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Scottish Parliament 

Wednesday 6 January 2010 

[THE PRESIDING OFFICER opened the meeting at 
14:30] 

Time for Reflection 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): 
Good afternoon and welcome back. Our first item 
of business this afternoon, as always, is time for 
reflection. Our time for reflection leader is the Rev 
Jim Cowan from Arthurlie parish church in 
Barrhead. 

Rev Jim Cowan (Arthurlie Parish Church, 
Barrhead): Thank you, Presiding Officer, and a 
good new year to you all. 

You will know, of course, that the end of an old 
year and the beginning of a new year is a time for 
reflection for many people. We look back with 
gratitude and sometimes regret, and we look 
forward with anticipation and sometimes dread. I 
have no doubt that some people here will be glad 
to see the back of 2009. Certainly, some 
politicians in other parts of the United Kingdom will 
be glad to see the back of the past year. We all 
know that it was a tough year for many people in 
political life, and that includes people here in 
Scotland. 

Today, 6 January, is the day when the Christian 
community celebrates Epiphany, the main theme 
of which is the visit of the Magi—the wise men—to 
Jesus. Much has been said in the past suggesting 
that those who are wise should still seek the one 
who described himself as the way, the truth and 
the life. However, if you are not a Christian, you 
might view that as an arrogant suggestion. Not all 
people in Scotland are followers of Christ, but I am 
certain that you folks here in the Parliament are 
seekers of the truth. 

You will probably be aware that in my 
denomination, the Church of Scotland, there are 
one or two high-profile issues and debates going 
on, which I am not at liberty to discuss in public. 
However, in listening to the various sides of the 
debates I am learning that most people are 
genuinely trying to be honest and to share the 
truth as they see it. The problem with truth, of 
course, is that we have different views and 
understandings of it. We can often be like the blind 
men in the Hindu proverb who cannot agree on 
what an elephant is because they all have different 
experiences by touching it. I am sure that you 
have heard the parable before. Each man thinks 
that he alone knows the truth about the nature of 
an elephant. They fail to grasp the fact that, if they 

listened to each other‘s experiences, they would 
gain a fuller understanding of its true nature. 

Not many of us, if any, are capable of 
understanding the whole truth about very much, 
but the wise among us are those who genuinely 
and earnestly seek the truth through listening to 
the experiences of others—not being threatened 
by a different version or understanding of the truth, 
but rather seeing it as an opportunity to expand 
their own understanding. 

It seems almost too obvious to state that, if we 
genuinely seek the truth, we should never be 
afraid to listen to the opinions of others or other 
truths, just as we should never be afraid to see 
things through others‘ eyes, and just as you who 
earnestly seek the welfare of the people of 
Scotland, if you are wise men and women, should 
never be afraid to listen with open minds to the 
wisdom of your fellow truth seekers. 

May the new year bring challenges and 
achievements, opportunities and fulfilment in your 
personal and public lives. May God bless you all in 
2010. 
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Business Motions 

14:35 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 
next item of business is consideration of business 
motion S3M-5450, in the name of Bruce Crawford, 
on behalf of the Parliamentary Bureau, which 
seeks to suspend standing orders to allow the 
Parliament to meet at 9 o‘clock on Thursday 7 
January. If any member wishes to speak against 
the motion, they should press their request-to-
speak button now. 

Motion moved, 

That the Parliament agrees that ―09:00‖ be substituted for 
―09:15‖ in Rule 2.2.3 for the purpose of allowing the 
meeting of the Parliament on Thursday 7 January 2010 to 
begin at 9.00 am.—[Bruce Crawford.] 

The Presiding Officer: Sarah Boyack has 
pressed her button. I take it that you do not wish to 
speak against the motion. 

Sarah Boyack (Edinburgh Central) (Lab): No. 

Motion agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The next item of 
business is consideration of another business 
motion, S3M-5451, in the name of Bruce 
Crawford, on behalf of the Parliamentary Bureau, 
which sets out a revised business programme. 
Again, if any member wishes to speak against the 
motion, they should press their request-to-speak 
button now. 

Motion moved, 

That the Parliament agrees—  

(a) the following revision to the programme of business for 
Wednesday 6 January 2010— 

delete 

followed by  Health and Sport Committee Debate: 
Report on the Inquiry into Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health and Well-
being 

followed by  Public Petitions Committee Debate: 
Petition PE1150 on Community 
Prisons 

and insert 

followed by  Ministerial Statement: The Decision 
on the Beauly to Denny Power Line 

followed by  Health and Sport Committee Debate: 
Report on the Inquiry into Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health and Well-
being 

and (b) the following revision to the programme of business 
for Thursday 7 January 2010— 

delete 

9.15 am Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

followed by  Stage 1 Debate: Public Services 
Reform (Scotland) Bill 

and insert 

9.00 am Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

followed by  Ministerial Statement: Impact of 
Severe Weather in Scotland 

followed by  Stage 1 Debate: Public Services 
Reform (Scotland) Bill—[Bruce 
Crawford.] 

Iain Smith (North East Fife) (LD): I rise to 
speak against the motion in the hope that the 
Minister for Parliamentary Business and the 
Parliamentary Bureau might agree to reverse the 
order of this afternoon‘s business. It is normal 
courtesy for relevant documents to be given to the 
spokespersons of other parties in advance of 
statements. On this occasion, the relevant 
documents have not been issued in advance and 
neither have the reporters‘ report on the Beauly to 
Denny line or the decision letter that contains the 
details to which the statement refers. My party 
made a direct request to the Government for that 
letter and we were told that it would not be 
published in advance. It is difficult for members 
who wish to ask questions about the statement to 
have any meaningful engagement when we have 
not had access to the detail to which the statement 
refers. 

I ask whether the Government wishes to reflect 
on the situation and reverse the order of business 
this afternoon to allow those documents to be 
issued and therefore to allow proper consideration 
of the statement. 

The Minister for Parliamentary Business 
(Bruce Crawford): The Parliamentary Bureau 
took the decision yesterday to proceed in this way 
and I see no reason to demur from that position at 
this stage. 

Motion agreed to. 
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Beauly to Denny Power Line 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 
next item of business is a statement by Jim Mather 
on the decision on the Beauly to Denny power 
line. The minister will take questions at the end of 
his 15-minute statement so there should be no 
interventions or interruptions. 

14:38 

The Minister for Enterprise, Energy and 
Tourism (Jim Mather): This statement to 
Parliament is on my decision on the applications 
from SP Transmission Ltd and Scottish Hydro-
Electric Transmission Ltd for consent under 
section 37 of the Electricity Act 1989 and deemed 
planning permission under section 57(2) of the 
Town and Country Planning (Scotland) Act 1997 
to install a 400kV double circuit overhead line 
connection between Beauly substation and Denny 
substation. The applications seek to upgrade and 
replace the existing line. 

In addition to the statement, I am writing to the 
three parliamentary committees that have an 
interest in the applications—the Economy, Energy 
and Tourism Committee, the Transport, 
Infrastructure and Climate Change Committee and 
the Public Petitions Committee. I have also placed 
copies of the decision letters and the report of the 
public local inquiry in the Scottish Parliament 
information centre and on the Scottish 
Government website. They are now available. 

I sought to make a statement to Parliament 
because of the importance of this decision for our 
sustainable energy future, our energy sector, 
Scotland‘s position at the forefront of renewable 
energy development, our environmental and 
cultural heritage, and the communities and groups 
along the length of the proposed line. 

It is clear that our electricity grid network needs 
further capacity to carry the levels of renewable 
energy that will be generated in Scotland in the 
coming years. Equally, to protect Scotland‘s 
energy security and deliver that energy potential, 
we need a transmission network that is fit for 
purpose. 

Given its scale, the Beauly to Denny upgrade is 
the most significant and important electricity 
infrastructure reinforcement project in a 
generation. In view of the spectrum of interests 
involved, important infrastructure decisions can be 
difficult, therefore it is absolutely right to consider 
fully all the issues and all the views, especially on 
a proposal of this scale, detail and complexity. 
That is the right approach on an issue of such 
importance to our energy future, our economy, our 
environment, our climate change efforts and the 
communities along the line. I have therefore given 

the most careful consideration to the applications. 
I have considered the detailed and extensive 
submissions that were made to the public local 
inquiry and the representations that have been 
made since the inquiry closed. I have considered 
the findings of the reporters and their 
consideration of the issues raised. 

In reaching my decision, I have balanced the 
macroeconomic need for and the benefits of 
upgrading the existing line and the visual and 
landscape impact at locations along the whole 
route. The reporters found a compelling need and 
technical justifications for the overhead line 
solution. They recognised the pressing need to 
reinforce the electricity grid to accommodate 
renewable electricity generation in the north of 
Scotland. Crucially, they also found that the 
economic justification for the proposal was strong. 
I agree with the reporters on all those issues. 

On balance, I conclude that there are strong 
arguments for a whole-line solution, which 
outweigh the withholding of consent for the line or 
sections of the line. I have therefore granted 
consent to upgrade the power line between Beauly 
and Denny, which is key to unlocking the vast 
renewable energy potential in the north of 
Scotland. 

However, in consenting to the applications—in 
giving consent for the project—I have not given a 
blueprint for unrestrained development. Consent is 
subject to a detailed and comprehensive range of 
conditions, including material mitigation of the 
impact of the line on the surrounding areas. That 
is proof positive that the reporters and I have 
listened to the representations that have been 
made and the interests of the communities along 
the line. 

The aim is to balance the delivery of this 
important project with the protection of the vital 
interests of communities, the environment, our 
cultural heritage and Scotland‘s tourism sector. 
The key to that, and to ensuring that the 
development is delivered appropriately throughout, 
is the on-going engagement of local communities, 
their representatives and other key interests. The 
conditions that I am attaching to the consent 
require that. The details of the conditions are set 
out in the decision letters. They are extensive, 
thorough and detailed, which is entirely proper in a 
project of this scale and importance. 

The existing 132kV overhead line will be 
dismantled and I will require the power companies 
to bring forward a range of improvements to the 
wirescape and undergrounding of a number of 
existing lines around and connecting to the line 
along its length. As a result, 86.5km of existing 
wirescape can be removed or improved at a 
potential capital cost of more than £50 million. 
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In addition to the five mitigation schemes 
recommended by the reporters at Muthill, Balblair, 
the Cairngorm national park, Errochty and Stirling, 
I have asked for further measures to mitigate as 
far as possible the visual impact of the line in the 
Stirling area, at Glenside near Plean and at 
Auchilhanzie house near Crieff. I want the 
applicants to be as flexible as possible in their 
approach to mitigating the impact of the line in 
those additional three areas. I also want them to 
consult closely the key parties and the local 
authorities in particular. 

In addition, I have imposed conditions to protect 
the interests of communities and the environment 
and to mitigate further the landscape and visual 
impact. Those include an environmental liaison 
group to advise on mitigation, construction, 
restoration and habitat measures as the 
development progresses; and a tourism, cultural 
heritage and community liaison group to advise on 
mitigation of the impact of the line on tourism and 
historical and cultural heritage, and to make 
recommendations on the potential wider benefits 
that the development will bring. 

The developers will need to produce a 
construction procedures handbook that sets out 
how the development will be constructed and 
managed. It will cover important issues that relate 
to the protection of our natural environment, such 
as waste minimisation and management, 
watercourse crossings and wildlife and Natura site 
protective measures. That will ensure that the 
construction phase is as responsible and sensitive 
as possible to the spectrum of local community 
needs and interests. 

The conditions are stretching but, in view of the 
development‘s significance and the importance of 
the environmental and community issues that 
have been raised, they are wholly appropriate. A 
range of other conditions will require the 
developers to safeguard against pollution, provide 
landscaping plans, minimise construction noise 
and traffic, and provide support for local 
businesses and community engagement. 

I have sought a balance between developing 
and delivering Scotland‘s energy future and 
protecting environmental, cultural heritage, 
economic and community interests. 

The line‘s route was arrived at after 
consideration of the existing long-established 
pylon route from Beauly to Denny and extensive 
consultation. The route was extensively discussed 
during what was the largest public local inquiry in 
the Parliament‘s history. I will take a moment to 
pay tribute to the inquiry reporters and the 
technical assessor for their diligent, detailed and 
professional approach. I also pay tribute to the 
organisations, groups and individuals who 
contributed to the public inquiry and who have 

contributed since. The scale, detail and range of 
that input testified to the passion and commitment 
of all those who were involved. That input was vital 
in helping to shape the report, the conditions and 
my decision on this important development. 

As Parliament knows, the overhead line will be 
220km—137 miles—long. The reinforcement of 
the line will reduce the number of pylons by more 
than a quarter—from 815 to about 600—and will 
follow the existing line for most of the route. 

It is important to focus on the broader benefits 
that the upgrade will bring to Scotland. Before 
Christmas, world leaders met in Copenhagen to 
discuss how to tackle the challenge of climate 
change, which is arguably the biggest challenge 
facing mankind. Scotland‘s world-leading Climate 
Change (Scotland) Act 2009 and the actions that 
we are taking to meet our climate change targets 
have put us at the heart of that discussion. 

It is vital that Scotland plays its part to deliver 
the low-carbon and secure renewable energy 
future to which we all aspire. To do that credibly, 
we in Scotland need to take the important 
decisions that will help to deliver that. The decision 
on the Beauly to Denny line, which is key to 
unlocking the north of Scotland‘s renewable 
energy potential, is one such decision. 

Let us be absolutely clear about the scale of the 
opportunity that is in our grasp. With a quarter of 
Europe‘s wind and tidal power resource and 10 
per cent of Europe‘s wave power, Scotland has a 
massive renewable energy potential. Through 
building on the legacy of our oil and gas and other 
energy industries, Scotland could be a European 
leader in clean, green energy. 

Yet Scotland has a unique opportunity to do 
much more. Consequently, we have an obligation 
to future generations to do much more. 
Connecting and transporting Scotland‘s renewable 
energy are crucial to the United Kingdom and the 
rest of Europe. The Beauly to Denny overhead line 
will help to meet that aim by providing a circuit to 
which much of the generation in the north of 
Scotland and along the line from Beauly to Denny 
can be connected. 

The upgraded line‘s capacity will increase from 
being able to transport 1.5GW of energy to being 
able to transport at least 2.5GW of renewable 
generation and will support wider grid capacity 
reinforcement to transport up to 5.2GW in the 
north of Scotland grid. As at October 2009, figures 
that National Grid has provided show that more 
than 50 projects, which total about 4.2GW, are 
queued behind the grid system boundary above 
the Beauly to Denny line. That represents two 
thirds of peak demand in Scotland. The decision 
today is therefore another significant step towards 
Scotland becoming Europe‘s clean, green energy 
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hub and towards providing what the reporters 
noted to be the 

―strong link for the connection of renewable generation 
along the route of the proposed Beauly to Denny line‖. 

Let me be absolutely clear: today‘s decision 
provides an important and necessary grid upgrade 
in addition to rather than as opposed to an 
upgrade of existing infrastructure, including 
reinforcement of the grid down the east coast of 
Scotland and subsea cable development. 

The Beauly to Denny line will help to unlock 
Scotland‘s onshore and offshore energy potential. 
It is the most significant and important electricity 
grid infrastructure reinforcement project in a 
generation. I have granted consent for the project 
with a range of conditions that recognise the 
legitimate concerns of communities along the 
length of the line. I have granted consent that 
recognises the wider context, benefits and 
challenges of a development of this scale and 
opportunity.  

I welcome this opportunity to share my decision 
with Parliament. 

The Presiding Officer: Thank you, minister. I 
am grateful for the couple of minutes of extra time 
that you have given to us. Time is extremely tight. 
I have exactly half an hour for questions on the 
statement. Many members have requested to 
speak, therefore I ask that questions and answers 
be as succinct as possible.  

Lewis Macdonald (Aberdeen Central) (Lab): I 
thank the minister for providing an advance copy 
of his statement. I welcome his decision to grant 
consent. The statement has been long awaited—
indeed, the decision has been long delayed. It is 
difficult to see what the minister has told us today 
that he could not have told us six months ago. 

As the convener of the Economy, Energy and 
Tourism Committee noted before proceedings 
began, on its own the statement is somewhat 
devoid of detail. In addition, so far it has not been 
accompanied by copies of the decision letters, 
which I assume will contain some of the important 
detail. I will therefore ask the minister for some of 
that detail on two points in particular. 

The minister said that he will require  

―a range of improvements to the wirescape and 
undergrounding of a number of existing lines‖, 

and that 

―86.5km of existing wirescape can be removed or 
improved‖. 

What length of existing line will he require to be 
undergrounded? Where he does not require 
undergrounding, what will he require instead? 

The minister also said that he intends to 
establish an environmental liaison group and a 
tourism, cultural heritage and community liaison 
group, which he will require the developers to 
consult. Will the consultations add to the timescale 
for completion of the project? 

Last year, the developers said that they could 
have commissioned the line by October 2012 if 
work had started by June 2009. Clearly, that did 
not happen. Does the minister expect that the 
conditions that he has set for the development will 
allow the developers to get started on the 
construction in the first half of 2010? Will the 
upgraded line be commissioned by October 2013? 
When will the work be finished? Will any condition 
that he has set for any part of the Beauly to Denny 
line or the essential lines that will connect to it 
require a fresh consent application? 

Jim Mather: I appreciate the member‘s 
welcome for the decision. I take his point on the 
delay, but I point out to him that the process was 
set in train by the previous Administration. The 
planning application was made in September 2005 
and the public local inquiry was announced in 
September 2006. The PLI started in February 
2007 and had to run until December 2007. We 
then had the report, which it took time for the 
reporters to produce. In essence, 80 per cent of 
the time was taken up by what the previous 
Administration set in train. We spent 16 per cent of 
the time on the necessary due diligence; we 
moved on as quickly as we possibly could. 

