will inform the Scottish Government’s 
next steps? 

Stephen Flynn: Yes, I can. I engaged proactively and immediately with trade unions on Thursday and 
Friday. They have an absolutely crucial role to play, not only in supporting the workforce now but in working 
with the Government in Scotland and the UK Government on future proposals for Grangemouth. I was very 
clear with them that this is the start of our work with them on this particular issue. I have no doubt that they 
will continue to engage with the Government constructively, as they have done up until now. 

Patrick Harvie (Glasgow) (Green): We all agree that the most urgent priority is the interests of the 
workforce whose lives and livelihoods are on the line. However, this is far from the first example of a company 
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being willing to take public money and then leave its workforce behind when times get tough. Surely the 
cabinet secretary can agree that we need to take a much more systematic approach to ensuring that, when 
the private sector wants public money, it comes with binding guarantees, both for profit sharing when there is 
success and for workers’ protection when there is failure? 

Stephen Flynn: That is why Scottish Enterprise puts in a number of grant conditions in many of its offers 
to companies. As I outlined to Meghan Gallacher, it is my understanding that the grant that was provided to 
Syngenta last year would be repaid should the company ultimately reach the point of closing the site. 

Alex Kerr (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) (SNP): I thank the cabinet secretary for his statement 
and for his engagement with members of the Parliament. Can he say any more about what assessment the 
Scottish Government has made of the wider impact that this decision will have on the supply chain? 

Stephen Flynn: We are all very conscious that 377 workers and their families are directly impacted by the 
decision. However, we all know that, when there is an industrial closure, it has a much wider impact on the 
supply chain. I am particularly conscious that, for those in Grangemouth and nearby communities, this will be 
of profound concern. 

I can assure Alex Kerr that considerable work will be undertaken to fully quantify that in the coming weeks 
and months. Irrespective of where an industrial closure takes place, we cannot forget that, although we might 
be dealing with the direct figures, the knock-on impact on the supply chain is huge. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): That concludes the ministerial statement on Syngenta 
Grangemouth. 

Scotland’s Future in Europe 
The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): The next item of business is a debate on motion S7M-01448, 

in the name of Stephen Gethins, on Scotland’s prosperity and future in Europe. Members wishing to speak in 
the debate should press their request-to-speak buttons now. 

15:30 
The Minister for Europe, External Affairs and Energy (Stephen Gethins): It is over 10 years since the 

European Union referendum, and we marked that anniversary just a few weeks ago. It was quite telling that 
nobody was celebrating. I marked that anniversary as a member of this Parliament, having been a member 
of the Westminster Parliament at the time of the EU referendum. 

I am aware that this place has its detractors, but can I just reflect from a distance on what an oasis of 
common sense the Scottish Parliament was during those chaotic years? It was a Parliament that, on a cross-
party basis, had recognised the damage that leaving the EU would do, recognised the impact that it would 
have on EU citizens living here, and, despite every single area in Scotland voting to remain, sought 
compromise with a United Kingdom Parliament and Government that had stopped listening. 

I remember in the days and weeks following the referendum that it was this Parliament that—to 
paraphrase—kept its head while all about lost theirs. I pay tribute to former First Minister Sturgeon for her 
leadership during that period, but I will also say that the calibre and quality of debate was so much higher in 
this Parliament than it was at Westminster. I pay tribute to others such as Kezia Dugdale, as well as Willie 
Rennie, to be fair, along with Patrick Harvie and, of course, the current First Minister. 

While I am pursuing the theme of credit where it is due, let me again, a decade on, acknowledge that the 
UK Prime Minister has now, at long last, recognised the damage that leaving the EU has done—damage that 
is costing the UK £250 million a day in lost tax revenues; has made the UK more isolated and less safe at a 
time when Europe is pulling together in the face of Russian aggression; has upped red tape for businesses, 
especially small businesses; has created a small boats crisis in the Channel due to the UK’s unnecessary 
withdrawal from the Dublin system, and, critically, has removed rights from citizens—not least, our young 
people, who now have fewer rights than my generation and those before me had. 

Therefore, I am grateful to the Prime Minister, who has rejected the omerta of Brexit and has set out the 
options that we should consider. The options that the Prime Minister has given us are: the costly status quo; 
join a customs union; join the single market; or simply—and this would be my preference—rejoin and be a 
member like most of our neighbours. That being said, I am keen to hear members’ views on the options that 
have been set out—not by me, but by the Prime Minister. 

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): Will the member give way? 
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Stephen Gethins: In terms of this Parliament, I am mindful that, in the near term, there is the question of 
the UK-EU summit, which will have a profound impact on devolved competences, just as the whole Brexit 
saga has done. Indeed, the great irony of Westminster seeking to “take back control” was that it was mainly 
at the expense of Cardiff, Belfast and Edinburgh. Brexit has been a disaster. Those with most to hide are 
those who seek to avoid this debate and it is telling that those who own the Brexit process have so little to 
say in its defence. 

I am also keen to hear members’ views on that summit. Even if it were not for the renewed debate, the 
summit would still be of significant consequence to this Parliament. The areas currently under discussion, 
including agrifood trade, youth mobility, emissions trading and energy co-operation, are all areas where closer 
co-operation can deliver real benefits for Scotland and impact heavily on devolved areas of competence. 

Murdo Fraser: Will the member give way? 

Stephen Gethins: I will give way to Mr Fraser on that point. 

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): I am grateful to Mr Gethins for giving way. I was trying to 
intervene on his previous point about what membership of the EU would mean. 

Can he clarify the Scottish Government’s current position on seeking membership of the EU? Is that full-fat 
EU membership, with membership of the Schengen agreement and the single currency? Or is that some sort 
of à la carte bespoke membership, which has yet to be identified? 

Stephen Gethins: Mr Fraser, like his colleagues at Westminster, has not been reading his European 
treaties, which does not surprise me terribly. 

I am not sure whether I am allowed to do this, but I encourage him to read my book—[Interruption.]—for 
which I interviewed a variety of decision makers in relation to that question. As a result, I was able to include 
the fact that there are a variety of ways in which you can join the European Union. Ireland is not a member of 
Schengen. With regard to the Nordic members, Finland is a member of the EU and the euro; Sweden is a 
member of— 

Murdo Fraser: Will the member give way? 

Stephen Gethins: No, thank you—I think that I would listen on this point about treaties, Mr Fraser. Our 
position is that we should have a membership of the European Union that suits Scotland and that is aligned 
with European treaties. 

On devolved competence, the Scottish Government has consistently argued for a more constructive 
relationship between the UK and the EU. The Scottish Government has published detailed proposals—I 
encourage the member to read those, too—engaged extensively with stakeholders and worked positively with 
the UK Government where interests align. We published our updated position on the summit negotiations 
today, and I encourage members to maybe do a bit of reading. 

It is right that we acknowledge where progress is being made. For example, there is the return to 
membership of the horizon programme and Erasmus+. We are also moving forward with an ambitious sanitary 
and phytosanitary agreement, which could help to reduce unnecessary burdens on exporters; a well-designed 
youth experience scheme that, although not the same as the scheme for members, is a bit of progress; the 
linking of UK and EU emissions trading systems, which could reduce costs and barriers with the EU; and 
greater energy co-operation, which offers opportunities to improve energy security and support investment in 
the transition to net zero. Those are all worthwhile objectives. 

However, we should also be honest about the extraordinary limits of what is currently on offer. The UK’s 
red lines on participation in the single market, a customs union and freedom of movement are an impediment 
to real progress. Some of those constraints and limits also make Scotland and the rest of the UK more 
vulnerable to the development of legislation that is aimed at putting EU interests first through the made in 
Europe agenda. We will continue to work in good faith with the UK Government on its renegotiation in the 
short term, but it is right that we highlight the shortcomings and our preferences, as the UK Prime Minister 
has invited us to do. 

