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Scottish Parliament 

Wednesday 5 February 2014 

Portfolio Question Time 

Infrastructure, Investment and Cities 

14:00 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (John Scott): 
Good afternoon, everyone. The first item of 
business is portfolio question time. In order to get 
in as many members as possible, I would be 
grateful for short, succinct answers—and 
questions—wherever possible. 

Edinburgh to Glasgow Improvement 
Programme (Business Case) 

1. Neil Bibby (West Scotland) (Lab): To ask 
the Scottish Government what account the 
business case for the Edinburgh to Glasgow 
improvement programme takes of the impact that 
construction work could have on passenger 
numbers. (S4O-02867) 

The Minister for Transport and Veterans 
(Keith Brown): The “Edinburgh Glasgow 
Improvement Programme: Final Business Case” 
includes provision for compensation paid under 
the rail regulatory regime for planned disrupted 
access to the rail network. 

Neil Bibby: The minister confirmed in written 
answers earlier this year that 28 trains stop at or 
pass through Dalmeny every day at peak times. 
Under the plans that are outlined in the business 
case, an additional 28 trains will be diverted at 
peak times while the Winchburgh tunnel is closed. 
How does the minister expect that to be managed 
such that he can still meet the commitment that he 
made in a previous written answer that 

“all connections will be maintained”—[Official Report, 
Written Answers, 1 October 2013; S4W-17247.]  

during the tunnel closure? 

Keith Brown: In the past, I have provided 
information about how Network Rail and others 
intend to manage the disruption, which is 
inevitable with a capital improvement project of 
this type. Buses will be used, as I have mentioned 
previously. Work is continuing to minimise the 
length of time for which that disruption will occur. 
All the partners involved are doing a great deal of 
work to minimise the disruption, but disruption is 
inevitable if we are to make the substantial 
improvements that are required, many of which 
should, in my view, have been made decades ago. 

Neil Findlay (Lothian) (Lab): According to the 
Government, the failure to construct the Almond 
curve on the line will mean that the Winchburgh 
tunnel will close for a minimum of 44 days at a 
cost of £10 million that will have to be paid in 
compensation to ScotRail. That will mean 44 days 
of expensive travel disruption across central 
Scotland. Will the minister look again at that crazy 
decision with a view to building the Almond chord, 
thus investing in much-needed infrastructure and 
avoiding the waste of scarce public funds? 

Keith Brown: I am sure that all the experts who 
have been involved in the process, such as 
Network Rail, the engineers and Transport 
Scotland, will take note of the member’s reference 
to a “crazy decision” but, of course, the alternative 
that Neil Findlay proposes would be to spend 
upwards of £60 million on a chord that would be 
superseded by EGIP—in other words, much of it 
would be abortive expenditure. We are not in the 
game of wasting that level of public resource—his 
party might have been previously, but we are not. 

As I have said, I see the period of 44 days to 
which Neil Findlay refers as a ceiling rather than 
as the minimum period of disruption. We are 
working very hard to bring it down from that, and 
we will put in place appropriate measures to 
ensure that we minimise disruption by providing 
alternative forms of transport. 

Edinburgh to Glasgow Improvement 
Programme (Business Case) 

2. Sarah Boyack (Lothian) (Lab): To ask the 
Scottish Government for what reason there was a 
delay in the publication of the business case for 
the Edinburgh to Glasgow improvement 
programme. (S4O-02868) 

The Minister for Transport and Veterans 
(Keith Brown): The EGIP final business case was 
completed in October 2013—that was consistent 
with the recommendation by Audit Scotland that 
Transport Scotland should review and update the 
business case process by December 2013—and 
was published at the earliest opportunity. That 
followed a review of the commercially sensitive 
elements of the business case, to allow the 
production of the version that was approved by 
Scottish ministers for publication on 27 January 
2014. 

Sarah Boyack: Does the minister not accept 
that there is huge disappointment in the business 
case? Project costs have gone up, the ambition 
has gone down—the project will not do what it was 
intended to deliver initially—and the timeframe has 
been abandoned. A once-lauded flagship transport 
policy is now completely unrecognisable. Does the 
minister not realise that the final business case 
poses even more questions about the long-term 
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vision and sustainability of this key project for 
Scotland and his handling of it? 

Keith Brown: No, I do not accept that. The 
history of the case shows that an extensive 
consultation process took place after 2011. We 
have had a drop of around 26 per cent in our 
capital budget and 11 per cent in our revenue 
budget. We must look at such projects in the 
context of the resources that are available. That is 
what we do—we manage them extremely 
carefully, which was not the case with some 
previous transport schemes that I could mention. 
With the support of Atkins, we came up with the 
new version of the scheme, which was to contain 
at least 80 per cent—perhaps more—of the 
original scheme, but at a reduced cost of £650 
million. 

We were urged by the Labour side to spend 
more money—for what purpose was not always 
clear—to get back up to the level of £1 billion. We 
have announced that the cost of the 
electrification—the core part of the scheme—has 
been reduced by £50 million, which has, because 
of some opportunities that have arisen, allowed us 
to put more money into an iconic development of 
Queen Street station in Glasgow. We have also 
put more money into the optimism bias as a 
contingency.  

I am convinced that EGIP is an extremely good 
scheme. Unlike Sarah Boyack, I am convinced 
that it is supported by many people throughout 
Scotland, especially in Edinburgh and Glasgow, 
but, more important, also in other parts of the rail 
network that will benefit from a more efficient 
service; a 42-minute journey time; electrification of 
the route through Falkirk High; the Edinburgh 
gateway station, which will provide links to the 
airport; and, of course, the fantastic 
redevelopment of Haymarket station, which 
members may have seen.  

EGIP is going ahead—much of it has been 
completed and more will be done. The 
Commonwealth games will be the long stop for 
ensuring that the Cumbernauld section of the 
project is carried out. I am pleased with the 
progress that has been made and with the parts of 
the project that are still to come. 

Bruce Crawford (Stirling) (SNP): Labour 
keeps painting all these doomsday scenarios 
about the project. I see what is happening on the 
ground in my constituency. In Stirling, work is 
already going on to strengthen bridges and create 
new crossings into the riverside area, where many 
people are employed. Lots of money is being 
spent on the local economy. Does the minister 
agree that EGIP is having a beneficial effect now 
in the areas of Scotland that are affected? 

Keith Brown: Mr Crawford is right about the 
money that we have already spent. We are 
spending up to £742 million on capital works, 
which will bring employment and increase the 
productivity of the country by improving our 
transport network. That is a very good thing, which 
I would have thought would be welcomed by 
members throughout the chamber. 

It is important to note, though, that much of that 
has been done because it was not done 
previously. I have said a number of times in the 
chamber that there have been decades of 
underinvestment in the transport network in 
Scotland. I have had some sceptical looks for 
saying that but, yesterday, the United Kingdom 
Secretary of State for Transport, Patrick 
McLoughlin, came to Scotland and said exactly 
the same thing, even though he was a transport 
minister from 1989 to 1992. We are happy that we 
are cracking on with projects that should have 
been done many years ago. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Question 3, 
from Claire Baker, has not been lodged, but a 
satisfactory explanation has been provided. 

East Coast Railway Line (Upgrading Cost) 

4. Lewis Macdonald (North East Scotland) 
(Lab): To ask the Scottish Government what the 
estimated cost is of upgrading the east coast 
railway line between Aberdeen and the central belt 
at Montrose. (S4O-02870) 

The Minister for Transport and Veterans 
(Keith Brown): That would depend on the nature 
of the upgrade that is proposed. Network Rail 
considered three options as part of its “Route 
Utilisation Strategy Generation Two”, which was 
published in June 2011, to remove the single-line 
constraint at Montrose, which affects journey times 
on the Aberdeen to central belt route. The high-
level cost estimates to undertake that 
infrastructure work are between £50 million and 
£200 million at 2010 prices. 

Lewis Macdonald: There are two ways to 
address the costs that the minister has just 
mentioned, as well as the challenge of reducing 
journey times between Aberdeen, and Glasgow 
and Edinburgh, which is indicated as something 
that the next Scottish railway franchise would 
support. One is to improve the infrastructure and 
the other is simply to have trains stop at fewer 
stations. Which route does he intend to go down? 
Is the Scottish Government committed to making 
progress with the infrastructure challenges that are 
responsible for so many of the long journey times 
on those routes? 

Keith Brown: The member rightly raises the 
issue of the tension between having more stations 
and more access for people, and having shorter 
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journey times. Both issues are very important. We 
try to find the right balance, and we have seen 
new stations open on that route. Rather than 
saying which route I would continue to go down, or 
which route I would choose, it is best that I wait 
until we have the feasibility study, which is on-
going, to see how we can best achieve a 
reconciliation between having shorter journey 
times, which are very important, and having as 
much access as possible. Laurencekirk station is 
one example where we are seeing huge interest, a 
huge uptake and increased patronage across the 
network. Those are two live issues. However, the 
member raises an interesting point. Some months 
ago, before he asked his question, I asked officials 
about what would be possible on that route. I 
undertake to keep him updated on that. 

Edinburgh to Glasgow Improvement 
Programme 

5. Annabel Goldie (West Scotland) (Con): To 
ask the Scottish Government, in light of the 
recently announced £90 million in additional costs, 
whether it plans further upgrades to the Glasgow 
to Edinburgh rail link under the current 
improvement plan. (S4O-02871) 

The Minister for Transport and Veterans 
(Keith Brown): Cost increases in the final 
business case incorporate more ambitious plans 
around the redevelopment of Queen Street than 
originally planned. Although no further upgrades 
are planned during the first phase, which I 
announced in July 2012, remaining elements of 
the Edinburgh to Glasgow improvement 
programme will be delivered in future phases. 

Annabel Goldie: The Scottish National Party’s 
2011 manifesto beguiled us with journey times of 
just over 30 minutes between Glasgow and 
Edinburgh. Now we are told to forget that and 
accept that we might get journey times of 42 
minutes in five years’ time. Bigger trains and 
longer platforms may address a capacity issue, 
but what I and the many other regular commuters 
on that route want now are quicker trains and 
shorter journeys. When will the minister even 
partly deliver on his manifesto promise? 

Keith Brown: I have laid out exactly when we 
will do that, with the publication of the final 
business case. I made the point in my original 
answer and will make it again that this is the first 
phase of the Edinburgh to Glasgow improvement 
programme and there is more to come. We have 
also said that, after we have electrified the 
Edinburgh to Glasgow line, we will start to electrify 
around 100km of the remaining track in Scotland 
every year. That is a substantial commitment.  

Although it is important to emphasise the extent 
to which Glasgow and Edinburgh will benefit from 
the project—there are already four lines there, and 

there is the possibility of high-speed rail between 
Edinburgh and Glasgow—it is also important to 
concentrate on the benefits for other parts of the 
network. We will continue to do that, and further 
phases of EGIP will take place.  

Given the constraints that we have on the 
budget, this is an excellent project that ensures 
that we spend our resources properly. We have a 
good track record on delivering major initiatives, 
such as the Airdrie to Bathgate project and the 
M74 project. However, we do so in the context of 
the resources that we have.  

Mark Griffin (Central Scotland) (Lab): When 
will passengers in central Scotland benefit from 
those journey-time reductions and service 
improvements? The minister has repeatedly stated 
that phase 2 will go ahead, but his business case 
states that ministers will not take a decision until a 
later date. 

Keith Brown: Of course, the initial benefit will 
be to reduce the journey time to 42 minutes. In the 
original case, the target was not just over 30 
minutes, which Annabel Goldie suggested it was, 
but 37 minutes. The major reduction to 42 minutes 
represents a reduction of around 20 per cent in the 
time that it takes to travel between Edinburgh and 
Glasgow. That is in the first phase. Further phases 
will come after that. Of course, that decision is one 
to be taken as time and resources allow.  

To me, that is a substantial improvement in 
terms of capacity, the efficiency of the railway and 
the environmental impact of the railway, as it is 
electric rather than diesel. Those huge benefits will 
happen in the early stage. I think that many people 
travelling regularly between Glasgow and 
Edinburgh will be grateful for that initial journey-
time reduction, and for the additional capacity on 
the line. 

Mobile Phone Coverage 

6. Willie Coffey (Kilmarnock and Irvine 
Valley) (SNP): To ask the Scottish Government 
how it is working with service providers and local 
authorities to improve mobile phone coverage 
across the country. (S4O-02872) 

The Deputy First Minister and Cabinet 
Secretary for Infrastructure, Investment and 
Cities (Nicola Sturgeon): The Government is 
committed to achieving improved mobile coverage 
across Scotland. The development of future-
proofed mobile and fixed networks will be 
essential to realise our ambition of world-class 
connectivity by 2020. 

We have a regular programme of engagement 
with all United Kingdom mobile network operators 
and we are working to remove barriers to 
investment in mobile. We are also collaborating 
with industry and local authorities to test new 
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delivery models that can help to extend coverage. 
That includes developing a pilot to provide mobile 
services for the first time on the isle of Coll. 

We are working closely with local authorities 
that are likely to benefit from the UK Government’s 
mobile infrastructure project, to ensure that the 
initiative has maximum impact in Scotland. 

Willie Coffey: The cabinet secretary is aware 
that mobile phone coverage in many communities 
in Scotland is still poor, despite the coverage 
obligations that have been placed on the mobile 
network operators.  

With 4G services beginning to roll out, can the 
cabinet secretary give me any assurance that 
those communities that cannot get 3G services will 
be covered by 4G services? If that does not 
happen, those communities face continued 
exclusion from access to digital services. 

Nicola Sturgeon: As I said, we are committed 
to doing everything within our powers to improve 
connectivity. I agree with Willie Coffey that 
coverage needs to improve. It would be premature 
at this stage for the Government to take direct 
action in the way that we are doing in relation to, 
for example, the step change programme, given 
that the extent of the commercial 4G roll-out and 
the UK Government’s mobile infrastructure project 
is not yet known. At this stage, we are very much 
focused on removing the barriers to investment 
that it is in our power to address. For example, 
one of the issues that is often raised is the 
Scottish planning system, which is often cited as 
being less permissive for telecommunications 
companies than are planning regimes elsewhere 
in the UK. The Minister for Local Government and 
Planning has already committed to reviewing the 
planning system.  

I give Willie Coffey an assurance that, although 
our powers are limited in terms of mobile 
connectivity, we remain focused on ensuring that 
connectivity is improved and that there is 
maximum roll-out of 4G across the country. 

Transport Scotland (Trunk Road Closures) 

7. Bruce Crawford (Stirling) (SNP): To ask the 
Scottish Government what consultation Transport 
Scotland has with communities when considering 
trunk road closures at night. (S4O-02873) 

The Minister for Transport and Veterans 
(Keith Brown): For planned maintenance 
schemes, our operating companies carry out prior 
consultation with the emergency services, elected 
members, community councils, local roads 
authorities, haulage and freight companies and 
other affected stakeholders. Planned closures are 
also advertised in the local press and letters are 
issued to residents and businesses in the area. 

Bruce Crawford: Does the minister agree that 
consultation needs improvement, particularly 
consultation with the communities in the Strath 
Fillan area when planned closures of the A82 are 
taking place? Is he aware that, on 21 to 23 
January, for instance, the A82 was closed at Pulpit 
Rock apparently without any consultation being 
undertaken with, or notice given to, the Strath 
Fillan community? Does he recognise that closure 
of the A82 can cause major disruption for people 
in places such as Tyndrum, Crianlarich and Killin 
as they attempt to access services in 
Helensburgh, Dumbarton or Glasgow? Will he, 
therefore, ensure that the situation is reviewed 
through Transport Scotland and that 
improvements to consultation are made? 

Keith Brown: Given what the member says, I 
am happy to go back to Transport Scotland and 
ask it to examine the processes by which it 
consults local communities. In my original answer, 
I mentioned a fairly long list of people whom it 
consults for planned closures. 

Of course, the works on the A82 at Pulpit Rock 
are extremely difficult. Transport Scotland is 
building out and over the water against the 
backdrop of a very steep slope on one side. Trees 
have fallen, as has a very large rock.  

Transport Scotland is dealing with difficult 
circumstances at Pulpit Rock, but I agree with the 
member that it is very important that local 
communities are kept as fully aware as possible 
and get maximum notice for the reasons that he 
mentioned. I undertake to speak to Transport 
Scotland about that. 

Glasgow Prestwick Airport 

8. Margaret McCulloch (Central Scotland) 
(Lab): To ask the Scottish Government when it will 
provide an update on the purchase of Glasgow 
Prestwick airport. (S4O-02874) 

The Deputy First Minister and Cabinet 
Secretary for Infrastructure, Investment and 
Cities (Nicola Sturgeon): I wrote to the 
Infrastructure and Capital Investment Committee 
yesterday outlining the actions that the 
Government has taken since acquiring Glasgow 
Prestwick airport. A copy of the letter has been 
sent to all MSPs for their information and 
awareness. 

Margaret McCulloch: Since the purchase of 
the airport, no business case or further information 
about the Government’s plans for the airport have 
been forthcoming. What steps will the minister 
take that can be reported to the Parliament today 
to return Prestwick to profitability without skewing 
the market away from Glasgow airport? Does she 
agree that the future of Glasgow airport and 
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Glasgow Prestwick airport is of the utmost 
importance to the Scottish economy? 

Nicola Sturgeon: On the latter part of Margaret 
McCulloch’s question, yes, I absolutely agree 
about the importance of Prestwick airport. That is 
why the Government stepped in to acquire it, to 
save it from closure and, of course, to safeguard 
the jobs that are directly and indirectly dependent 
on it. 

On the first part of Margaret McCulloch’s 
question, as I indicated, I set out yesterday in a 
letter to the Infrastructure and Capital Investment 
Committee the steps that were taken to acquire 
the airport, the arrangements that have been put 
in place to ensure corporate governance, the 
steps that required to be taken to ensure business 
continuity of the airport and some of the 
arrangements for ensuring that the airport has the 
working capital to meet its financial obligations. 

I also set out detail on stakeholder engagement 
and, crucially, the steps that we have taken to 
appoint a senior adviser who, over a period of 
three months, will take forward the initial business 
case that was put in place for the acquisition of the 
airport to ensure that we have clear plans to turn it 
around. I very much hope and believe that it can 
be returned to profitability. 

That information has been set out. I appear 
before the committee on, I believe, 19 March. At 
an appropriate point, which will be when we have 
the output of the adviser’s work, I will come back 
to the Parliament to give a full oral statement, as I 
always said I would. 

James Kelly (Rutherglen) (Lab): The Deputy 
First Minister first announced to Parliament in 
October the intention to take Prestwick into public 
ownership. Why has it taken four months for us to 
get any update in the Parliament? Has she been 
too busy running the referendum campaign 
instead of looking after Scotland’s priorities? 

Nicola Sturgeon: I am happy to have banter 
across the chamber at any time, as members are 
aware. The Government made the move 
reluctantly, because it would have preferred 
another option for Prestwick airport, to secure the 
airport’s future and to safeguard the jobs that 
depend on it. I would have hoped that James Kelly 
could have put to one side the temptation to score 
political points and, instead, got behind the 
Government. 

James Kelly talks about timescales. After I 
announced to Parliament the intention to purchase 
Prestwick airport, we went into a process of due 
diligence to acquire it. Since then, we have had to 
take a number of steps to ensure that the airport 
can continue to operate, such as transferring 
licences. We have had to ensure that the 
corporate governance arrangements are in place 

and we have been going through a process to 
appoint an adviser who can give us the best 
advice on how to take the airport forward. 

I encapsulated all that information in the letter to 
the committee ahead of my appearance at the 
committee. I would have thought that all members 
would be behind the efforts of the Government to 
turn around Prestwick airport so that we can 
ensure that it has a positive, long-term future. That 
is what I am focused on and I hope that James 
Kelly, in future exchanges on Prestwick airport, will 
put the party politics to one side—we can engage 
in that on other issues—and get behind us on this 
issue. 

Culture and External Affairs 

Creative Scotland (Youth Music Initiative) 

1. Jamie Hepburn (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) 
(SNP): To ask the Scottish Government what 
benefits Creative Scotland’s youth music initiative 
could bring to groups in Cumbernauld and Kilsyth. 
(S4O-02877) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Culture and 
External Affairs (Fiona Hyslop): The youth 
music initiative plays a vital role in creating career 
opportunities for Scotland’s talent of the future as 
well as the chance for Scotland’s young people—
some of whom would not otherwise have had the 
opportunity—to participate in music making. 

We are already delivering a number of projects 
in North Lanarkshire that offer new ways for young 
people to engage in music making. The projects 
include Kodály choral instruction for all primary 5 
pupils and an additional 10 specially tailored 
projects that allow young people to develop 
musical skills and experiences. 

Jamie Hepburn: My constituency is fortunate to 
have much musical talent among its young people, 
epitomised by initiatives such as the fantastic 
Whitelees primary school of rock. Will the cabinet 
secretary set out how areas and groups that may 
be eligible for funding but are not aware of it can 
be identified? What steps can be taken to raise 
awareness of such opportunities? 

Fiona Hyslop: I, too, have heard talented 
young musicians from North Lanarkshire. 

Creative Scotland is about to begin a review of 
the operation of the successful youth music 
initiative. The terms of reference could include the 
identification of gaps in provision and knowledge 
of the scheme. That would allow us not only to 
build on the strengths of the programme but to 
consider changes to reach groups that perhaps 
have not been able to make the best use of YMI to 
date. 
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Independence (Overseas Properties)  

2. Michael McMahon (Uddingston and 
Bellshill) (Lab): To ask the Scottish Government 
what advice it has received regarding an 
independent Scotland’s share of the United 
Kingdom’s overseas properties. (S4O-02878) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Culture and 
External Affairs (Fiona Hyslop): The Scottish 
Government has considered information from a 
range of sources. As “Scotland’s Future” makes 
clear, an independent Scotland will establish an 
overseas network of 70 to 90 international offices, 
building on Scotland’s existing capacity and our 
share of the UK’s international assets. 

Michael McMahon: In recent weeks, in a 
variety of settings including evidence sessions at 
Westminster, a series of experts have cited 
international law and legal opinion to highlight their 
concerns about the practicalities of sharing 
diplomatic assets that are currently held by the 
UK. 

Does the cabinet secretary have any legal 
advice that contradicts those opinions? If so, will 
she publish it so that the debate can be fully 
informed? 

Fiona Hyslop: The member might not be aware 
of this, but the Permanent Under Secretary to the 
Foreign and Commonwealth Office, Sir Simon 
Fraser, told the Foreign Affairs Committee on 6 
November 2012 that the UK is already co-located 
with Canada, Germany and France in different 
areas, as well as with New Zealand and Estonia. 
Therefore, the practical experience perhaps 
outweighs such legal opinions. 

International law is neither clear nor settled on 
the issue. As Professors James Crawford and 
Alan Boyle—the commissioned and paid for UK 
Government advisers in this area—said, in 
practice Scotland’s 

“status in international law and that of the remainder of the 
UK ... would depend on what arrangements the two 
governments made between themselves before and after 
the referendum, and on whether other states accepted their 
positions on such matters as continuity and succession.” 

My examples of the co-locations that already exist 
and that are expanding for the UK and other 
countries give a practical sense of what is 
possible, what is practical and what is already 
happening. 

Independence (Overseas Representation) 

3. Iain Gray (East Lothian) (Lab): To ask the 
Scottish Government what estimate it has made of 
how much it would cost an independent Scotland 
to establish overseas representation. (S4O-02879) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Culture and 
External Affairs (Fiona Hyslop): As our 

“Scotland’s Future” document makes clear, an 
independent Scotland will establish an overseas 
network of 70 to 90 international offices, building 
on Scotland’s existing capacity and our share of 
the United Kingdom’s international assets.  

According to figures that were published in 
January 2012, the Foreign and Commonwealth 
Office estate was valued at an estimated £1.87 
billion, which included owned office buildings, 
residences, staff residential accommodation and 
other ancillary accommodation. 

Iain Gray: As the cabinet secretary’s answer 
made clear, any estimate that she has—and she 
did not appear to have one—assumes an actual 
share of overseas assets and properties, not co-
location. As she admitted in her answer to Michael 
McMahon, the question of whether that would be 
the case is neither clear nor settled. 

The white paper says that the Scottish 
Government intends that Scotland will have an 
overseas network in place from day 1. Will the 
cabinet secretary acknowledge that that is highly 
unlikely if there is a legal dispute over the 
ownership of overseas property? What is her plan 
B for those living and working overseas who 
depend on consular assistance? 

Fiona Hyslop: Iain Gray acknowledges in his 
question that agreement on co-operation with the 
UK Government would be the responsible way to 
move forward, and that would be perfectly 
possible. The “Scotland’s Future” document states 
that the estimated running costs for a network of 
offices are in the region of £90 million to £120 
million. Given our population share, that is 
perfectly achievable. 

Does Iain Gray agree that, in the event of a yes 
vote, the best thing that the UK Government can 
do between September 2014 and March 2016 is 
ensure that paragraph 30 of the Edinburgh 
agreement is carried out and that we act to best 
effect in the mutual self-interest of the people of 
Scotland and in the rest of the UK? 

We would most definitely ensure that we have 
such representation. We already have 
representation in a number of countries, and it is 
clearly possible—as I said in my previous 
answer—for agreement to take place rationally 
and responsibly. Indeed, the people of Scotland 
would expect no less. 