The member referred to the wirescape. We 
anticipate that the wirescape could be reduced by 
86km, which will be material. In essence, the ball 
has been put back firmly into the companies‘ 
court. They have the scope to come up with 
mitigation schemes, which we anticipate will 
involve a reduction in the wirescape and some 
undergrounding. 

I do not believe that consultation will add to the 
timescale. Indeed, the process will accelerate, 
because there will be more cohesion. We also 
anticipate that the companies that have interests 
in renewables development in the north of 
Scotland will move ahead as quickly as possible to 
harvest that energy as best they can. 

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): I 
thank the minister for providing me with an 
advance copy of his statement and welcome the 
fact that, at long last, we have a decision on this, 
the most controversial planning application in 
Scottish history. Few people would dispute the 
need to upgrade our grid infrastructure if we are 
properly to exploit Scotland‘s potential in offshore 
renewables. Nevertheless, today‘s announcement 
will be greeted with dismay by residents in Stirling, 
Perthshire and the Highlands who have 
campaigned against the line and by environmental 
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groups such as the John Muir Trust, the National 
Trust for Scotland, the Ramblers Association and 
many others. 

I have three short questions for the minister. 
First, what detailed consideration did he give to 
alternatives to the line, such as strengthening the 
east coast link, as proposed by Sir Donald Miller, 
or a subsea cable? Secondly, it seems that 
undergrounding sections of the line in areas of 
high scenic value has been ruled out, although 
without the decision letters being available it is 
impossible to be clear about that. Can the minister 
be precise about the matter? If he has ruled out 
undergrounding of the line, why did he not require 
that to be done to protect landscapes in sensitive 
locations such as around Stirling, where the new 
pylons will have a major impact on views to and 
from the castle and the Wallace monument? 
Finally, what compensation will be paid for loss of 
trade or amenity to those who are adversely 
affected by the new pylons or their construction? 

Jim Mather: I point out to the member that 25 
out of 27 environmental groups, including WWF 
and Friends of the Earth, have supported and 
called for the line. We considered the east coast 
option. Scotland needs more than Beauly-
Denny—it also needs the east coast option. 
Beauly-Denny is required to capture the 1.4GW of 
energy that will be generated along the line, not to 
mention the energy that is available to be collected 
more readily above it. The east coast development 
will happen in due course, along with other grid 
infrastructure developments as Scotland moves 
forward. 

The member asked about the area around 
Stirling castle and the Wallace monument. We are 
reducing the number of pylons by 25 per cent and 
are moving pylons further away from certain 
areas. We are seeking mitigation in two locations 
in Stirling. In that climate, we have received 
feedback from Historic Scotland and the reporters 
that indicates that the differential effect will be 
minimal. There is a bit of collective amnesia on the 
issue—this is not a new line, but a replacement 
line. The mitigation that is proposed will improve 
the situation materially. 

Liam McArthur (Orkney) (LD): I thank the 
minister for providing me with an advance copy of 
his statement and for acceding to my request, and 
that of others, that he make a statement to 
Parliament, albeit later than promised. The delay 
in making this positive decision since receiving the 
reporters‘ findings almost a year ago is 
unfortunate and has caused needless uncertainty 
about a project that, as the minister said, is critical 
to realising Scotland‘s renewables potential. Such 
a situation cannot be allowed to arise again. Will 
the minister assure Parliament that a strategic 
approach will be taken to meeting our future grid 

and infrastructure needs, including the delivery of 
subsea cables? 

Despite the positive tone of the minister‘s 
statement, it was lacking in detail. The implications 
of delivering this strategically important 
development will take time to emerge, not least 
given the absence of supporting documentation. 
Following the minister‘s response to Lewis 
Macdonald‘s question, will he have another stab at 
clarifying what mitigation is envisaged in relation to 
the five schemes that were recommended by the 
reporters and the three additional schemes that he 
has mentioned? Will any of those measures 
require additional legal consents to be sought? 
When does the minister expect work on this 
upgrade to get under way and to be completed? 

Jim Mather: It is important that members 
understand the issue. The canard of delay must 
be put to rest. 

We inherited a system that was going forward 
along certain lines. We had to ensure that that due 
process was fulfilled and we had to carry out our 
due diligence in the proper way. Remember that 
there were three reporters; a civil service panel; 
six volumes of documentation; 200 witnesses; lots 
of late submissions; huge media and 
organisational interest; and enormous 
parliamentary scrutiny. 

Compared with what happened in the past we 
are very much taking a strategic approach. That is 
where the national planning framework and our 
plans to optimise the totality of grid in Scotland in 
the long term come in. The member must give us 
some credit. We are trying to take, and I think we 
are succeeding in taking a much more structured 
approach. We owe an enormous debt to the 
reporters, the technical assessor and the many 
people who gave evidence to the public local 
inquiry, because that work put us firmly in a 
position to take matters forward in the way that we 
should. 

Rob Gibson (Highlands and Islands) (SNP): 
Does the minister agree that carrying green 
―power from the glens‖, in the words of the old 
slogan of the North of Scotland Hydro-Electric 
Board, and now from the coasts of the north via 
the Beauly to Denny link, will secure Scotland‘s 
clean electricity independence and that this pylon 
route, constructed with care and with every speed, 
will begin the necessary expansion of the 
transmission network that can eventually include 
undersea cables that will take far longer to build? 

Jim Mather: I thank Rob Gibson for invoking the 
power from the glens, which in my generation was 
very much welcomed. In this instance, we share a 
vision with Scottish Renewables, Professor Jim 
McDonald, the European grid co-ordinator, the 
United Kingdom Department of Energy and 
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Climate Change and many others. It is necessary 
that the development progresses appropriately, 
which is why we have put in place the 
environmental mitigation and construction 
handbook conditions. 

The development is key to unlocking Scotland‘s 
renewables potential to become a European green 
hub. That is within our grasp. Through the 
replacement of the existing line and the conditions 
that we have put in place, we are protecting 
communities and, in the long term, protecting all 
the communities in Scotland in respect of security 
of supply, the competitiveness of their businesses 
and the affordability of energy in Scotland. 

Dr Richard Simpson (Mid Scotland and Fife) 
(Lab): I ask the minister, for the third time of 
asking, where the undergrounding will occur. In 
particular, will it occur around Stirling and Crieff in 
my constituency? He has given no indication of 
that, although he has been asked three times. 

Jim Mather: We have left scope for the 
companies to do that. Under section 37 of the 
Electricity Act 1989, we may or may not approve 
overhead power lines. On undergrounding, we can 
put the ball back in the companies‘ court, which is 
exactly what we are doing. We have left scope for 
the companies to do that; we can only approve or 
disapprove overhead lines. 

Gavin Brown (Lothians) (Con): The minister 
referred to his personal decisions on mitigation 
measures in three areas: in the Stirling area, at 
Glenside and near Crieff. What will the mitigation 
measures be in those three areas? 

Jim Mather: In those three areas—Stirling at 
the Ochils, Glenside farm near Plean and 
Auchilhanzie house near Crieff—we have put the 
issue right back with the companies. The 
conditions have to be met to our satisfaction. We 
have the final say on the matter. We have put the 
mitigation issues back to the companies, which is 
entirely the right thing to do, and we will see what 
they bring forward. Remember that we have the 
environmental and community liaison groups. We 
have the combined scrutiny of Scotland on the 
case. 

Michael Matheson (Falkirk West) (SNP): How 
much influence will communities that are affected 
by the line have on mitigating measures that are 
brought forward by the applicants and who will 
have the final say on whether the measures are 
acceptable? 

Jim Mather: As I said, we are looking to ensure 
that community involvement is very much 
improved. There will be mitigation, and if we 
achieve interactive, constant, proactive 
engagement we will secure a much better 
outcome across the line. People in Scotland are 
working together to get the best possible result. I 

expect to see that being done openly, with the 
involvement of the liaison groups and 
communities. We will look to achieve a much 
better outcome than would have been the case 
and a better outcome than there has been 
historically. 

David Stewart (Highlands and Islands) (Lab): 
What special consideration has the minister given 
to the fact that the power line reinforcement runs 
through the Cairngorms national park, which is an 
area of extreme environmental sensitivity, a vital 
asset for tourism and a stunning location for the 
international film industry? Did the minister 
consider the use of new-generation underground 
cable technology such as cross-linked 
polyethylene installation, which requires less 
maintenance and is less hazardous to the 
environment? Does he share my view that it is 
possible to provide a springboard for renewables 
without scarring the landscape of Scotland? 

Jim Mather: Again we hear from a member who 
thinks that we have the power to dictate that 
undergrounding should happen. We do not. 

We have, however, been able to achieve a 
significant reduction in the extent of the line that 
will go through the park: there will be fewer pylons 
and a shorter line. The rationalisation scheme that 
I mentioned will tidy up and reduce by 63km the 
feeder lines into the main line. The main line 
through the park will be reduced so that it takes up 
28km instead of 35km and 128 pylons will be 
reduced to 76. 

Iain Smith (North East Fife) (LD): We can see 
why the Government refused to provide in 
advance a copy of the decision letter, given the 
confusion that the minister has displayed about 
what is meant by mitigation schemes. I ask him 
yet again what is intended by the five mitigation 
schemes that the reporters recommended in the 
report that only he has seen, and by the measures 
to mitigate the visual impact of the line in three 
more areas, to which the consent letter—which we 
have not yet seen—refers. What additional 
consents will be required? What delays might 
result from the approach? When does the minister 
expect work on the line to start and finish? Those 
are fairly straightforward questions, to which we 
deserve answers. 

Jim Mather: I can tell Iain Smith that I expect 
work on the line to start within four years and to 
finish within 10 years. That is the timeframe, but 
the companies involved have a greater sense of 
urgency. 

Iain Smith should recognise the work that was 
done by the reporters and acknowledge that the 
feedback that the reporters took from the wider 
community has resulted in material rationalisation 
in the five areas that I mentioned. The reporters 
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put in place the opportunity for me to identify the 
three key areas that I mentioned, in which we look 
for further mitigation. That is in place. 

On top of that, the tourism, cultural heritage and 
community liaison group, the environmental liaison 
group and an independent environmental 
contractor will focus on the issue, and the 
community liaison scheme will ensure that the 
connection with communities is total. 

Shirley-Anne Somerville (Lothians) (SNP): 
The minister is well aware that Scotland is a net 
exporter of electricity. Can he confirm that the 
decision that he has made, alongside other good 
improvements that are set out in the national 
planning framework, will safeguard not only 
Scotland‘s energy security but our position as an 
electricity exporter? 

Jim Mather: The key issue is that the decision 
will unlock our renewables potential and help us to 
achieve a high level of energy exports. We are 
talking about the potential to export some 11.4GW 
from Scotland, which is exceedingly material. 
Another important point is that the decision puts 
Scotland back on the European map and provides 
credibility such that more and more people 
throughout Europe will realise the significance of 
Scotland in helping the United Kingdom and 
Europe to meet their renewable energy and 
climate change targets. This is a positive move in 
the right direction. 

Sarah Boyack (Edinburgh Central) (Lab): Why 
does the minister think it might take four years to 
start the project? He has asked for applicants to 
be as flexible as possible on environmental 
mitigation and he keeps saying that he has put the 
decisions back to the companies. Will he clarify 
whether they now need more planning permission 
to proceed with the scheme? Will he give us a bit 
more detail on what he has decided today? 

Jim Mather: Four years is a limit. We expect the 
companies to start within four years but think that 
they will start well into 2010 and that they will 
crack on at a good pace because the commercial 
imperatives exist for them to do so. I do not 
anticipate any delay in driving the project forward. 
The line will become an iconic project of which 
many people in Scotland will be proud in the years 
to come, as we tidy up the legacy of the past. 

Patrick Harvie (Glasgow) (Green): The 
minister is working hard not to give detailed 
answers to clear questions, so he will understand 
that there is concern among members. The project 
should get under way within months, not within 
four years. I am the fifth member to ask for a clear 
guarantee that the project will not require further 
consents before the companies can begin work.  

Jim Mather: I have no reason to believe that the 
project will require further consents. We will see 

what mitigation processes the companies come up 
with and we will then make decisions. As I said 
before, there is an understanding that it is 
imperative that the matter be addressed. There is 
big appetite to see the project in place and, now 
that consent is in place, I expect the wheels to be 
set in motion. 

Dave Thompson (Highlands and Islands) 
(SNP): I appreciate the minister‘s proposals for a 
range of improvements to the wirescape and the 
undergrounding of a number of existing lines 
around and connecting to the line, and that those 
improvements will be up to the companies. Will the 
improvements include the line itself, and how 
quickly does the minister expect decisions from 
the companies? 

Jim Mather: We all knew that it was technically 
unfeasible to underground anything like the whole 
line. We are also clear that, on certain parts of it, 
there would be environmental, ecological, cultural 
or archaeological reasons why undergrounding 
could cause greater damage. Therefore, we will 
have to wait for the responses and make our 
judgments accordingly. However, our criteria are 
firm. 

Alasdair Allan (Western Isles) (SNP): I thank 
the minister for bringing this long-standing 
question to a conclusion. Will he say any more 
about what form any future connection from 
Beauly to Ullapool might take? 

Jim Mather: The Beauly to Denny line is a key 
part of strengthening the grid network in the north 
of Scotland, but more is needed. Our second 
―National Planning Framework for Scotland‖, 
which was published last summer, is a key 
element in planning reform. It is the spatial 
dimension of national policy and identifies a suite 
of strategic reinforcements that will provide further 
capacity to deliver the overarching aims of 
sustainable growth and maximising our 
renewables. Therefore, it is a question of waiting 
and seeing. 

Nicol Stephen (Aberdeen South) (LD): On a 
point of order, Presiding Officer. In his statement, 
the minister said: 

―I have also placed copies of the decision letters and the 
report of the public local inquiry in the Scottish Parliament 
information centre and on the Scottish Government 
website. They are now available.‖ 

When the statement was made, that was not 
accurate. I hope and believe that the minister did 
not deliberately mislead Parliament, but it is 
important to emphasise that those documents 
were not available at any stage during his 
statement or the questions and answers 
afterwards. I checked with SPICe from time to time 
throughout the statement and was told that a link 
to the documents was made available to it after 
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the minister sat down, but it has proved not to be 
possible to print copies to make available to 
members of the Parliament. That is a grave 
discourtesy and—which is worse—has lessened 
members‘ ability to scrutinise properly the 
minister‘s statement and to make proper sense of 
it.  

This is an important point of order, because it is 
important that the documents should have been 
made available to the Parliament when the 
minister stated that they had been. 

The Presiding Officer: The minister has 
indicated that he is happy to respond and I am 
happy to let him do so. 

Jim Mather: All I can say is that we will look into 
the matter and that no discourtesy was intended to 
Parliament. I will try to find out exactly what 
happened. 

The Presiding Officer: I hope that you will 
come back to me when you have looked into that, 
minister. If there is anything further to report to 
Parliament in that regard, I will do so. 

We have come slightly early to the next item of 
business. The member who is meant to lead the 
item is not in the chamber, which is highly 
regrettable. Given the time in hand, I will suspend 
the meeting for two minutes. 

15:15 

Meeting suspended. 

15:17 

On resuming— 

Child and Adolescent Mental 
Health and Wellbeing 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Alasdair 
Morgan): The next item of business is a debate 
on motion S3M-5453, in the name of Christine 
Grahame, on the Health and Sport Committee‘s 
report, ―Inquiry into child and adolescent mental 
health and well-being‖. This is a useful opportunity 
for me to point out to members that, unless an 
item of business has a specific time against it in 
the business bulletin, it is liable to start at any time 
after the previous item finishes, which—of course-
is not time constrained. Members should take note 
of that and should be in their places. 

I invite members who wish to speak in the 
debate to press their request-to-speak buttons. I 
call Christine Grahame to speak to and move the 
motion on behalf of the Health and Sport 
Committee. I point out that we are quite tight for 
time. 

15:17 

Christine Grahame (South of Scotland) 
(SNP): Thank you, Deputy Presiding Officer. Your 
rebuke is noted by me. I was en route and I 
apologise. 

First, I take this opportunity to thank all who 
gave oral and written evidence to the Health and 
Sport Committee; they are listed in annex B of the 
report. 

My colleagues on the committee unanimously 
took the view at the beginning of this 
parliamentary session that the committee should, 
as a priority, hold an inquiry into mental health. On 
behalf of the committee, I thank our clerking team 
and the Scottish Parliament information centre, 
who were very helpful. 

Mindful that the scatter-gun approach would get 
us nowhere and that mental health is such a wide 
and diverse area, we narrowed the inquiry down to 
child and adolescent mental health. Members will 
note from the title of our report that we broadened 
the term mental health to include wellbeing, in 
order, we thought, to reflect more accurately the 
range that mental health encompasses, from 
diagnoses of schizophrenia and bipolar disorder, 
for example, to people feeling depressed and low, 
having low self-esteem or being emotionally not 
well. I note that, in its briefing for the debate, 
Action for Children Scotland supports that 
broadening of the definition of mental health. 