That brings us to a vision of our future. The debate has always been about differing visions of our future. 
Scotland is a European nation, and Scotland prospers when we work closely with European partners. That is 
true economically, socially and culturally, and it is true in the face of shared challenges in relation to energy 
security at a time of geopolitical uncertainty, climate change, which is having a generational impact, and 
economic competitiveness. 

Scotland has paid a particularly high price for leaving the EU. Modelling suggests that Scotland was the 
hardest hit of the devolved nations, with economic output up to 9 per cent lower in 2023 than it would have 



The rest of this Official Report will be published progressively as soon as the text is available. 

been had we remained in the European Union. That came at a time when barriers were erected across some 
of our most important export sectors, from food and drink to energy, chemicals and professional services. Our 
agrifood sector has been particularly badly hit, leading to a sustained loss in the sector, with analysis showing 
that Scotland may have lost up to £2.8 billion-worth of output. 

However, the issue is about more than that. It is about the kind of society we want to build and how we see 
our place in the world. The Prime Minister talked about solidarity, and I agree, but why is solidarity restricted 
to an island, when the rest of Europe moves closer together? Solidarity is not restricted for this single island 
but rather across democratic Europe. Solidarity means that we pull together on issues such as energy security 
and food and drink—areas where Europe needs Scotland and we are part of the solution. Solidarity does not 
mean turning our backs on European partners during the worst crisis since the second world war. Solidarity 
does not mean taking a country out of the EU against its will and failing to even engage with compromises. 
Solidarity does not mean refusing a nation its right to self-determination and imposing laws and governance 
against its will. Solidarity is built into the European treaties that respect the independence and sovereignty of 
its members—nations that can leave the EU when they want, that sit as equals and that have a court and 
agreements that ensure that the biggest members cannot simply overrule the other constituent parts. 

Ask someone in Dublin, Warsaw, Helsinki or Ljubljana—the capitals of states for which independence was 
hard won—whether they lost their independence when they joined the EU and you will get a stern rebuke that 
EU membership strengthens their independence. It is a 21st century model of union that stands in stark 
contrast to the outdated 18th century model of union that is way past its sell-by date and that would not be 
tolerated by any of our neighbours. 

Over the past decade, we have paid a heavy price for British exceptionalism. I am simply asking members 
to return to a European norm. 

I move, 
That the Parliament believes that the best future for Scotland lies within the European Union (EU) and that EU membership 

should be sought as swiftly as possible. 

15:40 
Neil Bibby (West Scotland) (Lab): I welcome this debate, and I will tell members why: it is because Andy 

Burnham’s speech in Liverpool last week started a vital national conversation on our long-term future with 
Europe. The current European Union is different from the one that we left, and I hope that it will not destabilise 
further if Le Pen wins in France or Alternative für Deutschland gains more ground in Germany. 

Europe is too important an issue for any party to grandstand on. Although I could agree with a fair amount 
of the minister’s speech, I regret to say that we have already heard some grandstanding from him. However, 
that is hardly surprising, because we know that the Scottish National Party loves a headline over a headache 
and does its best to rewrite history. This is the same SNP that actively opposed the UK joining the EU in 1973, 
that famously spent more on a camper van than on campaigning against Brexit, and whose MPs, including 
the minister himself, failed to vote for membership of the customs union during the 2019 indicative votes in 
the House of Commons. 

Stephen Gethins: Those were indicative votes, and I respected the will of the Scottish Parliament. When 
it came to meaningful and legislative votes, I voted for the customs union—the Labour Party voted against. 

Neil Bibby: That is not the SNP’s only piece of chequered history on Europe. The SNP’s former Cabinet 
Secretary for Constitution, External Affairs and Culture described the Lisbon treaty, one of the foundational 
legal pillars of the European Union, as “a travesty” and “unacceptable”. 

We could all spend this afternoon attacking each other’s positions on Europe. However, let us instead try 
to reach some common ground and achieve some unity. Let us look forward and work together in the interests 
of Scottish businesses, workers, young people and all our citizens. 

However, doing so will take far more serious thought and hard work than lodging an ambiguous two-line 
motion does. The motion states that the SNP wants Scotland to join the EU “as swiftly as possible”, but it fails 
to specify how and on what terms. The motion does not seek membership on a defined basis, it provides zero 
detail on any red lines and it sets out absolutely no plan to protect Scotland’s interests. 

Neither the motion nor the minister’s opening speech acknowledged some basic truths, let alone answered 
the most fundamental questions. The reality is that Scotland’s current structural budget deficit makes us 
ineligible for EU membership. Today, we have been given no detail about which public services would be cut 
to meet the strict entry criteria set out by Brussels, nor has the Scottish Government even bothered to address 
the massive question of currency compatibility. 
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If we are here in the Parliament to argue what is genuinely in the best interests of Scotland, let us look at 
the hard facts. It makes little economic sense to break up one union only to join another. It makes even less 
sense when we consider the undeniable fact that the rest of the UK is Scotland’s largest trading partner, 
which, according to the Scottish Government’s own statistics, accounts for 60 per cent of all our exports, 
which is three times the size of our trade with the entire European Union. In fact, we export more to non-EU 
international markets than we do to the EU itself. The SNP’s position is simply not in Scotland’s interests. 
Brexit was a disaster, but Scexit would not repair it; it would square it. 

Keith Brown (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP): In Neil Bibby’s amendment, which he has just 
mentioned, he says that 
“the interests of Scotland are best served by … being negotiated” 

by the UK. However, there was an absolute farce when the UK was in charge of the Brexit negotiations. It 
reversed its previous position, which was to safeguard Scotland’s place in the EU, and it then forced Scotland 
out of Europe even though in every local authority area we voted to stay in. Why would we be best served by 
the UK negotiating for us? 

Neil Bibby: It is for the very reasons that I have just outlined. The Scottish Government’s statistics show 
that 60 per cent of our exports go to the rest of the UK—three times the amount exported to the European 
Union. 

I agree with Andy Burnham that Brexit has done more harm than good, that we need to examine every 
option for closer integration and that we must build a consensus on the best way forward. I fear that the SNP 
is not interested in the latter two points, but the minister and I can agree on the first. Brexit was wrong. It was 
a mistake made by David Cameron, who called a referendum that he was not prepared for. 

Alex Kerr (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) (SNP): Will the minister take an intervention? 

Neil Bibby: I need to make some progress. 

David Cameron did that in the narrow interests of his party rather than in the interests of the country. It 
stands as a salutary lesson that referendums should be called not to recklessly gamble with a nation’s fate 
but to reaffirm a clear national will. 

Brexit has been profoundly damaging. The Office for Budget Responsibility and the Bank of England 
estimate that the UK’s economy is 4 to 8 per cent smaller than it would have been had we remained in the 
EU. We have seen the loss of between £100 billion and £200 billion of potential economic activity, alongside 
hits to business investment and non-tariff barriers. 

Despite that uphill battle, it is welcome that, since 2024, the UK economy has been growing at a higher rate 
than the economies of other European G7 nations, but that does not erase the massive loss of economic 
potential that we have suffered. That is exactly why I have welcomed the UK Labour Government, since it 
took office, working to reset our relationship with the European Union and actively seeking co-operation where 
it matters most—on trade, security and defence. We should all welcome the UK-EU security and defence 
partnership that was signed in May 2025. 