Jamie McGrigor (Highlands and Islands) 
(Con): Quite apart from the embassies and 
consulates, does the cabinet secretary recognise 
the work that is done in the 110 international 
offices of the British Council to promote Scotland’s 
interests overseas? That work would not be 
guaranteed to continue in an independent 
Scotland. Is that not another good reason for 
staying in the UK? 
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Fiona Hyslop: As Jamie McGrigor will be 
aware, the British Council works with a number of 
organisations, and we have a very productive 
relationship with it. As the British Council is 
established by trust, it is part of the responsibility 
and assets that we have and would continue to 
share, as we have set out. 

I was delighted to meet the British Council only 
recently, when we celebrated the Celtic 
Connections festival with the Rajasthani musicians 
who came to Scotland. It is small-minded to think 
that the British Council will somehow not want to 
work or continue to work with an independent 
Scotland as set out in “Scotland’s Future”. 

George Adam (Paisley) (SNP): Can the 
cabinet secretary inform the chamber about the 
overseas representation of other small European 
nations such as Ireland, which recently confirmed 
its intention to open an embassy in Zagreb 
following the accession of Croatia as the 28th 
member state of the European Union? 

Fiona Hyslop: Ireland, which is expanding its 
foreign representation now, is an example to be 
commended. Countries such as Ireland, Denmark, 
Finland, Slovakia and New Zealand usually have 
between 50 and 100 overseas missions and 
between 1,100 and 2,700 staff. I note Ireland’s 
proposals for greater representation, and there is 
no reason that an independent Scotland could not 
carry out its responsibilities as successfully as 
those other small independent nation states do. 

Historic Locations and Events (Promotion) 

4. Graeme Dey (Angus South) (SNP): To ask 
the Scottish Government how it encourages local 
and national organisations to work in partnership 
to promote historic locations and events. (S4O-
02880) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Culture and 
External Affairs (Fiona Hyslop): The Scottish 
Government encourages partnership working in 
many different areas with a wide range of 
organisations to promote our historic locations and 
events. 

Nationally, Historic Scotland regularly works 
with public agencies such as VisitScotland and 
EventScotland and with national charities such as 
the National Trust for Scotland. It also works with 
local groups such as the heritage steering group in 
Linlithgow, the Arbroath abbey action group in 
Graeme Dey’s constituency and the Wemyss 
caves working group in Fife. 

In addition, the first ever historic environment 
strategy will set out collaborative ways of 
promoting partnership working as we move 
forward. 

Graeme Dey: I draw members’ attention to my 
entry in the register of interests. 

Is the cabinet secretary aware of the formation 
of the 2020 group in Arbroath, which involves 
Historic Scotland, VisitScotland, Angus Council 
and the Arbroath abbey action group and which is 
working to create a suitable build-up to and 
celebration of the 700th anniversary of the 
declaration of Arbroath? Will she encourage that 
sort of engagement and co-operation between 
public bodies and ordinary members of the public 
with an interest in a subject, which can best realise 
the potential of some of our historic locations and 
events of global significance? 

Fiona Hyslop: I was pleased to visit Arbroath in 
the summer at the invitation of the member. At that 
time, I had the opportunity to engage with the local 
action group and hear about its initial plans. I am 
pleased to hear how much that work has 
progressed in recent months. A lot of that has to 
do with co-operation between volunteers in the 
local community and national agencies such as 
Historic Scotland. That early preparation for the 
700th anniversary, which is bringing everyone 
together, bodes well for the future. 

Independence (Inward Investment in Film and 
Television) 

5. Marco Biagi (Edinburgh Central) (SNP): To 
ask the Scottish Government how an independent 
Scotland would increase inward investment in the 
film and television sectors. (S4O-02881) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Culture and 
External Affairs (Fiona Hyslop): The Scottish 
Government and its partner agencies already 
actively promote inward investment in the screen 
sector. In particular, Creative Scotland’s locations 
service has helped films such as “The Railway 
Man”, “Sunshine on Leith” and “Skyfall” to shoot 
on location in Scotland. The “Outlander” television 
series, which is currently filming in Cumbernauld, 
involves Scotland’s biggest-ever inward 
investment in screen production. 

In 2012-13, the Scottish public sector invested 
some £21 million in film and television, including 
almost £12 million from the Scottish Government 
to MG Alba and almost £8 million from Creative 
Scotland to the sector generally. 

With independence, however, we could do still 
more. Chapter 9 of “Scotland’s Future” sets out 
our intention to maintain existing fiscal incentives 
for screen production and to look at ways to 
encourage further development in the sector. 

Marco Biagi: Edinburgh has certainly had 
notable recent successes as a film location, but 
generally speaking Scotland still looks enviously 
on our neighbours’ film and TV industries. What 
steps does the cabinet secretary envisage taking 
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on infrastructure in particular, which seems to be 
the key factor in attracting inward investment, as 
has been expressed by many experts in the field? 

Fiona Hyslop: The Scottish Government is 
considering the report, which was commissioned 
by Scottish Enterprise and the film studio delivery 
group, into infrastructure—in particular, film 
studios—which has been raised repeatedly in the 
Parliament. However, we also need to look at 
other aspects. For example, Ireland gives more 
generous tax reliefs than are available in the 
United Kingdom, and it devotes 7 per cent of 
licence fee resources to aid independent 
production. Interestingly, the Irish Government did 
that during a period of recession. There are 
infrastructure and tax measures that we could use 
with independence and full fiscal powers. 

British Embassies (Scotland’s Interests) 

6. Stewart Stevenson (Banffshire and 
Buchan Coast) (SNP): To ask the Scottish 
Government what it considers the role of British 
embassies should be in promoting Scotland’s 
interests. (S4O-02882) 

The Minister for External Affairs and 
International Development (Humza Yousaf): As 
is set out in the concordat on international 
relations that forms part of the memorandum of 
understanding on devolution, the Scottish 
Government considers that United Kingdom 
embassies, high commissions and other missions 
overseas should serve the United Kingdom and all 
its constituent parts, which of course includes the 
promotion of Scotland and Scottish interests, 
whether they be trade and investment interests, 
diaspora engagement or geopolitical interests. 

Stewart Stevenson: Can the minister confirm 
that, although any European Union embassy is 
available to our citizens when they are in distress, 
the promotion of Scottish interests is the 
responsibility of United Kingdom embassies 
alone? 

Is the minister aware of any significant UK 
embassy activity that is aimed at promoting 
Scottish interests that took place on recent 
important Scottish days such as St Andrew’s day 
and Burns night? 

Humza Yousaf: To be fair to British high 
commissions, I say that when I have travelled 
abroad in my ministerial role in the past year and a 
half, I have found they tend to hold Scotland-
themed days—but those are on one day out of 
365. I saw with concern the Business for Scotland 
article that reported that the organisation had 
contacted 20 UK embassies around the world, 
including in Paris, Berlin, Brasilia and other key 
Scottish markets, but not a single one had planned 
any function or wider form of activity to promote 

Scotland’s national day. It is only with 
independence and our own network of embassies 
that we will promote Scotland and the interests of 
our people 365 days a year. 

Lewis Macdonald (North East Scotland) 
(Lab): I am sure that Mr Yousaf will confirm that 
British embassies have supported ministers from 
successive Scottish Administrations in an 
absolutely professional and effective manner in 
promoting Scotland’s interests—not one day a 
year, but every day and on every occasion on 
which Scottish ministers have sought that support. 

Humza Yousaf: I said in my answer, very fairly, 
that whenever we have travelled we have been 
supported. My point is just a logical fact: if an 
embassy represents constituent parts of the UK, 
most of its time will be focused on the City of 
London. That is the case. We would not be able to 
expect a UK high commission to represent 
Scotland’s interests 365 days a year, but with 
independence, our own network of 70 to 90 
embassies around the world could represent 
Scottish interests not just on Burns’ night or St 
Andrew’s day, but all year round. That is 
something of which we all could be very proud. 

National Libraries Day 

7. Colin Beattie (Midlothian North and 
Musselburgh) (SNP): To ask the Scottish 
Government how it is promoting national libraries 
day 2014. (S4O-02883) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Culture and 
External Affairs (Fiona Hyslop): The Scottish 
Government recognises the importance of public 
libraries in Scotland. We work with the Scottish 
Library and Information Council to support libraries 
and to promote national libraries day 2014 in 
Scotland. I encourage all MSPs and communities 
to visit their local libraries and to attend events that 
are being held to mark national libraries day on 8 
February. 

Colin Beattie: Does the cabinet secretary agree 
that libraries provide an essential foundation to our 
local communities, and that events such as the 
love your library programme, which is being held 
throughout Midlothian in the week including 3 to 8 
February, are crucial in promoting library services 
to the general public? 

Fiona Hyslop: Yes. I commend Midlothian 
Council on its five-day series of events to promote 
libraries. 

The services that libraries provide do not just 
relate to literacy and book lending. Indeed, 
libraries and the services that they provide lie at 
the heart of our communities. It is an opportunity 
to celebrate our libraries and to demonstrate their 
importance to our society. 
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UNESCO World Heritage Sites 

8. Gordon MacDonald (Edinburgh Pentlands) 
(SNP): To ask the Scottish Government how many 
United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural 
Organization world heritage sites there are in 
Scotland. (S4O-02884) 

The Cabinet Secretary for Culture and 
External Affairs (Fiona Hyslop): Scotland has 
five world heritage sites of outstanding universal 
value. Four of them are designated for their 
cultural heritage value: the Antonine wall, heart of 
neolithic Orkney, New Lanark, and the old and 
new towns of Edinburgh. The fifth site—St Kilda—
is one of the few world heritage sites to hold dual 
status for both its natural and cultural qualities. 

We hope that the Forth bridge will become the 
sixth Scottish world heritage site in 2015. The 
bridge is the current United Kingdom nomination 
for inscription and the dossier was submitted to 
UNESCO at the end of January. 

Gordon MacDonald: I am a former resident of 
Queensferry, so it is good to see that after 124 
years the Forth bridge is finally being recognised 
for its iconic design. Will the cabinet secretary 
outline the boost to tourism that Scotland can 
expect from that rail bridge being granted world 
heritage status? 

Fiona Hyslop: The bridge’s famous beauty is 
already well known. In the preparations for the 
nomination last year, we invited the economist and 
world heritage expert James Rebanks to assess 
the potential impact on tourism. He concluded that 
world heritage status could significantly boost 
tourism and other local and national businesses. 
There are no baseline figures with which to 
compare it, but one of the reasons why the 
nomination was made by a consortium of partners, 
including VisitScotland and local business 
interests such as Queensferry Ambition, was to 
ensure that the tourism potential is recognised. 

International Strategy (Priorities) 

9. Gavin Brown (Lothian) (Con): To ask the 
Scottish Government what its main international 
strategy priority will be in 2014-15. (S4O-02885) 

The Minister for External Affairs and 
International Development (Humza Yousaf): 
The Scottish Government’s international priorities 
support our purpose of increasing sustainable 
economic growth. 

Gavin Brown: The budget line for international 
strategy and reputation will fall by 48.5 per cent 
next year. Can the minister explain that? 

Humza Yousaf: We are continuing to promote 
Scotland’s interests and are doing it efficiently, but 
we are cutting costs on travel and on the 
promotion that we do oversees. I thought that the 

Conservatives would, as the austerity budgets 
filter through from Westminster, welcome the fact 
that we are being more efficient in Government 
while still promoting Scotland’s international and 
global reputation on the world stage. 
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Budget (Scotland) (No 3) Bill: 
Stage 3 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (John Scott): 
The next item of business is a debate on motion 
S4M-08914, in the name of John Swinney, on the 
Budget (Scotland) (No 3) Bill. 

14:39 

The Cabinet Secretary for Finance, 
Employment and Sustainable Growth (John 
Swinney): The Budget (Scotland) (No 3) Bill 
confirms the spending plans that were set out in 
the draft budget, with the objectives of increasing 
sustainable economic growth, improving public 
services and supporting families and businesses 
at a challenging time. Despite the Westminster-
imposed 11 per cent reduction in our fiscal 
departmental expenditure limit over a five-year 
period, Scotland has now experienced six 
consecutive quarters of economic growth and we 
are ahead of the rest of the United Kingdom on all 
the key economic indicators. Consistent increases 
in employment levels show that Scottish 
Government policies to create employment and 
boost the economy are delivering the progress 
required in our economic recovery strategy. 

Over the next two years, we will support the 
economy by securing more than £8 billion of 
investment in Scotland’s infrastructure, which will 
support more than 50,000 full-time equivalent jobs 
across the wider economy. We will also invest in 
our schools, our hospitals and affordable housing. 
More than £970 million of investment will have 
gone into affordable housing in the three years to 
March 2015, as well as a further £120 million to 
help first-time buyers and existing home owners to 
buy a new-build home. We will also deliver greater 
connectivity through significant investment in our 
transport infrastructure and by providing superfast 
broadband to 95 per cent of premises in Scotland 
by the end of 2017-18, exceeding the 
Government’s targets. 

We will continue to invest in the transition to a 
low-carbon economy and will increase our 
investment in active and sustainable travel to 
almost £60 million between 2014-15 and 2015-16. 
To reflect the policy priority put to me by the 
Scottish Green Party during the budget process, 
we will ensure greater community involvement in 
the design and delivery of healthy living and active 
travel measures as part of an integrated approach 
across Government. 

We are investing heavily in our young people by 
funding a record number of modern 
apprenticeships and assisting in the development 
of key interventions to support young people into 
employment through the opportunities for all 

initiative. We await with interest the Wood 
commission’s report on developing Scotland’s 
young workforce, and I give Parliament the 
commitment that we will bring forward swift 
measures and appropriate resources to act on the 
final report in partnership with the Convention of 
Scottish Local Authorities and Scotland’s 
education and business communities.   

A consistent theme in this Government’s 
approach to the economy is the support that we 
can offer to boost women’s participation in the 
labour market. In addition to our work in our 
employability and education strategies, we are 
providing more than £190 million to our partners in 
local government to increase early learning and 
childcare provision to 600 hours, saving families 
around £700 a year. In January, we announced a 
further £15 million in 2014-15 for a phased 
expansion of eligibility to the most vulnerable two-
year-olds and £3.5 million for enhancing our 
childcare workforce’s skills to maintain the high 
quality of childcare, supporting around 2,000 jobs 
in Scotland. 

Willie Rennie (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD): I 
welcome in particular the announcement that was 
made in January.  

The cabinet secretary has mentioned the 
benefits of parents being able to get back to work, 
but does he recognise that a boost in early 
education for young people can have a big impact 
on the early years? Professor James Heckman 
has said that the best educational investment is 
made before the age of three. Does the cabinet 
secretary agree? 

John Swinney: I certainly accept Mr Rennie’s 
point. Indeed, it clearly accords with the thinking 
that my colleague Aileen Campbell, the Minister 
for Children and Young People, has taken forward 
in the early years collaborative, which is an 
excellent example of how we are encouraging and 
motivating all relevant players to support the 
nurturing and development of our very youngest 
citizens. His point in that respect is well made. 

Mr Rennie has persisted in pressing the 
arguments for the expansion of childcare, and I 
pay tribute to his constructive contribution to the 
budget process. Ministers have invited him to 
participate in discussions with partners about the 
delivery of our childcare commitments and we look 
forward to continuing our partnership working to 
deliver the Government’s commitments to 
Parliament on expanding early years education. 

This budget also delivers measures to maintain 
Scotland’s position as the most competitive place 
for doing business. The UK’s most generous 
package of business rates relief, worth more than 
£590 million a year, is offered right here in 
Scotland. With our partners in local government 
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and our enterprise and skills agencies, we are 
investing decisively in Scotland’s economic growth 
while ensuring that our people are qualified and 
able to take advantage of the opportunities that 
will follow. 

As part of our drive to deliver sustainable 
economic growth, the Scottish Government is 
determined to do all that it can to tackle inequality 
in our country. At a time when the UK Government 
seems increasingly intent on dismantling the 
welfare state and has presided over an 8 per cent 
fall in real hourly earnings between 2009 and 
2012, we have maintained our commitment to our 
public services and the social wage—our social 
contract with the people of Scotland. The budget 
reflects our commitment to a national health 
service that is publicly owned and local 
government that is properly funded, in contrast 
with the approach that the UK Government has 
taken. 

To help Scottish households, we are continuing 
to work with our partners in local government to 
deliver a council tax freeze to save the average 
household £1,200 by the end of the current 
session. We are supporting our students through 
our commitment to free higher education, and we 
are maintaining free personal care, support for 
concessionary travel, free prescriptions and the 
Scottish living wage. From next January, we will 
fund free school meals for all schoolchildren in 
primaries 1 to 3, which will benefit around 170,000 
children in total and be worth £330 a year for each 
child to families throughout the country. 

Those measures will provide valuable support to 
people across Scotland. However, our people will 
face further challenges, and the Scottish 
Government is acting to limit the extent to which 
the UK Government’s welfare reforms undermine 
our approach to social partnership. 

Within our limited devolved powers, and in 
partnership with local government, we have 
established a council tax reduction scheme that 
supports more than 500,000 people who would 
otherwise have seen their council tax benefit cut 
by the UK Government. We have provided funding 
for advice agencies to meet the ever-increasing 
pressures on them and created the Scottish 
welfare fund, which is backed by £33 million of 
funding to help those who are encountering 
difficulties. 

We are determined to do all that we can to 
mitigate the effects of welfare reform, but the scale 
of the challenge is literally enormous. Welfare 
reform will remove an estimated £4.5 billion from 
the Scottish economy over the five years to 2015, 
and the chancellor has announced further welfare 
cuts over 2016-17 and 2017-18. 

Gavin Brown (Lothian) (Con): The cabinet 
secretary has yet again quoted the figure of £4.5 
billion. Out of that £4.5 billion, how much has the 
Scottish Government pledged to reverse were 
Scotland to become independent? 

John Swinney: What I am accounting is the 
damage that has been done to the people of 
Scotland as a consequence of our continued 
participation in the United Kingdom. That is the 
reality that Mr Brown cannot avoid. 

We must be clear that we will never be able to 
mitigate all the damaging effects of welfare reform 
and that any resources that we deploy for that 
purpose are at the expense of other services that 
we could support within our own areas of 
responsibility. Over the 2013-14 to 2015-16 
period, this Government will spend more than 
£244 million on alleviating the impact of welfare 
reform. We could have spent those resources on 
devolved services had they not been required to 
safeguard vulnerable people in Scotland. 

One of the key elements of welfare reform that 
has been much in focus during the scrutiny of the 
budget is the bedroom tax, which is an iniquitous 
and damaging policy. Following its support for the 
budget at stage 1, I have had constructive 
discussions with the Labour Party on mitigating 
the effects of the bedroom tax and have looked 
carefully at the issue to ensure that we have a 
robust way to offer further support. 

I think that it is now accepted across the 
chamber that discretionary housing payments are 
the only measure that is available to provide 
money directly to tenants and prevent them from 
risking rent arrears and entering indebtedness, 
which has significant and wider implications. As 
members know, our ability to resource 
discretionary housing payments is limited by the 
cap that the Department for Work and Pensions 
has imposed. On the latest data that are available 
from the DWP, we are constrained to a legal 
maximum of £22.85 million, which is an increase 
from the original proposal of £20 million. I confirm 
that we are allocating that increased sum in the 
budget today. That takes the total support that can 
be provided directly by local authorities to 
individuals to £38 million. Although that is a 
significant level of support, it is some £12 million 
short of the estimated £50 million that is needed to 
fully mitigate the bedroom tax in Scotland. 

The Deputy First Minister wrote to Lord Freud to 
ask the DWP to remove the cap on the additional 
funding that we can provide for discretionary 
housing payments. That is a simple thing for 
Westminster to do, at absolutely no cost to it, and 
it could be completed by 1 April. 
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Gavin Brown: Was that the first time that the 
Scottish Government formally requested the lifting 
of the cap? 

John Swinney: The impact of the cap has been 
discussed at various meetings with the DWP, but 
the first formal request for the lifting of the cap was 
made in the letter that we issued to the DWP on 
Friday. We await an answer from the DWP to that 
letter. If a positive reply is forthcoming, we will 
allocate an additional £12 million to assist in 
mitigating the bedroom tax through discretionary 
housing payments. However, we are prepared to 
pursue other approaches in the event that the 
DWP refuses our request. I give Parliament the 
assurance today that if the DWP says no, the 
Scottish Government will put in place a scheme to 
make the additional £12 million available to social 
landlords so that we need not see any evictions in 
Scotland this year as a result solely of the 
bedroom tax. [Applause.]  

Obviously, any scheme will require to be 
consistent with the complex legal framework that 
regulates these matters. That is not easy, 
notwithstanding comments made by the Chief 
Secretary to the Treasury and his colleague the 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for 
Scotland. The Scottish Government must ensure, 
as David Mundell acknowledged yesterday, that 
our actions are 

“subject to the clearly set out constraints of the Scotland 
Act 1998”. 

However, we are determined to put in place a 
lawful scheme to assist landlords and provide 
them with additional funding to fund any shortfall 
that results from the bedroom tax, so that tenants 
need not face eviction as a result solely of the 
bedroom tax. I will fund that through a reduction of 
£10 million in the budgetary requirements for the 
rail franchise, following the Office of Rail 
Regulation’s final determination of the funding 
required for Network Rail; £3 million of Barnett 
consequentials; and remaining budget exchange 
flexibilities. 

I want to be clear that none of the funding that I 
have announced is a solution to the bedroom tax; 
this is about mitigation and picking up the pieces 
of Westminster’s iniquitous policy. The only real 
solution is to scrap the bedroom tax altogether, 
and this Government believes that the only way to 
do that is for this Parliament to have full powers 
over welfare in Scotland. I urge all parties in the 
Parliament to support the approach that I have 
outlined today; to support us in pressing the UK 
Government to lift the cap on discretionary 
housing payments in order to prevent people from 
getting into the awful spiral of debt; and to back us 
in putting in place resources to support the 
vulnerable. Parliament can take action to pick up 
the pieces of a policy dreamed up in Westminster 

that is causing real hardship to the people of 
Scotland. 

I have listened to the views of Parliament and 
the country in finalising the budget and have 
worked constructively with all sides of the chamber 
over the past few weeks to secure its passage. 
The Scottish Parliament has repeatedly proved its 
ability to take the important decisions that are 
needed to improve people’s lives and to reflect our 
values. The Budget (Scotland) (No 3) Bill 
demonstrates the benefits to Scotland of decisions 
being taken in Scotland by those who care most 
about Scotland. It is a budget that does not simply 
mitigate the impacts of decisions that are not in 
our best interests; it also protects household 
incomes, supports growth and protects high-
quality public services because those are the 
things that we value. 

I believe that the Budget (Scotland) (No 3) Bill 
deserves support from across the chamber, and I 
commend it to Parliament and the people of 
Scotland. 

I move, 

That the Parliament agrees that the Budget (Scotland) 
(No.3) Bill be passed. 

14:53 

Iain Gray (East Lothian) (Lab): When we last 
debated the budget, the cabinet secretary, in an 
exchange with Patrick Harvie, said that 

“a judgment has to be made as to whether the elements of 
the budget can be sufficiently considered by individual 
members and parties to be in the correct balance and 
therefore worthy of support, despite the fact that not all 
provisions within the budget may be to their liking.”—
[Official Report, 22 January 2014; c 26905.] 

It is certainly the case that there are many 
provisions in this budget that are not to our liking. 
For a start, it fails to properly fund the 
Government’s council tax freeze, meaning that, 
yet again, the freeze will be paid for through 
increased charges and reduced services for those 
who need them most and through the loss of 
thousands of local government jobs.  

The budget does not reinstate the 
disproportionate cuts in the further education 
budget. The 3,500 college places that were 
announced yesterday, however welcome, hardly 
compensate for the 140,000 fewer college 
students in our colleges today. 

The budget, wrongly in our view, prioritises the 
extension of free school meals to better-off—not 
well-off, but better-off—families over accelerating 
the provision of childcare to half of Scotland’s two-
year-olds. Then there is the £1 billion-worth of 
anti-poverty programmes that have disappeared 
since 2007. 
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It is good, then, that the cabinet secretary is not 
tempted by the rather juvenile argument that to 
support a budget is to support its every measure 
and that to reject it is to reject everything in it. In 
that spirit, we have seen the budget this year as 
an opportunity to achieve something that both we 
and the SNP and, I think, others such as Green 
colleagues believe to be desirable, and that is 
simply an end to the impact of the bedroom tax on 
council and housing association tenants in 
Scotland. That would be the effect of the 
Parliament agreeing to the amendment in my 
name today. 

It is worth reflecting on how far we have already 
come. In September, the draft budget contained 
no money to alleviate the bedroom tax. The 
cabinet secretary was adamant that it was a UK 
Government measure, which it is, and he would 
not let it off the hook. Of course, it was the 80,000 
affected households that were left on the hook of 
the bedroom tax; in fairness, by October, the 
Scottish Government had relented and found £20 
million in the budget, although that was still short 
of what is required. 

In December, the cabinet secretary argued that 
social security legislation meant that the sum 
could not be further increased. When I argued 
otherwise, I recall the Deputy First Minister 
heckling me from a sedentary position with the cry, 
“Where is the money coming from?” The fact is 
that I always had confidence—more than his 
Cabinet colleague, it would seem—that Mr 
Swinney could find the funds to complete the total 
£50 million package that is required to match the 
cost of the bedroom tax to Scottish tenants. This 
week, the same Deputy First Minister popped up 
in the Daily Record to say that the money was 
there after all, as Mr Swinney confirmed today, but 
that the DWP cap must be lifted. 