Very few committee reports set the heather 
alight, and this one will be no different. However, 
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the inquiry and report should engage the attention 
of at least 25 per cent of the Scottish population, 
be they new mums, farmers, plumbers, teachers, 
politicians or the press—who are notably, but not 
unexpectedly, in absentia. Why should such 
people‘s attention be engaged? It is because one 
in four of us will, at one time or another, suffer 
from one or another form of mental illness, or our 
mental wellbeing will not be good, which will, of 
course, impact not only on ourselves but on our 
families, friends and colleagues and on our ability 
to work or even deal with day-to-day mundane 
matters. It costs society in terms of the loss of an 
individual‘s contribution in pounds, shillings and 
pence. It costs the national health service and the 
justice system, and it costs the individual in terms 
of enjoyment of his or her life. 

So, where were we to start? The committee split 
into groups and made informal visits to various 
and varied projects, which are listed on page 2 of 
our report. After those visits, the remit of the 
inquiry was defined with a set of key questions. 
One was about identification: how do we 
recognise children and adolescents who are 
potentially at risk of developing mental health 
problems, and how can those problems be 
prevented? Another question related to obstacles: 
what gets in the way of the identification of 
children and adolescents who have mental health 
problems, and can those obstacles be overcome? 
Another question was about action: what is being 
done to aid early intervention when potential 
mental health problems are identified, and what 
else can be done? Another issue is access. Who 
can access the services and can on-going support 
be improved? Finally, with adolescents, are there 
particular problems around moving from child and 
adolescent mental health services to adult mental 
health services, and how can the process be 
improved? 

It is frequently said that child and adolescent 
mental health services are the Cinderella service 
of the national health service, so the question for 
the committee in our report, which we published in 
June 2009, was whether that is the case. Despite 
the devotion and efforts of individuals in the 
statutory sector and the voluntary sector—which 
plays a particular role in such services—and 
despite the policy commitment of present and past 
Governments, the committee‘s overall view is that 
there is still a need for more drive in implementing 
policies, especially from national health service 
boards and local authorities. That is the general 
point. 

I turn to specifics. Committee colleagues will no 
doubt highlight and develop the conclusions in our 
report, so I will refer to only a few of them, starting 
with the implementation of the child and 
adolescent mental health framework. An important 
question is this: who is in charge and where does 

the buck stop? First, I stress that the framework 
appears to be the right way to go. At no point in 
our evidence taking was there any suggestion that 
the framework needs to be improved or otherwise 
revised. The outstanding issue is the timescale in 
which the framework is being implemented. The 
committee‘s report recognises that progress has 
been made, but we state our concerns about who 
is taking ownership of its delivery. On that point, 
paragraph 25 of our report states: 

―According to the Framework, ‗responsibility for ensuring 
delivery of this Framework rests with both NHS and local 
authority Chief Executives‘. There should, therefore, be no 
doubt about with whom the ownership and responsibility 
rests: these are the people who should be championing the 
Framework. Whilst it was evident that the Framework was a 
priority for the Scottish Government, as it had been for the 
previous administration, it appears that this sense of priority 
has not transferred more widely into the delivery of services 
and has not, therefore, translated into a momentum for 
effective implementation of the Framework. … Whilst the 
Committee notes the Minister for Public Health and Sport‘s 
statement that ‗there was nothing to suggest that any 
implementation activity was off-target‘, the Committee is 
concerned that 2015 is a very far-off target and that there 
may, therefore, be some complacency amongst those 
responsible for delivering the target. In the interim, NHS 
board annual reviews are unlikely to be an adequate 
monitoring mechanism for ensuring steady and consistent 
progress. The Committee recommends, therefore, that the 
Scottish Government establish further and more detailed 
interim targets‖— 

just to keep people on the ball— 

―and milestones by which implementation may be actively 
measured.‖ 

In the Scottish Government‘s response to the 
committee‘s report, the issue of interim targets and 
milestones is not picked up. Perhaps the Minister 
for Public Health and Sport can address that in her 
closing remarks. Given the apparently Cinderella 
status of CAMHS in the past, I am sure that the 
committee would welcome assurances that, in the 
difficult times that lie ahead, such services will not 
be deprioritised and become even more 
Cinderella-ish. 

The early years are also important—the 
importance of identifying mental health problems 
in the under-fives was a continuing theme in the 
inquiry. I quote from our report: 

―Dr Philip Wilson of the SNAP group‖— 

the ―SNAP‖ reference is to the Scottish needs 
assessment programme working group on child 
and adolescent mental health that was set up in 
2000— 

―also talked about the importance of work with this age 
group, stating that it is the group that should receive the 
most thought and the most resources. He spoke of the 
‗enormous blossoming in the evidence base on ways of 
identifying early in life the children who are going to follow a 
problematic and painful trajectory‘ and of a ‗big increase in 
the evidence base on what works‖— 
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this puts the point in ordinary language— 

―to stop the bad things happening‘.‖ 

The evidence suggests that early neglect is the 
strongest predictor of later childhood mental ill 
health. Neglect can take many forms. The chief 
medical officer for Scotland examined attachment 
disorders and the effects of social and emotional 
deprivation in the context of his annual report, 
―Health in Scotland 2006‖, in which he highlighted 
the ―huge influence‖ of pregnancy and the first 
years of life on the future mental health of the child 
and future adult. He wrote: 

―Adverse events during this time can lead to irreversible 
problems for future ability to cope with everyday life and 
increase the probability of future poor mental and physical 
health. Such problems can then run on across generations. 
It is essential that we recognise the need to invest in the 
health of infants, young people and children as action by 
effective Child and Mental Health Services and other 
agencies can reap substantial long-term rewards for our 
future child and adult populations.‖  

As I trailed earlier, the crux of whether statutory 
services can identify mental health problems in the 
very young is how those services are delivered. 
That key role was traditionally fulfilled by the 
health visiting profession, members of which 
would uncover such problems in the course of 
general unstigmatised interaction with families with 
young children. The key word is ―unstigmatised‖. 

In evidence, strong views were offered on the 
current state of the health visiting profession and, 
in particular, on the impact of the Scottish 
Government guidance ―Health for All Children 4‖, 
which sets out the core programme of screening, 
surveillance and health promotion checks that 
every child should receive. The principle of Hall 4 
is to have a universal service involving contact 
with all children, followed by a focusing in on the 
children who most need additional attention. 
However, witnesses told the committee of their 
concerns about the fact that babies often no 
longer see a health visitor after the first eight 
weeks of life. Mary Scanlon, in particular, pursued 
that issue in questioning. In addition, there has 
been a drastic drop in the number of health 
visitors. Fears were also aired that vital mental 
health and wellbeing assessments and 
interventions are being missed. 

I have been told that because health visitors are 
no longer required to carry out universal checks on 
babies and toddlers, but instead target certain 
family groups, they sometimes encounter the 
hostile reaction that visiting social workers can 
encounter—most undeservedly—and may even 
be stopped on the doorstep. There remains a 
great deal of concern about the status of health 
visitors and, in particular, about the importance of 
keeping their link with health practices, as 
opposed to linking them to social work 
departments. The suggestion that the role that 

health visitors perform in child mental health could 
be fulfilled by social workers instead could be 
counterproductive from a public perception point of 
view, as I have demonstrated. 

Although the committee recognises that it is 
difficult to achieve a balance between the targeted 
screening that is caused by inevitable limitations 
on resources and a universal approach, it 
considers that it is imperative to identify in the 
early years, through universal screening, mental 
health and wellbeing issues in the child and the 
parents or carers that have not been recognised at 
the time of the child‘s birth, or in the first six to 
eight weeks of life. Furthermore, it is vital that 
standard health and developmental checks be 
carried out on every child at crucial stages of the 
early years. 

In its response, the Scottish Government said 
that the revised additional guidance on Hall 4 to 
NHS boards that would be published in autumn 
2009 would make it clear that what is set down in 
the Hall 4 guidance was the minimum number of 
contacts that a child should receive. It would be 
useful if the minister would set out what the 
current position is vis-à-vis the community health 
nurse role that is being piloted in Borders, 
Highland and Tayside. 

I hope that our report demonstrates the 
commitment of not just the committee but the 
Parliament to mental wellbeing, and our 
determination to put it on a par with physical 
wellbeing, given that they are two interacting sides 
of the human coin. 

I move, 

That the Parliament notes the conclusions and 
recommendations contained in the Health and Sport 
Committee‘s 7th Report, 2009 (Session 3): Report on the 
Inquiry into child and adolescent mental health and well-
being (SP Paper 309). 

15:29 

The Minister for Public Health and Sport 
(Shona Robison): Happy new year to all health 
colleagues. 

I thank the committee very much for bringing the 
important issue of child and adolescent mental 
health services to the attention of the Parliament. 
The committee‘s interest in the subject accords 
with the Scottish Government‘s commitment to 
improving the mental health and wellbeing of 
children and young people. 

As Christine Grahame said, it is well recognised 
that a large part of the pattern for our future life is 
set during our earliest years—and even pre-birth. 
That is why we developed our early years 
framework, at the heart of which is parenting. We 
must ensure that parents have access to 
appropriate support to help them to understand 
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their responsibilities, and so that they can develop 
the skills that are needed to provide a nurturing 
and stimulating home environment. The focus of 
the framework is on developing a prevention and 
early intervention approach in the early years that 
moves away from dealing with crises only when 
they arise. 

The determining factors in securing good mental 
health are complex, but a good start in life even 
before a person is born must be a major factor. 
That is why good antenatal care is vital. For that 
reason, we are tackling antenatal inequalities and 
developing good care pathways for vulnerable 
families through building on the getting it right for 
every child approach. 

I want to mention in particular the family nurse 
partnership project that NHS Lothian is taking 
forward. That approach has proved to have 
benefits for the most vulnerable families in the 
United States over the past 25 years, and I look 
forward to the same outcomes in Scotland. 

However, we want to bring a greater focus to 
parenting skills and capacity, and to develop care 
pathways in order to ensure that parents with 
different types and levels of need are given the 
right kind of support. By creating a family-centred 
approach that builds capacity in communities, we 
can give families, parents and children the 
opportunity to find their own solutions using high-
quality public services. 

I want to talk about health visitors, and to 
respond to the question that Christine Grahame 
asked. I cannot place enough value on the role of 
health visitors, who provide a central and unique 
role in children‘s services by identifying and 
supporting children and families who are at risk. 
They are the lynchpin in the team approach that is 
necessary to ensure that the most vulnerable 
people receive the necessary support when they 
need it. They have responsibilities, including 
screening and surveillance responsibilities, by 
which they can potentially identify mental health 
problems at the earliest stage. The recently 
established modernising community nursing board 
will work with NHS boards and stakeholders to 
ensure that a modern approach to community 
nursing care is taken. In addition, the impact of the 
introduction of the new community health nurse 
role on both staff and patients in the three pilot 
sites will be evaluated and included in the final 
report, which we expect to receive in the summer. 
The evaluation and report will provide useful 
evidence that will contribute to the new board‘s 
work and future decision making. I assure 
Christine Grahame that I am happy to keep the 
Health and Sport Committee apprised of that 
development as we take forward decisions on the 
future of the community health nurse role. 

Dr Richard Simpson (Mid Scotland and Fife) 
(Lab): I want to ask specifically about an issue 
that Christine Grahame rightly raised: that 
universal screening appears to end at eight 
weeks. That is not even the point at which post-
natal depression maximises, which is 12 weeks. 
That seemed to the committee to be not a proper 
interpretation of Hall 4. 

Shona Robison: A new chief executive letter is 
about to be issued that will make it clear that there 
must be flexibility around the guidance. The 
guidance is simply guidance; it is about a 
minimum level of intervention. We will issue that 
letter soon, and it will provide the necessary 
reassurance that health visitors have their 
professional expertise and skills to draw on in 
making judgments. I hope that it will clarify 
matters. 

I am pleased that the committee recognises the 
priority that we place on the implementation of the 
mental health of children and young people‘s 
framework, which we are working towards full 
delivery of by 2015. Our aim is to ensure 
throughout Scotland equity of access to services 
that are designed to ensure that the right care and 
treatment are available at the right place and at 
the right time. We recognise that much more 
needs to be done, and we are continuing to work 
closely with NHS boards and their partners as they 
strive to implement the framework. The mental 
health delivery and services unit has just 
completed performance management reviews with 
each of the boards, and progress on the CAMHS 
agenda played a major part in the discussions. To 
respond to Christine Grahame‘s question, I would 
be happy to work with the Health and Sport 
Committee to consider how we can reassure it that 
progress is being made. 

The best test of that progress is how many 
additional staff have been recruited. We expect a 
15 to 20 per cent growth in the workforce, based 
on the two funding announcements that we have 
made. I would be happy to report regularly to the 
Health and Sport Committee on progress on that. 
That is a good measure of the progress that is 
being made towards delivery of the framework by 
2015. I hope that the committee will be satisfied 
with that. 

NHS boards have also been very much involved 
in establishing a waiting-time target for referral to 
treatment by specialist CAMHS, which will be 
effective from April 2010. By March 2013, no one 
will wait longer than 26 weeks, although some 
boards will achieve the target significantly earlier. 
It is important to remember that the target is 
directed at the longest waits, which do not 
represent the experience of all children. Of course, 
I hope that we can go beyond the 26-week target 
and meet the national waiting times standard. To 
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achieve that target, NHS boards will need not only 
to increase capacity by growing the workforce, but 
to improve the efficiency of the current workforce. 
Boards must ensure that appropriate data-
gathering systems are in place to monitor their 
performance, and we will support them in doing 
that through a three-month pilot that will start in 
January. 

I have mentioned resources. We have started to 
address the shortfall in the specialist workforce by 
making available an additional £6.5 million to NHS 
boards over the next three years to enable them to 
increase the number of psychologists who are 
working in specialist CAMHS. We are also 
providing an additional £2 million on a recurring 
basis to accelerate the development of specialist 
child and adolescent mental health community 
services. That means that we will be spending an 
additional £5.5 million per year by 2011-12. We 
expect the workforce to be 15 to 20 per cent larger 
by 2012 on the basis of those funding 
announcements. It is, therefore, good news that 
recent CAMHS workforce statistics show an 
increase of 3 per cent—a small but positive step in 
the right direction. I am confident that those 
measures will build on what is already 
encouraging progress. 

I want to touch on some of the other issues in 
the report, if time allows. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: You have about 
a minute. 

Shona Robison: The promotion of mental 
health among infants, children and young people 
is one of our six strategic priorities that are set out 
in ―Towards a Mentally Flourishing Scotland: 
Policy and Action Plan 2009-2011‖. It is an 
important element, given what I have said about 
early intervention. We all share a responsibility to 
ensure the good mental health and wellbeing of 
Scotland‘s children and young people: schools, 
working in partnership with social work, NHS 
boards and the voluntary sector, also play an 
important role in securing that outcome. 

I could say a lot more, but time does not allow 
me to do so. I hope that I can pick up other issues 
in closing and in responding to members‘ issues. I 
reiterate my and the Scottish Government‘s 
commitment to improving the mental health and 
wellbeing of children and young people. That 
ambition is shared across the chamber. I hope 
that, by working together, we can make the 
improvements that are required. 

15:38 

Dr Richard Simpson (Mid Scotland and Fife) 
(Lab): I declare an interest as a fellow of the Royal 
College of Psychiatrists and a member of SAMH. 

The whole area of children‘s services has been 
characterised over a long period—since the initial 
report in the 1980s—by a lack of any sense of 
urgency. Christine Grahame is right to draw 
attention to the committee‘s concerns about the 
fact that it is a Cinderella service that is still not 
being developed despite the provision of 
significant new funding by the Government, which 
I acknowledge. Concerns were expressed, 
particularly in the late 1990s, about the increasing 
prevalence of mental health problems among 
children and adolescents. The number of 
individuals who were suffering from a variety of 
conditions such as behavioural problems, 
hyperactivity, attention deficit hyperactivity 
disorder and autistic spectrum disorder increased 
significantly between 1974 and 1999. There has 
been a subsequent stabilisation since then, but the 
number is still around one in 10. 

To see how stressed young people are and what 
little sense of mental health and wellbeing they 
have, we need look no further than a paper by 
Professor O‘Connor of the University of Stirling 
that documents his study of 15 and 16-year-olds in 
Stirling and Glasgow. He found that 14 per cent of 
those children had self-harmed and that a further 
14 per cent had had serious thoughts of self-harm. 
That is getting on for a third of all our children of 
that age, which is an absolutely frightening 
indictment of how we have dealt with the problem 
in the past. 

There are factors that have changed significantly 
over that period. For example, we know that more 
than 100,000 children or thereabouts are growing 
up in households where there is a drug or alcohol 
problem. Given that 58,000 children are born in 
this country each year, that means that two years‘ 
worth of our children are being affected by that 
problem.  

In his annual report last year, the chief medical 
officer, Harry Burns, drew attention to the issue of 
neglect. We have always identified the problems 
of domestic abuse, parental mental illness and so 
on, but neglect is poorly defined, even though we 
know that it has a serious physical and mental 
health consequence. 

The report that we are debating marks the latest 
stage in the journey that children‘s mental health 
services have been on. The SNAP working group, 
to which Christine Grahame referred, began in 
2000 and reported in 2003. It said that services 
were patchy; that links between CAMHS and wider 
services were limited; that there were significant 
and damaging delays in the diagnosis and 
treatment of early psychosis; that all four tiers of 
the services were working beyond reasonable 
capacity; that there was inadequacy in patient 
resources, including a severe lack of in-patient 
intensive care unit, forensic and learning disability 
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services; that there was a lack of training, 
especially in tier 1; and, as Christine Grahame 
said, that young people were reluctant to be 
referred to the services. 