I welcome the fact that the UK will officially rejoin the Erasmus+ programme. That will come at a cost of 
£570 million, but it will directly support Scottish universities and reopen doors for our young people, with an 
expanded programme that covers youth work and technical apprenticeships. 

I also welcome—even if John Swinney refused to do so at the time—the vital work that is being done to 
progress a comprehensive veterinary agreement to boost agrifood trade. Supermarkets have said that that 
will reduce the cost of people’s weekly shop—and I am sure that I am not the only one who recalls that the 
Scottish Government said that it was going to do that. Aston University has estimated that that could increase 
agrifood exports from the UK to the EU by 22.5 per cent. It is no wonder that Salmon Scotland, the Food and 
Drink Federation and many others have welcomed that progress. 

It is right that the UK settles its long-term relationship with Europe, and the UK Labour Government will 
effectively and responsibly lay out the options and the necessary trade-offs. I urge the Scottish Government, 
if it is genuinely serious about closer European integration, to engage meaningfully and constructively with 
the UK Government and with parties in this Parliament. Let us listen to the voices of Scottish industry and 
civil society and respected organisations such as the Scottish advisory forum on Europe. 

We must have a team Scotland approach as part of a team UK approach. If the minister and the Scottish 
Government are genuinely serious about repairing our relationship with the European Union, they will choose 
to work with our Prime Minister and not against him. As the minister mentioned, the UK-EU summit later this 
year will provide an opportunity to strike deals that will boost our economy, slash red tape, help our businesses 
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to grow, and give young people opportunities that they have been denied since Brexit, including here in 
Scotland. The Prime Minister believes that those steps should be the floor and not the ceiling of our ambition, 
and I believe that, too. 

I move amendment S7M-01448.3, to leave out from “believes” to end and insert: 
“welcomes the Prime Minister’s recent commitment to comprehensively review the UK’s relationship with the European Union 

(EU), including examining options for closer integration; believes that Brexit has caused profound economic harm and that a 
close relationship with Europe is fundamental to Scotland and the rest of the UK’s prosperity and security; recognises that the 
interests of Scotland are best served by any return to European frameworks being negotiated on a UK wide basis to protect 
Scotland’s trade with the rest of the UK, and therefore calls on the Scottish Government to work constructively with the UK 
Government regarding its approach to the upcoming EU-UK summit and to find a consensus on a long term relationship with the 
EU that people in Scotland and the rest of the UK can unite around.” 

15:49 
Iris Duane (Glasgow) (Green): I, too, welcome the Government bringing this debate to the chamber. Even 

though I may not—yet—have my own book to plug, I am happy that we are finally discussing Europe. 

I was 13 years old when we decided to leave the European Union and 17 when we actually left it. I horrified 
people by revealing those facts on the BBC’s “Politics Live” last week, but I found that they struck more of a 
chord when we talked about the relationship with the EU. Many constituents have reached out to me and 
discussed how much has changed since then. 

By almost any metric, 2016 was a long time ago and things were different then. We have since had 10 
years, six prime ministers and countless missed opportunities. We would be foolish not to at least admit how 
much has changed. The cost of living was admittedly high then, but it was not quite where it is now. The 
international rules-based order was starting to show cracks more openly, but was yet to fully give way. 
Although the first-order effects of the Conservative-Liberal austerity measures had been felt by working 
people, we had yet to fully reckon with the economic vandalism that had been unleashed. The context within 
which the UK made its choice was based on a world that has not existed for quite some time. 

If I am entirely honest, if I remember correctly, at the time, I was too preoccupied with repeatedly listening 
to Beyoncé’s album “Lemonade” on my way to school, and with the upcoming release of Pokémon Go, to 
consider the geopolitics of it all. Like many people my age, I felt a profound sadness and, having always 
considered myself to be European, I was slightly confused as to what would spur on the decision to leave. In 
retrospect and as now seems painfully clear, perhaps allowing the architects of austerity to sell us its solution, 
even if it was painted on the side of a big red bus, was a foolish mistake. Like millions more people, I am not 
surprised that the £350 million more a week for the national health service never materialised, and perhaps 
that is a lesson that the words of Nigel Farage are not to be trusted. 

That is not to say that the European project is perfect. In my view, there are many legitimate criticisms to 
be made, including of the ongoing democratic deficit that left many, including many remainers, feeling so far 
away from the continent that they call home. That is without even considering the tight fiscal constraints, which 
many fear will get worse in the new era of destabilisation. 

I cannot imagine how we can argue about fixing those problems if we are committed to simply ignoring the 
problem that we have left behind. We have to be honest: for many people my age, the European Union 
provided more than just a bureaucratic political settlement. It meant opportunities to study in another country, 
travel, experience new cultures, work and build a life elsewhere if you wished to, or to stay here knowing that 
you had a continent behind you. There is something particularly unfair about the fact that my generation and 
those who are younger than me will continue to have to live with the consequences of leaving our neighbours 
behind, despite having had no say in the decision. A recent study showed that 83 per cent of those aged 16 
to 24 would vote to return to the EU. Colleagues, I am sure that our experiences across many different 
portfolios have shown that getting 83 per cent of any group of people to agree on something is quite hard. 

We cannot leave that in the air. However, we cannot just talk about prosperity, either. We must remember 
that it was never just about individual opportunity, but also about the collective good. Looking past the 
symbolic casualties of leaving the European Union, can we say that any of it has been a success, that we are 
proud of our untimely exit or that the economic reawakening we were promised has happened? The 
businesses that were promised that they would benefit from Brexit have found themselves drowning in red 
tape and in a regulatory framework that they no longer have a say in. Seventy-three per cent of chief operating 
officers say that their business confidence has fallen since Brexit and a further third of businesses want the 
customs procedures to be slashed. The idea of a land of milk and honey, where we left the EU and 
immediately slashed regulations, which then somehow benefited everyone, was never going to exist. Despite 
any ideological obstructions, the average consumer never wanted products that were worse and the average 
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business never wanted to make them. Together, we committed an act of economic harm and, although we 
were not to know, it happened at the point at which the 21st century hit its tipping point. As we look to the 
horizon, we need to ask ourselves whether this is the world that we want and what kind of future we want the 
next generation of Scots to inherit. 

In closing, I will make a salient point that must underpin our considerations in the chamber. As members 
know, debates have recently exploded about leaving the jurisdiction of the European Court of Human Rights, 
which would be a further act of leaving Europe behind and would strip us of the international protections that 
we put in place to prevent the horrors of the second world war from recurring. The same individuals who tore 
us from our continent now choose to tear us from our rights of family, freedom and privacy and from many 
more. It is a purposeful trend of isolationism to make our citizens vulnerable, to take advantage of legitimate 
grievances, and to take more and more from us. The age of war, economic strife and state change has 
returned. We are surrounded by allies, enemies and those in between. To sacrifice our safety on our continent 
for a project of deregulation is yet another act of warfare upon the working-class people in this land. 

Although we cannot undo the past 10 years, we have the power to decide what we do in the next 10 years 
and to ensure that the next generation of Scots inherits a country that is open, hopeful and connected to 
Europe. We can have a future that is defined not by the choices or the mistakes of the past but by the 
possibilities and opportunities that are ahead of us. It can be a future where not only our businesses are 
protected but our rights, too. Scotland can be a place where every Scot, no matter their background, feels 
that their potential is not held back, where their voice can be heard in a modern Europe, and where the chaos 
of the world can be held back by the strength and solidarity of our European neighbours. 

I was only 13 when our previous choice was made. My generation did not have a say in what happened 
then, but we are hoping to have a say in what happens now. 