We have always said that there are other legal 
and legitimate ways to use the money to help the 
victims of the bedroom tax, so last week we 
presented to the cabinet secretary a proposal for 
an additional tenant assistance scheme with two 
elements, one for local authorities and one for 
housing associations. The proof that it can work is 
that it already does, in Renfrewshire Council and 
East Lothian Housing Association. Both have been 
checked, either by Audit Scotland or by lawyers, 
and both, in essence, do the same thing—they 
write off small amounts of arrears rather than 
paying tenants, so they do not fall foul of benefits 
legislation. 

John Swinney: Will Iain Gray reflect on which 
is the more desirable response to the difficulties 
that individuals face with the bedroom tax? Is it to 
increase discretionary housing payments to avoid 
people getting into debt, or to let people fall into 
debt and then write off their arrears? 

Iain Gray: It is clear that it is always better to 
avoid debt, but the important thing here is that, 
come what may, we do the thing that we want to 
do. 

The cabinet secretary considered the scheme 
that was presented to him with understandable 
caution but with a commendably open mind, and 
our amendment reflects the discussions that we 
have had. With thanks to Renfrewshire Council 
and East Lothian Housing Association for their 
help, we are almost there. The full £50 million 
funding is in place, and if the DWP restriction 
remains, a workable alternative exists. Our 
amendment endorses that position. 

Like Mr Swinney, I want the abolition of the 
policy rather than the mitigation of its effects. I 
want the tax to be abolished by a Labour 
Government next year. I understand that Mr 
Swinney and his colleagues want it to be 
abolished in 2016, in an independent Scotland. I 
think that my way is better, because it will lift the 
yoke from tenants in London, Manchester, 
Birmingham and Newcastle, as well as from those 
in Scotland. 

However, to be honest, those who are affected 
are not too worried about who abolishes the tax. 
We can decide today that no household in 
Scotland need pay the bedroom tax and that none 
should face eviction solely because of it, and we 
should make that decision. 

To achieve that, we must—in the words of the 
prophet—act justly, love kindness and walk 
humbly, and we must support the amendment. We 
should act justly because most victims of the 
bedroom tax cannot choose to move to a smaller 
house, as no such houses are available to them. 
We would act justly because, with full funding, a 
choice will not need to be made about who to help 
and who not to help. We would act justly because 
the protection from eviction will extend to all 
tenants and not just tenants of councils that have 
no-evictions policies. 

As for kindness, to support the amendment is to 
reject explicitly the cruelty of an all-too-common 
rhetoric that suggests that those who are affected 
by welfare reforms are feckless benefit scroungers 
who live in palatial accommodation. The truth is 
that most families who are affected by the 
bedroom tax are working, that 80 per cent have a 
family member with a disability and that the spare 
rooms are needed for carers, medical equipment 
or children who are spending time with an 
estranged parent. 

I acknowledge that we and the Government will 
have to walk humbly. The Government will have to 
set aside the constitutional argument and accept 
that getting tenants off the hook is more important 
than leaving Whitehall on it, while we must 
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acknowledge that, in this at least, the Government 
has not left Scotland on pause but has acted and 
done the right thing. Even greater humility will be 
required if the Tories or Liberal Democrats are to 
support our amendment, given that it is needed 
only because of the wrong-headed policy of their 
Westminster colleagues, but I hope that they will 
consider it. 

Yesterday was a good day for the Parliament. In 
passing the equal marriage bill, we rose to the 
singular historic moment and we were the 
Parliament that we were meant to be—we were 
shaping a more modern and inclusive Scotland. 
Today, we can rise above party differences again 
and do the right thing again—this time, in 
response not to the historic moment but to the 
daily, relentless and unfair difficulties and 
challenges of life that far too many of our fellow 
citizens face. 

We can be the Parliament that we were set up 
to be again today, by exercising our power to 
protect our people. To paraphrase Donald Dewar, 
who is the nearest thing that this place has to a 
prophet—although I can hear him snorting with 
derision at the description—we can carry 
ourselves well again today. 

When the budget was introduced, I called it a 
“don’t rock the boat, do nothing and get through 
the referendum” budget. If we agree to my 
amendment, we will have turned it into a “sink the 
bedroom tax boat to the bottom of the sea” 
budget. That is something that is worth doing. 

I move amendment S4M-08914.1, to insert at 
end: 

“but, in so doing, considers that funds be allocated in the 
total amount needed to fully mitigate the so-called bedroom 
tax in Scotland through discretionary housing payments 
and, if necessary, other schemes administered by local 
authorities and housing associations to ensure that no 
tenant need face eviction as a result of the bedroom tax.” 

15:03 

Gavin Brown (Lothian) (Con): When the draft 
budget was published in September, the media 
described it the next day as a “Tax blow for Scots 
business” and “A Budget of Bribes to Break Up the 
UK” and said, “Swinney’s ‘independence budget’ 
fails to impress”. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Elaine Smith): 
Mr Brown, will you turn your microphone round 
slightly? We are not hearing you properly; I am not 
sure whether that is because of the chat in the 
chamber. 

Gavin Brown: The budget should have been 
about jobs and the economy, but the economy 
barely got a mention in the cabinet secretary’s 14-
minute speech. 

The speech should have been about individual 
measures, which might not win votes in the short 
term but which will help the country in the medium 
and long term. It should have been about 
individual measures that might help to put growth 
on a more sustainable footing, because although 
the data are good at the moment, the underlying 
data show that we need business investment if we 
are to maintain the positive news. 

The primary focus should have been the 
economy. Instead, the focus was the one in 
yesterday’s Scottish Government press release 
entitled, “Parliament urged to send budget 
message”, which had the subheading: 

“DWP must accept benefit call.” 

Gil Paterson (Clydebank and Milngavie) 
(SNP): Hear, hear. 

Gavin Brown: A member said, “Hear, hear.” 
The only time that the Scottish Government asked 
for the cap to be lifted, as the cabinet secretary 
said today—[Interruption.] I heard a member say, 
“Nonsense”, but the Scottish Government asked 
for that only at the tail end of last week—
[Interruption.] 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Order. Will 
members please desist from shouting across the 
chamber? 

Gavin Brown: Thank you, Presiding Officer. 

The Scottish Government asked only at the end 
of last week, despite the fact that two days earlier 
the Minister for Housing and Welfare had held a 
meeting with Lord Freud to discuss welfare reform. 
Two days earlier, the issue that is so critical, 
according to the Scottish Government’s narrative 
today, was not even worth a mention; a letter had 
to be sent to put the Scottish Government’s point 
across, with only days to go. 

The Scottish Government claimed for months 
that it was unable to act, clinging desperately to 
schedule 5 to the Scotland Act 1998 as if it were 
powerless to do more. Just a week ago, at stage 2 
of the Budget (Scotland) (No 3) Bill, the cabinet 
secretary said in evidence to the Finance 
Committee: 

“the sum of £20 million is a product of what I and the 
Government believe is the only legal route that we have to 
act in this area of policy.”—[Official Report, Finance 
Committee, 29 January 2014; c 3598.] 

Seven days later, he says that an alternative 
scheme is “not easy”. A week ago he was talking 
about “the only legal route”; today an alternative is 
“not easy”. 

John Swinney: The point that I was making to 
the Finance Committee was that the only legal 
route whereby we can get money into the hands of 
tenants without breaching the social security 
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reservation is the discretionary housing payment 
route. That point has been absolutely consistent in 
everything that the Government has said. That 
cannot be disputed by Mr Brown. 

Gavin Brown: We heard today that 
Renfrewshire Council has decided to take 
measures. We heard during the week that East 
Lothian Council has decided to take measures. 
We heard yesterday, loud and clear, at the 
Scottish Affairs Committee in the House of 
Commons, that the Scottish Government has the 
power to do what it says that it wants to do. 
Whether it wants to deploy that power quickly or 
more slowly, as appears to be the case, is a 
matter for the Scottish Government. 

Did the Scottish Government look into 
redesignation at all? Did it look at giving funds to 
housing associations and social landlords at all? 
Did it investigate any alternatives at all over the 
past 12 months? It appears that councils were 
able to engage with the United Kingdom 
Government and be innovative, but the Scottish 
Government was not able to do that. 

Kevin Stewart (Aberdeen Central) (SNP): 
Would it be better for Mr Brown not to lecture us 
on the subject but to do the decent thing and 
abolish the bedroom tax? [Applause.] 

Gavin Brown: That got a reaction. I feel a bit 
like Pete Wishart at Strathallan school. 
[Interruption.] 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Order, please. 

Gavin Brown: Let me be clear. That was not a 
lecture but a series of important questions, which 
the Scottish Government needs to answer. There 
are questions that the Scottish Government could 
have asked at the beginning of the process but 
appears to be asking only now. 

Iain Gray: In part I agree with Mr Brown. For 
example, the Deputy First Minister could have 
written to the DWP much earlier to ask for the cap 
to be lifted. The point is that she has done that 
now and an alternative scheme is being agreed 
between Labour and the SNP. Given that we have 
reached that stage, should not Mr Brown simply 
support the amendment and let us progress? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: We are short of 
time, but I will give Gavin Brown a little extra time, 
given all the interruptions. 

Gavin Brown: I am grateful for that, Presiding 
Officer. 

Our party’s position has been clear and 
absolutely consistent all the way down the line. 
We believe that, where funds are available, the 
money should be invested in the economy. We 
think that we should put any consequentials that 
we have into getting growth going in Scotland and 

into employment measures that will be sustainable 
in the long term. We do not support Mr Gray’s 
amendment, but we point out that some of what 
has been coming from the Government, 
particularly over the past week, is merely hot air. It 
has changed its position fairly dramatically over 
the past seven days and I wonder whether that 
was about competence or whether it was an 
intentional ploy to get the maximum political 
mileage. 

On the day that the budget document was 
released, the cabinet secretary said that 

“there is no provision in the ... budget for dealing with the 
bedroom tax” 

because he had 

“absolutely no intention of letting the Westminster 
Government off the hook in 2014-15.”—[Official Report, 11 
September 2013; c 22282.] 

This was about the Government trying to extract 
political mileage as opposed to doing what it said 
that it wanted to do and what, it turns out, it had 
the powers to do all along. That is why the 
Conservatives will not back this budget. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: We are very 
tight for time this afternoon. I ask for speeches of a 
maximum of 6 minutes. 

15:11 

Kenneth Gibson (Cunninghame North) 
(SNP): At stage 1, I supported a budget that I 
believed would protect and grow Scotland’s 
economy, maintain the social contract with 
Scotland’s people and offer support and 
assistance, where it can be offered, to those in our 
society who are most in need. My view has not 
changed. However, I believe that there are 
significant additions to the draft budget that will be 
welcomed across the chamber. 

I was particularly pleased by the recent 
announcement that an additional £13 million will 
be levered into the college sector, creating 3,500 
new full-time places. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I am sorry, Mr 
Gibson, but I must stop you for a moment. 
Members are saying that they cannot hear you. I 
have asked for the microphones to be checked, as 
the volume seems to be set quite low. Please 
make sure that your microphone is pointed in your 
direction. 

Kenneth Gibson: Apologies, Presiding Officer. 
I am not in the mood for my usual bombastic 
method of delivery. I am trying to be somewhat 
more restrained, which is perhaps why some 
members cannot hear me as well as they usually 
can. I also have a very sore throat. I apologise to 
everyone in the chamber. 
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In my area, that investment will see Ayrshire 
College secure more than £1.1 million in funding, 
which will be used to support 300 additional 
college places and enhance employability 
activities. That will provide opportunities to work 
with employers, invest in delivering skills to 
Ayrshire college graduates and increase 
employment opportunities in key growth sectors of 
the Scottish economy, such as renewable energy, 
engineering, the creative industries and food and 
drink. It will also build on Scotland’s relatively 
strong employment figures and will, in particular, 
drive youth employment. 

Although I was unable to touch on the issue in 
the previous debate, I was also pleased to note 
the allocation of £77 million of additional business 
rates relief in order to maintain parity with rates in 
England and Wales and expand the small 
business bonus scheme. Given that small and 
medium-sized enterprises account for 99 per cent 
of all Scottish businesses and over half of all 
private sector employment, it is clear that we must 
continue that vital business support during tough 
economic times. Indeed, the Federation of Small 
Businesses warmly welcomed the announcement, 
stating that the scheme had 

“injected Scottish smaller enterprises with working capital at 
a time when they needed it most” 

and that 

“the Scottish Government has put these firms on a level 
playing field with their English and Welsh competitors.” 

The Scottish Government is also investing in our 
young people, with an additional £125 million over 
three years to support young people towards and 
into work, including cash for recruitment incentives 
to help small companies to recruit young people 
by paying half the wage for the first six months of 
a new job. The £30 million opportunities for all 
funding supports our commitment that all 16 to 19-
year-olds in Scotland who are not already in work, 
education or training will be offered a learning or 
training opportunity, and £5 million supports up to 
2,500 young people into opportunities that are 
linked to major cultural and sporting events. There 
is also a record number of apprenticeships. 

Supporting public services in challenging 
financial times is vital, and this budget will protect 
the national health service budget; maintain the 
council tax reduction scheme; maintain a Scottish 
living wage for public sector workers for whom the 
Scottish Government is responsible; continue 
support for the three change funds, driving a shift 
to more preventative approaches; and provide 
£120 million in funding in 2015-16 to assist health 
and social care integration. The Scottish 
Government is also on track to deliver 30,000 
affordable homes by 2016, of which 20,000 will be 
for social rent. Over the four years to 2015-16, the 

Scottish Government will have driven investment 
in affordable housing to more than £1.35 billion. 

The SNP supports free prescriptions, free 
tuition, concessionary travel and free personal 
care and the council tax freeze across Scotland 
continues to put money into people’s pockets. 

As far as infrastructure is concerned, £8 billion 
of investment will take place in Scotland over the 
next two years. 

Last month, a degree of consensus broke out 
between the two largest parties in the Parliament. 
Although the debate was, at times, heated and 
plenty of differences remain, it was refreshing to 
see the Labour Party and the Scottish 
Government working together to reach what 
seems to be a point of agreement on at least one 
aspect of the welfare reforms that are being 
imposed on Scotland by the Tory-Liberal coalition 
at Westminster. 

The bedroom tax represents all that is wrong 
with the welfare reforms that have been 
haphazardly enforced by the coalition. Those 
reforms have been idealistically driven, with little 
or no thought being given to the people affected. 
Westminster’s solution—that people should 
somehow just find smaller accommodation—is 
entirely compassionless, capricious and 
impractical. 

There can be no doubt that the bedroom tax is 
one of the most unpopular, iniquitous and idiotic 
policy decisions that has been taken by a UK 
Government since the poll tax. As it stands, some 
76,000 Scots, including more than 12,000 
children, are suffering as a result of the bedroom 
tax, and 80 per cent of the households that are 
affected contain at least one disabled adult. 

It is also clear that Scotland is being 
disproportionately hit by the policy. Recent 
freedom of information requests by the Trades 
Union Congress’s false economy campaign show 
that Scottish councils have among the highest 
proportion of tenants— 

Neil Findlay (Lothian) (Lab): While the 
member is on the bedroom tax, will he take the 
opportunity to commend the innovative use of the 
member’s bill process by Jackie Baillie, which 
forced the issue up the agenda? 

Kenneth Gibson: Most important, I would like 
to commend the Scottish Government for working 
with other parties to find a proper solution. 

Labour support for the budget will send a strong, 
united message to Westminster that the Scottish 
Parliament and the people of Scotland do not 
accept the bedroom tax. 

As the Daily Record editorial pointed out 
yesterday, the UK Minister for Welfare Reform 
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“could have lifted the discretionary housing payments cap 
with the stroke of a pen. 

That would have been the easiest solution and brought 
immediate relief to the thousands of Scots plunged into 
poverty.” 

This Parliament has had to pick up the pieces and 
find money from its devolved budget to cover the 
costs of a reserved matter. That again 
demonstrates how out of touch Westminster is and 
surely adds weight to the argument that such 
matters are best placed and would be better 
managed in the hands of a Scottish Parliament 
that works with the interests of the Scottish people 
at heart. 

The budget gives us the opportunity to vote to 
stimulate growth in our economy, to create and 
protect jobs, to deliver free school meals for pupils 
in primaries 1 to 3 and expand childcare, to offer 
opportunities to our young people and to help 
those who need it most. In areas in which we have 
control over the economy, we can do things better 
and more effectively for Scotland. Westminster’s 
failed austerity agenda is holding Scotland back, 
but with independence we can bring about lasting 
growth and make Scotland fairer. 

I ask members to support the budget. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I reiterate that 
speeches should be of a maximum of six minutes. 

15:17 

Jackie Baillie (Dumbarton) (Lab): I welcome 
the opportunity to speak in the debate. 
Unsurprisingly, I will focus my remarks solely on 
the bedroom tax. 

I say at the outset how much I welcome the 
position that the Scottish Government has now 
taken on the bedroom tax. In particular, I single 
out for praise John Swinney, whose approach to 
the negotiations has been positive. I very much 
welcome our discussions. I look forward to 
continuing to work with him in the future and would 
welcome confirmation from him that I will be 
involved in the discussions on shaping the 
mechanism that will be used, as we previously 
discussed. 

Let us be clear: by voting for the budget today, 
we will, in effect, bring an end to the bedroom tax 
in Scotland. I can find very few people who believe 
that the bedroom tax is anything other than a vile 
and iniquitous piece of legislation. It affects almost 
80,000 people in Scotland, at least 80 per cent of 
whom are disabled, and the majority of whom are 
on low fixed incomes. [Interruption.] 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Order. If 
members do not wish to listen to the debate, they 
are free to leave the chamber, but I ask members 

who are in the chamber to please cease their 
conversations and listen to the debate. 

Jackie Baillie: Thank you, Presiding Officer. 

I think that we all agree that the policy itself is 
completely wrong-headed. You do not use a blunt 
policy instrument such as the bedroom tax, which 
charges people simply for having a spare room, to 
fix a problem in housing supply. Indeed, it is 
estimated that some 60,000 people would need to 
move house to avoid the bedroom tax but that only 
around 20,000 one-bedroom properties were 
available for let last year. The fact that the policy 
just does not add up demonstrates that it has 
more to do with Tory ideology than any evidence 
base. 

Labour has been very clear throughout the 
debate: we oppose the bedroom tax. We voted 
against it and we will abolish it if we are elected in 
2015. I acknowledge that the SNP is also 
committed to the tax’s abolition in the event of 
independence, but in both those cases we are 
asking people to wait, to cope with having to pay 
extra for their housing while they are on fixed and 
low incomes, and to deal with the stress that that 
causes. 

John Swinney said in a previous debate that he 
did not want to let Westminster off the hook, but I 
am sure that he would also agree that some of our 
poorest people should not be left on the hook to 
prove a political point. 

This is so much more important than a debate 
about the constitution. This is about the Parliament 
using powers to protect people. It is exactly at 
times like these that the Parliament should fulfil 
that purpose. The 80,000 tenants in Scotland hit 
by the bedroom tax cannot afford to wait until the 
votes are counted in the referendum or, for that 
matter, the general election. We can and should 
act now. 

In January this year, I gained sufficient support 
to introduce a bill to protect people from evictions 
as a result of the bedroom tax. With one brave 
exception, Scottish National Party members did 
not rush to sign it, but it certainly served its 
purpose by concentrating the minds of ministers. 
My only disappointment is that it has taken so long 
to do so. For more than a year, Labour has been 
calling for the Scottish Government to fully 
mitigate the bedroom tax. We stood shoulder to 
shoulder with campaigners throughout Scotland. 
We have marched together across cities in 
Scotland and our activists have taken to the 
streets with petitions, taking the campaign to local 
neighbourhoods.  

In March 2013, Govan Law Centre lodged a 
petition in this Parliament calling for no evictions 
as a result of bedroom tax arrears. It would be fair 
to say that the petition was not met with universal 
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acclaim from the SNP; indeed SNP back benchers 
were lined up to condemn it. 

In October 2013, the no2bedroomtax campaign 
lodged a petition calling for £50 million to mitigate 
the bedroom tax in Scotland. Again, that was not 
met by universal acclaim from the SNP and, again, 
SNP back benchers were lined up to condemn it. 

It is not a matter of cost: £50 million is a tiny 
drop in the ocean of the Scottish Government’s 
budget. Under pressure from Labour and civic 
Scotland, John Swinney added a very welcome 
£20 million to discretionary housing payments, 
claiming that that was all he had the power to do. 
However, we now know that that is not the case. 
We provided clear evidence of two successful 
schemes that are operating in Scotland. First, we 
had Renfrewshire Council’s tenant assistance 
fund, which was helpfully considered positively by 
Audit Scotland. A similar fund operates in East 
Lothian Housing Association. Both are perfectly 
legal. Existing housing legislation can be used to 
deliver.  

There are other routes, too, that the Scottish 
Government can take that are within its powers. 
That was confirmed by Danny Alexander and 
David Mundell, both UK Government ministers. 

The money pledged by the finance minister 
today to end the bedroom tax in Scotland is 
absolutely and unreservedly welcome. It removes 
the need for any social landlord to take eviction 
proceedings against tenants due to bedroom tax 
arrears. Despite the 11th-hour letter to Lord Freud 
asking for the cap to be lifted, John Swinney has 
recognised that there is action that he can take. I 
very much welcome that. 

I will borrow a phrase from the First Minister—
not someone I often quote. He is fond of saying, 
“Let me say, as gently as I can”; usually, he is 
talking to Jackie Baillie. On this occasion, let me 
say as gently as I can to Nicola Sturgeon that the 
letter could have been written at any point in the 
past year, but it was not. Margaret Burgess could 
have raised it with Lord Freud when she met him 
the other week, but she did not. It was a straw 
man—a fig leaf—designed to give some cover to a 
spectacular U-turn by the SNP. The people of 
Scotland expect us to work together in their 
interests and not to engage in political posturing 
with the UK Government. 

I welcome that U-turn by the SNP. It is a 
strength of a Government, not a weakness, to 
listen and then to act, and to admit when it is 
wrong. Today, we can vote in effect to end the 
bedroom tax in Scotland. It is absolutely the right 
thing to do. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I advise the 
chamber once more that speeches should be a 
maximum of six minutes. The previous two 

members went over their time. If members go over 
their time, they will either have to be stopped or 
other members will have to drop out of the debate.  

15:24 

Christina McKelvie (Hamilton, Larkhall and 
Stonehouse) (SNP): I hold strongly to what 
seems to have become a rather unpopular 
concept, which is that every individual, of any age, 
ethnic or religious background, sexuality or 
gender, is entitled to be treated fairly and equally. 
Rabbie Burns espoused that idea profoundly, 
writing, 

“That Man to Man, the warld o’er, 
Shall brothers”— 

and sisters, if I may add in my own wee bit— 

“be for a’ that.” 

Although the issues have become 
unfashionable in Westminster, fairness and 
equality remain deeply embedded in the Scottish 
psyche. The failed austerity agenda is holding 
Scotland back. 

This budget is proof that decisions about 
Scotland are best taken by the people who live 
here. Our commitment to delivering free school 
meals for all children in primaries 1 to 3, and our 
transformational childcare policy, show where this 
Scottish Government’s priorities are. Our priorities 
are not those of the Westminster Tories. 

What has gone wrong? Why is it that the 
children of Scotland whom we were pulling out of 
poverty are again being condemned to it? Why is 
this Scottish Government, committed as it is to 
providing universal benefits and a decent living 
wage, being forced to follow an alien inequality 
agenda? The Scottish Parliament’s Welfare 
Reform Committee recently received an 
independent study that was undertaken by the 
centre for regional economic and social research 
at Sheffield Hallam University. Its findings warned 
that welfare reforms alone will take more than £1.6 
billion a year out of the Scottish economy. That 
equates to around £480 a year for every adult of 
working age in Scotland. In Glasgow, the amount 
rises to £650 a year. Down south, in Tory 
constituencies such as Hampshire and Berkshire, 
the impact falls to about £200 a year. That might 
be good for David Cameron’s voters but it does 
not follow my idea of fairness and it certainly does 
not follow this Government’s idea of equality. The 
gap between rich and poor is increasing on a UK-
wide basis. Only with independence can we really 
set about changing that in Scotland. 

As is inevitably the case under the coalition 
Government’s misnamed welfare reforms, it is the 
most vulnerable who suffer. That means, 
especially, the women and children, older people 
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and those with disabilities of any kind. People are 
considered to be living in poverty if they live in 
households with less than 60 per cent of the 
median household income. That is the key 
measure that is used by the UK and Scottish 
Governments, and by the European Union. Using 
that measure, and after housing costs are taken 
into account, the Child Poverty Action Group in 
Scotland found in 2012 that 910,000 people here 
still live in poverty. That is 18 per cent of our 
population. It means that 220,000 Scottish 
children—21 per cent of all our children—live in 
poverty. 

Real progress was being made in reducing 
those figures until the UK coalition Government’s 
tax and benefit policies started coming into the 
picture. CPAG now warns that 

“there will be massive rises in child poverty in the coming 
years. In Scotland alone, forecast trends would suggest 
between 50,000 and 100,000 more children being pushed 
into poverty by 2020.” 