The SNAP report led to the framework report, 
and the committee has quite rightly said that no 
one is suggesting that that framework is 
inadequate. Indeed, some progress has been 
made. For example, successive Governments 
have endeavoured to eliminate the inappropriate 
admission of children to adult units. However, 140 
children are still being admitted annually to those 
units—that represents 140 lives that cannot be 
properly turned round, because those units are 
totally inappropriate for children. In its 2008 report, 
the Mental Welfare Commission welcomed the 
progress that has been made but said that the 
target of eliminating such admissions by 2011 was 
challenging. Indeed, that target will almost 
certainly not be met. The previous agreement 
between Government and the workforce was that 
we would have 56 beds for children who were in 
need of them, but I do not think that that will 
happen; perhaps the minister can tell me whether 
it will. The number of beds that is needed if we are 
to meet European standards is 20 per 1,000 
children in the relevant group, which means that 
we should have 100 beds in Scotland. However, 
we will have only 48, or perhaps 56. There is a 
great need for more beds. We should certainly 
have a number of beds that is in the high 60s, or 
we will continue to have problems. 

There is still no forensic unit and no learning 
disability service of any note, and the out-patient 
service is totally rudimentary. There are serious 
areas of long-term neglect that need to be 
addressed as an urgent priority. 

I will not go into the area of staffing, except to 
say that the report indicates clearly that, in areas 
such as Lanarkshire, there are 4.5 CAMHS staff 
per 100,000 members of the population, whereas 
in most parts of England there are 20. However, I 
should say that Lanarkshire has done more than 
any other council area in terms of tier 1 training for 
its health visitors. There are eight CAMHS staff 
per 100,000 members of the population in Lothian 
and 13 in Dumfries. There are too many areas in 
Scotland in which even a 20 per cent increase will 
not make the necessary difference. 

In the few seconds that I have left, I turn to 
prevention, which is the most difficult but probably 
the most important area. Unless we get the 
preventive side right, it will not be possible to turn 
things round. That means that we need health 
visitors to effect proper screening. We must deal 
with that in an appropriate manner. We must 
reduce and eliminate the fragmentation of services 
in primary care. We must increase the number of 
public health nurses. I welcomed the commitment 

in the Government‘s manifesto to do so, but there 
has since been a reduction in the number of 
school nurses. 

Shona Robison: Will the member give way? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I am afraid that 
the member is about to sit down—even though he 
may not know it. 

Dr Simpson: Perhaps the minister can address 
the point that she was going to make when she 
sums up at the end of the debate. 

To conclude— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Quickly, please. 

Dr Simpson: The framework is excellent; the 
timing is wrong. We need greater urgency on this 
matter, which must become a higher priority. 

15:44 

Mary Scanlon (Highlands and Islands) (Con): 
I am sorry to start the year on a negative note but, 
having listened carefully to the minister, I must say 
that I was disappointed in what she said. If there 
was one point that I wanted her to address, it was 
the one that Richard Simpson raised in his final 
minute and which is dealt with in paragraph 123 of 
the committee‘s report, which says: 

―it is vitally important that there are standard health 
checks and developmental checks on every child at crucial 
stages of the early years.‖ 

Access and more money are all very good, but 
unless we identify those who need that service, I 
am afraid that they are pretty worthless. 

We all knew that addressing mental health and 
development issues in childhood was a problem, 
but I for one was shocked at what the Health and 
Sport Committee uncovered. The report paints a 
harrowing picture of how poorly we understand 
and nurture young people in Scotland today. The 
concluding remarks in paragraph 149 state: 

―Despite the commitment of … Government‖ 

since 1999, and 

―the existence of an agreed framework and the devotion, 
good work and admirable efforts of many individuals … 
mental health and well-being‖ 

of young people 

―seems not to have been a priority amongst those 
responsible for delivering the policy.‖ 

The starting point for the report is the four-tier 
model that is used for CAMHS. Unless those who 
are not mental health specialists—including 
general practitioners, health visitors, school 
nurses, teachers, social workers, nursery staff and 
parents—identify problems early in a child‘s 
development, there will be no referral to tiers 2, 3 
or 4. 
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The committee was told that if the window of 
opportunity when a child is aged two or three is 
missed, 

―the consequence can be life-long poor mental health.‖ 

The British Psychological Society Scottish division 
of educational psychologists confirmed that 

―CAMHS are not geared up to deliver early intervention‖, 

and Dr Philip Wilson stated: 

―We either pay for a service for young children or pay 10 
times over later in life‖. 

The British Psychological Society stated: 

―There is considerable confusion at times about how to 
respond to self harm, aggressive or acting-out behaviours. 
It is also evident that young people who are withdrawn, 
depressed or struggling socially can often be missed.‖ 

The society went on to say that 

―primary care health and education staff can be unclear and 
disconnected from the integrated children‘s services 
processes‖. 

Just as worrying, the Scottish division of the Royal 
College of Psychiatrists stated that some 
professionals 

―still deny the existence of disabling mental health disorders 
in children‖. 

The SNAP report has been mentioned several 
times. In 2003, it stated that CAMHS were 
―patchy‖, the teams were under ―heavy pressure‖, 
links were ―limited‖ and there were 

―delays in referrals and access.‖ 

It also stated that specialist services were ―difficult 
to access‖, and that there were ―long waiting 
times‖ and a ―lack of training‖ in the wider non-
specialist tier 1 network. 

Seven years on, what has changed? The 
Scottish Executive report in 2005 credited the 
SNAP report with providing a 

―strategic vision for the mental health of children‖ 

and yet Dr Graham Bryce confirmed that 

―we have not found a mechanism to drive the 
implementation of the policy‖. 

We have the policy, but we seem not to have 
moved any further towards implementing it. We 
are more than three years into the 10-year 
implementation plan, yet not one witness was able 
to give any indication of progress or interim goals 
achieved. 

Just as worrying, as Christine Grahame 
mentioned, was the lack of clarity on priority and 
responsibility between local authorities and the 
NHS. The low priority that is given to child 
psychiatry in Scotland is reflected in the years-
long—nearly 10 years, I believe—vacancy for the 
post of professor in Edinburgh. More teacher 

training is desperately needed, but, equally, far 
greater emphasis is needed on development 
issues for under-fives, on the health visitor role 
and on training for nursery staff. There has also 
been confusion with regard to in loco parentis, and 
the fact that what a teacher understood to be an 
accurate definition in fact meant the exact 
opposite. 

As Christine Grahame said, the most compelling 
evidence was on the critical need for health 
visitors: not to give parents access and a number 
on a nursery wall, but to address before the age of 
two the early neglect and the lack of early 
relationships and secure attachments of a child, 
which we heard are 

―powerful predictors of mental ill health.‖ 

We heard that it is possible to predict at the age of 
three as many as 70 per cent of those who will 
end up as in-patients in psychiatric hospitals or in 
prison. Professor Law stated that the majority of 
those with attachment disorders can be identified 
in the first five years of life. 

I realise that I am running a bit short of time, 
Presiding Officer. I know from my family— 

Shona Robison: Will the member take an 
intervention? 

Mary Scanlon: I have only 10 seconds left. 

My granddaughter received the measles, 
mumps and rubella jab at 15 months and her 
parents were told to bring her back at the age of 
five. 

In conclusion, despite the estimate that 10 per 
cent of children have mental health issues and all 
the evidence that we heard about the lack of 
commitment, the lack of priority and the lack of 
funding— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I am afraid that 
the member is stretching my patience a little bit. 

Mary Scanlon: The Governments of Wales and 
Northern Ireland have in place national strategies 
for school counselling and its implementation, 
backed by ring-fenced funding in every school. 

15:50 

Jamie Stone (Caithness, Sutherland and 
Easter Ross) (LD): Clearly, not being a member 
of the committee presents me with a slight 
difficulty. As members know, I am more used to 
making a winding-up speech than an opening 
speech in such debates. That presents another 
difficulty in that I have to forge into new territory, if 
you like. Nevertheless, I acknowledge the work 
that the committee put in and I read its report with 
great interest. 
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The inquiry and last year‘s Audit Scotland review 
of mental health services highlighted significant 
waiting times for child and adolescent services as 
well as serious variations between different parts 
of the country. The waiting times were called 
―extensive‖ and ―a travesty‖, and during the inquiry 
it was also reported that the time that it takes for 
someone to get an initial appointment can vary 
greatly depending on the condition. It was with 
great interest and some upset that I noted that last 
year‘s Audit Scotland report found that, in July 
2008, 40 per cent of children in Highland waited 
more than 18 weeks for a first assessment by a 
community mental health team and some had 
been waiting for an out-patient appointment for 
more than a year. 

The Government‘s new health improvement, 
efficiency, access and treatment—or HEAT—
target sets out that by March 2013 no one will wait 
for more than 26 weeks from referral to treatment 
for specialist CAMHS. Although that is a step in 
the right direction, it illustrates the huge scale of 
the current problem. The fact that we are aiming 
for children to wait for less than 26 weeks 
demonstrates how far we have to travel to ensure 
that all children who need it are able to receive 
timely access to mental health services no matter 
where they live. 

Shona Robison: Does the member 
acknowledge that the vast majority of children are 
referred much more quickly than that? The HEAT 
target is designed to ensure that there is a 
backstop so that no child has to wait for the 
lengths of time that the member mentioned. As I 
said in my speech, we want to go beyond 26 
weeks, but that was regarded by clinicians as a 
good and achievable target to make the required 
progress. 

Jamie Stone: I note what the minister says. 

As I said just before the minister intervened, we 
need to ensure that children have timely access to 
mental health services no matter where they live. 
That is of enormous interest to me because of the 
constituency that I represent. I see Mary Scanlon 
nodding in agreement. The vast geography and 
distances that are involved in Caithness and 
Sutherland or Ross and Cromarty present a 
challenge. I was grateful to hear the minister 
speak of the health visitors, but I seek a 
reassurance in her summing up at the end of the 
debate that distance will be taken into account as 
the report‘s findings are brought to fruition in 
Government action. The challenge that the report 
presents is not insoluble, but it will require definite 
thought. 

It is clear that a shortage of CAMHS 
professionals is having a huge impact on the 
availability of services. Given the waiting times 
that both I and the minister mentioned, it is 

perhaps telling that NHS Highland—along with 
seven other health boards, as far as I can see—
have below the Scottish average for the number of 
staff who work in child and adolescent mental 
health services. In 2007, the figure stood at fewer 
than nine per 100,000 population. A 2006 national 
policy document stated that there should be 20 
such members of staff per 100,000 population and 
that, if there were fewer, some aspects of the 
comprehensive service that is required would 
necessarily be missing. 

In addition, a 2005 review of the workforce in 
Scotland estimated that twice as many staff would 
be needed to provide a comprehensive service 
and deliver Government policies. Although that is 
brought out in the report, the problem remains to 
be tackled. The acid test will be when we move on 
from the report to see what the minister and the 
Government can do. I am sure that the Health and 
Sport Committee will revisit the matter at a later 
date. 

I am concerned that in its report the committee 
fears that the Government‘s plans to boost the 
workforce will not be sufficient to tackle the 
problem. As evidence to the committee suggested 
that most areas have nowhere near enough staff, 
we must have a more transparent process of 
workforce planning. We parliamentarians and 
people who have expressed concern about the 
matter need to look at the issue and be convinced 
that the solution is starting to be put in place. 

Finally, there is a pressing need to destigmatise 
mental health problems. The inquiry illustrated that 
the stigma associated with poor mental health 
continues to be an obstacle to identification and 
treatment. Just yesterday, it was reported that a 
survey conducted by the see me campaign had 
found that no less than 58 per cent of people with 
poor mental health had been stigmatised in the 
past five years and that 47 per cent of them said 
that the stigma had come from their family and 
friends. I find that final point not just shocking but 
chilling. It is almost a betrayal. Surely the last thing 
that a child in such a position needs is to worry 
about the reactions of those who are dearest and 
closest to them. It is crucial that the stigma and 
myths surrounding mental health problems are 
tackled to ensure that children and young people 
feel able to talk to anyone about any problems, but 
particularly to their family and friends. Families 
should be able to seek help when they need it and 
parents should be willing to accept help for their 
children. Many adults do not dare to cross that 
threshold—we do not know why that is the case, 
but it does not happen as it should. 

15:57 

Ian McKee (Lothians) (SNP): In the short time 
available to me I will concentrate on two matters 
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that are covered in the committee‘s important 
report, which, sadly, received little publicity when it 
was first published. 

A general point is to emphasise the need for 
NHS and local authority chief executives to take 
ownership of and responsibility for the framework 
developed by the then Scottish Executive in 2005 
that was aimed at improving the mental health of 
children and adolescents—health that has been so 
sadly neglected over decades, even by those who 
now argue loudly for immediate action. 

Although all seem to agree that the framework is 
evidence based and should be put into practice, it 
appeared in the evidence that was presented to 
the committee that the sense of priority accepted 
by successive Governments has not been 
transferred into the delivery of services. As but 
one example, Helen Eadie and I travelled to 
Lochgilphead to take evidence from a heroic and 
dedicated group of workers in the field to find that 
there were only four psychiatric CAMHS nurses 
covering a catchment area that includes 20 
inhabited islands and a total population of around 
90,000. Theoretically, the area should be served 
by 18 psychiatric nurses if an adequate service is 
to be provided. How much longer can we tolerate 
such neglect of our most vulnerable children? 

It has been made clear that responsibility for 
implementing the framework lies on the shoulders 
of chief executives in the NHS and local 
authorities. I welcome the minister‘s statement that 
we will look further into that situation and see that 
they keep up to the mark. 

I turn my attention to the role of schools in 
combating mental illness in adolescence, because 
a confused picture emerged in the evidence that 
was given to our committee. The background is 
that many mental health problems in young people 
present as inappropriate social or sexual 
behaviour. Such mental health problems can arise 
in early life and are often related to problems in 
the home, but they can be exacerbated by a 
subsequent inappropriate response. It is indeed a 
very confusing picture. 

Some effects of those mental health problems 
can lead to physical problems such as an 
unwanted pregnancy, a sexually transmitted 
disease or self-harm. Often the teacher is the first 
person to pick up that something is amiss, so his 
or her role is vital in helping such youngsters. As 
Richard Simpson pointed out, the extent of the 
problem has been revealed in a recent paper by 
Professor Rory O‘Connor at the University of 
Stirling, which showed that 14 per cent of 
adolescent respondents to a survey had self-
harmed and about the same number had had 
thoughts of self-harm. A retrospective study in the 
area in which I worked as a GP showed even 
worse figures, so Professor O‘Connor is definitely 

not overestimating the problem. The figures for 
unwanted teenage pregnancies and sexually 
transmitted diseases are as bad—they are a 
disgrace to Scotland. 

However, we heard evidence that teacher 
training in these matters is patchy or even non-
existent. There is considerable disagreement over 
the confidential nature of any communication 
between pupil and teacher, especially when it 
involves children under the age of 16. One 
experienced teacher—Heather Muir—explained 
that if she heard that a child was having under age 
sex, she was under an obligation to report it to the 
social work department and possibly the parents. 

A respected headteacher—Brian Cooklin—
defined the phrase ―in loco parentis‖ as meaning: 

―we can do nothing without parental consent.‖—[Official 
Report, Health and Sport Committee, 25 March 2009; c 
1721.] 

That is important. I am not saying for a moment 
that a teacher should never disclose information 
given by a child—the interests of the child or even 
the greater community sometimes mean that that 
is the appropriate action—but a policy that makes 
disclosure mandatory can do harm, either directly 
or more subtly, by preventing children from coming 
forward for help. Doctors do not always have to 
disclose and nor should teachers always be 
required to do so. 

In her evidence, the Minister for Public Health 
and Sport reassured the committee that it is not a 
criminal offence to fail to report a criminal offence. 
Now, of course, two under age children who have 
sexual intercourse are both engaged in criminal 
activity. That is welcome—I do not mean the new 
law, but the fact that the teacher does not have to 
report the offence. 

What we are concerned with here is not the 
letter of the law but what happens in schools. If we 
have headteachers interpreting the responsibility 
of a teacher to mean that parental consent is 
always required, some of our most vulnerable 
children will be very poorly served, because, 
sadly, the parents—or a parent—are often part of 
the problem, rather than the solution. 

Clear guidance is required to help the ordinary 
classroom teacher deal with what is an incredibly 
complex and dangerous minefield of accepted 
practice. Backing is needed for classroom 
teachers who decide in good faith not to disclose. 
Perhaps a mentoring system for less-experienced 
teachers could help in that respect. We must 
realise that those who use judgment, rather than 
slavishly follow set-down rules, will sometimes get 
things wrong, which means that support from 
higher up is even more important. 
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The minister acknowledged to the Health and 
Sport Committee the problems in this field by 
saying: 

―We can also reflect on whether more needs to be done 
to ensure that things are as clear and supportive as they 
can be for those on the front line who need to make such 
decisions. We should perhaps have a think about what 
more could be done.‖—[Official Report, Health and Sport 
Committee, 6 May 2009; c 1897.] 

I agree with the minister and look forward to 
progress in this field. 

16:03 

Malcolm Chisholm (Edinburgh North and 
Leith) (Lab): As the committee‘s excellent report 
and the accompanying evidence make clear, there 
is a great deal of continuity in mental health policy 
from the previous Administration and from the 
Scottish Needs Assessment Programme report of 
2003 in particular. Now, however, there is even 
stronger evidence about the supreme importance 
of the very early years for mental health, which is 
backed up by exciting new research about the 
effect of early family relationships on brain 
development. 

As we head towards more difficult times for 
public expenditure, it is more important than ever 
that we identify the areas that are most important 
for the future of society and ensure that they are 
prioritised. I believe that the early years, and the 
first three years of life in particular, are such an 
area. 