I move amendment S7M-01448.2, to insert at end: 
“; recognises that Brexit has been a disaster for the economy and for individuals, and looks forward to the restoration of the 

benefits of EU membership.” 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): I call Murdo Fraser to speak to and move amendment S7M-
01448.4, for up to six minutes. 

15:55 
Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): I am pleased to contribute to the debate to discuss 

Scotland’s future in Europe. I want to start by making the obvious point that Europe is more than just the EU. 
There are countries in Europe that are not in the EU, and we should not forget that, 

Also, for the avoidance of doubt, I absolutely reject the premise of the SNP motion that 
“EU membership should be sought as swiftly as possible.” 

Indeed, listening to the minister, I got the sense that he was not really that enthusiastic about his own motion, 
because he was given an allocation of 12 minutes to speak and he sat down after nine—he ran out of things 
to say in support of his own motion. Perhaps that should not surprise us, because, having listened carefully 
to his speech, I am still none the wiser as to what exactly the SNP wants from EU membership. Is it signing 
up to the Schengen agreement? Is it signing up to the single currency? Is it some other arrangement with the 
EU? It would be good to get some clarity on those matters before we go much further. I intervened on the 
minister to ask those questions, but he was unable to give me an answer. I will happily give way to him now 
if he wants to tell me what the SNP’s position is on the single currency and Schengen. 

Stephen Gethins: On the issue of time, I say to Mr Fraser that less is more. That might be a lesson that 
he wants to take on board from time to time. 

Our position is very straightforward, and we have set it out in the past. We want to be a member of the 
European Union. One need not join Schengen. One need not join a single currency. Fundamentally, those 
are not matters for me. If we are independent, for once in our history those will be matters for the people of 
Scotland. 

Murdo Fraser: Despite that, Presiding Officer, he still could not give me an answer. We do not know what 
the SNP’s position is. Does it want to join Schengen? Does it want to join the single currency? We have no 
idea. 

I took the minister’s advice to have a quick look at his book. It is still available on Amazon, at the current 
bestseller rank of 1,264,928. [Laughter.] I am sure that more popular volumes are available. 

Stephen Gethins: Will the member take an intervention? 
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Murdo Fraser: If the minister wants to intervene again, I am happy to give way. 

Stephen Gethins: I thank Mr Fraser for the plug. As always, I am sure that that mention will tick things up 
by—well, we shall see. The book is a few years out of date as well. 

On his point, it is a matter for the people of Scotland, just as it is a matter for the people of Ireland. I have 
set out where we are on Schengen and the single currency. Fundamentally, Scotland will get a Government 
that votes for the European treaties, meaning that we can negotiate for what we want, as well. 

Murdo Fraser: What the minister just said to us is that the Scottish National Party—the party of the Scottish 
Government—has no policy on the Schengen agreement or on joining the single currency. I have tried my 
best; now I will move on. 

I want to talk about my amendment. 

Victor Currie (Highlands and Islands) (Reform): Will the member take an intervention? 

Murdo Fraser: Yes—why not? 

Victor Currie: Is it Murdo Fraser’s understanding, as it is mine, that any new member of the European 
Union is obliged to join the single currency, the euro? Admittedly, that is without a specific timeline, but it is to 
happen when the economic realities allow and, unlike in the case of Denmark’s current opt-out, there will be 
no option to opt out for any new acceding states—is that his understanding? 

Murdo Fraser: I think that Mr Currie has correctly stated the current legal position. If that is not the case, I 
am sure that Mr Gethins can deal with that in his wind-up speech. 

I want to talk about my amendment, because it notes the very important fact that we had a referendum in 
2016 on whether the UK should remain part of the EU, and in that referendum people voted that they wanted 
to leave. I should stress that that was not my position. I did not support Brexit. 

Heather Anderson (Dundee City West) (SNP): Will the member take an intervention? 

Murdo Fraser: I have taken three interventions already. I want to make some progress. I might come back 
to the member in a moment. 

I did not support Brexit, nor did most of my Scottish Conservative colleagues. [Interruption.] 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): Heather Anderson, could you sit down, please? The member 
has indicated his position.  

Murdo Fraser: Thank you, Deputy Presiding Officer. 

However, it is my firm view that, when a referendum is held, we should respect the result of that referendum. 
That means that the decision that was taken to leave the EU should be respected. Although I disagreed with 
it at the time, we should respect that view, just as we should respect the decision that was taken 
overwhelmingly by the Scottish people in 2014 to remain part of the United Kingdom. 

I know that the current Prime Minister is talking about potentially revisiting our relationship with the EU and 
is perhaps even considering rejoining, and I would counsel against that. However, if he is to go down that 
route, we would have to have another referendum to confirm that and, frankly, I do not want to see another 
divisive referendum in my lifetime. Referendums consume huge amounts of political energy, they cause 
division in society, and they are a distraction from the real issues that matter to people. 

I opposed us leaving the EU for some reasons that are similar to those that cause me to oppose Scotland 
leaving the UK. I understood the arguments about sovereignty, taking back control and taking decisions closer 
to home. The difficulty is that, in both cases, those choices would come at considerable economic cost. 

Prior to the 2016 referendum, there were lots of predictions as to the negative impact that Brexit would 
have on the UK economy. If we look at the detail of those predictions, we see that many of them were 
premised on the assumption that Brexit would mean a reduction in inward migration to the UK. We now know, 
however, that that was not the case. In reality, the opposite happened. Far from immigration to the UK 
reducing as a result of Brexit, it more than doubled—albeit that the nature of it changed, with fewer new 
migrants from EU countries and more migrants from other parts of the world. The whole premise on which 
those calculations were made thus turned out to be false. 

Even now, when we hear estimates of the cost of Brexit to the economy—such as what we heard from the 
minister earlier—we have to take them with a pinch of salt. Trade with the EU has undoubtedly become more 
cumbersome with Brexit. However, in assessing its overall long-term impact, we have to consider the 



The rest of this Official Report will be published progressively as soon as the text is available. 

counterfactual, and whether it would be in our interests to be tied to an increasingly sclerotic EU economy as 
part of the UK. 

Alex Kerr: Will the member give way? 

Murdo Fraser: In a second. 

Brexit has given us the opportunity to make different choices. It has given us the right to make our own 
trade deals with, for example, India, which is an enormous opportunity for Scottish exports and which would 
not have been possible had we remained part of the EU. 

Alex Kerr: I understand the counterfactual that Murdo Fraser is talking about. If only we had an example 
of a nation in the UK that had remained in the single market, we could track the difference that it makes. If we 
were to track the difference in GDP growth of—oh, I do not know—Northern Ireland from 2015 to 2023, we 
would see that it had 16.5 per cent growth compared to UK growth of 11 per cent. Likewise, there has been 
a 25 per cent drop in financial services output across the other three countries of the UK, and an increase of 
50 per cent in Northern Ireland. 

Murdo Fraser: I am sure that Mr Kerr understands that Northern Ireland is a very special case in the United 
Kingdom, given its particular history. We have to be very careful about drawing parallels between the situation 
in Scotland and the situation in Northern Ireland. 

One thing that we know is that the SNP wants to take us out of the UK so that we can then join the EU. 
That would give us an entirely different trading regime in Scotland compared to the rest of the UK, with a hard 
border at Berwick and Carlisle, and potentially a different currency entirely. That is not in Scotland’s interests, 
because the statistics tell us that we trade three times as much in goods and services with the rest of the UK 
as we do with the EU single market. Leaving the UK domestic market to join the EU internal single market 
would be cutting off our nose to spite our face. It would be devastating for the Scottish economy and deeply 
damaging for business. 

That is why we should absolutely resist the SNP’s proposition that Scotland should become an EU member. 
Given the choice between the UK and the EU, it is overwhelmingly in our interests to stick with the UK. That 
is the point that I make in my amendment. 