In countries such as Denmark and Norway, 
fewer than 10 per cent of children live in poverty. 
Although that figure is alarming, it is much less so 
than the current UK figures. 

The Scottish Government is determined to 
change the situation but, without the powers to 
make our own welfare policies, we can only try to 
mitigate the disasters of the bedroom tax and cuts 
in child benefit. The virtual elimination of the 
disability living allowance and the introduction of 
the so-called personal independence allowance 
will make the poverty picture far grimmer over the 
next months—far grimmer for a friend of mine who 
suffers from motor neurone disease and has been 
told by Atos that he is fit for work. 

Of course, poverty impacts on health and 
mental wellbeing. It pushes people out of the 
workforce and stops them from becoming 
economically active. That has a negative impact 
on the more general condition of the Scottish 
economy. People with no money cannot spend it, 
which means that they cannot contribute to the 
growth of the nation. Contrary to the George 
Osborne school of economic theory, Government 
commitments and policy actions that boost 
pensions, benefits, tax credits and wages, and the 
removal of some of the barriers to work, have had 
a positive impact in Scotland. Cutting back on 
benefits will not contribute to a healthier economic 
environment. Mr Osborne’s approach is, indeed, a 
false economy. 

This Government’s commitment to a living 
wage; to free school meals up to primary 3; to the 
energy assistance package; to improved access to 
debt solutions; and to investment in new council 
housing are all important moves forward. 
However, we cannot move as far forward as we 
would like without independence. Progress on 

child poverty is stalling, not because of the 
Scottish Government’s policies, but because of the 
welfare policies that have been inflicted on us by 
Westminster. We stand not only to lose the gains 
that have been made so far but to see a reversal 
in the progress that has been made. That is a 
travesty. 

Westminster political campaigners have revived 
moral scapegoating, painting sizeable elements of 
Scottish society as broken. The language of 
worklessness has become commonplace, 
bundling together a range of reasons why people 
are not in paid work, including disability, ill health 
and caring responsibilities. That oversimplification 
has led to increasingly punitive welfare policies 
and an increase in the risk of people falling into 
poverty. 

We are not, and will not be, the broken society 
of the Tory mindset. We will preserve and protect 
our fundamental values of care, compassion, 
equality and fairness and we will do it in an 
independent Scotland—a Scotland of the 
commonweal, where all of us are first. 

15:30 

James Kelly (Rutherglen) (Lab): I welcome 
the opportunity to take part in the budget debate. 
Understandably, much of the discussion in the 
initial exchanges centred on the bedroom tax. If 
being in politics and in Parliament is about making 
a difference, the agreement that has been reached 
between the Scottish Government and the Labour 
Party on that issue is crucial. 

There is no doubt that, as members have said, 
the bedroom tax—a measure that unfairly affects 
nearly 80,000 people in Scotland—is something 
on which we should come together and act. I 
welcome the fact that the Government has 
engaged positively on the issue. We have moved 
significantly since the draft budget was published 
in September, when there was no money to 
mitigate the effects of the bedroom tax. The 
Government has listened to the strong voices of 
not only Iain Gray and Jackie Baillie but 
organisations such as Shelter Scotland. That is 
important, because such organisations speak from 
the ground and from communities. It is important 
that the Parliament takes such views on board. 

It is also important to recognise that, despite the 
agreement on the bedroom tax, the passing of the 
budget will not wipe out some of the issues in our 
constituencies. There are schools in my 
constituency that cannot afford to print out the 
homework for the pupils. I recently visited a 
sheltered housing complex that was no longer 
able to continue with its overnight sleeper, which 
caused a lot of anxiety to pensioners in the 
complex. I am frequently visited by constituents 
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who stay in overcrowded accommodation and 
struggle to get alternative housing because of the 
growing waiting lists. It is important not to lose 
track of the issues on the ground. 

There is no doubt that, with the £30 billion that it 
has at its disposal in the Scottish budget, the 
Government can make an impact on the economy. 
One way in which it can do that is to invest in 
capital projects. However, it is important that those 
projects are properly managed and that the 
investment makes a difference in the economy. 

Recently, an announcement was made on the 
M8-M73-M74 interchange project. Although it is 
welcome that some progress is being made in that 
project, the progress on improving transport in that 
area and making a contribution to the economy in 
the west of Scotland has been far too slow. 

Another example is the Edinburgh to Glasgow 
improvement programme—EGIP—on which the 
Minister for Transport and Veterans made an 
announcement only this week. The reality is that 
the ground has continued to shift on that project. 
There were cuts of £350 million last year and now 
the cost has increased by £93 million. The lack of 
clarity on phase 2 of the project and the criticism 
that Audit Scotland made of the management of 
the project are matters of concern. 

John Mason (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP): 
Does James Kelly agree that the innovative 
solution of extending the platforms at Queen 
Street station so that we do not need so many 
trains or such fancy signalling should be better for 
the environment and is a win all round? 

James Kelly: The Government is yet to flush 
out all the detail of what is happening at Queen 
Street and what is happening with regard to the 
rest of the programme. We all want to see work 
being done on the projects, but it is important that 
we see the detail of that work because of how the 
projects have been managed—Audit Scotland 
criticised the lack of transparency around the five 
key infrastructure projects. If the projects are not 
managed properly and if people do not ensure that 
the key details are followed through, we will not 
see the economic benefits. We are talking about 
billions of pounds of public money; we have to 
make the best use of that investment. 

It is important that the SNP Government treats 
Parliament properly and with respect. Back in 
October, the Government announced its intention 
to take Prestwick airport into public ownership—an 
intention that Labour supported. That was followed 
by the purchase of the airport in November. 
However, it took until yesterday for Parliament to 
get an update on the business case and the 
budget implications: £3 million of working capital 
had to be injected; £2 million was needed to 
refurbish the airport; and £1 million was needed to 

carry through due diligence. That is £6 million in 
total. However, I did not hear anything from John 
Swinney on the budgetary implications of that. We 
should not have to wait four months to hear about 
what is happening with such an important project, 
which has implications for the Scottish budget and 
for the Scottish economy. 

It is important that the budget is passed today, 
but it is also important that the Government takes 
a hands-on approach to the issues that are 
affecting many of our constituents. 

15:36 

George Adam (Paisley) (SNP): The budget is 
proof, if any were needed, that decisions about 
Scotland are best taken by the people who care 
most about Scotland—the people who live here 
and their representatives. Westminster’s failed 
austerity agenda is holding Scotland back. The 
Parliament needs further powers to bring about 
the lasting growth and to create the future that we 
all want in Scotland. To take that next step—that 
next leap—the Parliament needs to gain further 
powers. 

As the cabinet secretary has already stated, the 
budget will support economic recovery, creating 
jobs and opportunities for the people of Scotland. 
There has been a lot of talk about the bedroom 
tax, but I want to talk about education. 

Hugh Henry (Renfrewshire South) (Lab): 
Notwithstanding our differences on the 
constitutional future, will you join me to praise the 
work of Renfrewshire Council and its innovative 
approach to helping tenants through its hardship 
fund? 

George Adam: What I will do, Mr Henry, is 
praise the work of the Parliament and praise the 
parties for working together to represent the 
people of Scotland and find a solution to the 
bedroom tax at this stage. 

I return to the issues that I was going to discuss. 
There is the important fact that the Government 
will deliver free school meals to all primary 1 to 
primary 3 children and expand childcare. The 
Government will spend £55 million over two years 
to expand the provision of free school meals. It will 
spend £59 million over two years to provide 
additional childcare places, taking the total 
additional funding for childcare to about £250 
million over two years. 

From August 2014, all two-year-olds in workless 
households will be entitled to 600 hours of free 
nursery education. That will benefit 8,400 
children—15 per cent of all two-year-olds. From 
August 2015, that entitlement will be extended to 
two-year-olds from the hardest pressed families 
who are in receipt of a range of benefits. That will 
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benefit 15,400 children—27 per cent of all two-
year-olds. That is about making a difference in 
people’s lives and the budget shows that the 
Scottish Government is achieving that. 

From January 2015, all children in P1 to P3 will 
be entitled to free school meals, which will save 
families at least £330 per child per year. The 
childcare commitment means that from August 
2015, Scotland will be delivering more than 80 
million hours of free childcare for two, three and 
four-year-olds every single year. That is 6.5 per 
cent more hours than if we had implemented the 
English system. 

However, to get to the next level—to make that 
leap to move Scotland forward—we can transform 
childcare only with independence. An SNP 
Government in an independent Scotland will 
introduce a universal system of high-quality 
learning and childcare for children from the age of 
one. The “Scotland’s Future” document sets out 
on page 194 how we will transform childcare. 

By the end of our budget, we will be providing 
600 hours of childcare for approximately half of 
Scotland’s two-year-olds. Those whose parents 
receive working tax credits or child tax credits will 
benefit. By the end of the first session of 
Parliament, we will ensure that all three and four-
year-olds and vulnerable two-year-olds will be 
entitled to 1,140 hours of childcare, which is the 
same number of hours that children currently 
spend at primary school. By the end of the second 
session of Parliament, we will ensure that all 
children from the age of one to school age will be 
entitled to the same number of hours of childcare 
per year 

I mentioned earlier that the budget will support 
economic recovery and create jobs and 
opportunities for the people of Scotland. The 
Scottish Government is already investing in our 
young people—indeed, Scotland is the only 
country in the EU to have a dedicated Minister for 
Youth Employment. Since December 2011, 
Angela Constance has been in charge of that 
portfolio and the youth unemployment rate has 
fallen from approximately 25.4 per cent—
approximately 113,000 young people—to 19.6 per 
cent, or 79,000 young people, which can be 
compared with a rate of 20.4 per cent in the UK 
overall. 

The Scottish Government has invested an 
additional £125 million from 2012 to 2014-15 to 
support young people towards and into work. 
There is £88 million, including £25 million in cash, 
for recruitment incentives to help small companies 
to recruit young people by paying half their wage 
for the first six months of a new job. There is £30 
million of funding for the opportunities for all 
programme to support our commitment that all 16 
to 19-year-olds in Scotland who are not already in 

work, education or training will be offered a 
learning or training opportunity. There is also £5 
million to support up to 2,500 young people into 
opportunities that are linked to major cultural and 
sporting events. 

I welcome all those commitments from the 
Scottish Government and the cabinet secretary, 
but we must look at other ways to ensure that 
Scotland can take the next step to make a 
difference. I do not doubt for a minute that every 
one of us in the chamber has the best interests of 
our constituents and the people of Scotland at 
heart, but we must look at how we deal with the 
challenges ahead. I believe that independence 
offers us a future for our children and young 
people; in my view, that is the most important 
element, given my motivation as a parent and as 
an elected representative for the people in my 
constituency. 

I welcome the budget, which focuses on and 
helps towards Scotland’s future, but I look forward 
to future budgets when we will sit in the Parliament 
of an independent country and talk about 
Scotland’s future. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Before we 
move on, I remind members that they should 
speak through the chair and that they should not 
turn their backs on the Presiding Officer. 

15:42 

Willie Rennie (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD): 
Today is a good day for young children, as the 
budget gives us a chance to change their fortunes 
and enable them to reach their potential. There will 
be a partnership between parents and the 
Parliament, and I thank John Swinney for the work 
that he has done with me to achieve a really good 
outcome. 

We underestimate the ability and potential of 
young children, and we should remember what the 
nursery education provision will do. There are 
three primary reasons why we want to increase 
nursery education for two-year-olds. First, it 
supplements the excellent work that is undertaken 
by parents. We should not underestimate the role 
of parents or undervalue their contribution to their 
child’s upbringing. 

Secondly, it is a route out of poverty. I believe, 
as a liberal, that education is the route out of 
poverty, and the way to tackle the inequality that 
we see every day in our communities but are 
desperate to change. It gives children the crucial 
extra support that they need. 

James Heckman, whom I have mentioned to 
John Swinney previously, said that the best 
investment that we can make in education is 
before the age of three. The former chief medical 
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officer has talked about brain development and 
how the relationships between a child and their 
family and community are crucial at the earliest 
stages. It is clear that making that investment is 
essential. 

Finally, the increased provision gives parents 
the opportunity to get back to work. It is only a 
small number of hours every week, but the extra 
step back into the workplace will boost their 
income and employment. Ultimately, work is good, 
and we should encourage it. 

So, there are three excellent reasons why we 
should support the increased provision of nursery 
education. I am slightly disappointed that it has 
taken so long to get there, and I hope that fewer 
barriers are put up next time round. First, we were 
told that the policy would not work in England; 
then we were told that we had family nurse 
partnerships, which were the equivalent, so we did 
not need to increase provision; then we were told 
that we could do it only through independence; 
and then there was no money. We have managed 
to knock down each barrier. I thank John Swinney 
for overcoming each of them and for making the 
decision. 

That would not have happened without the 
persistence of members such as Malcolm 
Chisholm and Bob Doris, who is obviously too 
embarrassed to be here today to have more praise 
heaped on him by me. Some members have been 
persistent on the policy since before it was the 
popular thing to do. I commend the work that they 
have undertaken. 

Before Christmas, I wrote to John Swinney with 
five reasonable recommendations and costed 
proposals on the budget. I have written similar 
letters in every budget process since I became a 
member of the Parliament. The first of our 
proposals was on nursery education, and I am 
delighted that we have made progress on that. 
The second was on free school meals, a policy 
that was announced by Nick Clegg in Glasgow last 
autumn and which is now being delivered 
throughout the United Kingdom. On social 
housing, we suggested an innovative way of using 
the financial transactions money, and I hope to 
have further discussions with John Swinney as we 
progress on that. Colleges have been hit 
significantly by reductions in spending, so the 
extra £3.5 million for nursery staff support and 
development is welcome. We have also had good 
and constructive discussions with John Swinney 
on Shetland’s housing debt and the unique 
circumstances in which Shetland finds itself on 
that. 

On all five areas, significant progress has been 
made and there has been constructive 
engagement with John Swinney, which leads the 
Lib Dem group to believe that we can support the 

budget at decision time tonight. The budget is not 
the one that we would deliver if we miraculously 
changed from a group of five members to a 
majority group in the Parliament, but it is good 
enough for us to support. As John Swinney knows, 
we would make radical changes to Scottish Water 
to release funds to invest in regional development 
banks, broadband, energy conservation, science 
and infrastructure. We think that that would be a 
big investment in the economy and would create 
100,000 jobs. Nevertheless, we recognise the 
position that we are in. 

We recognise the engagement by John Swinney 
and the improvements that have been made on all 
five areas that we raised. I am pleased that John 
Swinney has invited me to be part of the 
implementation of the nursery education roll-out 
for two-year-olds. I will work constructively with 
Aileen Campbell and her officials to ensure that 
we implement the policy effectively. 

The budget is good enough because John 
Swinney engaged in the process. It is worth 
noting, as John Swinney did, the progress on the 
economy. Growth is up, unemployment is down 
and employment is up, with 130,000 extra jobs in 
Scotland and 1.4 million more across the UK. 
Many members who said that the UK coalition’s 
plan would not work are now keen to say that it 
was their plan all along. Much more needs to be 
done, however, and we cannot be complacent. We 
need to continue to make progress on recruiting 
more people into companies in Scotland. 
However, today’s budget is a step in the right 
direction on nursery education, school meals, 
social housing, college funding and Shetland’s 
housing debt. 

15:48 

Jamie Hepburn (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) 
(SNP): Just last week, the Welfare Reform 
Committee, of which I am the deputy convener, 
published its interim report on the bedroom tax. 
The committee found that the bedroom tax is 

“iniquitous and inhumane and may well breach tenants’ 
human rights” 

and is 

“having a real and harmful impact on people’s lives, and 
often the most vulnerable in society—those with disabilities, 
children in separated families etc.” 

The report continued: 

“Many people are ‘trapped’ into paying the ‘bedroom tax’ 
in that there are not enough one bedroom properties 
available to down-size to.” 

The committee feels that the solution is for the UK 
Government to immediately abolish the tax but 
that, if it does not do so, the Scottish Parliament 

“should be given the powers and resources to abolish it.” 
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All members of the committee, except Alex 
Johnstone, supported that view. 

I believe in that position: it would allow us to get 
rid of the iniquitous bedroom tax. Short of that, it is 
incumbent on all of us to do what we can to help 
those who are on the sharp end of the bedroom 
tax. Of course, the Scottish Government topped 
up discretionary housing payments to the full 
amount last year and it is committed to doing so in 
the coming year. The Finance Committee and the 
Welfare Reform Committee in their budget scrutiny 
welcomed that funding, which was also welcomed 
by others outside of this place. 

Linda Fabiani (East Kilbride) (SNP): Will 
Jamie Hepburn give way? 

Jamie Hepburn: Indeed. 

Linda Fabiani: I should perhaps state my 
position as a fellow of the Chartered Institute of 
Housing and a former housing association 
director. Jamie Hepburn has been talking about 
the discussions that we have been having. If the 
DWP does not agree to respect any decision that 
this Parliament makes on discretionary housing 
payments and we move to debt write-off, I have a 
concern about the legalities of that in terms of the 
constitutions, rules and governance of housing 
associations. I refer not to the larger associations 
that Jackie Baillie spoke about, but to small, 
community-based ones— 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Can you hurry 
along, please? 

Linda Fabiani: Yes. 

Such housing associations are often run by 
voluntary committee members. Does Jamie 
Hepburn agree that we need clarification on the 
legalities from both Jenny Marra and the cabinet 
secretary when they sum up? 

Jamie Hepburn: I agree that that is an area of 
concern, which runs into the issue of the 
limitations of the Scottish Government and this 
Parliament to act more generally. There are issues 
for housing associations as well. 

I welcome the £15 million, on top of the money 
that was announced previously, that has been 
identified as a mechanism to mitigate the bedroom 
tax. It is right to direct that to discretionary housing 
payments, because how we direct resources to 
mitigate the bedroom tax comes up against the 
limitations of the powers of this Parliament: the 
reservations of the Scotland Act 1998 in relation to 
social security payments. DHPs are the clear, 
obvious way to direct resources for this effort. 

Discretionary housing payments are a way to 
get money into the pockets of those who need it. It 
is preferable to do that, rather than write off debt, 
because that would prevent people from getting 

into debt in the first place. We have seen great 
demand for DHPs in many parts of Scotland. In 
North Lanarkshire, where my constituency is 
located—as, indeed, is yours, Presiding Officer—
there was an increase of 881.52 per cent in DHPs 
awarded in April to November last year compared 
to the equivalent period in the previous year. That 
is a staggering increase. 

It is right that we direct additional resources to 
discretionary housing payments, but that runs up 
against another limitation that we have: local 
authorities can top up discretionary housing 
benefits only to no more than 2.5 times the DWP 
allocation that they have received. That cap 
comes from a statutory instrument made under 
section 70 of the Child Support, Pensions and 
Social Security Act 2000. We need the DWP to 
agree to lift that cap. 

I believe that the DWP should have committed 
more to DHPs in the first place. We know that 
despite the fact that Scotland has 20,000 more 
households that are affected by the bedroom tax 
than London has, the DHP allocation for Scotland 
for this coming year is £35 million less than the 
allocation for London. 

The Scottish Government has identified 
additional funding. UK ministers have said—Gavin 
Brown referred to this obliquely—that the Scottish 
Government can spend its resources as it sees fit. 
An increase in DHP funding is what the Scottish 
Government has identified as the best way to 
spend its resources, and it will not cost the UK 
Government an additional brass farthing. Any 
opposition to that could only be born of spite. 

When we vote on the budget this evening, this 
Parliament should send a clear and unambiguous 
message to Iain Duncan Smith—who continues to 
be too afraid to appear in public session at our 
Parliament’s Welfare Reform Committee—that we 
support the method that the Scottish Government 
identified to further mitigate his bedroom tax. 

Scotland suffers in the welfare reform process in 
ways other than the bedroom tax, as the cabinet 
secretary said. Some £4.5 billion is being removed 
over five years, and after welfare reform is fully in 
place £2 billion will be removed per annum. That is 
why I welcome the range of measures that the 
Scottish Government has taken. Some £244 
million has been committed over a three-year 
period and there is now an additional £15 million. 
That is a fantastic commitment by a devolved 
Administration to do what it can to mitigate the 
effects of an iniquitous welfare reform process. 

That is why I supported previous Scottish 
Government budgets and why I will support this 
Scottish Government budget. I look forward to the 
day when we see Scottish Government budgets 
that do not just mitigate the welfare reform process 
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but put in place a decent and fair social security 
system for people here in Scotland. 

15:55 

Murdo Fraser (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con): 
Throughout the budget process, the Scottish 
Conservatives have made it clear that our priority 
is the Scottish economy, and we have said from 
the outset that we would test the Scottish 
Government’s budget on whether it prioritised 
economic recovery. To my regret, it does not. 

As Willie Rennie said, there is good news about 
economic recovery; growth is up and 
unemployment is down. Just two weeks ago, the 
International Monetary Fund raised the forecast for 
UK growth in 2014 from 1.9 to 2.4 per cent, and 
other estimates suggest that in the coming years 
the UK economy will be the fastest growing in the 
developed world. 

However, the recovery is still fragile, and the 
Government needs to put in all the support it can. 
In recent years, Scottish businesses have 
benefited from a competitive advantage, partly 
because of the small business bonus, which the 
Scottish Conservatives supported. However, other 
steps that the SNP has taken have not been so 
helpful. For example, the retail levy was bad news 
for business; it deterred investment and might well 
have cost jobs. The good news is that Mr Swinney 
has indicated that he will scrap it, although it is a 
pity that he could not act sooner. He has also 
missed the opportunity to introduce the retail 
bonus that is coming in south of the border. He 
could have chosen such measures in order to 
prioritise economic recovery. 

Instead, the SNP has chosen not to boost the 
economy, but to put the money into welfare. It is 
putting more money into local councils’ 
discretionary housing budgets, despite the fact 
that councils across Scotland are already unable 
to spend the very large sums that they have been 
given. 

I will take my own—and Mr Swinney’s—local 
authority, Perth and Kinross Council, as an 
example. I understand that as of January only 14 
per cent of its total £1.3 million DHP budget for the 
current financial year had been spent and that it is 
likely that a very substantial sum will have to be 
returned to the Scottish Government at the end of 
the financial year. That pattern is being repeated 
across Scotland. There is no evidence that there is 
a huge level of demand for discretionary housing 
payments resulting from the spare-room subsidy. 

Iain Gray: What action has Mr Fraser taken with 
Perth and Kinross Council to ensure that it is doing 
everything in its power to ensure that everyone 
who needs and is entitled to DHP support receives 
it? 

Murdo Fraser: The question for Mr Gray—in his 
new alliance with the SNP—is this: why is pouring 
money into an already undersubscribed budget a 
priority? Indeed, why is the issue a priority at all? 
Why have the SNP and the Labour Party deemed 
that putting more money into supporting people 
who are underoccupying properties is their top 
priority in this budget? What about the people who 
are—as James Kelly fairly asked—living in 
overcrowded accommodation? Why are they not 
getting the same priority? My fear is that the 
budget is more about political opportunism and 
beating the UK coalition Government with a big 
stick than it is about any serious attempt to take 
practical steps to produce a budget that is in 
Scotland's best interests. 

The Minister for Energy, Enterprise and 
Tourism (Fergus Ewing): Will Murdo Fraser give 
way? 

Murdo Fraser: No. I need to make progress. 

Members from around the chamber will object to 
being accused of opportunism, but I think that it is 
worth considering just for a moment the stance 
that both parties have taken in the past on the 
question of an underoccupancy charge. When it 
was in power at Westminster, the Labour Party 
introduced as part of the Welfare Reform Act 2007 
the local housing allowance, which was an 
underoccupancy charge for people who were 
living in private rented accommodation. 

Jackie Baillie: Will Murdo Fraser give way? 

Murdo Fraser: I need to make progress. I will 
give way later, if I have time. 

The measure was steered through the House of 
Commons by Jackie Baillie’s friend, the then 
Minister for Employment and Welfare Reform, Mr 
Jim Murphy. I read Hansard with great interest to 
see how many times Labour members described 
the current underoccupancy charge as “iniquitous” 
or “draconian” but, bizarrely, not once did either of 
those words appear. In fact, the legislation was 
unanimously supported by the Labour Party, which 
today seems to be remarkably incensed at the 
current coalition Government introducing more or 
less exactly the same measure for people in social 
rented housing. This is more about political point-
scoring than it is about taking any stance of great 
principle. 

It is not just Labour that is guilty here. 

Ken Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): Will Murdo 
Fraser give way? 

Murdo Fraser: I am just about to turn to the 
SNP, so Mr Macintosh might enjoy this. 

Where was the opposition from the SNP 
members at Westminster? Where were the 
speeches against the underoccupancy charge? 
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Where was the outrage? Where were the 
denunciations? There was none. Not a single SNP 
member in the House of Commons raised so 
much as a murmur in opposition, and when it 
came to the vote, not a single SNP member could 
even be bothered to turn up, never mind to vote 
against the measure. Who were the guilty men? 
Let me name them. They were Mike Weir, Stewart 
Hosie, Angus MacNeil, Angus Robertson, Pete 
Wishart and—yes—Alex Salmond. So the man 
who is the leader of the SNP and First Minister 
and who regularly denounces the underoccupancy 
charge as an outrageous measure did and said 
nothing when a similar proposal was introduced 
for the private rented sector. 