Evidence to the Health and Sport Committee 
certainly supported that point of view, especially 
the evidence given by Dr Philip Wilson on 25 
March. He referred most strikingly to some work in 
the United States, which Mary Scanlon also 
mentioned, that suggested that it is possible to 
predict at the age of three as many as 70 per cent 
of children who will end up as in-patients in 
psychiatric hospitals or in prison. He also 
described the intensive home-visiting programme 
that was developed by David Olds in the United 
States, which I am pleased to say is now being 
taken up on a pilot basis by NHS Lothian, as the 
minister said. 

Follow-up studies in the US indicated that 
children in vulnerable families who had received 
intensive home visiting from health visitors up to 
the age of two were, by the age of 15, half as likely 
to have psychological problems and half as likely 
to have been involved in the criminal justice 
system as similar children who were not in the 
programme. There is no more graphic illustration 
of the potential importance of health visiting, which 
was a major feature of the committee‘s report.  

We should remember, however, that the 
example that I gave was targeted on vulnerable 

families, and I remind members that that was the 
thinking behind Hall 4, which was issued while I 
was a minister, as was the SNAP report. A good 
impulse was behind that, because we must have 
intensive rather than occasional home visiting if 
we are to support vulnerable families. That said, a 
clear danger is that children will be missed if not 
enough health visiting is undertaken, and it is 
generally agreed that the approach has swung too 
far the other way. It is important to find the middle 
ground—the minister recognised that in her 
speech, although people might feel that the 
balance needs to be redressed even further. 

The committee‘s report and all members today 
have certainly acknowledged that health visitors 
are crucial in early identification. Equally, the 
report recognises that the task is not just for health 
visitors; we need a multi-agency strategy to 
address obstacles to early intervention. The 
committee made important recommendations 
about nursery schools and about training for the 
early years workforce across the board. 

However, none of that can be at the expense of 
specialist CAMHS staff, not least because those 
staff train the wider early years workforce. I will 
focus on the staffing recommendation because it 
is clear that for many other issues, such as waiting 
times, staffing is the most crucial—but not the 
only—relevant element. The spotlight in the report 
is on the NHS and the figure of 20 specialist staff 
per 100,000 population, but we should remember 
the role of local authorities. In Edinburgh, several 
jointly funded posts were the result of changing 
children‘s services fund money. There are great 
concerns about the continuance of the local 
authority‘s contribution to those posts, and the fact 
that many of those staff in Lothian have temporary 
contracts is a particular concern. 

A wider issue is council funding for mental 
health services in the voluntary sector. If we do not 
support the voluntary sector and other support 
services for mental health, the burden on CAMHS 
staff becomes all the greater. A superb project in 
my constituency that was funded by the fairer 
Scotland fund, called women supporting women, 
lost half its funding last year and is existing on a 
lesser service this year. That project has helped 
hundreds of women with young children in my 
constituency. Without that support, they and their 
children might well have had to access psychiatric 
services. We need to remember the wider funding 
situation, as well as the specific NHS money. 

Of course, I welcome what the minister said 
about increased NHS funding for specialist 
CAMHS staff and the announcement a few weeks 
ago about clinical psychologists, but psychiatrists 
have told me that expanding the psychiatric 
workforce is an issue. The Government says that 
lots more psychiatrists are in training, but what 
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guarantee do we have that they will obtain 
permanent posts? NHS boards must create the 
posts, which is a concern for some psychiatrists. 
The committee also raised the issue of research. 

I should not really be mentioning the next 
subject just in my last 20 seconds, but it is clear 
that a key issue is the mental health improvement 
agenda. I note that SNAP‘s former chair, Graham 
Bryce, highlighted the failure to step up that 
programme, which must be central in the work 
against stigma, to which I know that the 
Government is strongly committed. 

16:09 

Michael Matheson (Falkirk West) (SNP): As a 
couple of members have said, mental health 
services are often called the Cinderella of our 
national health service. During the inquiry, I was 
struck by how CAMHS appear to be the Cinderella 
of the Cinderella service, as they are often simply 
not a priority. 

During the inquiry, I had the pleasure, along with 
Ross Finnie—I said that I had the pleasure along 
with him, not the pleasure with him—of visiting the 
Barnardo‘s family placement service in Edinburgh, 
which is based at Haymarket. It is a specialist 
service that works with children and families who 
are often referred by a statutory service such as a 
CAMHS team or educational psychologist. 

Over the course of the visit, I was struck by the 
real difficulty that children, young people and their 
families can have in accessing services. I am 
referring not to a difficulty in accessing services 
purely because of a lack of capacity in the existing 
infrastructure but to the failure at times to 
recognise that a child is presenting with symptoms 
of an emotional or mental health problem. We 
heard that getting past the first hurdle—
establishing the need to refer a child to services—
is a real difficulty. 

Dr Simpson: Professor James Law of the Royal 
College of Speech and Language Therapists said 
that it was bad not only that the number of 
referrals from health visitors was down from 50 to 
15 per cent of all referrals but that referrals are 
now taking a year longer than they took five years 
ago. The point is important. 

Michael Matheson: I recall the strong evidence 
that we received from Professor Law. 

The visit emphasised for me the real need to 
ensure not only that adequate services are made 
available but that those who work with young 
people have the skills and training to allow them to 
identify issues at an early stage. Other members 
mentioned that. As Christine Grahame said, even 
the pre-school stage is important if we are to 
prevent problems from developing further down 

the line. Clearly, as we heard in evidence, early 
intervention is a key priority in trying to deal with 
the issue. 

We have to recognise the challenges in trying to 
make early interventions at the pre-school stage. 
My children go to pre-school, and I am not sure 
how I would react if a nursery nurse were to tell 
me that my son was presenting with emotional 
problems. If pre-school staff are to take on this 
role, we need to recognise the dramatic change 
that it may make in their relationship with parents. 
It would be extremely important to ensure that we 
train staff not only to recognise things but to do so 
to a deep and meaningful degree. There may be a 
need for measures to be instigated in programmes 
that pre-school establishments have in place. 
Also, if we expect staff to pick up and highlight 
issues to parents, it is crucial that the correct 
infrastructure is put in place to support them. 

Much has been said on the need for 
professionals to pick up on issues, but we cannot 
get away from the fact that the first port of call in 
picking up on any children‘s mental health issue is 
the child‘s parent or carer. We should not expect 
health visitors or anyone else always to have to 
pick up on these things; parents have that 
responsibility. I took from the inquiry the need to 
ensure that parents have a better understanding of 
the issues around attachment and the emotional 
problems that can arise as the child develops, so 
that they can take action to address them when 
possible. 

The framework addresses many of the 
fundamental problems that the committee 
highlighted in our inquiry report. I recognise fully 
the minister‘s personal commitment to the issue 
and that the Government is taking forward 
implementation of the framework. Although local 
authorities and health boards have the 
responsibility to take forward the framework in 
their local areas, I am concerned by the evidence 
that we heard about who exactly is in the driving 
seat. I am conscious that health boards and local 
authorities have different priorities at times and 
that it can be difficult to get them to agree. We 
should look to take forward interim measures that 
allow us to see whether progress is being made. I 
note the minister‘s comments and that she will 
work with the committee to address the matter. 

The committee‘s report provides a detailed and 
considered focus on some of the deficiencies that 
exist in services for children and adolescents who 
have mental health problems. It is clear that those 
deficiencies have developed over a considerable 
period, and it is fair to say that the minister has 
been dealt a difficult hand in trying to sort out 
many of the issues. The minister and the 
Government have given priority to the framework. 
We are travelling in the right direction, and I hope 
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that we will continue to give priority to the 
framework in the future so that we can make real 
change. 

16:15 

Rhoda Grant (Highlands and Islands) (Lab): 
The American declaration of independence 
declares that people have  

―certain unalienable Rights‖ 

and 

―that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of 
Happiness.‖ 

Happiness is not attainable by those with poor 
mental health. We need to tackle that issue to 
enable children to grow up leading fulfilled and 
happy lives. We need to ensure that all our 
citizens have a right to good mental health, to help 
them with their pursuit of happiness. We need to 
start at a young age, to help young people to 
develop resilience and emotional wellbeing; Action 
for Children highlighted that issue in its submission 
to the Health and Sport Committee‘s inquiry. 

The report‘s discussion of the consequences of 
poor mental health makes stark reading. Having 
inadequate services in place for children and 
young people who have mental health problems is 
inexcusable: the effect on their development and 
life chances is severe. Malcolm Chisholm talked 
about the American research that has been done 
into the issue. Our prison statistics show that the 
vast majority of prisoners have mental health 
problems. Our inability to deal with mental health 
issues at an early age creates problems for the 
future, as well as a cost to our society. However, 
the cost to the person who is affected is 
immeasurable. 

Those who gave evidence to the committee 
made it clear that ―The Mental Health of Children 
and Young People: A Framework for Promotion, 
Prevention and Care‖ was the right way forward; 
the problem was in its implementation. The 
Government is committed to implementing the 
framework by 2015. The long lead-in time means 
that work towards implementation of the 
framework is often patchy and inconsistent. The 
committee is keen that interim targets should be 
put in place to ensure that progress is measured. 
That would also allow inconsistencies to be 
identified. 

Waiting times are far too long. As we have 
heard, in Highland some people wait for more than 
a year for an out-patient appointment. That is 
unacceptable for an adult, but it is even more 
unacceptable for a child in its formative years. 
Each day, week or month that goes by without 
intervention makes that intervention more difficult 
and makes treatment longer. 

In its report, the committee discussed the lack of 
research and the need to increase staffing levels 
to allow research time, as well as to cut waiting 
times and to increase service provision. Research 
is fundamental to improving the way in which 
treatment is offered. It is a false economy to 
reduce research in order to increase patient 
care—both are required. 

Possibly the most unacceptable wait is for 
reports to the children‘s panel. When young 
people find themselves at a children‘s panel, they 
are already at crisis point. The panel needs to be 
able to react quickly and to intervene to address 
the situation in which that young person finds 
themselves. Waiting times of up to five months 
were quoted in evidence; that is too long for a 
young person who is already in crisis. Staffing 
levels directly affect service delivery, research 
work and the work of the children‘s panel. We 
therefore need more investment in the training and 
recruitment of professionals to increase the 
workforce. 

The committee looked at the transition from 
CAMHS to adult services. It became obvious that 
the two services worked very differently and that 
many young people had difficulties with the 
transition. There were several aspects to the 
issue: the handover, the way of dealing with 
patients in the two services, and the way in which 
patients could be transferred. As we have already 
heard, children‘s services often use a broader 
definition of mental health that does not fit easily 
with adult service provision. Action for Children 
made the point that it is important to keep that 
wide definition within children‘s services, to allow 
for early intervention. It must be possible for 
professionals from both services to work together 
to draw up a single pathway that is geared to the 
needs of the individual. 

In our casework, we often hear of families who 
feel abandoned when a child leaves school and 
falls into adult service provision. There is a lack of 
support and advice and a lack of protected 
workplaces or college places. The committee was 
frustrated by that issue and recommended the 
setting up of a transitional service to bridge the 
gap between young people‘s services and adult 
services. 

We have been discussing for many years the 
effect of the stigma that is attached to mental 
health issues. I agree with Action for Children‘s 
statement that work needs to be carried out locally 
and nationally to deal with the issue. If we do not 
deal with it, those needing help will be reluctant to 
ask for it. It is therefore even more crucial to 
provide an immediate response to those who ask 
for help, given that they may already have suffered 
in silence for some time. 
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School counselling is one way of providing help 
in familiar settings, which helps to remove stigma. 
However, the British Association for Counselling 
and Psychotherapy tells us that Scotland is 
lagging behind: 

―the Governments of Wales and Northern Ireland have in 
place national strategies for school counselling and its 
implementation, and provide ring fenced funding for the 
provision of these services in every secondary school‖. 

We must ensure that we keep pace and provide 
these services to all children. 

There are many other issues that have not been 
touched on in the report, including services to deaf 
people and tailored services for those who suffer 
from anorexia. Both groups need to travel out of 
Scotland for specialist care, which, at a time when 
people need the support of their families and 
friends, can only hamper their recovery. We need 
those services locally. 

The committee‘s report is sound and well 
balanced. I therefore appeal to the Government to 
implement its recommendations. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Trish 
Godman): I can give Cathy Jamieson about four 
minutes. 

16:21 

Cathy Jamieson (Carrick, Cumnock and 
Doon Valley) (Lab): Thank you, Presiding Officer, 
for giving me the opportunity to make a brief 
contribution to the debate.  

I will focus on adolescents, but first I thank the 
committee for its report. The amount of work that 
was undertaken is very good. As has been said, 
the area is not necessarily one on which everyone 
focuses, but it is nonetheless very important, 
particularly as so many people come up against 
mental health problems at some stage in their 
lives. 

I heard what the minister said about waiting 
times, on which Rhoda Grant also focused. 
Anyone would find it unacceptable when a child or 
adolescent member of their family who requires 
access to mental health services has to wait for a 
year or more. The minister mentioned the 
reduction in waiting times to 26 weeks, but for the 
person who requires access to the services, 
particularly if they are young, 26 weeks might as 
well be a lifetime, because that is what it will feel 
like. 

Shona Robison: Does the member recognise 
that this is the first time that any target has been 
set for child and adolescent mental health 
services? I do not want to sour the debate, but is it 
not a bit rich for her to criticise the situation that 
we find ourselves in when it could have been 

addressed a lot earlier had a target been set some 
time ago? 

Cathy Jamieson: I am a bit disappointed that 
the minister has chosen to sour the debate, 
because I was making a point on behalf of the 
young people and families who are in the position 
that I described. I was not making a party-political 
point and I assure the minister that I would have 
made my point—indeed, I have made it—no 
matter who was in government. I hope that she 
takes my point in the spirit in which it is meant. 

I know that some work has been done on the 
target of reducing the number of adolescents who 
end up in adult in-patient wards, but the report 
highlights that there is some way to go in that 
area. 

Richard Simpson highlighted that issues remain 
around the lack of availability of forensic services 
for adolescents and Rhoda Grant highlighted 
issues around specialist services. Although I 
understand that there are now opportunities in 
some parts of Scotland for young people with 
anorexia to get access to specialist services, such 
provision is not universal across Scotland. In many 
cases, young people have to go to in-patient 
services outwith Scotland. We should be able to 
develop services here to provide for them. 

There are also issues around looked-after 
children—Rhoda Grant referred to the length of 
time that it takes to get panel reports—and young 
people in secure accommodation. When we 
reviewed the need for secure accommodation and 
the number of secure beds in Scotland, we were 
particularly interested in what happened to young 
women who were in the children‘s hearings 
system, not necessarily because of offending 
behaviour but because of self-harm, for example. 
There was a clear wish at that stage to have a 
more joined-up approach between what was done 
in secure accommodation and what was provided 
by in-patient services. I am not sure that those 
things have been brought together. 

It is important to ensure that all the good 
intentions match up on the ground. In the report, 
the committee talks about the value of drop-in 
services for adolescents. In the Doon valley in my 
constituency, there was a very successful pilot 
project in which a specialist mental health school 
nurse was provided to offer support to vulnerable 
young people in a disadvantaged area. The 
initiative was jointly funded by Ayrshire and Arran 
NHS Board and East Ayrshire Council. At the end 
of the pilot, although everyone—the headteacher 
of Doon academy, local general practitioners, the 
Zone youth project and young people 
themselves—said that it had been successful, 
people could not get their heads together to come 
up with a way of continuing to fund it. The project 
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was lost, although it provided exactly the approach 
that the committee has recommended. 

I welcome the debate. Thank you, Presiding 
Officer, for allowing me to speak. 

16:25 

Hugh O’Donnell (Central Scotland) (LD): I 
congratulate the committee on its fascinating and 
important report. I am of a nervous disposition and 
I hesitate to contradict Christine Grahame, but I 
think that the report will set the heather alight if we 
continue to talk about it in the way in which most 
members have done. 

Christine Grahame: Well, I hope so. 

Hugh O’Donnell: I took particular interest in the 
speeches by Dr McKee and Michael Matheson. Mr 
Matheson made a telling point about parents‘ 
abilities. It is regrettable that many parents of 
children who manifest the potential for mental ill 
health in their behaviour are themselves not 
capable of monitoring the situation. Dr Simpson 
talked about drug and alcohol abuse, which are 
always challenging issues. I have visited many 
educational facilities in my region of Central 
Scotland and I have found that many young 
people who have social, educational and 
emotional needs have chaotic social backgrounds. 
Certainly at primary school stage, people do not 
realise that a child‘s behaviour reflects the 
pressures, stresses and strains that they are 
under. The report highlighted that critical point. 

The committee noted that the CAMHS team in 
the NHS Lanarkshire area is one of the teams that 
are under the most pressure, given the ratio of 
CAMHS staff per head of population. The health 
board has introduced a school counselling 
service—I think that Cathy Jamieson mentioned 
it—which provides a walk-in service to pupils in 
secondary schools. A charitable organisation 
provides a similar service to primary pupils in 
Edinburgh and the Lothians. The approach allows 
young people to access services in a less formal 
way. A young person who might be feeling a little 
under pressure and might have stuff going on at 
home can explore the issues in a situation that 
does not have the formal and perhaps intimidating 
nature of first contact with people who are 
perceived as mental health clinicians—a lot of that 
is to do with stigmatisation. The services work 
well. I ask the minister to consider the service that 
NHS Lanarkshire provides in secondary schools 
and consider whether the model can be 
successfully rolled out in other areas. It certainly 
seems to have proved successful in Lanarkshire. 