I am pleased to move amendment S7M-01448.4, to leave out from “believes” to end and insert: 
“notes that in a referendum in 2016 the people of the UK voted to leave the EU; believes that the result of referendums should 

be respected; notes that trade between Scotland and the rest of the UK is three times the level of trade between Scotland and 
the EU; believes that in exiting the UK and joining the EU, Scotland would create a hard border and potentially currency 
divergence with our largest trading partner, which would be deeply damaging to Scotland’s economic interests, and accordingly 
commits to a future within an unrestricted UK domestic market for goods and services.” 

16:05 
David Green (Caithness, Sutherland and Ross) (LD): I, too, welcome the opportunity to speak in the 

debate. I also welcome the shared determination of many members—albeit not all—who wish to rebuild our 
relationship with Europe and undo the damage that Brexit has caused. 

Although there are many issues on which the minister and I will disagree, our shared commitment on 
Europe is not one of those. I hope that we as a Parliament can find such unity this afternoon, because people 
deserve a Parliament that can put party interests aside and come together on the serious issues, not treat 
them as a political football. 

Liberal Democrats have never wavered in our belief, even when it was not popular, that we are stronger 
when we work closely with our European friends and neighbours. That is part of our DNA. That is why I 
genuinely welcome the Prime Minister responding to that pressure and opening the door to EU membership. 
I hope that that will not be little more than a soundbite, and I look forward to working with Labour colleagues 
on it. 

Today’s debate is about not simply naming our ultimate destination but setting out a credible plan to get 
there. That is the purpose of my amendment. I will return to that amendment in a moment. However, first, it 
is important that we put the debate in context. 

The verdict from the Office for Budget Responsibility is that Brexit will leave the UK economy 4 per cent 
less productive, with imports and exports around 15 per cent lower than if we had remained in the European 
Union. That is because too many businesses—including in the Highlands, part of which I represent—now 
face higher costs and more bureaucracy when reaching their European customers. 
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Seafood is an example. In the year to March, Scotland’s fish and shellfish exports to the EU fell by 22 per 
cent. That was the single biggest contributor to the overall fall in our exports to Europe. 

Jamie Langan (South Scotland) (Reform): Does David Green recognise that the Scottish fishing trade, 
much of which he has just cited, has been decimated by European trawlers in our waters? 

David Green: I do not think that the member can talk about the fishing industry, which his party has entirely 
abandoned. 

Brexit has also made it harder for people from Europe—those who fill vital jobs, support our public services 
and strengthen our communities—to make their lives in the Highlands. 

For my constituents, Europe is not an abstract argument. It means getting Highland produce to market, 
filling vital jobs and keeping our communities thriving. 

My friend Charles Kennedy understood that deeply. I had the privilege of working with Charles, whose 
internationalism went hand in hand with his love for home. He said: 

“I find no contradiction between being a Highlander, a Scot, a citizen of the UK and a citizen of the European Union at one 
and the same time.” 

Having known Charles, I know how deeply he felt that. He was immensely proud of where he came from. He 
was deeply rooted in the communities that he represented. However, that never meant looking inwards; it 
was quite the opposite. Charles understood that the confidence in where we come from should give us the 
confidence to engage with the wider world. 

That matters now more than ever. If we are serious about that, we must remove the barriers with Europe. 
That means returning to the single market and establishing a new customs union. For businesses, that means 
better access to the European market and fewer obstacles between them and their customers. For our 
universities and researchers, it means deeper European co-operation. For our young people, it means a 
greater opportunity to live, work and study across Europe. 

We should deepen co-operation with our European allies, too, because the same principle applies to our 
security as it does to our economy, which is that we are stronger when we work together. That is why my 
amendment talks about making the UK “richer, safer and stronger”—richer by removing barriers to trade; 
safer through deeper co-operation with our European allies; and stronger because we achieve more with our 
European partners than we can do alone. 

Surely, though, all of us who believe in that European project can agree on something fundamental—that 
Europe is stronger when more countries and more people can share in the opportunities that come from 
working together and being part of a wider community with shared markets, shared opportunities and shared 
interests. That has always been at the heart of the European project—bringing countries together, deepening 
opportunity and building a Europe in which more people can participate and prosper. I want that for Scotland, 
and I believe that this Parliament should also want it for people throughout the United Kingdom.  

I finish by returning to the words of Charles Kennedy: 
“Britain is a European power. We cannot change our geography. Our involvement in the politics of European co-operation is 

one of necessity. Our wealth and our security depend upon it.” 

Charles was right, which is why I urge Parliament to support my amendment. 

I move amendment S7M-01448.1, to insert at end: 
“, and therefore believes that the first essential steps must be for the UK to join the single market as a member of the European 

Free Trade Area and European Economic Area, form a new UK-EU customs union and reach a new defence pact, in order to 
fully remove trade barriers to Europe, reverse years of economic damage that has been caused by the Brexit deal negotiated by 
the Conservative UK administration, and make the UK richer, safer and stronger.” 

16:10 
Senga Beresford (South Scotland) (Reform):  I find it hard to justify this debate, given the priorities that 

Scotland faces. Every Reform member would rather be discussing the real problems that the people we 
represent face. We asked for the debate to be changed in order to discuss the 1,133 lives lost to drugs last 
year and how we can stop families going through the pain of losing a loved one. The indy establishment 
blocked us, so here we are. 

The Minister for Parliamentary Business and Veterans (Jamie Hepburn): Will the member give way? 

Senga Beresford: No, thank you.  
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International relations, including relations with the European Union, are reserved to Westminster under 
schedule 5 of the Scotland Act 1998.  

Jamie Hepburn: Will the member give way? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): The minister is well aware that he must allow the member to 
continue. 

Senga Beresford: NHS funding, mental health support, social care and rehabilitation services are all 
devolved.  

The SNP, the Greens and, I believe, even the Lib Dems, whose politics seem to be built on sitting on the 
fence, all want to join the European Union. 

David Green: Will the member take an intervention? 

Senga Beresford: EU rules expect member states to keep deficits under 3 per cent, and new members 
must commit to joining the euro. Scotland’s net fiscal balance is currently minus 10.9 per cent of gross 
domestic product. [Interruption.]  

Senga Beresford: I can hardly hear myself. Can members be quiet? 

The SNP talks often about the damage of austerity, but I wonder—I can hardly hear myself—how extreme 
the austerity measures would need to be to achieve EU membership conditions.  

It also shocks me that John Swinney is so eager to sit at the European table alongside Georgia Meloni 
and—if the polls in France and Germany are right—Marine Le Pen and Alice Weidel, as many European 
countries are waking up to the left-wing suicidal empathy that has destroyed so many economies and borders. 
Our growth rate is not great, but it is better than those of the three largest EU economies. 

Was Brexit worth it? Absolutely. It returned control of our money, our borders and our trade policy to the 
UK. We still have trade deals, with the same terms, with more than 70 countries, but we have opened 
ourselves up to more markets and countries. Through the comprehensive and progressive agreement for 
trans-Pacific partnerships, the UK has its first free trade relationship with Malaysia, where tariffs of around 80 
per cent on Scotch whisky are being phased out. The Government estimates that CPTPP will add £2 billion 
a year to UK GDP in the long run.  

Outside the EU, our fishermen get more. The Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
estimates that the UK has around 84,000 tonnes more quota this year—worth around £131 million—than it 
would have had as an EU member. Last year, 72 per cent of that extra quota went to Scotland. In 2025, 
salmon exports reached £828 million, up from £445 million in 2016. Sixty per cent of Scottish exports stay in 
the UK, and 18 per cent go to the EU. The EU bought £384 billion of UK exports in 2025—41 per cent of the 
total.  