Fergus Ewing: Will Murdo Fraser give way? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (John Scott): 
The member is in his last minute. I am sorry. 

Murdo Fraser: Mr Ewing can take time to 
apologise later. I am sure that the Presiding 
Officer will make that available to him. 

When SNP members denounce the iniquity of 
the underoccupancy charge—we have heard 
plenty of that this afternoon, and we will hear more 
of it—they should be embarrassed by the 
behaviour of their SNP colleagues at Westminster, 
including their own First Minister. Any reasonable 
person would conclude that the SNP’s stance is 
no more than posturing, pure opportunism and 
rank hypocrisy. It is about scoring political points 
rather than taking any stance that is based on 
principle. 

In conclusion, the budget sets the wrong 
priorities for Scotland. It fails to put the economy 
first. It is all about politics, and it exposes the 
double standards that are at the hearts of both the 
Labour Party and the SNP Government. For all 
those reasons, members should reject it. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Jim Eadie has 
up to six minutes. We are very tight for time. 

16:01 

Jim Eadie (Edinburgh Southern) (SNP): I 
welcome the opportunity to speak in the debate 
and welcome the range of measures that the 
cabinet secretary has set out. 

The budget has, at its heart, the ambition to 
provide the investment that Scotland requires to 
power economic recovery, to create and sustain 
employment, and to support the transition to a low-
carbon economy. It puts in place the measures 
and funds that are required to protect the most 
vulnerable people in Scotland from the impact of 
the UK Government’s austerity programme and 
from the dismantling of the welfare state on which 
the UK Government is embarked. 

I agree with Iain Gray, who said that he “always 
had confidence” in the cabinet secretary. I, too, 
have confidence in the cabinet secretary, who is to 
be commended on delivering a balanced budget in 
the face of the 11 per cent reduction in the fiscal 
DEL over a five-year period. The reduction in 
capital investment has been even greater. 

It is unfortunate that the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer is determined to pursue at any cost his 
failed austerity agenda. Murdo Fraser said that the 
recovery is “fragile”. That is an understatement; it 
is now forecast that, over the period to 2015, the 
UK economy will be 5.9 per cent smaller, with 
borrowing £197 billion higher, than it was when the 
chancellor first set out his spending plans in 2010. 
Those policies are not made in Scotland, nor are 
they benefiting the people of Scotland. 

Jackie Baillie made a characteristically robust 
and uncompromising contribution on the bedroom 
tax. Let me say in the new spirit of consensus that 
I completely agree with her on the bedroom tax. 
She said that the iniquity of that tax is impacting 
on 80,000 people across Scotland, eight in 10 of 
whom receive disability benefits and many of 
whom are on fixed incomes. They are having to 
pay the price of Westminster’s austerity 
programme. 

We have to reflect on the fact that the bedroom 
tax is a policy that was made in London to address 
a problem that does not exist outwith London. 
Despite Scotland’s having 20,000 more 
households being affected by the bedroom tax 
than London has, the Department for Work and 
Pensions allocation for Scotland in 2014-15 is £35 
million less than the allocation for London. That 
tells us that the solution actually addresses the 
problem of overheating in the rental market in 
London and the south-east of England. 

I welcome the agreement between the Scottish 
Government and the Labour Party, and hope that 
we can apply pressure that will be successful in 
lifting the limit on discretionary housing payments 
in order that we can address what the Welfare 
Reform Committee described as the “iniquitous 
and inhumane” bedroom tax. However, whatever 
the outcome of the Deputy First Minister’s appeal 
to Lord Freud, the fact remains that we can only 
mitigate the impact of the bedroom tax; we cannot 
abolish it without the powers to do so. 

The Scottish Government has long argued that 
Westminster cuts are a roadblock to economic 
recovery, but only last month, Chancellor George 
Osborne pledged £12 billion of further cuts to 
welfare spending after the next general election. 
That is the real threat that the people of Scotland 
face, which we must address in the coming 
referendum. We have to contrast that threat with 
the opportunity that independence will provide, 
which was brought into sharp focus by the 
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analysis published this week by the Financial 
Times that said that 

“the Scottish economy would rank among the top 50 in the 
world by size of GDP, and would be relatively wealthy, 
richer than the rest of the UK and in the top 20 countries 
globally in terms of GDP per head”. 

Independence will provide that opportunity and 
allow us to go beyond the limits of the devolved 
settlement and the budget constraints within which 
Mr Swinney must operate. 

I commend the cabinet secretary for the 
measures that he has brought forward and the £8 
billion infrastructure investment over the next two 
years—some of which will go towards 
refurbishment of James Gillespie’s high school in 
my constituency. The other measures for which I 
commend the cabinet secretary include the 
provision of an additional £20 million for cycling 
infrastructure projects across the country, which 
has been welcomed by cycling organisations 
including Spokes, Cycling Scotland and Sustrans 
Scotland. The funding will enhance the community 
links programme that is run by Sustrans and it will 
allow us to factor in even greater additional 
funding through local authorities. Some of the new 
funding has already been allocated to 
improvements in my constituency, including the 
refurbishment and resurfacing of North Meadow 
Walk cycle path, which will be to the benefit of 
many people in my constituency. 

The budget provides investment to support 
economic growth, to protect our most vulnerable 
people and to deliver the high-quality public 
services that people in Scotland have a right to 
expect. I commend the Scottish Government for it. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Thank you for 
your brevity. 

16:06 

Malcolm Chisholm (Edinburgh Northern and 
Leith) (Lab): I am very pleased to agree with the 
cabinet secretary whenever I can, so I am sure 
that all Labour and SNP members—and, I hope, 
some others—agreed with him when he said that 
the bedroom tax was an “iniquitous and damaging 
policy”. 

Unfortunately, of course, Murdo Fraser and his 
colleagues do not agree with that view. Murdo 
Fraser spuriously compared the bedroom tax to 
the local housing allowance. The fact is that the 
bedroom tax penalises people who are already 
disadvantaged and are sitting in tenancies from 
which they cannot move. The reality is that the 
local housing allowance affected no sitting tenant. 

Labour and the SNP may, of course, disagree 
about how to end the bedroom tax in law, but we 
have always agreed that it needs to end and we 

now agree, at the end of the budget process, that 
we must do whatever it takes to hasten its demise 
in Scotland. I think that most people in Scotland 
will be pleased to see us working together in this 
way; they would probably like to see it happen 
more often. Notwithstanding our differences over 
the next few months, I hope that it may be seen to 
happen in some other areas. 

It is true that there was nothing in the budget 
originally about the current approach to the 
bedroom tax. It is certainly the case that it would 
not have happened without the pressure of 
campaigners and the demands from Labour. It is 
also true that no approach was made to the UK 
Government until Friday. We could certainly make 
many comments about that. One that I will make is 
that I intervened on the cabinet secretary on 19 
December in the chamber and raised specifically 
the suggestion of a letter to the UK Government, 
but no action was taken until Friday. Clearly, much 
more could be said about that, but let us not dwell 
too much on it today. 

What we really ought to concentrate on today 
and over the next few weeks is ensuring that 
everyone who needs and is entitled to help to deal 
with the bedroom tax receives that help. That is 
what John Swinney, Jackie Baillie and others need 
to set their minds to over the next few weeks, 
because everyone who is suffering from the 
bedroom tax needs to receive the help that has 
been promised today. 

As Iain Gray said at the end of his speech, this 
has therefore become a “sink the bedroom tax” 
budget, having started life as a “don’t rock the 
boat” budget. The fact that it was a “don’t rock the 
boat” budget is evidenced by the lack of 
discussion today about other elements of the 
budget, even from the Conservatives; the 
bedroom tax took up the majority of, for example, 
Murdo Fraser’s speech today. 

The debate has concentrated a great deal on 
the bedroom tax and childcare; it is no accident 
that those are the two big demands that Labour 
decided we would put forward for the budget this 
year. There was also the free school meals 
argument, but since the SNP has not repeated the 
inaccurate comments about Labour that it used in 
previous debates, I will not reopen that subject 
today, except to repeat briefly the point that I 
made to John Swinney in the Finance Committee 
last week, which was that quite a few schools 
have problems accommodating the increased 
numbers from the free school meals policy—I can 
think of at least one such school in my 
constituency. However, I note that Mr Swinney 
undertook to work with COSLA to try to address 
that problem. 

Let us concentrate on practical implementation 
of the policies that have been agreed in the 
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budget, whether on free school meals, the 
bedroom tax or childcare, which I must come to in 
the last couple of minutes of my speech. 

I pay tribute to Willie Rennie—although he is not 
here at the moment— for his persistence on the 
issue, but I am sure that he would, if he were here, 
acknowledge that Labour’s big ask on childcare in 
the early stages of the budget process was crucial 
to the announcement in January about childcare 
for two-year-olds. As with many other policies, we 
cannot absolutely prove that, but we all know that 
that is how politics works. When Opposition 
parties campaign effectively on an issue, 
governments often have to give way. I therefore 
welcome what was announced at that time about 
childcare for two-year-olds, and I welcome the 
previous announcement on 600 hours of provision 
in the Children and Young People (Scotland) Bill. 
The effect of that on women’s participation was 
overstated a little by John Swinney today, but that 
is just one part of it. The child development that 
Willie Rennie emphasised is clearly important as 
well. 

As with the bedroom tax, the Scottish 
Government has not been able to resist making 
childcare, too, a referendum issue. I think that we 
will continue to debate that over the next few 
months. All that I will say about it today is that, if 
there were to be a yes vote, the chances of finding 
more money for childcare in the early years of 
independence would be no better than the 
chances now, so let us get on with it. That is what 
Labour has been saying. We need money up front, 
even if we are going to have increased revenues 
from increased employment thereafter. On that 
other point—which in a sense is the fundamental 
referendum point on childcare in the white paper, 
as I said in a previous debate—the benefits of 
increased employment in Scotland can just as well 
come to Scotland through devolution of income tax 
and fiscal devolution more generally. 

The arguments will go on, but today I will 
concentrate on two things. First, let us implement 
the policies on which we have agreed on the 
bedroom tax and childcare and, finally, let me 
congratulate my front-bench colleagues, who have 
had a superb budget. They have won all the 
demands that they made on the bedroom tax and 
some of the demands that they made on childcare 
for two-year-olds. 

16:13 

John Mason (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP): 
There are a number of measures in the budget 
that we can all be positive about, including some 
topical ones. They include free school meals for 
primaries 1 to 3, the extension of childcare, and 
the most recent move to cover the bedroom tax. I 
accept that the bedroom tax is at the top of the 

political agenda and is probably the highest-profile 
item; it is certainly being debated widely today. If 
we can resolve that situation, a lot of people will 
be happy. 

However, we should not lose sight of other 
aspects of welfare reform that are hitting my 
constituents and, I assume, those of other 
members. They include some strange decisions 
on fitness for work, which my colleague Christina 
McKelvie mentioned, when persons who are 
clearly not fit for work are told that they are. 
Another thing that my constituents face is the 
imposition, for doubtful reasons, of sanctions 
whereby people are suddenly left with no income 
at all. 

It is clear that neither the Scottish Government 
nor the Scottish Parliament is able to mitigate 
those or other aspects of welfare reform, because 
other services would have to suffer seriously in 
compensation. To have control over the full 
welfare budget and the related rules and 
regulations surely has to be a top priority for 
Parliament as we move forward. I would be 
interested to hear from the other parties whether 
they can guarantee that, if Scotland were to vote 
no in September, they would be able to transfer 
welfare powers to this Parliament, under 
devolution. 

It strikes me that this is—I presume—the last 
budget in which we will deal almost exclusively 
with expenditure. Next year, we will be thinking 
about taxation—the landfill tax and the land and 
buildings transaction tax—and the year after that 
we will consider at the very least a share of 
income tax. It is worth remembering that we can 
all agree that a responsible grown-up Parliament 
should have responsibility for taxation and 
expenditure. We will have ample opportunity to 
discuss raising taxes in the future. The Finance 
Committee is looking at the Revenue Scotland and 
Tax Powers Bill, which I find fascinating. 

Professor James Mirrlees was at the Finance 
Committee’s meeting this morning. He takes a 
very high-level view of tax systems. In the lengthy 
Mirrlees review, he refers to a number of features 
of a good tax system and compares them with the 
current UK tax system. In one table that I found 
particularly interesting, under the heading “Taxes 
on earnings”, he said that a good tax system has 

“A progressive income tax with a transparent and coherent 
rate structure”, 

whereas the current UK system has 

“An opaque jumble of different effective rates as a result of 
tapered allowances and a separate National Insurance 
system”. 

We do not look much at the taxes that we raise, so 
I am putting down a marker to the effect that I 
hope that, when we come to next year’s budget 
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and our first discussions of tax as part of a budget, 
the Scottish Parliament will do better than the UK 
has, so far. 

One tax over which we have some influence is 
council tax, so I will mention it; I particularly 
welcome the council tax freeze. Council tax is a 
bad tax to start with because it does not take into 
account ability to pay; for example, pensioners 
who stay in the same house after they retire see 
the cost carrying on as before, despite their 
income being reduced. If councils increase council 
tax, people who are struggling get hit even harder. 

Some people have said that they are relaxed 
about increasing the council tax. I wonder who 
they are. Some of them are people who earn a lot, 
which might include some of us. Council tax is 
easy for them and for people on low incomes who 
perhaps pay no council tax. Some of them would 
like the freeze to stop and more services to be 
provided, but what about the people who are just 
coping and no more? I reckon that a number of 
them are in constituencies such as mine. They are 
ordinary decent hard-working people who have not 
had a pay increase for a while, and whose hours 
might have been cut. They face the fact that most 
costs are rising with inflation and, in the case of 
energy costs, that they are rising much faster than 
inflation. It can make a real difference to those 
people that their council tax has been frozen, so I 
very much welcome the freeze continuing. 

At the risk of repeating last week’s debate on 
the Commonwealth games, I will say how much I 
value the capital expenditure in the budget in the 
past, the present and the future. What a difference 
that spending has made to the east end of 
Glasgow. In preparation for the sports at the 
games, we have the Emirates arena, the Tollcross 
pool upgrade and the hockey centre. They have all 
provided construction jobs, on-going jobs for local 
people and facilities for local people. 

I keep returning to housing. Linked to the 
Commonwealth games is the tremendous boost 
that will come through the games village, which is 
providing jobs, improving the area—as many 
people know, it has struggled—and providing high-
quality homes for local people. 

I also very much welcome transport investment, 
which is providing jobs in construction and making 
it easier for people to travel to jobs. We saw that 
with the M74 completion, and we now have the 
commitment of some £415 million—I believe that 
that is less than the original budget—for the M8, 
M73 and M74 motorway improvements. That is 
very welcome for jobs. 

I very much welcome the budget. Of course, if 
we were not subsidising Westminster to the extent 
that we are, we would have more resources here 
with which to do more. However, that is—sadly—

not currently the case. I congratulate the cabinet 
secretary on the balance that he has achieved 
with tight resources. 

16:19 

Ken Macintosh (Eastwood) (Lab): I read an 
attention-grabbing, if rather depressing, set of 
statistics this week. Over the past three decades, 
real incomes have risen for accountants by 60 per 
cent, for lawyers by 114 per cent and for doctors 
by 153 per cent. In comparison, over the same 
period, incomes have fallen for bakers by 1 per 
cent and for unskilled factory workers by 3 per 
cent. 

The figures reveal that growing inequality is a 
long-standing problem—here in Scotland, in the 
United States, where the issue was the focus of 
President Obama’s state of the union address, 
and across most developed economies. There is 
an accompanying trend, in that less and less of 
our overall economic output goes on wages and 
labour costs and more and more is paid out in 
profits. 

The growing gap that is being created was 
partially hidden when earnings were going up but, 
over the past four years, inflation has outstripped 
pay and most households have felt the cost-of-
living squeeze. It has been particularly hard on 
people at the bottom, for whom rent, fuel and food 
account for a larger share of spending. Price 
increases have hit those people hard, and the 
effect has been compounded by the UK 
Government policy of hikes in taxes on spending 
and cuts to benefits. 

Against that background, I have welcomed not 
one, not two, but three Scottish Government 
announcements over the past few weeks of 
budget negotiations. The first was on the 
allocation of additional funding for childcare, which 
Malcolm Chisholm talked about. It is six years 
since Wendy Alexander and the Labour Party 
outlined our plans to give every child a positive 
start, beginning with an extension of support to 
vulnerable two-year-olds. The Liberal Democrats 
have long shared that ambition and I warmly 
welcome the Scottish Government’s moves in that 
direction. 

I did not agree with everything that Willie Rennie 
said in his speech last night, but I endorse his 
quoting the Nobel prize winner James Heckman, 
who said that investment in a child’s education 
before the age of three is the investment that gets 
the biggest return. I think that most Scots will be 
as pleased as I am that we can share our 
progressive vision. Whatever the outcome of the 
referendum, we can work together, through a 
devolved Scottish Parliament, to deliver the 
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transformational childcare that we want in 
Scotland. 

The second announcement that I welcome is 
the cabinet secretary’s confirmation today that he 
will meet our demand to find the full £50 million 
that will in effect stop the bedroom tax in Scotland. 
That has taken a little longer than we would have 
liked it to take, but the consensus that clearly 
exists among Labour and SNP MSPs—that 
shared anger and frustration at what is an unfair 
penalty on our poorest households—has found its 
political expression. 

I thank everyone who gave voice to their 
frustration and despair at the effect of that punitive 
measure. I thank the individuals who gave their 
testimony to the Parliament’s Welfare Reform 
Committee and the people who led the campaign, 
including Alan Wyllie, whose powerful evidence 
was, I think, a factor in persuading the minister to 
change his mind. I thank Mike Dailly and his 
colleagues from the Govan Law Centre and, of 
course, I thank Jackie Baillie for highlighting what 
can and should be done. 

As the Welfare Reform Committee highlighted in 
its report, 80 per cent of the households that are 
affected by the bedroom tax include a disabled 
adult. In other words, the cut specifically targets 
the most vulnerable people in our society. I know 
that most members would rather that we simply 
got rid of the measure altogether by getting rid of 
the Tory Government, and I know that SNP 
colleagues would like to do that through 
independence. However, today’s announcement 
provides yet another example of why devolution 
works and how it protects Scotland from the worst 
excesses of a Tory Administration. We can say no 
to the bedroom tax, just as devolution allows us to 
say no to market forces in the NHS. 

The final announcement that I welcome is the 
additional £13 million for Scotland’s colleges. 
There is no point in pretending that my welcome 
does not come with a caveat—indeed, several 
caveats. It is tricky to work out the figures exactly, 
but it is fairly clear that the funding will not make 
up for the cuts that have been imposed over the 
past few Scottish budgets. I asked the Scottish 
Parliament information centre about that earlier 
and learned that the £13 million is made up of £6 
million in European social fund money and £7 
million in matched funding from the Scottish 
Further and Higher Education Funding Council—
which might be existing funds. However, the 
money is welcome. The Auditor General for 
Scotland said recently that colleges across 
Scotland faced an overall 11 per cent real-terms 
reduction in revenue grant funding from the 
Scottish Government between 2011-12 and 2014-
15, so the money still leaves colleges short. 

What has that meant in real terms to real 
people? It has meant that more than 140,000 
Scots who might have had the chance to go to 
college this year have been denied that chance. 
That is an incredible and shameful figure. In 2007, 
when the SNP came to power, 380,000 people 
went to college; the number has declined to fewer 
than 240,000. Therefore, although I welcome the 
£13 million, I want to hear that the announcement 
marks a change of direction and that the 
Government will finally put education first. Benefits 
are important in the short term, but what really 
matters in the long term is education. 

I began by talking about what has happened to 
incomes in real terms over the decade—the 
inequality gap that has opened up between 
professional, highly skilled and educated workers, 
and workers who have no or minimal skills. We 
counter inequality and close that gap by investing 
in training, skills and education. Only by improving 
our productivity and building the knowledge 
economy, so that we give people the skills and 
confidence that they need if they are to flourish, 
will we truly prosper in this country. 

16:25 

Jean Urquhart (Highlands and Islands) (Ind): 
As always, I pay tribute not only to the hard work 
of the cabinet secretary in putting together the 
budget but to the efforts of the Finance Committee 
clerking team in helping those of us who are on 
the committee to scrutinise the budget and shed 
some light on the issues at hand. I am pleased to 
have the opportunity to go over some of those 
issues in this stage 3 debate. 

The Scottish Government is to be congratulated 
on producing a positive and ambitious budget 
despite the tough economic environment and 
Westminster’s disastrous austerity agenda. Once 
again, vital components of Scotland’s social 
wage—free prescriptions, free personal care and 
public transport for the elderly, and free university 
education—have been protected. When 
household budgets are being squeezed by rising 
food prices and energy costs, those measures are 
not only welcome but necessary. 

As a member of the Finance Committee, I am 
particularly pleased that the Scottish Government 
has strengthened its commitment to prevention, 
spending to stop social and health problems 
before they start instead of relying on expensive 
cures once it is too late. That philosophy is 
increasingly being followed in Government 
strategy, and the budget includes £30 million over 
two years to support the voluntary sector’s vital 
work in that area. 

However, far too many charities are still being 
given funding settlements for just one year at a 
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time, which makes it hard for them to plan and 
invest in future services. For example, the 
Badenoch & Strathspey Community Transport 
Company, which is extraordinarily good, faces an 
uncertain future despite providing an essential 
service that is well used by hundreds of people 
every week. We need to move to an expectation 
that funding for community projects will be for 
several years at a time, which will create the 
security that these brilliant voluntary sector 
services need and deserve. 

On a more general note, I was pleased to see 
so many parties voting for the principles of the 
budget at stage 1. That is a testament to the 
cabinet secretary’s ability and his determination to 
get the best deal that he can for Scots from all 
walks of life. It also demonstrates that, despite 
differences of opinion on Scotland’s constitutional 
future, a solid majority in this Parliament believe 
that there is such a thing as society, that we 
cannot slash and burn our way to a better 
economy and that a healthy economy is based not 
on how those at the very top weather the storm 
but on how those at the bottom are protected from 
the harsh winds of an economic storm that 
continues to wreak havoc on communities up and 
down Scotland. 

I am still angry that the bedroom tax was 
imposed on Scotland in the first place. I am angry 
that other welfare cuts, which are driven by 
ideology and lack compassion, are causing tens of 
thousands of Scots to turn to food banks. I am 
angry that a party that has been consistently and 
overwhelmingly rejected by the Scottish people for 
years continues to hold the purse strings. No 
matter what sterling work the cabinet secretary is 
able to do within the confines of our financial 
settlement and no matter how much we may agree 
with the second-largest party in this Parliament, 
the fact remains that, until Scotland has the full 
economic powers of any other nation, there is only 
so much that can be done to counteract the me-
first attitude of Westminster’s right-wing orthodoxy. 

At the end of her speech, Jackie Baillie declared 
with great aplomb—I hope that I am quoting her 
correctly— 

“Today we can vote in effect to end the bedroom tax”. 

Well, we cannot. We cannot simply vote to end the 
bedroom tax—that is the point of wanting Scotland 
to have independence. 

Jackie Baillie: Does the member accept that, 
because of the Scottish Government’s actions in 
putting the £50 million on the table, we have 
effectively ended the bedroom tax in Scotland? 

Jean Urquhart: No, I do not accept that at all. 
We have mitigated some of the worst outcomes of 
the bedroom tax, but we have not ended it. In fact, 
Scotland is going to pay dearly, to the tune of 

possibly £50 million from other services, to 
mitigate the bedroom tax. Let nobody be under 
any illusion that we have ended the bedroom tax. 

The Conservative members who have spoken 
so far have pointed out that the cabinet secretary 
has not mentioned business or the economy, and 
they have said that this is not a budget for 
business. However, it seems to me from all the 
reports—those in what I might choose to call the 
English papers as well as those in the Scottish 
papers—that the big issue today is not the 
business community. The biggest issue—the one 
that is hitting everyone’s mailbox—is the bedroom 
tax and its effects on housing associations and 
local authorities. 

I highly recommend the budget. I can only 
repeat what many other members have said: the 
only way to mitigate the bedroom tax is to abolish 
it, and the only way to guarantee that it will be 
abolished is to vote yes on 18 September. The 
budget lays the groundwork for a fairer and more 
prosperous Scotland. I support the Budget 
(Scotland) (No 3) Bill and the Government in its 
efforts to ensure that all future budgets can freely 
set Scotland’s priorities. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I call Chic 
Brodie. You have up to five minutes. 

16:30 

Chic Brodie (South Scotland) (SNP): The 
austerity cut has been matched by a time cut. 

I am delighted to support the Budget (Scotland) 
(No 3) Bill. I will not rehearse all the arguments on 
welfare cuts et cetera. 

In any budget, consideration has to be given not 
just to the current expenditure level—which, at 
present, is reduced—but to future revenue 
streams and economic recovery. The recovery 
that is taking place in Scotland is not a mirage that 
is happening in spite of austerity but a reality that 
has been pursued by finding a way to plan and 
invest for the future. Finding that balance is not 
easy, but the optimisation of future opportunities, 
jobs and revenue has, I believe, been addressed 
as best it can in the straitened circumstances in 
which the budget has been delivered. 

Like its recent predecessors, the budget has a 
focus on innovation, initiative, productivity and 
investment—investment not just in capital but in 
our young people, which is critical. The 
incremental £125 million that has been provided 
since 2012-13, and which is promised through 
2014-15, to support young people into work is 
already working—youth unemployment has fallen 
by 34,000 since December 2011. 