The other issue that I will discuss is training, 
about which other members have spoken. 
Teacher training is a hobby-horse of mine. All too 
often, the pressures that the attainment and 

achievement agenda, the curriculum for 
excellence changes and the getting it right for 
every child changes bring about mean that 
teachers who have children who present with what 
appears to be bad behaviour—however we like to 
define that—do not necessarily have the training 
to realise that it is not bad behaviour for its own 
sake but possibly a manifestation of something 
deeper going on. Often, such children are 
excluded without being directed to the appropriate 
services.  

It is my understanding that mental health training 
and special educational needs training are 
optional, not compulsory, parts of the current 
teacher training programme and that their delivery 
varies from teacher training institution to 
institution. I recognise that the minister will not 
necessarily be able to address that point, but 
perhaps the current review of teacher training will 
begin to address some of the issues. There is no 
doubt that, unless we address consistently 
throughout the country the needs of young people 
and adolescents with mental health issues and the 
challenges that they face, we create, or at least 
allow the continued creation of, individuals who 
will subsequently look for higher levels of service 
in adulthood, possibly in our justice system. 

16:31 

Jackson Carlaw (West of Scotland) (Con): As 
I was eager to hear the views of members from all 
parties in this debate, I will begin by commenting 
on points by which I have been particularly struck. 

I congratulate Christine Grahame, who 
demonstrated her customary ability to detail 
comprehensively the range and scope of such 
reports. I say that notwithstanding the fact that in 
this instance the evidence presented and the 
conclusions reached are awkward.  

Dr Richard Simpson developed those points 
from an informed career perspective, to which I 
defer. With almost shocking clarity, he drew our 
attention to some of the consequences of a long-
term lack of urgency in implementation in CAMHS, 
even while he acknowledged the additional 
funding that has been made available. 

I pay tribute to my colleague Mary Scanlon. 
Since I joined the Parliament, she has been keen 
to ensure at every turn that everybody on the 
Conservative side appreciates the underlying 
mental health problems that underpin many of the 
issues that we discuss almost weekly in the 
chamber. That passion is shared by others and 
came across in Cathy Jamieson‘s speech late on 
in the debate. 

Jamie Stone ensured that we did not lose sight 
of the rural dimension. Ian McKee concentrated 
rightly on accountability and leadership in 
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developing a service—an aim that has been 
agreed repeatedly as a policy objective but does 
not seem to be making progress. Michael 
Matheson and Hugh O‘Donnell made a sensible 
point about training for pre-school and school staff 
on how to address and discuss with parents 
issues as they present. 

I turn to the future of health visiting in Scotland 
and to the evidence of Dr Phil Wilson and others. 
For various reasons, the Conservatives have 
concluded that health visiting is descending into a 
shambles throughout large parts of Scotland. In 
his evidence, Dr Wilson said: 

―catastrophic damage has been wrought to the health 
visiting profession.‖—[Official Report, Health and Sport 
Committee, 25 March 2009; c 1728.]  

He went on to say that the number of health 
visitors is declining and that morale is at its lowest 
ever point. I know that the minister does not share 
that view because she said as much to me in the 
Parliament late last year, but I am afraid that I 
disagree with her.  

I say to the minister, for whom I have some 
regard, that she cannot disguise the fact that, for 
all her espoused commitment, after nearly three 
years in government, there is the suggestion of 
what might be mistaken as an air of 
complacency—which I am sure is not intended—
and of a reluctance to question whether the early 
evidence shows that the changes in health visiting 
that are now being put into effect are working 
towards or against the objectives that have been 
set. Moreover, as a result of many no doubt well-
intentioned reviews, we seem to have 14 health 
boards progressing separate, if sometimes similar, 
approaches to health visiting in all its forms. I am 
witnessing, as are others—nowhere more so than 
in NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde—what 
appears to be almost the disembowelling of a 
once effective and quietly magnificent service. 
Universality has ended, and such is the crisis in 
numbers, with many disaffected older health 
visitors leaving the profession, that even the 
hoped-for concentration of additional resource in 
areas of inequality has not been achieved. 

The evidence that was presented to the 
committee was conclusive, it seemed to me, in 
identifying the need for health visitors to be 
involved with children for longer than the initial 
weeks after birth or even the first year, because 
problems often become apparent in the years after 
that. As Dr Richard Simpson pointed out, the 
Royal College of Speech and Language 
Therapists showed that referrals from health 
visitors—once a principal source of referrals—
have collapsed. To borrow a phrase that I think I 
heard almost too much of earlier in the week, we 
cannot go on like this. 

Scottish Conservatives have during this 
parliamentary session concentrated our thinking 
on the development of health visiting policy. We 
saw first that the changes had the potential to be 
catastrophic and we called for the appointment of 
an independent scrutiny panel in Glasgow ahead 
of the delivery of major service change. The 
Cabinet Secretary for Health and Wellbeing was 
wrong to conclude that that was unnecessary. 

We now call for a national health visiting 
strategy. We believe that health visitors should be 
attached to GPs, that there should be a universal 
service and that health visitors should be engaged 
with children up to the age of five, but particularly 
in the first three years. We have identified that we 
would direct an additional £20 million into the 
development of the service in Scotland. We 
believe that that is a far greater priority for 
immediate health spending than, say, further 
reductions in prescription charges. 

Let me be clear that, while maintaining a 
universal service, we would target additional 
resources into areas of inequality not by ending 
the service for others but by providing for 
additional health visitors in those communities. 
While we may differ on the means, I welcome the 
importance that Malcolm Chisholm placed on 
extended health visitor involvement and I look 
forward to seeing the results of the pilot in the 
Lothians that is based on the American 
experience. 

We welcome the committee‘s report and the 
strength of feeling that is expressed in it. However, 
it perhaps sadly confirms that, while so many 
professionals strive to improve the position, we fail 
to match our appreciation of what needs to be 
done with the resource to make it happen. We 
need also to appreciate the associated stigmas 
that exist. Whereas a generation ago a cancer 
sufferer may have kept quiet—embarrassed to 
share the fact of their condition—in today‘s world 
that individual can talk openly about their cancer to 
a more understanding and knowledgeable world. 
However, who, suffering from a mental health 
condition, can step forward and speak of their 
condition in the same way and be sure that they 
will be met with equal understanding or 
knowledge? Far too few, I suggest. Surely that, 
above all else, tells us that we have a 
considerable amount still to do. 

16:37 

Dr Simpson: This has been a useful debate on 
a report that I hope will have some effect. In 
opening the debate, Christine Grahame almost 
summed it up by saying that the framework is 
there. Once again, we have the strategy and the 
policy; now we must drive forward the action. That 
is not a criticism of this Government but of us all, 



22449  6 JANUARY 2010  22450 

 

because we have failed as a Parliament to 
address the issue effectively over the first 10 years 
of our life. 

Rhoda Grant referred to something that is very 
important, which is how we develop resilience in 
children. The first stage of that has got to be about 
attachment and bonding. Unless we get right that 
fundamental first step in the development of the 
individual, we simply build up problems that we 
have to patch and mend as we go along. This 
must not be a further instance whereby we have to 
deal with people being in prison at the age of 16, 
as Mary Scanlon said, or with unemployment, 
illiteracy and drug and alcohol addiction in young 
people, which all emerge in young adults with 
problems that we have failed to tackle in 
childhood. 

There is obviously a balance to be struck 
between universal and focused services. Much of 
the debate has centred on that particular issue. 
The problem is how, with limited resources, we get 
that balance right. It is clear that we cannot 
identify, by the age of eight weeks, every child 
who might need help—that is simply not possible. 
We cannot identify every family that has problems, 
because they may develop problems at a later 
stage. There must therefore be a mechanism for 
allowing the sort of intensive support that exists in 
the programme being piloted in Edinburgh, to 
which Malcolm Chisholm referred, which is called 
the family nurse partnership. It is an intensive, 
two-year programme and we need that for our 
most vulnerable children. 

At the two-year-old stage, we need the kind of 
nursery school for vulnerable children that was 
piloted in the NHS Ayrshire and Arran area. 
Unfortunately, that pilot was subsequently 
abandoned. Indeed, a theme that came through in 
our inquiry was that pilots were introduced and 
some effort was made by people to develop 
programmes that were subsequently, despite 
being apparently successfully, abandoned. 

One theme that has perhaps not been 
sufficiently stressed in speeches so far is that of 
training. The training of teachers and pre-school 
teachers has been alluded to, but we also need a 
lot more training of primary care staff. Given that 
30 per cent of general practitioners have no 
postgraduate experience in psychiatry, how do 
those people tackle mental health problems? 
Health visitors are also not always as well trained 
as they might be. 

An interesting point is that England‘s National 
Academy for Parenting Practitioners—which I 
think is a wonderful initiative—is promoting 
evidence-based programmes in parenting. The 
parenting academy is now training commissioners 
of caring services for parents in every local 
authority and is training 3,500 practitioners in 

evidence-based training. However, the parenting 
academy‘s first report indicated that only about 
one in 100 of counselling or general support 
programmes in England are actually evidence 
based. Unless such programmes are evidence 
based, they will not produce change. Simple 
counselling is not enough; programmes need to be 
properly evidence based. That is why the 
programme in Edinburgh is really important. 

Voluntary organisations have been mentioned, 
although perhaps only in passing. The committee 
felt that the voluntary sector was under huge 
pressure. With many contracts that previously 
lasted for three years now lasting for just one year 
and many services requiring to be retendered for, 
the sector is being put under huge pressure. The 
voluntary sector can make an important 
contribution. For example, a programme in 
Edinburgh that is run by the charity The Place2Be 
has excellent results in the counselling that it 
provides to children and in the support that it 
provides to teachers and parents through a variety 
of programmes. The charity provides most of the 
funding, yet its offer is not being taken up. The 
charity is looking for other local authority partners 
in Scotland but cannot find them, whereas there 
are 150 such partnerships in England. For a small 
amount of money, we could develop that sort of 
support for voluntary organisations. 

Many of us have talked about the need for more 
resources and capacity, including physical 
capacity, given the lack of beds for dealing with 
those with learning disabilities and for forensic 
services. We are still admitting children to adult 
wards. We should say that that must finish by 
2011. I hope that the Minister for Public Health 
and Sport will confirm that target, difficult though it 
might be to reach. 

We need to identify the groups that will need 
help. As many speakers have mentioned, those 
include children under three, because identifying 
such children by that stage and applying the 
programmes to them provides the best rate of 
success. Our programme for corporate parenting 
does not stand up to much scrutiny. We are not 
very good at corporate parenting and our 
outcomes are very poor. In Denmark, the number 
of those from foster homes and care support who 
go on to university is 42 per cent, which is almost 
the figure that we achieve for the general 
population. In Scotland, the equivalent figure is 4 
per cent. We are failing those people. 

We need a comprehensive programme in which 
there is ownership, implementation and driving 
forward of the framework, which we all agree is 
necessary. We are able to identify some of the 
families that are at risk of mental illness, such as 
those with drug or alcohol-related problems, those 
in which the parents have learning disabilities, 
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those in which the parents are homeless or 
refugees or in prison, those in which the children 
are involved in custody and access disputes, 
those in which there is neglect or abuse or 
domestic abuse and, as one speaker mentioned, 
those in which there are transition problems 
relating to local authority or corporate parenting. 
We can identify all those families and we should 
apply resources to them. We need to stop doing 
what we are not doing well and we need to do 
much more of what we know from the evidence 
base can be done. I commend the report. 

16:44 

Shona Robison: I welcome the speeches that 
have been made during what has been an 
important debate. Members from across the 
political parties have shown their knowledge of the 
issues and their commitment to taking the issue 
forward. 

Many have mentioned parenting, which is very 
much at the heart of the early years framework 
that I mentioned in my opening remarks. We will 
ensure that spending on CAMHS and 
implementing the CAMHS framework takes 
forward our work on parenting. In addition, we are 
looking closely at the role of nursing in the 
community to support new mothers, are ensuring 
that children‘s mental and emotional needs are 
identified and met in the school environment, and 
are considering the development of a core 
competency framework for the protection of 
children. I hope that all that reassures members 
that we are heading in the right direction. 

I want to respond to some of the points that 
have been made during the debate. A number of 
members questioned whether the 15 to 20 per 
cent increase in the specialist workforce was 
adequate. It is certainly an extremely good start 
and represents encouraging progress towards our 
gold standard, which would be to have 24 whole-
time equivalent CAMHS staff per 100,000 
population. 

While I am on the subject of the workforce, I 
should correct what Richard Simpson said about 
school nurse numbers. There has been a 20 per 
cent increase in the head count since 2007 and a 
16 per cent increase in the number of whole-time 
equivalents. To pick up an issue that many 
members raised, we are focusing our attention on 
the need for a resource in schools to pick up 
issues at an early stage. We believe that the right 
way to take that forward is by having a team that 
includes staff with many skills, including mental 
health workers who have specific skills that they 
can bring to supporting the school environment. 
Our commitment to increasing health care 
capacity in that area is demonstrated by our 
provision of £7 million over three years to do that. I 

believe that starting by focusing on the areas of 
highest deprivation is the right way to proceed. 

Mary Scanlon analysed the extent of the 
problem, which we all acknowledge. What is 
important is that we put in place the right policies 
to ensure that those issues are addressed, and I 
believe that we have done that. I know that the 
critical issue of implementation has been raised, 
but I assure members that we will hold health 
boards to account. I suggest that the fact that we 
have set a HEAT target on that will focus the 
minds of senior managers in health boards more 
than anything else. We will use that to ensure that 
we drive forward the changes that require to be 
made in CAMHS. 

Jamie Stone mentioned rurality and asked 
whether the increase in the number of specialist 
staff that is required in rural health board areas 
would occur. Of course it will. We will carry out 
monitoring to ensure that boards create the 
necessary posts—that is important—and recruit 
staff into them. I assure Jamie Stone that we will 
keep a close eye on that. 

Mary Scanlon: I want to ask about 
implementation, which I raised in my speech. In 
paragraph 123 of its report, the committee asked 
the Government to ensure that 

―there are standard health checks and developmental 
checks on every child at crucial stages of the early years.‖ 

Will that be done? 

Shona Robison: I will come on to that in a 
minute, when I discuss the review of health 
visitors, in response to Jackson Carlaw. 

Ian McKee gave a well-informed speech, as 
always, in which he highlighted the complexities of 
appropriate disclosure, which is never a simple 
matter to deal with. 

I welcome Malcolm Chisholm‘s support for the 
family nurse partnership, the evidence from which 
will tell us a lot about the way forward, particularly 
in supporting vulnerable families who require a 
more consistent and intensive level of support 
than can be provided at the moment, in many 
cases. 

Michael Matheson made a strong point about 
how problems in the early years are responded to. 
He was right to highlight the fact that parental 
responsibility is crucial in that regard. 

On exactly who is driving, I return to the point 
that I made earlier. We will hold the health boards 
to account at the highest level for delivering on 
workforce growth and the HEAT targets, all of 
which are clear and tangible measurements that 
we can ensure are taken forward. 

Cathy Jamieson talked about out-of-area 
placements. I reassure members that out-of-area 
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placements would happen in a very small number 
of cases in which there may be complex or 
comorbidity issues and in which finding the right 
environment in Scotland would be difficult. Of 
course, we take such an approach with cross-
border issues in complex cases, but I would 
certainly expect mainstream cases to be 
accommodated in Scotland. 

Cathy Jamieson rose— 

Shona Robison: I am sorry, but I will have to 
move on; I am a bit short of time. 

Hugh O‘Donnell mentioned considering the 
counselling service that Lanarkshire NHS Board 
provides. I am happy to do that, but I think that the 
increased health care capacity in schools points 
the way forward, as schools can identify what the 
key issues are for them, and I would expect issues 
such as counselling to be taken on board in that 
process. I will get back to Hugh O‘Donnell on the 
curriculum for excellence and teacher training 
issues, as I do not have the necessary information 
to hand. 

I do not recognise the picture that Jackson 
Carlaw painted with his comments on health 
visitors, but I do not want to sound complacent in 
any way. We recognise that there are genuine 
concerns out there, which is why the cabinet 
secretary announced before Christmas that we will 
meet GPs and other interested parties in Glasgow 
to talk to them directly about their concerns. 
Jackson Carlaw talked about the situation in 
Glasgow, where health visitor numbers have 
increased since 2007 as a follow-up to the review. 
Nevertheless, there are genuine concerns there, 
which we will meet to discuss. 

On the more general point of the community 
nursing review, as I said in my opening speech, I 
have always said that I am open-minded about the 
way forward for community nursing. However, 
things cannot stay set in aspic, particularly in light 
of the challenges that we and community nursing 
face and the recruitment difficulties that there are 
in getting young people to choose community 
nursing as a career option. We cannot stay as we 
are. Changes are required, but we have to take 
the workforce with us. I am happy to keep 
members informed about that. 

Other points have been made, but I am under 
pressure of time. I will therefore respond in writing 
to members whose points I have not managed to 
come back to. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I call Ross 
Finnie to wind up on behalf of the Health and 
Sport Committee. 

16:52 

Ross Finnie (West of Scotland) (LD): It is right 
that members have been given time in the 
chamber to explore the Health and Sport 
Committee‘s important report, and the debate has 
been useful. However, I have some reflections. As 
a member of that committee and having listened to 
what has been said, I have been struck that we 
have almost had a repeat of the report. Certain 
members have greater concerns about certain 
elements and have been slightly angrier about 
matters not being progressed, but there has been 
consistency and coalescence around the fact that 
a framework exists that no one dissents from; the 
fact that we ought to focus on the key elements, 
particularly to do with the early years; and the fact 
that successive Governments have prioritised the 
issue. I do not think that any member has implied 
criticism of the minister in how things have been 
presented to her, but the report concluded that 
something is not right and that—regrettably—
progress is not being made. 