Since Brexit, we have new trade deals with Australia, New Zealand, Japan and India, and we have the 
economic prosperity deal with America. The UK is now making its own deals, and we demanded a higher 
standard with New Zealand and America, all done without Brussels. I will not pretend that everything is 
wonderful, but that shows we can achieve deals without paying the £9 billion to £11 billion a year to be part 
of the EU. [Interruption.] 

I will lend Mr Hepburn that book to read later. It is selling well.  

Europe wants to deal with us and we want to deal with Europe. A return, if even possible, would need 
unanimous European Council approval, European Parliament consent and an accession treaty ratified by 
every member state. Our old opt-outs would not be guaranteed, and we would have to commit to adopting 
the euro. I cannot see that going down well with the people of Scotland.  

Can we do more? Absolutely. Prime Minister after Prime Minister dragged their heels on a democratic vote 
that they and the First Minister have struggled to accept.  

Scottish universities made nearly 6,000 offers to EU applicants last year. The only difference is that the 
Scottish taxpayer does not have to foot the bill. 

That brings me to Scottish Government waste. The Scottish Government has five international offices in 
Europe: in Paris, Berlin, Dublin, Brussels and Copenhagen. Last year, their budget was almost £4 million. I 
am not opposed to Scotland having strong international relationships, and Scottish businesses would work 
well with European partners, but taxpayers are entitled to ask what they are getting for their money. This is 
where it gets interesting.  

Jamie Hepburn: Oh? 
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Senga Beresford: Listen closely. We asked for the performance targets for the international office network, 
and this was the Scottish Government’s response: 

“While our aim is to provide information whenever possible, in this instance the Scottish Government does not have current 
performance indicators or targets set for the network.” 

I have the FOI response if members would like to see it.  

Jamie Hepburn: That was a bit less interesting than you thought it would be. 

Senga Beresford: A bit like your personality.  

Members: Oh! 

Senga Beresford: That should concern every member of this Parliament, whatever their views on 
independence or Brexit. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): Senga Beresford, please sit down. 

I remind all members that they must extend courtesy to each other at all times. I also remind members that 
if a member indicates that she does not want to take an intervention, the member— 

Senga Beresford: Thank you. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): I remind Ms Beresford that she should not interrupt the chair 
while the chair is speaking. I also remind Ms Beresford, as she may not be aware of this, that she has to sit 
down while the chair is speaking.  

If a member indicates that they do not want to take an intervention, the member should sit down. Also, if 
any member is speaking and the chair speaks, they should sit down. I appreciate that there are many new 
members and they might not be aware of the conventions.  

Senga Beresford: Thank you. I am about to finish up anyway.  

When Reform UK’s Nigel Farage and the National Rally president, Jordan Bardella, signed a memorandum 
of understanding on illegal immigration, that was exactly what working together looks like. I will finish there.  

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Katy Clark): We move to the open debate. 

16:18 
Alex Kerr (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) (SNP):  Thank you, Presiding Officer. 

Jackie Dunbar (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP): Follow that. 

Alex Kerr: It will be extremely difficult to follow that speech.  

I am grateful to Stephen Gethins for bringing the debate to the Parliament. His depth of belief in the 
European project and Scotland’s place at the heart of that project is one that I share. I was one of six SNP 
candidates in Scotland’s last European Parliament election, in 2019, and I campaigned the length and breadth 
of our nation, putting forward the case for Scotland remaining part of that European family of nations. Whether 
it was in the east end of Glasgow, where I was brought up, in Linlithgow, where I did hustings, or in Dundee, 
the message came through loud and clear: communities in Scotland knew that Westminster’s Brexit 
obsession did not work for us. They had already made their feelings clear in the 2016 Brexit referendum, 
when every single council area in Scotland voted to remain.  

In the 2019 EU elections, the SNP returned its best ever result, winning three out of the six seats available 
across the country. Interestingly, three of those candidates are now MSPs—me, Heather Anderson and Alyn 
Smith, who has completed his tour of all the Parliaments, landing here, in Scotland’s national Parliament, and 
following in the footsteps of Madame Écosse. 

In spite of those democratic mandates, Scotland was dragged completely out of the European Union and 
has suffered the economic and cultural damage that came with it. In spite of multiple attempts by the Scottish 
Government to design a bespoke way to keep Scotland in the European single market, those attempts were 
ignored. Such disregard for Scottish democracy is incredibly common, but it did not need to happen. 

As I mentioned earlier, we have an example of when Westminster bent and buckled: Northern Ireland 
remains a part of the EU single market for goods and a part of the UK. What has been the outcome? The 
north of Ireland is far and away the fastest-growing part of the UK. Between 2015 and 2023, it had growth of 
16.5 per cent, whereas growth in the UK was 11 per cent. For those who claim that that was nothing to do 
with Brexit, I point out that, over the same period, financial services output—a crucial part of the Scottish 
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economy—dropped by 24 per cent across the UK, whereas there was a massive increase of 50 per cent in 
Northern Ireland, due to its proximity to Dublin, part of an independent nation in Europe of about 5.5 million 
people. 

Retail is also thriving in Northern Ireland. Reuters notes that analysts say that, as a result of the pound 
sterling having depreciated permanently, many consumers from the Republic of Ireland make frequent 
shopping trips to the north for a bargain. 

I mentioned another nation of 5.5 million people, like Scotland: the independent Republic of Ireland. The 
Republic of Ireland provides an incredibly timely comparison in relation to what independence in Europe could 
mean for Scotland. Like Scotland, it is undergoing its budget process, but, unlike Scotland, it is not part of 
broken Brexit Britain. It does not have to wait for Westminster to determine how much it can spend, nor does 
it have to contend with a massive deficit as a result of successive failures of Westminster governance. Instead, 
it is running a €6 billion surplus this year and a €9 billion surplus in 2027. 

Thanks to the broad shoulders of the United Kingdom, Scotland will be protected from an equivalent 
increase in the state pension that those living in Ireland will receive as a result of their €10 increase as part 
of the budget, bringing their pension to €13,654 a year—£1,107 more than the current United Kingdom 
pension. Instead, Scottish pensioners will find that they receive less as the UK Government scraps the triple 
lock on pensions to pay for social care in England—maybe, eventually, a couple of years down the line. Thank 
goodness for the broad shoulders of the UK. 

Thankfully, the era of Westminster dominance is drawing to a close, which presents Scotland with an 
opportunity to become an independent nation and to build a fairer and wealthier future at the heart of Europe. 
Independence offers Scotland the clearest path back into the European Union, with the benefits that 
membership brings. If Scotland is to rejoin the EU and regain access to the opportunities, freedoms and 
economic advantages that it provides, independence is the only sure-fire route available. 

Victor Currie: Does Alex Kerr recognise that, if he got his dream and we rejoined the EU, unlike the liberty 
that we have, under the Westminster system, to administer our budget—admittedly, that is being done quite 
badly at the moment—we would be subject to a 3 per cent deficit ceiling and a 60 per cent debt ratio every 
year? 

Alex Kerr: There are quite a few points to address in that intervention. Not all EU members meet that deficit 
ratio. Fundamentally, we are not looking for the liberty to be handed pocket money from Westminster, which 
has totally mishandled the Scottish economy and the wider UK economy; we are looking for the liberty that 
the Republic of Ireland has. It is another country of 5.5 million people that, thanks to being independent and 
being able to decide its own future, is now running a budget surplus of €6 billion. Imagine that. MSPs would 
not have to take the tough decisions that we are going to have to take. Instead, we could increase our 
pensions and our budgets. 