Investment in people—and young people, in 
particular—is critical for our future, but in the 
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present economic circumstances so, too, are 
growing and improving our national asset base. 
The budget increase of £8 billion in capital spend 
over the next two periods is designed to reflect the 
infrastructural benefit at a national level of capital 
investment in national assets, whether that takes 
the form of asset improvement or efficiency 
projects that will feed through from that. 

Investment in employment and training our 
young, in developing efficiency and productivity, 
and in improving revenue-supporting infrastructure 
has been made in this budget in the face of the 
most adverse of circumstances. I am not one of 
those people who believe that the current recovery 
will continue for ever. 

Above all, it is necessary that we invest in the 
creation of wealth and in business and revenue 
opportunities. I give the example of tourism, which 
is an export activity. All this year’s major events—
the homecoming, the Commonwealth games and 
the Ryder cup—will generate income and jobs, 
and investment in them will not be just for this year 
but will be capitalised on in future years. I say, for 
the benefit of the leader of the Opposition, that 
high-level marketing and selling abroad is an 
investment for the future. 

Murdo Fraser: Will the member give way? 

Chic Brodie: I am sorry, but I cannot—I have 
only five minutes. 

Other measures in the budget include business 
rates relief and the retention of the small business 
bonus scheme, which the cabinet secretary 
mentioned; the SME growth programme, which is 
being provided with £38 million of financial support 
and £53 million of financial transaction loan 
facilities; and the Scottish Investment Bank 
support for export and high-growth companies with 
loans from £250,000 to £2 million. 

In addition, there is the continued support for the 
enterprise agencies, which last year had 118 
offers of regional selective assistance accepted, 
with planned capital expenditure of £216 million 
safeguarding nearly 500 jobs and supporting and 
boosting the third sector and social enterprises. 

All that is designed to support an investment-led 
recovery while balancing the needs of an 
austerity-mitigating expenditure programme.  

I am not known for being sycophantic, but this 
cabinet secretary has produced a big square from 
a very small circle—again. As with the bedroom 
tax, this budget has shown that, funnily enough, if 
all of us—this certainly applies to Labour and the 
Lib Dems—work together with the Scottish 
Government in the interests of Scotland, things 
can be so much better.  

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Thank you for 
your brevity. Before we move to the closing 

speeches, I apologise to the member who we 
could not call to speak in the debate.  

16:35 

Gavin Brown: I begin by picking up on an issue 
that has been mentioned several times in the 
debate, first by the cabinet secretary and then by 
others, including Jamie Hepburn. It is a statistic 
that has been used a number of times by the 
Scottish Government over the past couple of 
years. It is the Government’s contention that the 
cost of benefit changes is £4.5 billion. The Scottish 
Government suggests that life would be very 
different if we were to be independent. 

I asked the cabinet secretary, during his 
opening speech, how much of that £4.5 billion-
worth of changes would be reversed were 
Scotland to be independent. I asked that because, 
although the Government says in the white paper 
that there are two or three measures that it would 
reverse, it is silent on all the other measures. 
Apart from that, it says that it would broadly adopt 
the welfare system from the rest of the UK. 

The largest single measure within that £4.5 
billion, which is about a third of it in total, is the 
change from the retail prices index to the 
consumer prices index. Is there any commitment 
from the Scottish Government to reverse that if we 
are to be independent? If not, it needs to take off a 
third of that £4.5 billion when it criticises the 
benefit changes. 

The second largest measure is the changes to 
child benefit. Is there any commitment to reverse 
that decision? I do not think that there is, because 
I heard Christine Grahame ask the First Minister 
about that a couple of months ago and no 
commitment was given. If that is the Scottish 
Government’s position, it cannot complain about 
that sum of money either.  

If we drill down, I would be surprised if there 
was a commitment from the Scottish Government 
to reverse any more than £200 million out of the 
£4.5 billion were we to be independent. I look 
forward to hearing which additional measures it 
would change; otherwise, it is not legitimate for the 
Government to use that figure in future. It knows 
fine well that it would not change most of it if it had 
the power to do so. 

We have said from the outset that this should 
have been a budget about the economy. I 
disagree with Jean Urquhart when she said that 
she did not think that it was the biggest issue. Poll 
after poll shows that at the very top of people’s 
agenda is jobs, growth and the economy. That is 
where our focus ought to be. 

We hear from the Government that, if it had the 
powers, it would set a business tax strategy to 
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stimulate investment. If it is to be taken at its word 
on that, why does it not do that with the tax powers 
that it currently has? I have said before in the 
chamber that I thought that, in its first session of 
government, it had a pretty good innings when it 
came to tax, particularly in relation to the small 
business bonus. However, since becoming a 
majority Government, the position has been very 
different.  

Fergus Ewing: Does Gavin Brown accept that 
we have extended the small business bonus over 
the years and that more than 90,000 small 
businesses now receive the benefit of it and pay 
low or no business rates, to a maximum relief of 
£4,620 per annum? How much lower is that relief 
in England? 

Gavin Brown: The minister always shouts very 
loudly when he does not have a particularly strong 
point to make. As he well knows, the increase to 
the small business bonus in financial terms, in 
terms of this budget, is about £4.5 million. 

The First Minister (Alex Salmond): So what is 
the answer? 

Gavin Brown: If the First Minister will allow me 
to continue, I will tell him. The increase in Barnett 
consequentials that the Government gets is far 
more than £4.5 million; about £80 million to £90 
million of the Barnett consequentials that it gets 
came from business rates.  

What has happened in the SNP’s second term, 
in which it has been a majority Government, is that 
it has brought in the retail levy and empty property 
rates. We have diminished enormously a big 
advantage that we used to have over the rest of 
the UK. There has been a refusal to publish the 
land and building transaction tax rates. We have a 
business incentivisation scheme that has not got 
off the ground at all, with COSLA being blamed for 
that instead of the Scottish Government. And, of 
course, there is the retail rebate, which will be 
brought in south of the border and for which we 
get Barnett consequentials of £29 million next year 
and £39 million the year after. However, Scotland 
has refused to look at it, even though it would 
have boosted the retail sector at a time when that 
was needed and a time when we had a retail levy 
that put the sector in a tougher position here than 
in the rest of the UK.  

The focus of the Scottish Government in this 
budget is not on the economy. There are many 
measures that it could have taken on tax. It could 
have brought back the town centre regeneration 
fund, a popular fund that had support across the 
chamber when it was introduced and which has 
been cited by many SNP back benchers over the 
past 12 months or so. Why are we not doing 
anything about that? 

The focus of most of the debate has been on 
welfare reform. I think that we have exposed some 
of the questions that need to be answered by the 
Scottish Government about that. What exactly has 
the Scottish Government been doing over the past 
12 months? It certainly has not been thinking 
about how it can deal with issues using some of 
the powers that it already has.  

Because there is not a focus on the economy, 
we will not be supporting the budget today. 

16:41 

Jenny Marra (North East Scotland) (Lab): In 
1999, we voted for a Scottish Parliament because 
we recognised that there would be times when we 
would want to do things differently in Scotland. 
Never has that been more significant than right 
now, in relation to the issue of the bedroom tax.  

If passed today, Labour’s amendment will 
mitigate the effects of the bedroom tax in 
Scotland. The amendment follows a series of 
negotiations, which have brought us to the point at 
which the full sum required to mitigate the 
bedroom tax is in the cabinet secretary’s budget.  

In the draft budget, there was nothing for the 
bedroom tax. At stage 1, there was £20 million. 
Now, the full amount—which the Government 
initially said it would be impossible to provide, 
because it would let Westminster off the hook—is 
in the budget. We are glad about that. We did it by 
working together across parties to negotiate a 
common ground.  

Mr Swinney was clear that work remains to be 
done on an alternative scheme in the event of the 
Department for Work and Pensions refusing to lift 
the cap. Discussions between us on this issue 
have, so far, been constructive, and have included 
a willingness on the Government’s part to continue 
to push forward development of that scheme 
together. 

Earlier this afternoon, Jackie Baillie asked the 
cabinet secretary to confirm his willingness to 
continue to meet us, but he did not do so at that 
point. Perhaps he will intervene now to confirm 
that he is willing to continue to meet us and work 
together on the issue. 

John Swinney: I will deal with that in my 
speech. 

Jenny Marra: Thank you, cabinet secretary, for 
saying that you will address that later. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: Please address 
your comments through the chair. 

Jenny Marra: Sorry, Presiding Officer. 

Linda Fabiani questioned the legality of housing 
associations taking measures to mitigate the 
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bedroom tax. East Lothian Housing Association 
has already done that, and the move has been 
approved by lawyers. Renfrewshire Council has 
done something similar, and that move has been 
approved and audited by Audit Scotland. 

Linda Fabiani: I think that the member 
misunderstands my point. I understand what she 
is saying and I know how those moves are 
working. I am concerned about small, community-
based organisations that operate under specific 
rules and whose voluntary committee members 
might be legally liable. I wonder whether the ability 
to write off arrears that are solely attributable to 
the bedroom tax might perhaps mean that arrears 
that were due to other punishing welfare reform 
measures also had to be written off. I am 
concerned that people could end up in trouble, 
and I want to ensure that the possibilities are 
properly investigated. 

Jenny Marra: It is my understanding that East 
Lothian Housing Association has voluntary 
members, but I am sure that the cabinet secretary 
and Labour members who have been working very 
hard on the issue know the ways of managing to 
mitigate the bedroom tax in full. Our amendment 
makes that clear. 

I turn to Murdo Fraser’s comments in the 
debate. He said that his council—Perth and 
Kinross Council—spent only 14 per cent of its 
discretionary housing payments. There must be 
some recognition that some councils have been 
better than others at letting tenants know what 
support is available. Perhaps Murdo Fraser would 
like to take that up with the councils in his region. 

Murdo Fraser also made some comments about 
the local housing allowance. Malcolm Chisholm 
addressed the difference, but I will clarify the 
matter for Murdo Fraser. Let us be clear that we 
are having the debate because the Conservative 
Government imposed the bedroom tax throughout 
the United Kingdom. When civil servants in 
Westminster presented the proposal to Alistair 
Darling when he was chancellor, he handed it 
back to them and said that no Labour Government 
would do it. When they handed the same proposal 
to George Osborne, he grabbed it with both hands 
and imposed the bedroom tax on Scotland and the 
rest of the United Kingdom. 

Murdo Fraser: Can Jenny Marra answer me 
this simple question: does the local housing 
allowance, which was introduced by the Labour 
Party, incorporate an underoccupancy charge—
yes or no? 

Jenny Marra: Malcolm Chisholm’s comments to 
Murdo Fraser were very clear on the point. That 
tax did not affect sitting tenants, which is the key 
difference. Murdo Fraser can try all he likes to 
deflect from his Conservative Government’s policy 

of the bedroom tax, but we know that the 
Conservative Party is responsible for that 
iniquitous tax in Scotland and throughout the 
United Kingdom. 

The Parliament must now not fail those whose 
hopes have been built up in the negotiation by 
falling back on any arguments about the 
constitution or anything else. The interest of Scots 
has been captured by the consensus, and our 
reasoned amendment gives us the chance to 
show that we are capable of putting aside our 
differences for one day in the name of 
permanently mitigating the effects of that 
iniquitous policy in Scotland. 

Simply to oppose the bedroom tax is to maintain 
it. We must walk a different road. We must find a 
different way. That is what the Parliament was 
created to do. When Donald Dewar opened the 
Scottish Parliament in 1999, he said: 

“We will make mistakes. But we will never lose sight of 
what brought us here: the striving to do right by the people 
of Scotland; to respect their priorities; to better their lot; and 
to contribute to the commonweal.” 

When we vote today, let us not simply vote to 
reject the Tory bedroom tax—a mistake in every 
sense. Let us vote to do what really matters: to 
make life a little bit easier for Scots who are 
suffering now.  

With the political will, dedication, time and effort 
of the Scottish Government, we can make the 
effects of the bedroom tax history. The cabinet 
secretary has come this far; we know that he can 
cross the finishing line and deliver. He can ease 
the anxiety of those whose fears are growing, stop 
the worry for those who cannot afford to pay the 
tax, and remove the stigma for those who simply 
want to stay in their homes—the homes in which 
they have lived for years—and the communities 
that they love. He, and we, can better their lot. He 
can build upon the commonweal. 

Let us not rest on the mistakes of others but 
confound them by the strength of the values upon 
which our Parliament is built. 

16:49 

John Swinney: There have been two major 
themes to the debate, and I will address them 
both. The first is a discussion about whether the 
budget is sufficiently focused on delivering the 
economic recovery that is required in Scotland. 
The second concerns the bedroom tax. I will take 
the two in order. 

The Conservatives have been consistent 
throughout the budget process in criticising the 
budget as being insufficient in dealing with the 
economy. I have listened with great care to all the 
contributions from Mr Brown and Mr Fraser during 
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both plenary stages of the budget process; I have 
listened to their suggestions about how the budget 
could be strengthened to make it better—to pass 
the Tory test, if we can put it that way. In the 
course of the two debates they have suggested 
that I should not have applied the retail levy; that I 
should have given a £2,000 bonus to certain pubs 
and shops over a two-year period; and that I 
should have had a town centre regeneration fund. 
That is it. That is all that the Conservative Party 
has come up with as alternative suggestions to the 
measures that I am setting out on the economy. I 
will give way to Mr Brown if he wants to make up 
another list at the last minute. 

Gavin Brown: If the cabinet secretary checks 
the Official Report, he will see that we also made 
suggestions about empty property tax, the 
publication of LBTT rates and, indeed, a big 
extension to the business rates incentivisation 
scheme. He has only mentioned half our 
suggestions. 

John Swinney: My point about business rates 
and the business tax regime is that I want the 
regime in Scotland to be advantageous—to be 
superior to the regime in the rest of the United 
Kingdom. Mr Brown has argued that I should be 
mimicking what goes on in the rest of the UK. 

Alex Johnstone (North East Scotland) (Con): 
Yes, you should. 

John Swinney: Mr Johnstone, the heavyweight 
from the back benches, says that I should be 
mimicking the Conservatives—that I should be 
following them. As I have rehearsed with Mr 
Brown already, that means that I should be leaving 
Parliament to go back up to my office and require 
businesses in Scotland to repay money that we 
have made available to them by having a more 
advantageous business rates regime in Scotland. 

As for the business rates incentivisation 
scheme, I have a letter in front of me that was sent 
to me on 17 June 2013 by the spokesperson for 
resources and capacity at COSLA, Councillor 
Kevin Keenan. In the letter, Mr Keenan asks me 
not to take action on the business rates 
incentivisation scheme until a proper evaluation of 
the full audited figures for 2012-13 are available. 
That evaluation will not be available until spring 
2014, so perhaps Mr Brown— 

Gavin Brown: Will the cabinet secretary give 
way? 

John Swinney: I am being very generous to Mr 
Brown—I will give way again. 

Gavin Brown: The cabinet secretary is indeed 
being very generous. 

That is a policy that the cabinet secretary 
published in 2011. Is he seriously blaming COSLA 
for the fact that nothing has happened since then? 

John Swinney: I am saying that I have made a 
proposal to COSLA and I cannot reach agreement 
with COSLA because it wants to delay until the 
audited figures are available. I am not blaming 
anybody; I am simply explaining that I have not 
managed to reach agreement with COSLA on the 
publication of the numbers. That is the problem 
that is at the heart of the situation. 

Mr Brown told us at stage 1 that he was not 
going to vote for the budget. He has told us at 
stage 3 that he is not going to vote for the budget. 
I will just read to Mr Brown something from the 
Official Report of 4 February 2009—in the good 
old days when Mr Crawford and I worked together 
to keep the Conservatives on the straight and 
narrow when it came to budget issues.  

Mr Derek Brownlee—ah yes, Mr Derek 
Brownlee. We all miss him; that was when we had 
quality in the Conservative Party. Mr Brownlee 
said: 

“As we pointed out last week” 

to the Labour Party and others 

“voting down the budget has serious consequences for 
public services, council tax levels and small businesses.”—
[Official Report, 4 February 2009; c 14658.]  

Was Mr Brownlee not correct? The Conservatives 
are now going to vote against the budget, 
jeopardising public services, council tax levels and 
small businesses. What an absurdity the 
Conservative Party has become. 

Gavin Brown: Will the cabinet secretary give 
way? 

John Swinney: I have to do justice to the other 
issue that arose in the debate. I think that we have 
done enough justice to the Conservative Party and 
its folly. 

On the bedroom tax issue, a lot of points were 
raised about what actions the Government has 
taken to secure the increase in the cap on 
discretionary housing payments. It is important 
that I put this material on the record properly. 

First, I remind members that the bedroom tax 
was introduced in April 2013. Therefore, when 
David Mundell says that we should have taken 
action in the previous three years to deal with the 
consequences of the tax, it takes a little bit of 
imagination to think of how we could have done 
so. The tax has been operating only for the best 
part of 10 months. 

Secondly, on 6 March 2013 my colleague 
Margaret Burgess, the Minister for Housing and 
Welfare, met Lord Freud. I accept that she did not, 
at that meeting, ask for an increase in the cap. 
What she asked for was the abolition of the 
bedroom tax. 
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At a meeting on 18 June 2013, the Deputy First 
Minister met Lord Freud and asked for an increase 
in discretionary housing payments. Thankfully, as 
a result of that meeting, there was an increase in 
those payments, and they were also increased for 
rural local authorities. 

Subsequently, we have been monitoring 
discretionary housing payments, and it has 
become apparent—as has been made clear to 
Parliament—that some local authorities are very 
close to allocating, or have already allocated, all 
the discretionary housing payments that are 
available to them. 

One reason that the cap must be increased is to 
enable better distribution of discretionary housing 
payments to meet the need in the parts of the 
country where such a case load arises. That is 
why we have now asked the DWP to lift the cap—
to enable us to put in more resources to deal with 
the issue. 

One reason that we have not previously asked 
for the cap to be lifted is that my colleagues 
have—quite rightly—been trying to get the DWP to 
put more money into the system. Why? Because 
we should not have to be taking money out of 
devolved public expenditure and putting it into 
mopping up the mess that has been left by the UK 
Government’s welfare reforms. 

In short, my colleagues have focused first on 
securing abolition of the bedroom tax, secondly on 
increasing funding from the DWP to pick up the 
pieces of its mess rather than using our money to 
do so, and thirdly on arguing for an increase in the 
cap. I hope that the cap is increased as a 
consequence of the representations that we have 
made. 

We have taken that action, and I have signalled 
that, if we are unsuccessful in securing an 
increase in the cap, the Government will work to 
put in place an alternative scheme to deal with 
writing off debt that individuals have acquired. I am 
glad that, when I intervened on Iain Gray, he 
confirmed my view that it is better—if at all 
possible—to avoid people getting into debt in the 
first place. The cap must be increased so that we 
can avoid that situation. 

I commend Renfrewshire and East Lothian 
councils for coming up with debt write-off schemes 
as part of their relationships with their social 
tenants. We in Government do not have such a 
relationship; we do not fund those individuals and 
have no direct relationship with them. An 
individual’s debt is held by the authority or the 
housing association. 

I commend the councils’ actions, but I make it 
crystal clear to Parliament that the Government’s 
view is that we must prioritise raising the cap to 
increase discretionary housing payments to 

enable us to avoid people falling into debt, which 
is a disaster for individuals in those social 
circumstances. 

During the debate, many members have said 
that I was wrong to say in my September budget 
statement that I did not want to make provision to 
deal with the tax at that time because it would let 
Westminster “off the hook.” I make no apology for 
that statement to Parliament, because I do not 
believe that it is right and proper for the Scottish 
Government to have to use devolved public 
expenditure to clear up the mess that has been 
created by decisions that are taken elsewhere. I 
find that to be thoroughly unacceptable in 
Scotland. 

I am not the only one who finds that 
unacceptable. Yesterday, in the Welsh Assembly, 
the leader of Plaid Cymru asked the Welsh First 
Minister—who, by the way, is a Labour First 
Minister—whether the Welsh Government will join 
the Scottish Government in calling for a lift in the 
cap on discretionary housing payments. The 
Labour Welsh First Minister said: 

“There is ... the issue of why a devolved Government 
should be paying for what is the responsibility of a non-
devolved Government. There is a sense of hazard there”.—
[Record of Proceedings, National Assembly for Wales, 4 
February 2014.] 

On this one limited occasion, Carwyn Jones says 
it all for me. It is absolutely ridiculous that a 
devolved Parliament should pick up the pieces for 
Westminster. We should have the power to make 
our own decisions and to create a fair welfare 
system for the people of our country. 
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Business Motions 

17:00 

The Presiding Officer (Tricia Marwick): The 
next item of business is consideration of business 
motion S4M-08946, in the name of Joe FitzPatrick, 
on behalf of the Parliamentary Bureau, setting out 
a business programme. 

Motion moved, 

That the Parliament agrees the following programme of 
business— 

Tuesday 18 February 2014 

2.00 pm  Time for Reflection 

followed by  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

followed by  Topical Questions (if selected) 

followed by  Final Stage Debate: The City of 
Edinburgh Council (Leith Links and 
Surplus Fire Fund) Bill 

followed by  European and External Relations 
Committee Debate: Engagement and 
Scrutiny of the Committees of the 
Scottish Parliament on EU policies 

followed by  Business Motions 

followed by  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm  Decision Time 

followed by  Members’ Business 

Wednesday 19 February 2014 

2.00 pm  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

2.00 pm  Portfolio Questions 
Education and Lifelong Learning 

followed by  Stage 3 Proceedings: Children and 
Young People (Scotland) Bill 

followed by  Business Motions 

followed by  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

7.00 pm  Decision Time 

followed by  Members’ Business 

Thursday 20 February 2014 

11.40 am  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

11.40 am  General Questions 

12.00 pm  First Minister’s Questions 

12.30 pm  Members’ Business 

2.30 pm  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

2.30 pm  Stage 1 Debate: Procurement Reform 
(Scotland) Bill 

followed by  Business Motions 

followed by  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm  Decision Time 

Tuesday 25 February 2014 

2.00 pm  Time for Reflection 

followed by  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

followed by  Topical Questions (if selected) 

followed by  Stage 3 Proceedings: Public Bodies 
(Joint Working) (Scotland) Bill 

followed by  Business Motions 

followed by  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm  Decision Time 

followed by Members’ Business 

Wednesday 26 February 2014 

2.00 pm  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

2.00 pm  Portfolio Questions 
Finance,  
Employment and Sustainable Growth 

followed by  Scottish Government Business 

followed by  Business Motions 

followed by  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm  Decision Time 

followed by  Members’ Business 

Thursday 27 February 2014 

11.40 am  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

11.40 am  General Questions 

12.00 pm  First Minister’s Questions 

12.30 pm  Members’ Business 

2.30 pm  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

2.30 pm  Scottish Government Business 

followed by  Business Motions 

followed by  Parliamentary Bureau Motions 

5.00 pm  Decision Time—[Joe FitzPatrick.] 

Motion agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The next item of 
business is consideration of business motion S4M-
08947, in the name of Joe FitzPatrick, on behalf of 
the Parliamentary Bureau, setting out a stage 1 
timetable for the Revenue Scotland and Tax 
Powers Bill. 

Motion moved, 

That the Parliament agrees that consideration of the 
Revenue Scotland and Tax Powers Bill at stage 1 be 
completed by 23 May 2014.—[Joe FitzPatrick.] 

Motion agreed to. 
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Decision Time 

17:01 

The Presiding Officer (Tricia Marwick): There 
are two questions to be put as a result of today’s 
business. 