In his closing remarks, Richard Simpson said 
that he thought that we had failed to address the 
issue, but I am not entirely sure that I share his 
view. Surely our purpose as politicians is to 
identify problems, inquire into them and set policy 
directions; it is not necessarily for politicians to 
deliver on every aspect of policy. We sometimes 
make the mistake of thinking that, but our purpose 
as parliamentarians is to set policy directions. 

Therefore, my reflection on behalf of the 
committee—I hope that its members will forgive 
me if I tread on toes that I should not tread on—is 
to suggest that neither we parliamentarians and 
committee members nor the current Government 
and its predecessor have managed to persuade 
the professionals who are engaged in the delivery 
of mental health services of the urgency that we 
politicians attach to the problem. We are not 
getting the buy-in that is required to meet the 
aspirations that members across the chamber 
appear to share. I therefore ask that, in talking 
about implementation, the minister urgently 
request her officials to look carefully at the way in 
which either we are failing to express the sense of 
urgency that we share or the professionals are 
failing to understand how we see the whole picture 
of mental health playing a much more vital role. 

Malcolm Chisholm made the point that the 
identification of poor mental health in the early 
years must have huge ramifications for the costs 
and burdens on the Government of people 
subsequently presenting mental health difficulties 
in childhood, adolescence or adulthood. The cost 
to society of failing to deal with those problems at 
an earlier stage is that those burdens will continue. 

Excellent points were made by many members, 
including Michael Matheson. For the avoidance of 
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doubt, and for the Official Report, I say that I 
simply shared with him the pleasure of visiting the 
Barnardo‘s home. I hope that that will not be 
interpreted in any other way by those who 
inadvertently come upon the Official Report at a 
later stage. The point that he made emphasises 
the point that I am making. The committee was 
disappointed to discover that, despite all the 
efforts to raise the profile of mental health 
services, CAMHS remain the Cinderella of what 
continues to be a Cinderella service. 

Michael Matheson went on to say that we have 
also failed to understand that parents do not want 
to recognise that their child might have such a 
disability. That is perfectly understandable, but it 
means that if a teacher or someone else raises the 
issue, there is an instant denial and there is no 
prospect of that child being referred to any 
element of the CAMHS framework. Michael 
Matheson was right to emphasise that difficulty. It 
is an aspect of implementation for which we are 
not criticising the Government per se; 
nevertheless, it must be addressed, as it is an 
impediment to progress in this vital area. The 
same question arises about how prepared or well 
trained the staff in teaching posts or elsewhere are 
to deal with people who react with that sense of 
denial. What preparation do they receive for that? 
Many members made the point that that issue has 
not been addressed particularly. 

The report criticises targets, but we are not 
criticising the Government for setting them; we 
want to see how we can get to them. We say that 
interim targets might be helpful for those who have 
not necessarily understood the urgency that both 
the Government and the Parliament attach to the 
problem. I heard the minister‘s response on the 
HEAT target. Of course, 26 weeks is merely the 
outside figure and the overwhelming majority of 
cases appear to be dealt with in a shorter time. 
However, if that is the case, why do we not bring 
the target in? If only a minority of cases fail to 
meet the target and the overwhelming number are 
dealt with in a much shorter timeframe, does the 
Government really need to give the laggards a 
longer time period in which to come aboard? 

The committee‘s report has helpfully and 
constructively raised issues to do with how we 
address mental health for children in a way that, I 
hope, will provide an additional framework that can 
be worked on. This is a continuing process, and 
the minister has engaged with the committee by 
saying that she will keep us apprised of 
developments. Our plea is that she does so on a 
regular basis in order that Parliament, through its 
committees, can be better informed as to how we 
take the matter forward. 

All the speeches that we have heard today have 
been clear about the problems that can arise for 

people from an early age. We all know that the 
chief medical officer entirely shares that 
perspective, and we need to support him in his 
attempts to address those issues. The implications 
for society as a whole of failing to address those 
problems at the age of three and, perhaps, earlier, 
are grave. 

This has been a constructive debate. The report 
was intended to be a constructive contribution, but 
it is also a contribution that, while recognising that 
we have a policy in place, calls for closer attention 
to be paid to why we continually fail to get a sense 
of urgency from those who are delivering on our 
behalf. Something is not right. Those at the 
coalface have not wholly bought into the process. 
That is the biggest lesson that we can learn from 
the report and from the debate. 
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Business Motion 

17:01 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 
next item of business is consideration of business 
motion S3M-5456, in the name of Bruce Crawford, 
on behalf of the Parliamentary Bureau, which sets 
out a business programme. 

Motion moved, 

That the Parliament agrees the following programme of 
business— 

Wednesday 13 January 2010 

2.30 pm Time for Reflection 

followed by Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

followed by  Stage 1 Debate: Interpretation and 
Legislative Reform (Scotland) Bill 

followed by  Public Petitions Committee Debate: 
Petition PE1150 on Community 
Prisons 

followed by  Legislative Consent Motion: 
Financial Services Bill – UK 
Legislation 

followed by Business Motion 

followed by Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm Decision Time 

followed by Members‘ Business 

Thursday 14 January 2010 

9.15 am Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

followed by Scottish Labour Party Business 

11.40 am General Question Time 

12 noon First Minister‘s Question Time 

2.15 pm Themed Question Time 
 Health and Wellbeing 

2.55 pm  Scottish Government Debate: 
Attendance Allowance for People 
with Disabilities 

followed by Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm Decision Time 

followed by Members‘ Business 

Wednesday 20 January 2010 

2.30 pm Time for Reflection 

followed by Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

followed by Scottish Government Business 

followed by Business Motion 

followed by Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm Decision Time 

followed by Members‘ Business 

Thursday 21 January 2010 

9.15 am Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

followed by Scottish Government Business 

11.40 am General Question Time 

12 noon First Minister‘s Question Time 

2.15 pm Themed Question Time 
 Justice and Law Officers 
 Rural Affairs and the Environment 

2.55 pm Scottish Government Business 

followed by Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm Decision Time 

followed by Members‘ Business—[Bruce 
Crawford.] 

Motion agreed to. 
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Parliamentary Bureau Motion 

17:01 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): The 
next item of business is consideration of a 
Parliamentary Bureau motion. I ask Bruce 
Crawford to move motion S3M-5452, on the 
designation of a lead committee for the draft 
Census (Scotland) Order 2010. 

Motion moved, 

That the Parliament agrees that the Economy, Energy 
and Tourism Committee be designated as the lead 
committee in consideration of the Census (Scotland) Order 
2010 (SSI 2010/draft).—[Bruce Crawford.] 

The Presiding Officer: The question on the 
motion will be put at decision time. 

Decision Time 

17:01 

The Presiding Officer (Alex Fergusson): 
There are two questions to be put as a result of 
today‘s business. The first question is, that motion 
S3M-5453, in the name of Christine Grahame, on 
the Health and Sport Committee‘s report on its 
inquiry into child and adolescent mental health and 
wellbeing, be agreed to.  

Motion agreed to, 

That the Parliament notes the conclusions and 
recommendations contained in the Health and Sport 
Committee‘s 7th Report, 2009 (Session 3): Report on the 
Inquiry into child and adolescent mental health and well-
being (SP Paper 309). 

The Presiding Officer: The second question is, 
that motion S3M-5452, in the name of Bruce 
Crawford, on the designation of a lead committee 
for the draft Census (Scotland) Order 2010, be 
agreed to. 

Motion agreed to, 

That the Parliament agrees that the Economy, Energy 
and Tourism Committee be designated as the lead 
committee in consideration of the Census (Scotland) Order 
2010 (SSI 2010/draft). 
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Bausch & Lomb (Livingston) 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Alasdair 
Morgan): The final item of business is a members‘ 
business debate on motion S3M-5401, in the 
name of Angela Constance, on Bausch & Lomb. 
The debate will be concluded without any question 
being put. 

Motion debated, 

That the Parliament regrets that Bausch & Lomb is 
continuing to pursue closure of its manufacturing plant in 
Livingston; remains deeply concerned that the phased 
closure and transfer of production to Ireland will result in 
the loss of 500 jobs in Livingston; notes that the 90-day 
statutory consultation period ends on 14 December 2009; 
regrets that Bausch & Lomb has not reconsidered its 
decision to close the highly successful and award-winning 
site in Livingston; applauds the productive, skilled and 
committed workforce, which has been crucial to the 
success and efficiency of the Livingston site; notes with 
sadness that the first round of redundancies will result in 45 
people ceasing employment on Christmas Eve; would 
welcome a continuing dialogue between Bausch & Lomb 
and the Scottish Government with a view to both protecting 
jobs and supporting those who now face redundancy; notes 
that the phased closure of the plant will continue to afford 
time and opportunity to mitigate against the colossal impact 
on the West Lothian economy; notes that unemployment in 
West Lothian is at its highest in a decade, and welcomes 
the cross-party and community-wide support for the 
workforce and the determination to succeed that exists in 
West Lothian despite the current economic challenges. 

17:03 

Angela Constance (Livingston) (SNP): I am 
proud and privileged to represent the constituency 
in which I was born, and I regret deeply the 
decision that has been taken by Bausch & Lomb 
to push ahead with the closure of its award-
winning manufacturing site in Livingston. It is a 
devastating blow for the workforce and for the 
local economy in West Lothian. 

When I was growing up in West Lothian, in the 
early 1980s, male unemployment in the area was 
one in four. Indeed, my father was one of those 
statistics. I therefore take seriously any job losses 
in my constituency.  

I thank members across the political spectrum 
for supporting the motion that is before us tonight. 
Members will be aware that the first 45 of the 500 
planned redundancies took place during the 
holiday period. Losing one‘s job is hard at any time 
of the year is hard, but it is harder still at 
Christmas. 

While there is stoicism among the workforce, 
there is also immense dignity and pride. The 
decision to transfer production from the site in 
Livingston to Waterford in Ireland represents an 
injustice to a committed and highly productive 
workforce, given Bausch & Lomb‘s success in 
Livingston. Bausch & Lomb acquired the Scottish 

contact lens manufacturer Award in 1996, and 
based its operations in Livingston, which remains 
highly productive and efficient. The SofLens 
product meets the high quality standards for the 
Japanese market, and only 20 contact lenses in a 
million are lost. Livingston is a lean operation—
local management certainly do not jet about in first 
class. 

Bausch & Lomb was highly regarded, and was 
supportive of other local businesses and the wider 
West Lothian community. However, despite its 
reputation, success, efficiency and prudence, the 
Livingston site still lost out to Ireland, and we must 
ask ourselves why. Bausch & Lomb is owned by 
Warburg Pincus LLC, a New York private equity 
company, which, in response to the current 
economic downturn, crunched some numbers and 
decided that it needed to reduce its manufacturing 
sites from three to two. There is not much that we 
can do about that—until we scratch the surface 
and look a little closer. 

Bausch & Lomb was never going to close its 
corporate headquarters in Rochdale in New York, 
which is the mother ship, with a large research 
and development base. It was therefore a choice 
between Livingston in Scotland and Waterford in 
Ireland. The significant factors in Ireland‘s favour 
include lower corporation tax and the ability to 
access Government grants. In contrast, West 
Lothian lost its assisted area status in 2006. It also 
costs more to make workers redundant in Ireland. 

When will we truly learn the lessons of the 
importance of corporate HQs, investing in R and D 
and considering how best to compete with the 
world? When will we learn that, to protect Scottish 
jobs, we need a Parliament with the economic and 
taxation powers to do so? 

The 90-day statutory consultation period has 
expired, and Bausch & Lomb, Unite and staff 
representatives have agreed on an enhanced 
redundancy package. A range of training 
programmes has been made available, and a job 
shop and advisory centre has been set up on site, 
supported by partnership action for continuing 
employment. The first phase of transfer of 
production will commence this month and the 
process will continue into 2011. However, I believe 
that where there is life, there is hope, and I urge 
the Scottish Government and Bausch & Lomb to 
leave no stone unturned to see whether some 
remnant of the business can remain in Scotland. 
After all, acorns grow into oak trees. 

If we cannot save jobs, we have to find 
sustainable ways to create them. I will therefore 
focus on the opportunities that are afforded by the 
clawback of the regional selective assistance grant 
of £1.1 million. I am already on record as 
advocating that that money should be utilised to 
create jobs in West Lothian. Indeed, there is 
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precedent, as that is exactly what happened when 
Motorola left the area. 

I remind the Cabinet Secretary for Finance and 
Sustainable Growth that West Lothian has the 
highest unemployment in a generation, above both 
the Scottish and United Kingdom averages. Youth 
unemployment is in excess of 8 per cent, and we 
have one of the largest more choices, more 
chances cohorts in Scotland. 

I began my speech by reflecting on the West 
Lothian in which I grew up, and I will end by 
reflecting on the determination that there is to 
succeed in West Lothian. There is an economic 
partnership between the local council, college and 
chamber of commerce, all of which contain people 
with experience, commitment and the will to drive 
us through these difficult times. 

To me, West Lothian is like Scotland: it is small 
and beautiful in parts and has so much to be 
proud of. However, like Scotland, it could do so 
much better. I hope that the cabinet secretary can 
help us to achieve that better future and give 
serious consideration to the use of the RSA 
clawback. 

17:09 

Mary Mulligan (Linlithgow) (Lab): I welcome 
Angela Constance securing this evening‘s debate. 
Like her, I recognise that the redundancies have 
already started, but the debate gives us an 
opportunity to recognise the work of the Bausch & 
Lomb employees, to consider the continuing 
support that they will need, and to consider any 
lessons that can be learned from the closure. 

I thank the cabinet secretary for meeting me and 
my colleague George Foulkes to discuss the 
issue. Although the plant is in the Livingston 
constituency, it is clear, particularly from the 
contacts that I have had, that many of my 
constituents in Linlithgow are strongly affected. 

I acknowledge the skills and expertise that the 
Bausch & Lomb employees have displayed. 
Indeed, it was due to their success and that of the 
former owner of the Award company, Ron 
Hamilton, that Bausch & Lomb sought to take over 
a sound and successful company. The closure of 
Bausch & Lomb is a kick in the teeth for 
employees who have shown nothing but 
dedication and professionalism in their work. 
Unfortunately, we know that, once the private 
equity firms move in, as Warburg Pincus did in 
2007, all that they look at is the bottom line. 

We know that most of the work will be 
transferred from Livingston to Waterford in Ireland. 
I know Waterford well and, although it has had its 
own problems with the closure of the crystal 
factory, I deeply regret that the jobs will move 

there. I wonder how quickly Bausch & Lomb will 
be able to merge the two operations in Waterford, 
but that is its problem. My main concern, and that 
of others who are here today, is to look at the 
present and future for the Bausch & Lomb 
employees at the Livingston plant. 

I note from the letter that we received from 
Bryan Buchan, the director of operations, and from 
Angela Constance‘s comments that a job shop 
and advisory centre have been established on 
site. I welcome that and the support that has been 
offered by the PACE team. I know from 
experience—unfortunately—that West Lothian 
College as the local further education 
establishment will offer first-class support to all 
employees who look for training courses. 
However, I seek an assurance from the cabinet 
secretary tonight that the agencies will be flexible 
and as open as possible to proposals that 
employees may have about their future. In the 
past, agencies have been a little—shall we say—
careful about what they consider to be real training 
and real job opportunities. If the recession has 
shown us anything, it is that there are no 
certainties in the job market. I therefore hope that 
the cabinet secretary will encourage the agencies 
who are involved to look at all reasonable ideas 
that are put forward by employees. 

We all have to acknowledge that we live in a 
global economy and that, despite the skills and 
dedication of the workforce, such as we have seen 
at Bausch & Lomb in Livingston, jobs can be lost. 
However, Governments can ensure that the right 
environment exists for new jobs. That requires a 
well-educated workforce, good infrastructure and a 
responsive planning system, all of which lie within 
the powers and remit of the Scottish Parliament. 
Maybe the cabinet secretary could say a little 
about what the Scottish Government is doing and 
will do to face those challenges. 

I hope that 2010 will be a better year for the 
employees of Bausch & Lomb in Livingston. All 
that I can offer them at this stage is the support of 
all the members who are here this evening and 
that of other members who could not be here. We 
will continue to offer them the support that they 
need at this difficult time. 

17:14 

Gavin Brown (Lothians) (Con): I, too, begin by 
congratulating Angela Constance on securing this 
evening‘s debate. The issue of Bausch & Lomb is 
an extremely important one to the company‘s 
many excellent employees and their families, but it 
is also important to the West Lothian economy and 
the Scottish economy as a whole. 

I am sure that every member in the chamber 
was disappointed to learn of the 500 job losses. 
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We first heard about them in September last year. 
They were implemented in part in December and 
will take place later this year and into 2011. They 
come at a particularly worrying time for 
unemployment in Scotland as a whole. 

The manufacturing sector has had a tougher 
time than many other sectors. In June 2006, 
225,000 people worked in manufacturing in 
Scotland but, in June last year, the figure was 
down to 203,000. I acknowledge the Scottish 
Government‘s efforts through the Scottish 
manufacturing advisory service. It has improved its 
efforts, but I wonder whether more can be done for 
that specific sector. 

Margo MacDonald (Lothians) (Ind): I am 
intrigued as to exactly what more the member 
thinks could be done than is already being done 
and whether that would amount to very much 
without the fiscal powers to which Angela 
Constance referred. 