Victor Currie: I thank Alex Kerr for taking an additional intervention. He championed the figures that Ireland 
is exhibiting, but does he recognise that that is because Ireland is subject to a 3 per cent deficit ceiling and a 
60 per cent debt ratio? Does he understand what would have to happen to our public services and 
infrastructure in Scotland for us to meet those stringent conditions that are imposed by the EU? 

Alex Kerr: The member can look this up. As I just pointed out, the Irish are increasing social benefits and 
pensions because they are running a £6 billion surplus. I will leave it at that. 

Make no mistake: this debate is not just academic. Had Scotland’s economic growth matched the EU 
average since 2014, gross domestic product per head could have been around £5,100 higher. We could 
spend hours discussing the broken promises of successive UK Governments, but I am drawing to a close. 
Perhaps the biggest broken promise of all was the claim that voting to remain in the UK was the only way to 
protect Scotland’s place in Europe. Instead, we have endured Brexit, years of austerity, a cost of living crisis, 
rising inflation and fewer opportunities for young people to live, work and study abroad.  

We were returned as the largest party in this Parliament with a clear commitment to Scotland rejoining the 
European Union, and that ambition is not simply about reversing the damage of Brexit but is about the kind 
of country that we want Scotland to be: prosperous, outward looking and able to take its place alongside other 
successful independent nations of our size. Scotland’s future lies in the European family of nations as an 
independent country in control of our own destiny. Ultimately, decisions made about Scotland should be made 
in Scotland by the people who live here and have a greatest stake in our success.  
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16:26 
Heather Anderson (Dundee City West) (SNP): I refer members to my entry in the register of members’ 

interests, which states that I am a serving member of Dundee City Council. I am also a former Member of the 
European Parliament and, on 30 January 2020, I addressed that Parliament in my maiden speech, using the 
following words: 

“My plea today is for you to remember Scotland … Just imagine how difficult it is for a country, like Scotland, which has 
pledged its allegiance to the European Union … to be taken out against our will and without our consent. We do not live in a 
United Kingdom; we live in a disunited Kingdom and Brexit is not the settled will of the Scottish people.” 

Those words are even more true today than they were six years ago. Of those who voted in Scotland, 62 
per cent voted to remain in the European Union. After Alyn Smith was elected to Westminster, despite 
everything that the UK Government did to stop me getting to the European Parliament, I was there to ensure 
that Scotland’s democratic right to vote against the withdrawal agreement was honoured, as it was, with all 
three SNP MEPs voting against the withdrawal agreement. 

As Burns would say, it is important to 
“see oursels as ithers see us”. 

In Europe, Scots were recognised as innovators, collaborators, leaders and reliable allies. We shared 
Europe’s core values of democracy, human dignity, equality and the rule of law, and our forced departure was 
emotional and moving. David Sassoli, the late former president of the European Parliament, broke with 
tradition to allow “Auld Lang Syne” to be sung in the chamber. It was quite something to hear members from 
28 states singing Burns and we were bagpiped out of the building. On that day, Europe recognised Scotland’s 
unique position, just as it does today. 

In my party, when you believe in something you believe in it. We have never changed our commitment to 
independence or to Europe and we have been proven right. YouGov polling from June this year tells us that 
75 per cent of people in Scotland now think that the decision to leave the EU was wrong, and that 70 per cent 
would vote to rejoin, if given the opportunity. It also tells us that, 10 years on from the Brexit referendum, 77 
per cent of people in Scotland think that Brexit has been a failure. 

What a total failure it has been. The wheels have certainly come off the lying Brexit bus. Our defence and 
national security have been weakened. We are all now much poorer economically, academically, culturally 
and societally. Scotland’s public revenues are £3.3 billion lower than they would have been if we had remained 
in Europe, and that is costing us £9 million every day.  

I must express some frustration with the Labour Party saying that it knows that we made a bad decision 
but that we are just going to have to wait for it to get around to rectifying that. The Office for Budget 
Responsibility tells us that long-term productivity is down, that exports and imports are 15 per cent lower and 
that net migration has, of course, increased. Scotland has always believed in trade—Adam Smith is one of 
our own—so we simply could not comprehend why we were being dragged out of the world’s largest free 
trade bloc. The UK has the rare distinction of being the first country to impose economic sanctions on itself. 

 

The UK Independence Party rebranded as the Brexit Party and, of course, has now rebranded as Reform 
UK. Back then, the party claimed that housing shortages and NHS waiting lists were caused by “faceless 
European bureaucrats”, who were responsible for regulating everything from the volume of a pint to the 
straightness of a banana. Do you remember all that nonsense, Presiding Officer? 

Now, Reform blames housing shortages and NHS waiting lists on immigrants, asylum seekers and women 
in burqas. It is all dangerous scapegoating and there is no sunny upland in sight. 

The second UK-EU summit is scheduled for November, and although we welcome the change of heart at 
Downing Street or Number 10 North England, we are still frustrated that we cannot represent Scotland’s 
interests directly because we are not at the table. As Mark Carney so rightly said,  
“if we’re not at the table, we’re on the menu.” 

Scotland’s scientific prowess, fisheries and energy are always on the menu. Unfortunately, we must again 
hope that the UK delegation listens to and fight for Scotland’s interests, although it does not have a very 
strong track record in doing so. 

I am very relieved that Andy Burnham, the Prime Minister, and Lisa Nandy both agree with Stephen Kerr, 
who in this chamber last week agreed that 10 years was, indeed, a generation. Lisa Nandy very eloquently 
said: 

“the question of Europe was never settled … We decided to leave, we left, and now it’s 10 years on.”  
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Guess what? The question of Scottish independence is certainly not settled and we are 12 years on. Our 
referendum is technically overdue. Iris Duane might have been too young to vote in the Brexit referendum. 
We now know that a million people were not old enough to vote in the independence referendum and they 
must have their say now. 

Back in January 2020, in the European Parliament, I closed my speech by saying:  
“We have shared a long history with you in Europe, both before our current union with England and hopefully in the future … 

We know our best future is with you, and when the people of Scotland have to choose between two unions, they are deciding to 
choose the European Union.” 

As Andy Burnham says, Brexit has done more harm than good. However, we can no longer wait for 
Burnham to persuade his party to come back to its senses. I am flattered that Labour are mimicking many of 
our policies, but we really do not have much more time to waste. Alyn Smith, my fellow former MEP, famously 
asked Europe  
“to leave a light on” 

for Scotland to enable us to 
“find our way home.” 

Let us become that independent Scotland and go home to the heart of Europe where we truly belong. 

16:33 
Thomas Kerr (Glasgow) (Reform): Just a few weeks ago, I stood in this chamber and congratulated 

Gillian Mackay on what I thought was the most pointless, excruciating waste of time in this session of 
Parliament. Little did I know that the Scottish Government would take that as a challenge, yet here we are.  

Not all is lost for Ms Mackay and her extremist pals; she has not been undone. Her party still wins in relation 
to holding the most smoke-and-mirrors debate to hide the sinister side of antisemitism, but I am afraid that 
the SNP has won when it comes to pointless debates, because that is exactly what this ridiculous waste of 
time is. 

Less than two weeks ago in this chamber, members heard a pathetic, half-hearted ministerial statement on 
Scotland’s drug deaths shame that lasted only 30 minutes. Today, we are spending two hours on the EU. 

Jamie Hepburn: Will the member give way? 

Thomas Kerr: I absolutely will.  

Jackie Dunbar (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP): Oh, hurray! 

Thomas Kerr: Oh, shut up. 