The first question is, that amendment S4M-
08914.1, in the name of Iain Gray, which seeks to 
amend motion S4M-08914, in the name of John 
Swinney, on the Budget (Scotland) (No 3) Bill, be 
agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 

For 

Adam, George (Paisley) (SNP)  
Adamson, Clare (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Allan, Dr Alasdair (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP)  
Allard, Christian (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Baxter, Jayne (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Beamish, Claudia (South Scotland) (Lab)  
Beattie, Colin (Midlothian North and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Biagi, Marco (Edinburgh Central) (SNP)  
Bibby, Neil (West Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Lothian) (Lab)  
Brodie, Chic (South Scotland) (SNP)  
Brown, Keith (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP)  
Burgess, Margaret (Cunninghame South) (SNP)  
Campbell, Aileen (Clydesdale) (SNP)  
Campbell, Roderick (North East Fife) (SNP)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh Northern and Leith) (Lab)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Irvine Valley) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Almond Valley) (SNP)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perthshire South and Kinross-
shire) (SNP)  
Dey, Graeme (Angus South) (SNP)  
Don, Nigel (Angus North and Mearns) (SNP)  
Dornan, James (Glasgow Cathcart) (SNP)  
Dugdale, Kezia (Lothian) (Lab)  
Eadie, Jim (Edinburgh Southern) (SNP)  
Ewing, Annabelle (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness and Nairn) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (East Kilbride) (SNP)  
Fee, Mary (West Scotland) (Lab)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill and Springburn) (Lab)  
Findlay, Neil (Lothian) (Lab)  
Finnie, John (Highlands and Islands) (Ind)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee City West) (SNP)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Caithness, Sutherland and Ross) (SNP)  
Grahame, Christine (Midlothian South, Tweeddale and 
Lauderdale) (SNP)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Griffin, Mark (Central Scotland) (Lab)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Henry, Hugh (Renfrewshire South) (Lab)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (SNP)  
Hilton, Cara (Dunfermline) (Lab)  
Hume, Jim (South Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Linlithgow) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) (SNP)  

Johnstone, Alison (Lothian) (Green)  
Keir, Colin (Edinburgh Western) (SNP)  
Kelly, James (Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (SNP)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
Lyle, Richard (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh Eastern) (SNP)  
MacDonald, Angus (Falkirk East) (SNP)  
MacDonald, Gordon (Edinburgh Pentlands) (SNP)  
Macdonald, Lewis (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Mackay, Derek (Renfrewshire North and West) (SNP)  
MacKenzie, Mike (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Malik, Hanzala (Glasgow) (Lab)  
Marra, Jenny (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Provan) (Lab)  
Mason, John (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West Scotland) (SNP)  
McAlpine, Joan (South Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney Islands) (LD)  
McCulloch, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Lab)  
McDonald, Mark (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKelvie, Christina (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) 
(SNP)  
McLeod, Aileen (South Scotland) (SNP)  
McLeod, Fiona (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (SNP)  
McMahon, Michael (Uddingston and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McMahon, Siobhan (Central Scotland) (Lab)  
McMillan, Stuart (West Scotland) (SNP)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McTaggart, Anne (Glasgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfriesshire) (Lab)  
Neil, Alex (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP)  
Paterson, Gil (Clydebank and Milngavie) (SNP)  
Pearson, Graeme (South Scotland) (Lab)  
Pentland, John (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
Rennie, Willie (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee City East) (SNP)  
Rowley, Alex (Cowdenbeath) (Lab)  
Russell, Michael (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland Islands) (LD)  
Smith, Drew (Glasgow) (Lab)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banffshire and Buchan Coast) (SNP)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Stewart, Kevin (Aberdeen Central) (SNP)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Southside) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (Perthshire North) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (SNP)  
Torrance, David (Kirkcaldy) (SNP)  
Urquhart, Jean (Highlands and Islands) (Ind)  
Watt, Maureen (Aberdeen South and North Kincardine) 
(SNP)  
Wheelhouse, Paul (South Scotland) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Yousaf, Humza (Glasgow) (SNP) 

Against 

Brown, Gavin (Lothian) (Con)  
Buchanan, Cameron (Lothian) (Con)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West Scotland) (Con)  
Davidson, Ruth (Glasgow) (Con)  
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and West Dumfries) (Con)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Goldie, Annabel (West Scotland) (Con)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Lamont, John (Ettrick, Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
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McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Smith, Liz (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the 
division is: For 108, Against 15, Abstentions 0. 

Amendment agreed to. 

The Presiding Officer: The next question is, 
that motion S4M-08914, in the name of John 
Swinney, on the Budget (Scotland) (No 3) Bill, as 
amended, be agreed to. Are we agreed? 

Members: No. 

The Presiding Officer: There will be a division. 

For 

Adam, George (Paisley) (SNP)  
Adamson, Clare (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Allan, Dr Alasdair (Na h-Eileanan an Iar) (SNP)  
Allard, Christian (North East Scotland) (SNP)  
Baillie, Jackie (Dumbarton) (Lab)  
Baker, Claire (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Baker, Richard (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Baxter, Jayne (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Lab)  
Beamish, Claudia (South Scotland) (Lab)  
Beattie, Colin (Midlothian North and Musselburgh) (SNP)  
Biagi, Marco (Edinburgh Central) (SNP)  
Bibby, Neil (West Scotland) (Lab)  
Boyack, Sarah (Lothian) (Lab)  
Brodie, Chic (South Scotland) (SNP)  
Brown, Keith (Clackmannanshire and Dunblane) (SNP)  
Burgess, Margaret (Cunninghame South) (SNP)  
Campbell, Aileen (Clydesdale) (SNP)  
Campbell, Roderick (North East Fife) (SNP)  
Chisholm, Malcolm (Edinburgh Northern and Leith) (Lab)  
Coffey, Willie (Kilmarnock and Irvine Valley) (SNP)  
Constance, Angela (Almond Valley) (SNP)  
Crawford, Bruce (Stirling) (SNP)  
Cunningham, Roseanna (Perthshire South and Kinross-
shire) (SNP)  
Dey, Graeme (Angus South) (SNP)  
Don, Nigel (Angus North and Mearns) (SNP)  
Dornan, James (Glasgow Cathcart) (SNP)  
Dugdale, Kezia (Lothian) (Lab)  
Eadie, Jim (Edinburgh Southern) (SNP)  
Ewing, Annabelle (Mid Scotland and Fife) (SNP)  
Ewing, Fergus (Inverness and Nairn) (SNP)  
Fabiani, Linda (East Kilbride) (SNP)  
Fee, Mary (West Scotland) (Lab)  
Ferguson, Patricia (Glasgow Maryhill and Springburn) (Lab)  
Findlay, Neil (Lothian) (Lab)  
Finnie, John (Highlands and Islands) (Ind)  
FitzPatrick, Joe (Dundee City West) (SNP)  
Gibson, Kenneth (Cunninghame North) (SNP)  
Gibson, Rob (Caithness, Sutherland and Ross) (SNP)  
Grahame, Christine (Midlothian South, Tweeddale and 
Lauderdale) (SNP)  
Grant, Rhoda (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Gray, Iain (East Lothian) (Lab)  
Griffin, Mark (Central Scotland) (Lab)  
Harvie, Patrick (Glasgow) (Green)  
Henry, Hugh (Renfrewshire South) (Lab)  
Hepburn, Jamie (Cumbernauld and Kilsyth) (SNP)  
Hilton, Cara (Dunfermline) (Lab)  
Hume, Jim (South Scotland) (LD)  
Hyslop, Fiona (Linlithgow) (SNP)  
Ingram, Adam (Carrick, Cumnock and Doon Valley) (SNP)  

Johnstone, Alison (Lothian) (Green)  
Keir, Colin (Edinburgh Western) (SNP)  
Kelly, James (Rutherglen) (Lab)  
Kidd, Bill (Glasgow Anniesland) (SNP)  
Lamont, Johann (Glasgow Pollok) (Lab)  
Lochhead, Richard (Moray) (SNP)  
Lyle, Richard (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
MacAskill, Kenny (Edinburgh Eastern) (SNP)  
MacDonald, Angus (Falkirk East) (SNP)  
MacDonald, Gordon (Edinburgh Pentlands) (SNP)  
Macdonald, Lewis (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Macintosh, Ken (Eastwood) (Lab)  
Mackay, Derek (Renfrewshire North and West) (SNP)  
MacKenzie, Mike (Highlands and Islands) (SNP)  
Malik, Hanzala (Glasgow) (Lab)  
Marra, Jenny (North East Scotland) (Lab)  
Martin, Paul (Glasgow Provan) (Lab)  
Mason, John (Glasgow Shettleston) (SNP)  
Matheson, Michael (Falkirk West) (SNP)  
Maxwell, Stewart (West Scotland) (SNP)  
McAlpine, Joan (South Scotland) (SNP)  
McArthur, Liam (Orkney Islands) (LD)  
McCulloch, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Lab)  
McDonald, Mark (Aberdeen Donside) (SNP)  
McInnes, Alison (North East Scotland) (LD)  
McKelvie, Christina (Hamilton, Larkhall and Stonehouse) 
(SNP)  
McLeod, Aileen (South Scotland) (SNP)  
McLeod, Fiona (Strathkelvin and Bearsden) (SNP)  
McMahon, Michael (Uddingston and Bellshill) (Lab)  
McMahon, Siobhan (Central Scotland) (Lab)  
McMillan, Stuart (West Scotland) (SNP)  
McNeil, Duncan (Greenock and Inverclyde) (Lab)  
McTaggart, Anne (Glasgow) (Lab)  
Murray, Elaine (Dumfriesshire) (Lab)  
Neil, Alex (Airdrie and Shotts) (SNP)  
Paterson, Gil (Clydebank and Milngavie) (SNP)  
Pearson, Graeme (South Scotland) (Lab)  
Pentland, John (Motherwell and Wishaw) (Lab)  
Rennie, Willie (Mid Scotland and Fife) (LD)  
Robison, Shona (Dundee City East) (SNP)  
Rowley, Alex (Cowdenbeath) (Lab)  
Russell, Michael (Argyll and Bute) (SNP)  
Salmond, Alex (Aberdeenshire East) (SNP)  
Scott, Tavish (Shetland Islands) (LD)  
Smith, Drew (Glasgow) (Lab)  
Smith, Elaine (Coatbridge and Chryston) (Lab)  
Stevenson, Stewart (Banffshire and Buchan Coast) (SNP)  
Stewart, David (Highlands and Islands) (Lab)  
Stewart, Kevin (Aberdeen Central) (SNP)  
Sturgeon, Nicola (Glasgow Southside) (SNP)  
Swinney, John (Perthshire North) (SNP)  
Thompson, Dave (Skye, Lochaber and Badenoch) (SNP)  
Torrance, David (Kirkcaldy) (SNP)  
Urquhart, Jean (Highlands and Islands) (Ind)  
Watt, Maureen (Aberdeen South and North Kincardine) 
(SNP)  
Wheelhouse, Paul (South Scotland) (SNP)  
White, Sandra (Glasgow Kelvin) (SNP)  
Wilson, John (Central Scotland) (SNP)  
Yousaf, Humza (Glasgow) (SNP) 

Against 

Brown, Gavin (Lothian) (Con)  
Buchanan, Cameron (Lothian) (Con)  
Carlaw, Jackson (West Scotland) (Con)  
Davidson, Ruth (Glasgow) (Con)  
Fergusson, Alex (Galloway and West Dumfries) (Con)  
Fraser, Murdo (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con)  
Goldie, Annabel (West Scotland) (Con)  
Johnstone, Alex (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Lamont, John (Ettrick, Roxburgh and Berwickshire) (Con)  
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McGrigor, Jamie (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Milne, Nanette (North East Scotland) (Con)  
Mitchell, Margaret (Central Scotland) (Con)  
Scanlon, Mary (Highlands and Islands) (Con)  
Scott, John (Ayr) (Con)  
Smith, Liz (Mid Scotland and Fife) (Con) 

The Presiding Officer: The result of the 
division is: For 108, Against 15, Abstentions 0. 

Motion, as amended, agreed to, 

That the Parliament agrees that the Budget (Scotland) 
(No.3) Bill be passed but, in so doing, considers that funds 
be allocated in the total amount needed to fully mitigate the 
so-called bedroom tax in Scotland through discretionary 
housing payments and, if necessary, other schemes 
administered by local authorities and housing associations 
to ensure that no tenant need face eviction as a result of 
the bedroom tax. 

[Applause.] 

The Presiding Officer: That concludes decision 
time. 

Female Genital Mutilation 

The Deputy Presiding Officer (Elaine Smith): 
The final item of business is a members’ business 
debate on motion S4M-08729, in the name of 
Jenny Marra, on the international day of zero 
tolerance for female genital mutilation. The debate 
will be concluded without any question being put. 

Motion debated, 

That the Parliament notes that 6 February is International 
Day of Zero Tolerance to Female Genital Mutilation; 
considers that female genital mutilation is a severe abuse 
of human rights, in which women and girls can have their 
clitoris and labia cut and their vagina sewn up; understands 
that there are 3,000 women and girls at risk from female 
genital mutilation in Scotland and that this number is due to 
rise according to new population estimates in the 2011 
census; understands that there has not been one single 
police report, prosecution or conviction for female genital 
mutilation despite renewed legislation passed by the 
Parliament in 2005; notes the Scottish Government’s 
commitment to fund a scoping exercise to assess the scale 
of female genital mutilation across Scotland, and notes 
calls for this exercise to be comprehensive yet swift and to 
result in a further commitment for tangible action to tackle 
the human rights abuse of female genital mutilation in 
Scotland and protect those women and girls at risk of harm 
from what it considers this torture. 

17:05 

Jenny Marra (North East Scotland) (Lab): 
Tomorrow is international day of zero tolerance for 
female genital mutilation: a day when the world will 
take a stand against child torture, the heinous 
physical abuse of women and a practice that has 
no place in society yet unfortunately still affects far 
too many across the globe today. The World 
Health Organization estimates that between 120 
million and 140 million women worldwide have 
been subject to female genital mutilation and that 
every year another 3 million girls become at risk of 
the procedure, which partially or wholly removes 
or injures their genitalia, for non-medical, mainly 
faith or tradition-based reasons. 

I am glad that we have the opportunity today to 
add our opposition to that barbaric act in Scotland, 
because Scotland is by no means immune to it. 
The Scottish Government estimates that as many 
as 3,000 girls in Scotland are at risk from female 
genital mutilation, and that number is set to grow 
with the new census population estimates. 

Let us be clear: even if only one girl in Scotland 
was at risk from that torture, we must surely 
acknowledge that the severity of the crime still 
warrants robust action. However, with 3,000 girls 
identified as possible targets of torture in our 
communities, it is absolutely astonishing that there 
have been no police reports filed with the 
Procurator Fiscal Service, no prosecutions and not 
one conviction for female genital mutilation in 
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nearly 30 years of criminal law against it in this 
country. 

The Minister for Commonwealth Games and 
Sport (Shona Robison): I hear what Jenny Marra 
says, but the same is true for England and Wales, 
where the population is nearly 10 times that. I 
hope that she is not suggesting that there is 
something strange about the prosecution system 
in Scotland. The issue is very difficult to bring 
forward; I hope that the member accepts that the 
same is the case in England and Wales. It is a 
very sensitive issue. 

Jenny Marra: I do not think that I made any 
comparison with the situation in England and 
Wales. I am talking about the jurisdiction that we 
represent in Scotland. Our criminal law has law 
against female genital mutilation. In 2005, this 
Parliament re-established that law and made FGM 
an extraterritorial crime also. I am just talking 
about the people whom we represent in this 
Parliament. 

Female genital mutilation has been illegal 
across the United Kingdom and Scotland since 
1985. It was criminalised again in Scotland by the 
Prohibition of Female Genital Mutilation (Scotland) 
Act 2005. It would be remiss of us if the starting 
point in this debate was not to acknowledge that, 
despite the best will with which those acts were 
passed, our laws have failed to protect thousands 
of children at risk of torture in Scotland. That is 
because even the best laws in the world become 
but lines on paper if they are not respected, 
enforced and given the resource to be effective. 

The Equal Opportunities Committee’s inquiry 
into FGM, which is taking place now, has shown 
that much of what we know about FGM in 
Scotland is based on nothing more than anecdotal 
evidence. We have two ways of looking at FGM. 
First, we can say that because we know so little, it 
is unlikely that FGM is a serious problem. 
Secondly, we can take the view that, yes, we know 
little, but we will not risk the lives and long-term 
health of children and women in the hope that 
FGM is not as widespread as the numbers of 
those who are at risk would have us believe. 

We can and must do better for those who have 
undergone FGM in Scotland, even if that means 
engaging with what the minister has described as 
the very sensitive issues of culture, race and the 
bodies of young girls. 

Bruce Crawford (Stirling) (SNP): I am very 
interested in what Jenny Marra has said, but she 
will have to forgive me if I show my ignorance in 
asking this question—I just do not know the 
answer to it. How many complaints about this 
practice have been made to the police? If we knew 
that, it would help me to understand the scale of 
the problem that we face in the justice system. 

Jenny Marra: Bruce Crawford asks a good 
question. I have lodged several parliamentary 
questions about the amount of information that the 
police have on this matter. Not one police report 
has been filed with the procurator fiscal. It is my 
understanding that the police work with 
communities on this but my point is that more 
needs to be done; indeed, the purpose of this 
debate is to see what more can be done. We know 
that 3,000 women—and with the new census 
figures, possibly more—are at risk in Scotland, 
and this child torture in our communities continues 
to happen. For that reason, we must do more. 

We must work with communities that we know 
are engaged with FGM to challenge the deeply 
ingrained perception that it is okay to mutilate 
children in the name of faith or tradition. Although 
it is important to do that through partnership 
working, education and building trust, it cannot 
also mean maintaining our woeful record of 
enforcing the law in this area—a law that I repeat 
is against child torture in Scotland. 

Our public health, immigration and social 
services must work together better in partnership 
to provide services for FGM survivors. After all, 
unless we build an environment where women and 
girls feel safe in coming forward and unless we 
create a viable alternative to undergoing the 
procedure in the first place, we will never be able 
to start identifying and reducing the risk. 

The Scottish Government must lead the way in 
co-ordinating Scotland’s approach and response 
to FGM. Without leadership, direction and a 
continuing focus on resources for tackling the 
problem, we will not be able to turn the trend of 
growing risk around for the better. Although I 
warmly welcome the Government’s funding for a 
scoping exercise on the extent of FGM in Scotland 
as an important first step on the road to bettering 
our approach, that exercise must be the beginning 
not the end of our efforts. As a result, I ask the 
Scottish Government to present the exercise’s 
findings to Parliament this spring along with an 
action plan for tackling FGM and details of the 
resources that will be dedicated to it. The size and 
scale of the challenge of FGM is such that we 
must keep it in constant focus. By committing to 
that action plan before Parliament tonight, the 
Government can acknowledge its role in leading 
that cause that and action. 

There is no role for torture in Scotland’s 
communities—and that is exactly what FGM is. It 
is child torture in our communities, and there is 
simply no role for child abuse. Our laws have 
failed these children and we must now rededicate 
ourselves to making them work. I hope that tonight 
the Government will commit to taking the action 
that I have suggested and that when we return to 
this chamber on next year’s international day of 
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zero tolerance for FGM we have a more 
successful story to tell. 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: A number of 
members wish to speak in the debate and I hope 
to get everyone in. I therefore ask for four-minute 
speeches. 

17:13 

Kenneth Gibson (Cunninghame North) 
(SNP): I congratulate Jenny Marra on securing the 
debate and on her opening speech. 

Female genital mutilation is abhorrent. More 
than 12 years ago, on 10 December 2001, I 
lodged a parliamentary motion condemning the 
practice and I find it shocking that it continues to 
be such a huge issue. 

Many cultures in Africa, Asia, South America 
and the middle east condone and encourage the 
partial or total removal of the external female 
genitalia and other injuries to the female genital 
organs for non-medical reasons, supposedly to 
preserve a young woman’s purity in their society. 
The procedure is often carried out without 
anaesthesia, sterile tools or medication to help the 
child heal. Parents force their daughters to have 
their genitals mutilated when they are as young as 
only a few weeks old to improve the likelihood of a 
favourable marriage and to enhance the family’s 
prosperity and status. 

Those cultures believe that the practice will 
prevent their young women from having sex 
outside marriage and keep them pure for their 
future husband. Of course, in patriarchal societies, 
there is no such imposition on men. The horrible 
tradition is enforced and perpetuated by women 
who see the ritual as an essential part of 
becoming a woman and a legitimate member of 
the community. 

Leaders of different faiths have rejected FGM, 
although some communities believe that it is done 
for religious reasons. In Niger, 55 per cent of 
Christian girls and women have undergone the 
practice, compared with only 2 per cent of Muslim 
girls and women. In Togo, 21 per cent of Muslim 
girls and women have undergone FGM, compared 
with only 1 per cent of Christian girls and women. 
That shows how the practice differs even within 
religious groups and that it is not as faith based as 
might be assumed. 

Although those cultures see the practice as an 
essential part of a woman’s life, female genital 
mutilation is an inhumane and repressive practice 
that is done to young females to suppress their 
sexuality and control their bodies. The cruel 
practice of FGM can cause many adverse health 
problems for the victim throughout her lifetime. 
When the procedure is first performed, the girl is at 

high risk of having severe pain, shock, bleeding, 
bacterial infection, injury to nearby tissue and 
psychological damage that is comparable to post-
traumatic stress disorder. In the long term, girls 
and women who suffered the procedure often 
suffer recurrent bladder and urinary tract 
infections, cysts, infertility and complications 
during intercourse and childbirth. Forced female 
circumcision is a human rights violation, child 
abuse, torture and demeaning to the female 
population. 

Even in 19th century Britain and America, 
funnily enough—it is not funny in an amusing 
sense; I should say “strangely”—FGM was 
considered a cure for women with a variety of 
clinical diagnoses. Again, that was in an era in 
which women’s sexuality was often severely 
suppressed. 

The ritual may still be practised by minority 
ethnic groups that have immigrated to Scotland 
and have the cultural pressure to uphold the 
tradition. However, as Jenny Marra pointed out, 
two acts have outlawed the practice. The 
Prohibition of Female Genital Mutilation (Scotland) 
Act 2005 furthered provisions to make it illegal, 
following the Prohibition of Female Circumcision 
Act 1985, and ensured that the practice could 
result in a prison term of five to 14 years. Not one 
case has been brought, of course, although I 
understand that 10 have officially been reported. 

Many woman and children who have undergone 
painful mutilation may be too frightened or 
ashamed to speak out about the harm that has 
been done to them, as they face pressure from 
within their cultural group to remain silent and fear 
the stigma that could be placed on them by those 
who do not share their cultural identity. 

Tomorrow is the international day of zero 
tolerance for female genital mutilation. People in 
Scotland and countries around the world will 
gather to show that they will not stand idly by and 
permit the horrible practice to continue. Advocacy 
groups have attempted to eliminate the inhumane 
practice over the past four decades and they 
continue to work, often in very difficult conditions. 

Our country cannot be seen to have a soft 
stance on female circumcision. It is, of course, 
alleged that it takes place here, although we want 
to hear more evidence that it does. It is a form of 
racism to stand by and let it happen to people from 
ethnic minorities when we would not tolerate it in 
other groups. Everyone’s individual rights and 
freedoms should be equally protected, and more 
needs to be done to stop people subjecting their 
daughters, granddaughters and nieces to that 
horrible and scarring torture. 

I had more to say, but I realise that other 
members wish to speak, so I will conclude there. 
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17:18 

Nanette Milne (North East Scotland) (Con): I, 
too, commend Jenny Marra for securing this 
debate to mark the international day of zero 
tolerance for female genital mutilation. 

It came as something of a shock to me to learn, 
nearly 30 years after the 1985 Conservative 
Westminster Government outlawed the practice of 
female circumcision, as it was euphemistically 
called then, and nine years after the Scottish 
Parliament legislated against FGM, that there has 
not been a single police report, prosecution or 
conviction for that brutal assault on young women 
and girls from certain ethnic communities. 

I was a member of the Equal Opportunities 
Committee that took evidence at stage 1 of the 
Prohibition of Female Genital Mutilation (Scotland) 
Bill in 2005. I remember the witnesses’ harrowing 
accounts of the agonising procedures, often 
performed without anaesthetic and using dirty, 
makeshift and shared instruments, that are 
endured by the victims of FGM. As Kenneth 
Gibson said, those girls and young women can 
suffer from serious immediate health 
consequences, such as severe shock, pain and 
bleeding, which may be fatal, and they often get 
urine retention and localised infection. Long-term 
obstetric and gynaecological problems, urinary 
tract infections and incontinence can cause severe 
suffering, and the psychological consequences of 
FGM can ruin the lives of many victims. 

Sadly, FGM is a deep-seated cultural practice in 
several African countries and in the middle east 
and Asia. Its increasing appearance in the western 
world is usually in immigrant and refugee 
populations. In that respect, as we have heard, 
3,000 women and girls are at risk in Scotland 
today, and that number is likely to rise. 

FGM is not a requirement of any religion but 
rather is seen as a rite of passage to womanhood 
and a requirement for marriageability. Hard though 
it is for us to believe, it is often done at the hands 
of the older women in a community who have 
themselves undergone FGM. To them, it is a 
necessary ritual; an act of love to ensure the best 
future for their daughters and granddaughters. It is 
difficult to run it to ground, because the practice is 
kept very private within communities and, because 
relatives are often involved, statistics are hard to 
come by. 

As I said in 2005 at stage 3 of the Prohibition of 
Female Genital Mutilation (Scotland) Bill, it will 
probably take generations to eradicate the practice 
and it will require education reinforced by law to 
overcome such an entrenched custom. I felt at the 
time that, although the new law was unlikely to 
lead to many prosecutions, it should serve to raise 
awareness within the communities affected and 

that, if coupled with education within those 
communities and the work of health, education 
and social work professionals, it would become 
more widely recognised. 

To hear that nine years later we are no further 
on is really quite depressing, so I am pleased to 
learn that the Scottish Government is now 
committed, with the Scottish Refugee Council, to 
trying to assess the actual scale of FGM across 
Scotland. The violation of a significant, if small, 
section of our society should not be tolerated. 
Urgent action needs to be taken to protect those 
vulnerable people from the barbaric customs, 
endemic in their communities, that are a serious 
abuse of their human rights. Indeed, FGM should 
not be tolerated anywhere in the world in the 21st 
century and its eradication must be tackled on an 
international scale. 

A country like Scotland must not simply pay lip 
service to the international day of zero tolerance 
for FGM. We must make serious efforts to find the 
perpetrators of this brutal practice and to enforce 
the 2005 act so that the relatively small number of 
very vulnerable people in some of Scotland’s 
ethnic communities who are at risk of female 
genital mutilation can receive the legal protection 
that they deserve as our fellow citizens. 

I thank Jenny Marra for alerting us to the lack of 
progress to date on eliminating this awful practice 
and for her sustained efforts to help its victims and 
those who are currently at risk of being made to 
endure the severe personal traumas of FGM. 