Gavin Brown: The fiscal powers argument can 
be treated separately from our consideration of the 
manufacturing sector. I have already mentioned 
the manufacturing advisory service, through which 
the Government has made particular efforts, while 
the Government also has powers in relation to 
skills and education. Things can be done to help 
manufacturing without full fiscal powers, so we do 
not have to get into that debate. 

I was disappointed and surprised by the 
company‘s decision for two reasons. One relates 
to the criteria that the company set out in a press 
release in September last year. The four criteria 
on which the decision to close the Livingston plant 
rather than the Waterford or Rochester ones was 
based were: 

―proximity to established research and development 
resources, total cost savings, global operational 
efficiencies, and future investment potential.‖ 

It is fair to argue that, across the spectrum of 
those criteria, the Livingston plant fares pretty well 
and that it has a strong case for continuing. The 
decision was therefore disappointing given the 
specific criteria that were set out. 

The other reason why we are disappointed is the 
proud track record of the workforce at the plant, to 
which Angela Constance referred. The company‘s 
press release stated that the decision was 

―by no means a reflection on our employees‘ 
professionalism, dedication, or efforts.‖ 

That reiterates the point that the workforce had 
done a good job, was doing a good job and, I am 
sure, will continue to do a good job until the plant 
ultimately closes. 

As the decision has been taken and the 
implementation has begun, the most important 
issue now for the employees and their families is 

the future. I ask the company to stick closely to the 
spirit that it laid out in the press release, which 
states: 

―We will do everything within our ability to ensure that 
their needs and concerns are listened to with the utmost 
respect.‖ 

It is critical that that is followed through, in spirit 
and in letter. 

I call on the Government to continue the work 
that it has done, through the PACE teams that are 
trying to find alternative employment and through 
the initiatives to which Mary Mulligan referred such 
as the job shop and the advisory centre, so that a 
strong and powerful short-term hit to those 
employees and the community does not turn into 
medium and long-term damage. 

17:18 

Willie Coffey (Kilmarnock and Loudoun) 
(SNP): I, too, congratulate my colleague Angela 
Constance on securing this debate on the Bausch 
& Lomb plant in her constituency. To say that 
there are parallels with the situation in Kilmarnock 
with Johnnie Walker and Diageo would be an 
understatement. We are talking about a company 
that is operating profitably in a global recession 
with increasing demand but which has chosen to 
downsize and shed hundreds of loyal workers. 
However, as I understand it, unlike the Johnnie 
Walker case, there are no real job gains 
elsewhere at the Bausch & Lomb plants in Ireland 
or the USA. Manufacturing systems are simply 
being transferred to Waterford in Ireland with no 
increase in staffing expected, and there are 
perhaps only a handful of new jobs in the USA. 

So what is going on? I am reminded of the 
speech that Ross Finnie gave during my 
members‘ business debate on the Johnnie Walker 
situation. He talked about the movement of 
employment around the world in the blink of an 
eye and with no thought for the effects on the 
communities that give companies the vast profits 
that they enjoy. Before I entered the Parliament, 
that was the kind of speech that I hoped to hear in 
it. He homed in on problems that we face but 
which Governments of all kinds do not yet seem 
able to do much about. 

Every Government will try to lure big employers 
to their country with tax breaks and incentives of 
one kind or another. That is to be expected of 
them—it is their duty to do so. However, what 
does that mean for the communities that are left 
behind when a corporate crunches a few numbers 
on an Excel spreadsheet and comes up with a 
closure plan? For the corporate, it is simply sound 
business. The numbers all add up, the cost base 
is reduced and, ultimately, the company might 
grow and develop. However, for the communities 
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that are left behind in the wake of such decisions, 
it spells disaster: loss of a main earner‘s wages in 
a family, which leads to the potential loss of a 
family house and the consequences of that. 

As my colleague Angela Constance pointed out, 
why did it make sound business sense only a few 
years ago in 1996 to acquire this Scottish 
company—an award-winning operation? Why 
does it make sound business sense now to close it 
down while it is still healthy? The reasons can 
perhaps be seen if we examine how the 
corporates acquire businesses around the world 
by buying up potential opposition only to 
consolidate a few years later by downsizing their 
operations. They lose nothing, but we in 
Kilmarnock and Livingston are to lose everything. 
How can that be right? How can it be the correct 
approach to developing businesses for a 
successful future that will sustain all our 
communities? 

If truth be told, the corporates—while claiming 
that they have a corporate social responsibility—
rarely act to support the communities that give 
them their profits. Yes, they might offer enhanced 
severance or perhaps work with us to help to 
retrain and reskill those who are to lose their jobs, 
but when the dust settles, they are off in pursuit of 
the next acquisition when the time is right. Surely 
that is short-termism—reacting to today‘s 
circumstances, rather than planning for a solid 
future. 

My hope for the workers at Bausch & Lomb and 
the workers at Johnnie Walker‘s—and others who 
will surely follow—is that debates such as this will 
force national Governments, which have the 
powers, to open their eyes to the huge problems 
that are being handed over to them by corporates 
that simply want to move around the world to 
make a fast buck no matter the human cost. When 
we open our eyes to those problems and begin to 
tackle them seriously, perhaps people in 
Kilmarnock, Livingston and around the world who 
are needed one day and on the scrapheap the 
next, will in future be able to work for companies 
that care not just about their profit and loss 
accounts but about the people who work for them. 

I am delighted to support the motion lodged by 
my friend and colleague Angela Constance. 

17:22 

George Foulkes (Lothians) (Lab): I, too, 
welcome Angela Constance‘s initiative in 
seeking—and, even better, in obtaining—this 
debate. Her introduction was so good and 
comprehensive that I can be relatively, and 
perhaps mercifully, brief. 

Angela Constance, Mary Mulligan and I have 
worked together co-operatively on this issue on a 

non-party basis for the past four months. I join 
Mary Mulligan—I mean this genuinely—in 
thanking the cabinet secretary, John Swinney, for 
meeting us on a number of occasions and 
updating us on the issue in very great detail. I 
must confess that he has handled the matter with 
great skill, diplomacy and genuine concern. I was 
reminded by Willie Coffey‘s speech of an 
interesting contrast with the First Minister‘s 
intervention over Diageo, which was a bit more 
like a bull in a china shop. 

All that work has provided some help for the 
workers who are being made redundant, although, 
sadly, all our efforts have not persuaded Bausch & 
Lomb to change its mind. As Angela Constance 
said, the decision to close the Livingston factory, 
which was announced on 4 September, was 
misguided. I was going to say that it was short-
sighted, but I thought that that might sound a bit 
trite. 

One of the worst aspects is the slow death of the 
operation, as each production line is closed one 
after the other and transferred to Waterford. That 
will be real torture for the workforce, as well as 
involving great overheads for Bausch & Lomb as it 
continues with reducing production at Livingston. 

As Angela Constance said, the loss of 500 jobs 
in Livingston is a very significant loss of 
employment for that one town. It will be difficult to 
replace those jobs. 

As Gavin Brown said, Mr Ostrov, the Bausch & 
Lomb chairman and chief executive—I note that 
he has both those jobs and that he gets paid 
substantially and handsomely for both of them—
said that the closure of the factory is not in any 
way a reflection on the performance, 
professionalism and dedication of the Livingston 
workforce. That is certainly true, but I am sure that 
Gavin Brown agrees that it is of scant comfort to 
those who are being paid off. 

Bausch & Lomb‘s decision reflects a tendency, 
which Angela Constance, Willie Coffey and others 
have mentioned and which is all too prevalent, for 
multinationals to come to Scotland to take 
assistance from the Government and to move on 
when that suits and is propitious for them. In that 
connection, will the cabinet secretary confirm 
exactly how much public money in total, including 
regional selective assistance, Bausch & Lomb has 
been given? Is Angela Constance correct that £1.1 
million will have to be returned? It would be useful 
to have the figure confirmed. I join her—and 
others, I am sure—in making a plea to the cabinet 
secretary to pledge that that money will be 
recycled to help to provide jobs in Livingston in 
particular and in West Lothian in general. 

I welcome the support that the PACE, Scottish 
Enterprise and Jobcentre Plus group is giving, 
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particularly to the first 45 workers who have left 
the plant. Will the cabinet secretary say how many 
of those who have left have found alternative 
employment? It would be useful to know whether 
all the help that is being provided has had some 
effect. 

One of the key people is Linda McPherson—
Scottish Enterprise‘s east region director—who 
gave Mary Mulligan and me a helpful briefing on 
the subject. She was really clued up about what 
was going on and is working hard to help. She 
mentioned the possibility of Bausch & Lomb 
establishing a research and development facility in 
pharmaceuticals, which the cabinet secretary 
mentioned when we met him and which the First 
Minister made great play of following his meeting 
with Gerald Ostrov. Will the cabinet secretary 
update us on whether progress has been made on 
that proposal? 

Linda McPherson also said—and the cabinet 
secretary confirmed—that the factory‘s former 
owner, Ron Hamilton, might be willing to become 
involved in some way in providing alternative 
employment. It would help to have an update on 
that, too. 

I had better finish now, to leave the cabinet 
secretary plenty of time to answer those questions 
and others that have been asked. Before I finish, I 
gently advise him, Angela Constance and Willie 
Coffey that I know, from my having spent an awful 
long time—perhaps too long—in politics, that, 
sadly, Governments can do relatively little in the 
face of big multinational companies, as Willie 
Coffey in effect admitted in his speech. That is—
sadly—the case even for Governments that have 
all the powers that Angela Constance and others 
would like the Scottish Government to have. 
However, that should not prevent the Government 
and the Parliament from putting as much pressure 
as we can on Bausch & Lomb. I am glad to have 
joined Angela Constance and others in being part 
of that. 

17:28 

Robin Harper (Lothians) (Green): I, too, 
congratulate Angela Constance on bringing the 
debate to the Parliament. The parallels—and the 
lack of them—between the closure of Bausch & 
Lomb‘s Livingston manufacturing plant and the 
closure of Diageo‘s Kilmarnock factory have been 
drawn. Both factories were previously funded 
through regional selective assistance and the 
Scottish business grants scheme. Diageo was 
awarded £1 million in 1999, which it received 
between 2002 and 2004, but its obligations under 
the RSA grant agreement expired in May 2007, so 
I presume that we did not claw back anything from 
Diageo. 

The situation calls into question the function of 
the regional selective assistance scheme. Do we 
need new guidelines that recommend a longer 
expiry period, so that companies that are awarded 
money are bound to more stringent obligations? 
Perhaps a penalty clause should apply to the first 
few years of an agreement, so that companies 
incur an added penalty if they suddenly pull out 
early. 

An earlier speech drew our attention to the 
possibility that one reason why Bausch & Lomb 
went to Waterford was that redundancy payments 
there would cost more than will such payments in 
Livingston. 

Getting firms into Scotland by way of grant 
giving is a two-edged sword: we benefit but we 
also suffer. In the blink of an eye, one change in 
the world economic situation can lead companies 
to simply pack up and go. The greater the number 
of foreign companies in Scotland, the more 
vulnerable we are, particularly in a crunch time 
such as this. 

I understand that, in 2007-08, 39 of the 164 
companies that received funding were foreign 
based. Those companies—24 per cent of the 
total—got half the £87 million that was made 
available in that year. That figure seems to be 
disproportionate. Does the cabinet secretary agree 
that now is the time to make the Scottish business 
grant scheme focus on small local enterprises in 
addition to offering genuine long-term 
safeguarding of local jobs? 

I thank the cabinet secretary for his attention. 

17:31 

The Cabinet Secretary for Finance and 
Sustainable Growth (John Swinney): I welcome 
the debate that Angela Constance has instigated. I 
pay tribute to the way in which she has 
assiduously pursued this very serious issue on 
behalf of constituents in her Livingston 
constituency. 

Following the announcement, I met Angela 
Constance on a number of occasions to discuss 
the issue. I was delighted that she joined me in the 
visit that I paid to the plant in September last year 
to see for myself the expertise to which the 
company clearly made reference in its 
announcement and which has been a hallmark in 
what has been said in today‘s debate. I welcome 
my discussions with Mary Mulligan and George 
Foulkes on the issues that Bausch & Lomb‘s 
decision has raised.  

The Scottish Government deeply regrets Bausch 
& Lomb‘s decision to close its facility in Livingston 
with the loss from the West Lothian economy of 
500 highly-skilled jobs. The decision is of itself a 
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serious one that has caused a great deal of 
concern. It is made all the more serious by the fact 
that, in all the explanations about the decision, the 
company has paid warm and fulsome tribute to the 
achievements and quality of the personnel—its 
leadership and employees—who worked in the 
plant. 

When I visited the plant, I saw for myself not 
only a committed and energetic management, but 
a committed and loyal workforce. One point that 
struck me most acutely—it relates to Mr Brown‘s 
point on intervention and support for the 
manufacturing sector—was that the plant is an 
advanced manufacturing plant and not one that 
has faced the challenges that some of our 
traditional manufacturing plants must face. The 
plant is highly efficient and performs exceptionally 
well—indeed, it was acknowledged to be a top 
Bausch & Lomb performer. That raises the serious 
question: why on earth is such a jewel in the 
crown of the group to be closed? The decision 
raises a number of questions in my mind. The 
employees have every right to feel bewildered by 
the decision by the company to which they have 
given great commitment and loyalty. 

Of course, at the heart of the success of the 
company is the expertise and contribution of 
management and staff such as those at the 
Livingston plant. Angela Constance illustrated the 
point most effectively when she spoke about the 
quality of the manufacturing operation and about 
its success and reliability. The point was reflected 
in the concerns that members have expressed 
today. 

When the Government became aware in August 
last year that Bausch & Lomb was considering the 
proposal, the First Minister immediately made 
arrangements to meet the company‘s chief 
executive, Gerald Ostrov. That contact with the 
First Minister and officials has been maintained. I 
welcome the warm tribute that George Foulkes 
paid to the contribution of our Scottish Enterprise 
personnel, led by Linda McPherson, who have 
done an excellent job—not just in the light of the 
closure announcement, but well before that—by 
maintaining regular and open dialogue with the 
company about how Scottish Enterprise and 
Scottish Development International can assist in 
its development. Mr Brown mentioned the Scottish 
Manufacturing Advisory Service. In my estimation, 
the service is greatly appreciated by the 
companies that benefit from its support, as is 
confirmed by comments that I hear from the 
manufacturing sector. 

As I said, I visited the plant in September, along 
with officials from Skills Development Scotland 
and Scottish Enterprise. We have maintained 
regular dialogue at ministerial and official levels, in 
order to do exactly what Angela Constance has 

asked us to do—to ensure that no stone is left 
unturned in trying to find other opportunities that 
may emerge from this regrettable closure. 

Margo MacDonald: Did the possibility of R and 
D being located in Livingston, to which George 
Foulkes referred, come up in the course of the 
discussions? If so, does money have anything to 
do with the decisions that will be taken on the 
matter? 

John Swinney: R and D came up: George 
Foulkes was right to say that it has been a focal 
point of the discussions about future activities that 
the Government has pursued with Bausch & 
Lomb. It would be premature for me to speculate 
about what issues may affect decision making, but 
I assure the Parliament that those discussions are 
still under way. Members will appreciate that 
decisions about research and development 
facilities are not taken swiftly and are part of long-
term discussions. The Government will give the 
time that is necessary to ensure that all questions 
are explored adequately. 

I turn to the impact on individuals. As members 
have recorded, the loss of employment at Bausch 
& Lomb has started. I do not have with me details 
of the destinations of the 42 members of staff who 
have lost their jobs, but all have been voluntary 
redundancies, so there may be other 
circumstances that have led individuals to take 
decisions about their destinations. I welcome the 
fact that there has been an open dialogue 
between trade unions and human resources 
representatives in Bausch & Lomb that has 
enabled them to reach agreement on an enhanced 
redundancy package. I hope that will assist 
individuals in finding alternative employment. 

The partnership action for continuing 
employment is active in drawing together public 
sector agency support for each individual who is 
affected. The response to each redundancy is 
tailored to meeting individual needs and local 
circumstances. I assure Mary Mulligan that every 
flexibility will be deployed to ensure that 
individuals receive the support that they require. 

I conclude with a couple of remarks about the 
wider economic issues. Angela Constance was 
right to explain that the West Lothian economy is 
experiencing a level of unemployment that is 
higher than the Scottish average. The Government 
is aware of that and is making every effort to 
address it. That is why we make efforts to have 
dialogue with individual companies and other 
developments, and why we have continuous 
dialogue with West Lothian Council on ways in 
which we can support the development of new 
employment opportunities in West Lothian. I 
assure Angela Constance that those discussions 
and that intervention will continue on the 
Government‘s behalf. 
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Unsurprisingly, given the experience that he has 
had in his constituency in recent months, Willie 
Coffey gave an immensely thoughtful reflection on 
the power of global companies and the impact that 
that can have on communities. I know how deeply 
he feels about the implications of the Diageo 
decision for the communities that he has the 
privilege to represent, and it is clear that he 
empathises with those who face challenges in 
Livingston and West Lothian. I stress that the 
Government is alert to those concerns and to the 
challenges that exist in relation to finding 
alternative employment. 

I assure Angela Constance and other members 
that the Government‘s economic strategy is 
focused on investing in new skills and new 
opportunities in the West Lothian economy. We 
will continue with that as our focus and will work 
with West Lothian College and other players in the 
local economy to find appropriate opportunities for 
individuals. 

I assure the Parliament that the initiatives that 
emerge from the closure announcement will be 
fully advanced and explored by the Government in 
order to try to find new economic opportunities and 
to ensure that people in West Lothian are able to 
enjoy economic and employment opportunities 
that are suitable for each individual concerned. 

Meeting closed at 17:40. 
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