Jamie Hepburn: Presumably, the member will welcome the fact that there will be a business motion 
tomorrow that will schedule a debate on drugs and alcohol deaths the first week back after recess. 

Thomas Kerr: I absolutely will, but how long has it taken the Government to get to that stage? Two weeks 
ago, we heard about record levels of drug deaths. You are taking recess off to go and enjoy your holiday, and 
then you are coming back to talk about it, but you have scheduled an EU debate. Shame on you. 

Jamie Hepburn: Will the member give way? 

Thomas Kerr:  No, I will not. Sit down. This Parliament is supposed to be a serious legislature, yet, since 
my election, my colleagues and I have seen no evidence that that is the case. Where is the debate on drug 
deaths? It is coming soon, apparently, but I will wait to see that happen. 

What about child poverty or housing? Where is the scrutiny of the thousands wasted on VIP world cup 
tickets or British Airways flight upgrades? Where is the accountability in relation to ministers spending millions 
on foreign aid to Palestine or free bus passes for strangers who have invaded our nation? Where is the 
sacking of a failing drugs minister whose policies are killing working-class Scots, or of a former justice minister 
who lied to this chamber about grooming gangs? Is it any wonder that 2 million Scots did not vote in May and 
have given up on this place? The Holyrood establishment is making a mockery of devolution and, as a result, 
Scotland is scunnered with its national Parliament. We on the Reform benches say that enough is enough. 

Unlike the SNP— 

Stephen Gethins: Will the member give way? 

Thomas Kerr: Yes, I will. 
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Stephen Gethins: I am really surprised that Thomas Kerr wants to talk about oil and gas consenting, which 
is quasi-judicial and reserved; immigration, which is quasi-judicial and reserved; and what women wear, which 
we certainly should not be debating in here; but does not want to debate the issue on which Nigel Farage 
built his career. Can he tell us why that is? 

Thomas Kerr: If the minister is seriously arguing that we should not discuss oil and gas when the North 
Sea is a massive issue, or that immigration and local connection are not serious, that says a lot about him.  

Stephen Gethins: I am not saying that. Will the member give way? 

Thomas Kerr: No, minister, I am speaking. Sit down. 

My motion this week is about banning face coverings, which SNP members were in favour of but are now 
apparently against, so they had better make up their minds about where they sit on it. 

Unlike the SNP, we want to make life work for real Scots, those ordinary people up and down the country 
who expect this Parliament to be focused on poverty, social mobility, taxation, housing, health and education. 
They want a Parliament that is focused on them and policies that are created to better their lives, not the lives 
of strangers who come here illegally. 

Heather Anderson: Does Mr Kerr accept that his movement for Brexit and making us leave the European 
Union has made us all poorer? Today, we have repeated the statistics that show how much the economy has 
lost and how much poorer everybody in Scotland is as a result of the policies that he supports.  

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Clare Adamson): Thomas Kerr, please come to a conclusion. 

Thomas Kerr: First, the member is ignoring the almost 1 million Scots who voted to leave—apparently they 
do not matter. As for how much Brexit matters in terms of economics, it is nothing compared to what 
independence would do to this country, so the member should sit down and listen. 

I will say one thing about Europe before I finish. I hope that the SNP’s love for our European neighbours 
continues well into 2027 and beyond, because it will not be long until we have President Le Pen, Prime 
Minister Bardella and Chancellor Weidel. The one thing that Scotland can learn from our European friends is 
how to reject the woke, overbloated and out-of-touch establishment in favour of national sovereignty and 
renewal. So, let me reiterate: entering a country is not a right, it is an honour. In this country, it is an honour 
that you get from the UK Home Office. 

If this lot take anything away from today, it should be this: reject open borders, deport all illegals and put 
our own citizens first. That is the collective message from Europe, and it is certainly the current message from 
the people of Scotland. You should listen up and wake up. 

16:37 
Zen Ghani (Glasgow Cathcart and Pollok) (SNP): I declare an interest as an elected member of Glasgow 

City Council. I am grateful to Stephen Gethins for lodging this much-needed motion. 

In 2014, the people of Scotland were asked to make a choice about our future. One of the biggest 
arguments that was made against independence was that voting no was the safe option. It would protect our 
economy, it would protect our pensions and it would protect Scotland’s place in the European Union—that 
was the promise. Less than two years later, 62 per cent of Scots voted to remain in the European Union, yet 
we left anyway. We should all be honest about that. Whatever side people took in 2014, Scots were told that 
remaining in the UK was the best way to protect our place in Europe. Instead, it was our membership of the 
UK that took us out.  

Brexit has not just been some constitutional argument that only politicians care about; it has had real 
consequences. It has made it harder for Scottish businesses to trade with our nearest neighbours. It has 
taken away freedom of movement from a generation of young Scots, and it has taken us out of the world’s 
largest single market. The long-term economic impact is significant. The OBR estimates that the post-Brexit 
trading relationship will leave UK productivity around 4 per cent lower in the long run than if we had remained 
in the EU. The Scottish Government has estimated that, for Scotland, that means that around £3 billion a year 
is lost in public revenues. That figure is not insignificant. That money could be going into our NHS, into our 
schools, into our local services and into people’s lives.  

Brexit has answered a bigger question for us. It has shown us what happens when decisions about 
Scotland’s future are made somewhere else, even when the people of Scotland vote the other way. Therefore, 
this is not just some argument about Europe; it is an argument about power—about who gets to make the 
decisions that shape our economy, our opportunities, and our place in the world. I believe that those decisions 
should be made here in Scotland, by the people of Scotland. I and many others know that independence in 
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the EU would not be simple. It would mean negotiation; it would mean hard choices about our economy and 
our trading relationships, including with the rest of the UK; and it would mean being honest with people about 
that. However, Scotland would not be starting from scratch. We were a member of the EU for nearly 50 years. 
Our laws, our institutions and our businesses were shaped by that membership. We know how it works and 
we know what Scotland has to offer. I have every confidence that a modern, outward-looking Scotland can 
make its way in Europe once again. 

That brings us to the bigger question. We speak a lot about looking towards the continent, but we also have 
to ask what the continent sees when it looks back towards us. It sees a union which is divided and unprepared 
to rejoin the EU, led by a revolving door of Prime Ministers who are out of touch with reality, and a UK 
Government plagued by instability and scandal. 

Yi-pei Chou Turvey (North East Scotland) (LD): Will the member give way? 

Zen Ghani: No, thank you. 

When I look at Scotland, I see a country that has remained European in its outlook, even after being taken 
out of the EU. That matters, because this is not just about institutions in Brussels. It is about businesses being 
able to trade; it is about our universities working with partners across Europe; it is about young people having 
opportunities that previous generations took for granted; and it is about having a say in the decisions that 
affect us. 

The Scottish people had their say earlier this year, in May, by returning the pro-EU SNP as the largest party 
in this Parliament, so I do not think that our job now is just to spend the next five years talking about everything 
that Brexit has got wrong. We also need to talk about what comes next. I want Scotland to be an independent 
country in the EU, not because the EU is perfect—it is not—and not because EU membership will suddenly 
solve every problem that we have. It certainly will not. It is because I would rather that Scotland was involved 
in shaping the decisions that affect our future than watching those decisions being made somewhere else. 

Brexit was not Scotland’s choice, but we have had to live with the consequences of it. Scotland can be a 
global player on the world stage because we as a country, we as a people, have so much to contribute. In an 
ever-changing world, where countries are looking to Europe for support and hope, it is vital that Scotland has 
the chance to play its part. The next choice about Scotland’s future should be ours and, when that choice 
comes, I know where I want Scotland to be—back in Europe, with a seat at the table and making decisions 
for ourselves. 
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