17:22 

Malcolm Chisholm (Edinburgh Northern and 
Leith) (Lab): I congratulate Jenny Marra on 
lodging her important motion and I commend the 
passionate and empathetic way in which she has 
championed this and other causes. 

Female genital mutilation is an appalling human 
rights abuse that we must do everything that we 
can to completely eradicate. I believe that we must 
approach it with the right kind of cultural 
sensitivity—not the kind that turns a blind eye to 
human rights abuses and becomes a kind of 
racism, as Kenny Gibson said, when taken to 
extremes. I am a great admirer of multiculturalism 
in general, but human rights always trump 
multiculturalism and we cannot make an exception 
for any groups of people. 

The kind of cultural sensitivity that I have in 
mind is, first, a recognition that the problem of 
FGM exists to a significant extent in certain 
communities and, secondly, a recognition that 
effective action comes from working on the front 
line with the communities affected in ways that 
have a chance of being effective. We must 
therefore support organisations doing front-line 
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work. I certainly know of one organisation that has 
been doing such work. I hope that the Government 
will continue to give it and any other front-line 
organisations the support that they need. It is only 
by doing that front-line work that it is possible to 
uncover the extent of this crime, because it is a 
crime that in many cases is hidden. However, we 
must believe the estimates that have been made 
on the basis of the census, which lead to the 
conclusion that there are 3,000 to 4,000 girls at 
risk in Scotland at present. 

John Finnie (Highlands and Islands) (Ind): 
Does the member acknowledge that key to dealing 
with the problem is using the correct terminology? 
In a lot of communities in which FGM takes place 
the words “female genital mutilation” mean 
nothing, because the communities use 
euphemisms. For instance, I understand that one 
of them refers to a child being taken to a party. It is 
key to communicate in people’s own language, in 
every respect. 

Malcolm Chisholm: I entirely agree with that. In 
a way, that is a good example of the positive 
cultural sensitivity that I have in mind. It is 
important that people who work on the front line 
understand how they can work effectively with 
people in the communities that are affected and 
how they can gain their confidence and possibly 
make progress. 

Mainstream services are also crucial, and they 
need to link up with each other as well as with the 
front-line organisations that I mentioned. The 
health service is clearly crucial. I am told that 
women survivors are not getting the healthcare 
that they need and, in many cases, they are not 
identified at all. Health professionals in general 
need training so that they can ask the required 
questions and give examinations when that is 
appropriate. Midwives are particularly important, 
so I am glad that the minister mentioned the Royal 
College of Midwives in recent announcements on 
the matter. It has a report about identifying, 
recording and reporting the issue, and I know that 
Gillian Smith of the RCM is doing some work on 
that at present. That is clearly important. 

Passing on information is also an important part 
of the work, as this is a child protection issue and 
those who are at risk must be regarded as such. I 
noticed that Chief Superintendent Gill Imery said 
recently that all children of FGM survivors should 
be on the child protection register. I do not know 
whether there could be exceptions where people 
are confident that the children are not at risk, but 
we should listen seriously to what she is saying. 
The police in general are clearly important in this 
regard. Other agencies must work closely with 
them, and when information is passed on to the 
police they must be prepared to take serious 
action. 

The minister mentioned England. There was an 
interesting report about England in The Times on 
Friday, and one issue that was mentioned was 
that there is to be an investigation of the police in 
England to see whether they are doing everything 
that is required. The other big issue in the English 
context that was highlighted in that article was the 
failure of schools to play a role as well. All the 
agencies are important. The scoping exercise is a 
good start, but only if it leads to action, so I 
support Jenny Marra’s call for an action 
programme following that piece of work. 

17:27 

Alison McInnes (North East Scotland) (LD): I, 
too, congratulate Jenny Marra on securing this 
important debate. On the eve of the international 
day of zero tolerance for female genital mutilation, 
which is sponsored by the United Nations, I add 
my voice to those who are calling for an end to this 
most brutal abuse of girls and women. 

FGM is recognised internationally as a violation 
of the human rights of girls and women. It reflects 
deep-rooted inequality between the sexes, and it 
constitutes an extreme and brutal form of 
discrimination against women. It is nearly always 
carried out on minors and is a violation of 
children’s rights. The practice also violates a 
person’s rights to health, security and physical 
integrity, the right to be free from torture and cruel, 
inhuman or degrading treatment, and indeed the 
right to life when the procedure results in death. 

According to UNICEF, more than 125 million 
women worldwide are living with the 
consequences of FGM. They are concentrated in 
countries across western, central and eastern 
Africa, but FGM is also practised in communities in 
the middle east, Asia and the Americas and in 
diaspora communities all over the world.  

FGM is usually performed on children. In 50 per 
cent of practising countries, girls undergo FGM 
before the age of five. As others have said, it is 
generally carried out by unskilled practitioners who 
use unsterilised instruments and no anaesthetic, 
risking potentially lethal infection. Other 
consequences include severe pain during 
urination, menstruation, sexual intercourse and 
childbirth and, of course, psychological trauma. 

This systematic violation of women’s rights has 
for too long been a taboo subject, but throughout 
the world calls for an end to FGM are gaining 
strength. In 2012, under the leadership of the 
African group and with strong European Union 
support, the general assembly of the United 
Nations adopted a landmark resolution. In March 
2013, my Liberal Democrat colleague Lynne 
Featherstone, the Parliamentary Under Secretary 
of State for International Development, announced 
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the biggest ever international investment—£35 
million—in eradicating the practice. In November 
last year, the European Commission released an 
action plan on ending female genital mutilation. 

 There is growing momentum for change, but we 
must take action here in Scotland, too. As others 
have said, the Scottish Government has estimated 
that at least 3,000 women and girls are at risk 
here. That is based on a pro rata estimate. 
Nevertheless, that working estimate exposes a 
lamentable and much-neglected child protection 
issue for Scotland to tackle. 

As other members have said, FGM has been a 
specific criminal offence in the UK since 1985, yet 
there has not been a single prosecution. A recent 
BBC programme revealed that the majority of 
health boards cannot say how many cases they 
have encountered, less than a third of our councils 
have local guidelines on FGM, and the police have 
had no referrals from health boards. How can that 
be? 

According to 17-year-old Fahma Mohamed from 
Bristol, who is leading The Guardian’s campaign 
to end FGM, that is because 

“People just don’t talk about it, doctors don’t check for it 
and teachers don’t teach it”. 

She is campaigning for our schools to do more. 
She says: 

“We need to act now. Many girls are sent away to be cut 
over the summer holidays. Some are cut at home. They call 
it the ‘cutting season’. If every headteacher was given the 
information they need to talk about FGM to students and 
parents we could reach every girl who is at risk before the 
holidays. We could convince families not to send their 
daughters to be cut and we can help girls who are at risk. 
We could break the cycle so the next generation is safe.” 

She is right. The legal framework and enforcement 
are important, but they are not sufficient to end 
FGM—changes in attitudes and beliefs in the 
affected communities will be key. 

Most survivors of FGM need help to cope with 
the short and long-term consequences of the 
procedure. Giving them adequate support would 
help to raise their awareness of the damaging 
health consequences of the practice. 

Some countries, such as Belgium, France and 
Italy, have set up health centres that specialise in 
the care of victims. Health professionals are best 
placed to lead on identification, prevention and 
treatment, but we should draw together many 
partners in education, social services, the Crown 
Office and Procurator Fiscal Service and the 
police, as well as in minority ethnic women’s 
organisations that are working to raise awareness, 
such as Saheliya, the Dignity Alert and Research 
Forum, Shakti Women’s Aid and the Scottish 
Refugee Council. 

Jenny Marra rose— 

Alison McInnes: Do I have time to take an 
intervention, Presiding Officer? 

The Deputy Presiding Officer: I ask Jenny 
Marra to be brief. 

Jenny Marra: Does Alison McInnes agree that it 
might be an idea for the Scottish Government to 
send information packs to every headteacher in 
the country to outline the risks and the times of 
year that she referred to, so that schools have that 
information? 

Alison McInnes: I certainly hope that the 
minister will reflect on and learn from that idea. 

The Scottish Government must show leadership 
by ensuring that it empowers and resources the 
robust and sustained multidisciplinary response 
that is required to end the risk for children who are 
living in Scotland. Girls and women in Scotland 
and around the world have the right to control over 
their own bodies and the right to live a life that is 
free from the fear of violence. 

17:32 

Hanzala Malik (Glasgow) (Lab): I thank Jenny 
Marra for bringing this important debate to the 
chamber. The cause is worthy. 

The international day of zero tolerance for 
female genital mutilation is an important marking 
point. The minister took an auto-defence 
approach, but I make it clear that we do not blame 
her personally. What we say is meant not as 
criticism but as comments on how to go forward. I 
hope that she accepts what is said in that spirit. 

In 2013, UNICEF established that more than 
125 million women and girls from 29 countries 
worldwide have been affected by female genital 
mutilation. The origin of the practices is unclear, 
but it is clear that they have been undertaken for 
thousands of years and that they will not 
disappear overnight. 

The point of having an international day of zero 
tolerance for FGM is to take a strong approach 
and share the information that we have. We will 
learn from that and tackle the problem in Africa, 
Asia and Europe—including the United Kingdom—
and in other parts of the world. 

A constituent brought FGM to my attention when 
I became an MSP. I was horrified and disturbed, to 
be frank, when I began to read about it. I come 
from a culture in which I saw circumcision and 
various other mutilations that happen as a child, 
but I was particularly disturbed by FGM and by the 
fact that it is happening to very young girls. They 
have no choice and not only are they scarred for 
life but they might develop health complications, 
which they cannot do anything about, because the 
procedures are irreversible. 
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I therefore feel very strongly about the issue, 
and I have discussed it with many people. I have 
picked up clearly that the issue is kept very close 
in the community and that a lot of pressure is 
applied to young people, who are told that FGM is 
a must for them and they should not talk about it 
because people will not understand. Various 
excuses are used. The young girls are told that 
they will be unclean and not pure if they do not go 
through the process. They are almost made to feel 
that it is something to be proud of and they must 
have it done.  

That is a ridiculous attitude, but people have 
practised FGM for so long that they believe that 
what they are doing is right. That is why it is 
important that we have stiff sentences for people 
who put our young through such an experience—
and they are our young; there are young Scots 
who live here and who have to go through the 
experience. 

I spoke to a doctor from Kurdistan, who actively 
campaigns on the issue. He told me that he had 
been surprised to find that FGM is widespread in 
Iraq and in particular in Kurdistan. He said that the 
Government there has taken robust steps to deal 
with the issue, through public information and 
conferences and by talking about the matter on 
television. Most important, the Government has 
sent out the right signal by outlawing the practice. 
That was a brave step for the country to take. 

Although we are part of the way there, in that we 
have already legislated, it is unfortunate that we 
have not grasped how to penetrate communities 
and protect people. I have heard some good ideas 
about sharing information in schools and setting 
up a task force to deal with the issue more 
robustly, and I hope that by next year we will have 
had some success—I am not holding the minister 
responsible today, as I said, but I will certainly do 
so in a year’s time if there has been no success. 

It is important that we send out the right signal 
and tell our young that the Government cares for 
them and will take all necessary measures to 
ensure their health, safety and quality of life. That 
is paramount. I agree with all the sentiments that 
members have expressed in the debate. 

17:37 

Marco Biagi (Edinburgh Central) (SNP): 
“Circumcision”, “growing up” and “cleansing” are 
euphemisms for female genital mutilation that are 
in common use, as the Equal Opportunities 
Committee heard when we held a round-table 
discussion on the subject a week ago. However, 
those were not the worst euphemisms that we 
heard. As John Finnie said, some children are told 
that they are “going to a party”. The spectre of a 
child being told by their family that they are going 

on holiday, to visit their relatives or to attend a 
celebration, only to be made to undergo a violation 
of themselves and their bodies, in their earliest 
and most vulnerable years, was the most 
disturbing thing for me. 

The committee’s round table included 
representatives of a great range of organisations 
that are active on the issue, including Fatou 
Baldeh—I hope that I pronounced her name 
correctly—who is herself a survivor. We touched 
on many issues, one of which is data. How do we 
work out how many procedures have taken place, 
when the data are drawn from census projections 
of the number of people in the so-called at-risk 
communities? We hear reports, and one person’s 
anecdotal evidence is another person’s qualitative 
evidence. 

It was put to us that it seems strange that no 
one has presented to a general practitioner, 
although there are so many families from at-risk 
communities. However, is that any wonder? If a 
child were to report having undergone FGM, they 
would have to criminalise their parents. Family 
members might be prosecuted. The relationships 
in families—including the power relationships—are 
clearly strong, not to mention the relationships in 
communities, which put pressure on families. 

As John Finnie said, it was pointed out that we 
must be careful about the terms that we use. 
“Female genital mutilation” is not a term that is in 
common use. A person who was asked by a 
health worker whether they had undergone FGM 
might well not recognise the term and say no. 

The overwhelming view from the meeting was 
that action to tackle FGM must be sensitive. We 
must not be tolerant, permissive or lax, but we 
must show the positive sensitivity that Malcolm 
Chisholm described so well. Mukami McCrum, 
from the Kenyan Women in Scotland Association, 
suggested that if people who are sensitive to 
negative portrayals of their community in debates 
and the media regard action as a broad attack on 
the community, they will withdraw from the debate 
and the problem will become even more hidden. 

Amnesty International has campaigned for a 
Europe-wide approach to FGM and has stated: 

“The debate in the UK about more prosecutions misses 
the point. Legal repression, although it may have its place, 
is not the best answer. 

We need to work ... with the communities where this 
happens to try to change attitudes, not to drive the problem 
further underground ... We should consider the best 
interests of the children before we rush to send their 
parents to prison.” 

There is experience of dealing with the issue in 
other European countries. France has a very 
aggressive programme of screening which, it was 
pointed out to us, would only retraumatise those 
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who had been through the experience and would 
subject many innocent people to an invasive 
examination. We have heard parallels drawn with 
the issue of whether there needs to be similarly 
aggressive screening for sexual abuse, the rates 
of which are, unfortunately, much higher according 
to all our estimates. 

We did hear some good news, however. 
Mukami McCrum told us about action that has 
been taken in Kenya that has reduced the 
incidence of FGM from 90 to 25 per cent. That is 
still 25 per cent too much, but it is progress. 
Burkina Faso has done likewise. 

Anela Anwar from Roshni said: 

“we need to put a lot of sustainable effort into community 
engagement programmes. Without engaging 
communities—men, women and girls—on it and 
empowering young girls and women to make their own 
choices while staying safe, we will not get anywhere.”—
[Official Report, Equal Opportunities Committee, 30 
January 2014; c 1782.] 

That is also the view of the Scottish Refugee 
Council, as expressed at the committee and to 
members today. We cannot tackle FGM without 
female empowerment. We must also provide 
healthcare training to ensure that there is a 
sensitivity out there and that people can see the 
warning signs both in healthcare and in schooling. 

I have read some apologies for FGM from 
anthropologists and others, and they disgust me 
as much as the practice itself. FGM is gender-
based violence. It is child abuse, it is grotesque 
and it must end. 

17:41 

Margaret McCulloch (Central Scotland) 
(Lab): I welcome today’s debate on the 
international day of zero tolerance for female 
genital mutilation—an important day that will be 
recognised tomorrow. I am grateful to Jenny Marra 
for securing the debate, in which we can take a 
stand against this brutal and wholly unacceptable 
tradition. 

Last Thursday, the Equal Opportunities 
Committee held a very informative evidence 
session with organisations and experts on FGM in 
Scotland, including the Dignity Alert and Research 
Forum, Roshni, the Scottish Refugee Council, the 
Kenyan Women in Scotland Association, NSPCC 
Scotland, the Women’s Support Project, Rape 
Crisis Glasgow and Dr Oonagh O’Brien of Queen 
Margaret University. We considered a future 
inquiry into FGM in Scotland and, during the short 
time that I have today, I will convey to the chamber 
some of the ideas that we heard. 

First, with international zero tolerance day in 
mind, I stress that FGM is a global issue. Tackling 
FGM is as much about an international response, 

led by the UN and the WHO, as it is about the 
response of the Scottish Government and local 
communities here in Scotland. The WHO 
estimates that between 120 million and 140 million 
girls and women are living with the consequences 
of FGM worldwide, and the European Parliament 
estimates that 500,000 girls and women have 
experienced FGM in Europe. As my colleague 
Jenny Marra said, in Scotland 3,000 women and 
girls are estimated to be at risk. 

FGM is most prevalent in parts of Africa, Asia 
and the middle east, but movement across 
borders means that women and girls who were 
born here but who have family connections with 
those regions can be just as much at risk as 
women or girls who were born there. When the 
committee took evidence, I was surprised at the 
effectiveness of an initiative that has been 
introduced down in England, where women and 
young girls in such circumstances are given a 
passport that confirms that FGM has not been 
carried out on them. When women go abroad with 
their daughters to visit their families, they can 
show the passports to their families and say, 
“Look. This is a legal document. If we go back and 
my daughter has had this done, I will go to jail and 
I will not have money to send to you.” That seems 
to be a very effective deterrent that the minister 
can perhaps investigate. It is simple and seems to 
be really effective. 

If we as policy makers are to banish FGM to 
history, we need to understand why practising 
communities sustain traditions that are so 
unacceptable, and how we discuss FGM is 
important. The practice must not be tolerated but, 
equally, we must be conscious of how we engage 
with minority communities on the sensitive issues 
of culture, race and the bodies of young girls. 

Standing up to FGM in Scotland is about much 
more than what is on the statute book. We have to 
build capacity to engage with practising 
communities and to raise awareness among those 
who work with, but who may not belong to, 
practising communities. We need to support 
engagement with practising communities to 
educate people about the realities of FGM and the 
law in Scotland, and to tackle the pressures that 
many women in practising communities face. In 
addition, we must ensure that we work with 
organisations such as DARF to develop and share 
good practice so that we train healthcare and 
social work professionals to identify those who are 
at risk and to support those who have been 
mutilated. 

However, let us be clear: as one of our 
witnesses said to the committee, if persuasion and 
prevention do not work, the only option left is 
prosecution. FGM is unacceptable in a fair and 



27503  5 FEBRUARY 2014  27504 
 

 

equal Scotland. It is an abuse of human rights, 
and it must not be tolerated. 

17:46 

The Minister for Commonwealth Games and 
Sport (Shona Robison): I thank Jenny Marra for 
lodging the motion, and I thank all the members 
who have participated in tonight’s debate, which 
recognises that tomorrow marks international day 
of zero tolerance for female genital mutilation. 

Such debates, along with internationally 
recognised days to mark zero tolerance of FGM, 
are extremely valuable in raising awareness of 
what is, as many members have said, a global 
issue, but we must recognise that the people who 
are victims of the practice, or who are at risk of 
becoming victims of it, are affected every day, 
either by living in fear of FGM being perpetrated 
on them, or by living with the horrifying 
implications of what has already been done to 
them. 

As other members have said, FGM is a child 
protection issue; it is a form of child abuse, 
because children are not in a position to make a 
choice. FGM is a brutal practice that is forced on 
them. It blights the lives of those who are affected 
by it and, as the motion suggests, it is an abuse of 
the human rights of women and girls. From what 
has been said in the debate, it is clear that we all 
agree that FGM is a practice that has no place in a 
modern multicultural Scotland. 

As I said in the debate on violence against 
women on 17 December last year, Scotland’s 
strategy to tackle violence against women will 
address FGM. The strategy, which will be the first 
of its kind in Scotland and will reflect the spectrum 
of violence that is defined as violence against 
women, will be published in the summer, following 
consultation early this year. Our child protection 
guidelines, which are used by all children-related 
services, is a second key document for tackling 
FGM, and includes a section on it. 

We know from data from the 2001 census that 
there were nearly 3,000 women between the ages 
of zero and 49 living in Scotland who had been 
born in FGM-practising countries. Of course, that 
does not mean that all those women have been 
abused in that way—it means only that they may 
be at risk. That is why it is vital that we ensure that 
we understand what the available statistics tell us. 

In her evidence to the Equal Opportunities 
Committee, Nina Murray from the Scottish 
Refugee Council said: 

“Prevalence may be very high in a country, but certain 
groups in that country might not be practising. FGM 
practice tends to be located in particular ethnic groups or 
communities.”—[Official Report, Equal Opportunities 
Committee, 30 January 2014; c 1779.] 

We accept that statistics alone tell us only so 
much and that we need to ensure that our 
understanding goes beyond just numbers. 

That is why I was pleased to announce in 
December’s debate on violence against women 
that the Scottish Government is providing funding 
to the Scottish Refugee Council and the Women’s 
Support Project to carry out a project that will 
produce a baseline of information to inform the 
work to tackle FGM. The project, which is 
scheduled to be completed by autumn this year, 
will culminate in publication of a report that will 
outline and refine the available data, identify gaps 
in information, and make recommendations on 
ways forward with community and statutory 
partners. We will look closely at all the findings 
and recommendations from that report, which I will 
be happy to share with Parliament, as we 
establish what action we require to take at that 
stage, but I think that we should at the moment 
allow the project to get on with its work and come 
up with recommendations. 

In Scotland, female genital mutilation is 
punishable by up to 14 years’ imprisonment. We 
acknowledge that there have been no 
prosecutions for female genital mutilation. 
However, as I said earlier, that is also the case in 
England and Wales, which tells us that FGM is a 
very complex issue. I was struck by what Marco 
Biagi said—it is not just about prosecution. 
Although we would all like to see people being 
held to account for their actions, given the family 
dynamics that are involved, the issue is much 
more complex than being just about prosecution. It 
is therefore wrong to suggest that Scotland is in 
any way a soft touch for FGM—there is no 
evidence for that. Nonetheless, we want action to 
ensure that girls are protected. 

Jenny Marra: Will the minister consider the 
proposal to send information packs to 
headteachers throughout Scotland, as a public 
health initiative, giving information on the times of 
year when girls are most at risk? 

Shona Robison: We have set up a project that 
will make recommendations. It includes the 
appropriate expertise and will consult about what 
should be done. We should allow it to come back 
and tell us what it thinks should happen. Clearly, if 
that is one of its recommendations we will 
consider it. There is no point in setting up a project 
to make recommendations, but not to listen to 
them. As I said, the work by the Scottish Refugee 
Council and the Women’s Support Project will be 
very valuable in providing us with much more 
accurate evidence-based estimates of prevalence 
and risk in Scotland. 

We know that FGM is a difficult and sensitive 
issue. There are a number of possible reasons 
why victims may feel unable or unwilling to report 
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FGM to the police or other authorities. We 
therefore need to ensure that what we are doing 
meets the needs of those who might be affected, 
or who may be at risk. 

We do not underestimate how difficult it is for 
someone from a practising community to come 
forward. If it was easy, people would have come 
forward and there would have been prosecutions. 
The fact that there have been no prosecutions tells 
us how difficult it is. That makes our work to raise 
awareness among communities, to bring about 
attitudinal change, and to encourage reporting of 
FGM by women, girls and men all the more 
important. 

Training is hugely important in raising 
awareness and addressing complex issues. As 
part of our work, we are in discussion with the 
Women’s Support Project to develop a range of 
information and training materials on FGM. Again, 
I would be happy to share those with Parliament. 

We recognise that while legislation, prevalence 
data, information and awareness raising rightly 
inform parts of our strategy to tackle FGM, we 
must continue to look at the expertise of people 
such as midwives and other health professionals 
including doctors, nurses and health visitors, who 
can often play a crucial role in identifying girls who 
are at risk, in recording incidents and in offering 
support and onward referral to women. That is 
why we have initiated discussions with the director 
of the Royal College of Midwives in Scotland to 
discuss the recommendations in the report 
“Tackling FGM in the UK—Intercollegiate 
recommendations for identifying, recording and 
reporting”. Reports such as that provide a valuable 
source of expertise in helping us to ensure 
effective multi-agency collaboration. 

It is not only health professionals who have a 
role to play; it has been mentioned that the 
involvement of teachers, social workers and police 
officers is also vital. As has been said, on 30 
January the Equal Opportunities Committee met 
stakeholders who are experts in tackling the 
issues that surround FGM, in order to inform the 
remit of a potential inquiry into FGM. I very much 
welcome that and would like to see whether we 
can align the Scottish Government work with the 
committee inquiry, under the convenership of 
Margaret McCulloch. I hope that together we can 
produce good recommendations for action to 
effect change. 

All that I have outlined is intended to strengthen 
our response to FGM and to complement 
measures that are already in place. Those 
measures include engaging with people from 
affected communities; working closely with police, 
health professionals, social work and education to 
share good practice and promote awareness of 
the prevention of FGM; and funding voluntary 

organisations that provide support to victims of 
FGM. We will also consider imaginative solutions 
like Margaret McCulloch’s suggestion about 
passports. I will look into that in more detail. 

I want to acknowledge the work that is being 
done each and every day by those who strive to 
eradicate FGM—be it by raising awareness, by 
supporting victims or by working to inform our 
response to a horrific practice. It is important to 
state that only by listening to the experts, the 
communities and the people who have been 
affected can we really get in under the radar to 
tackle a very difficult issue that concerns 
something that is conducted in private and about 
which, as has been said, it is difficult to get people 
to talk. 

However, there is more that we can do, so we 
will consider some of the suggestions that have 
been made tonight. I will be happy to report back 
to Parliament once we have done the work on 
that. 

Meeting closed at 17:55. 
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