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Local Government and Transport Committee 

5th Meeting, 2003 (Session 2) 

Tuesday 30 September 2003 

The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in the Chamber, Assembly Hall, The Mound, 
Edinburgh. 

1. Items in private: The Committee will consider whether to take items 5 and 6 in 
private. 

2. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative 
instrument— 

The Disposal of Records (Scotland) Amendment Regulations 2003 (Draft). 

3. Petitions: The Committee will consider the following petitions— 

PE420, PE567, PE569 and PE642. The Committee will consider a paper 
from the Clerk on four petitions on the provision of bus services on 
unprofitable routes: PE420 by Sam Campbell, PE567 by Rab Amos, PE569 
by William Johnstone Cox and PE642 by Christine Grahame MSP. 

PE568. The Committee will consider a paper from the Clerk on PE568 by 
Alan Rees on the provision of accessible taxi transport. 

PE629 The Committee will consider a paper from the Clerk on PE629 by 
Norman Banski on the re-opening of local railway stations across Scotland. 

4. Budget process 2004-05: The Committee will take evidence from— 

Ian Doig, Director, CIPFA Scotland 

David Dorward, Past Chair CIPFA Scotland and Director of Finance Dundee 
City Council 

5. Strategic Rail Authority and Scottish Road Maintenance Condition Survey: 
The Committee will consider a paper from the Clerk on proposals to take 
evidence on issues surrounding the Strategic Rail Authority’s proposals for rail 
maintenance and the Scottish Road Maintenance Condition Survey. 

6. Prostitution Tolerance Zones (Scotland) Bill: The Committee will consider 
proposals for consideration of the Bill at Stage 1. 

 



 

 
 

Eugene Windsor 
Clerk to the Committee 

Room 2.05, Committee Chambers 
85217 

e mail: eugene.windsor@scottish.parliament.uk 
 

 

The following papers are attached for this meeting: 

Agenda item 2 

Covering note on the Disposal of Records (Scotland) Amendment 
Regulations 2003 (Draft) 

Copy of the instrument (plus executive note) 
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Agenda item 3 

Covering note on petitions PE420, PE567, PE569 and PE642 

Copy of the petitions and relevant documentation 

Covering note on petition PE568 

Copy of the petition and relevant documentation 

Covering note on PE629 

Copy of the petition and relevant documentation 
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Agenda item 4 

Note from SPICe on the Budget process 2004/05 [PRIVATE] 

Paper from SPICe on the Budget process 2004/05 [PRIVATE] 

Paper from the adviser on the Budget process 2004/05 
[PRIVATE] 
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Agenda item 5 

Paper from the Clerk on the Strategic Rail Authority and Scottish 
Road Maintenance Condition Survey [PRIVATE] 
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Agenda item 6 

Paper from the Convener on the Prostitution Tolerance Zones 
(Scotland) Bill [PRIVATE] 
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Agenda item 2 
 
Local Government 

and Transport 
Committee 

  
30 September 2003 

 
 
 
SSI Cover Note For Committee Meeting 
 
SSI title and 
number: 
 

The Disposal of Records (Scotland) Amendment Regulations 
2003 (Draft) 

Type of Instrument: 
 

Negative 

Meeting: 
 

5th Meeting, 30 September 2003 
 

Date circulated to members: 
 

12 September 2003 

  
Local Government and Transport 
Committee deadline to consider 
instrument: 

6 October 2003 

Motion for annulment lodged: No 

SSI drawn to Parliament’s 
attention by Sub Leg Committee: 
 
 
 

No 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE 
 

PETITIONS PE 420, PE 567, PE 569 and 642 
 
 
 
Introduction 
 
1. This paper asks the Committee to consider for the first time petitions PE 

420, 567, 569 and 642. 
 

Petition PE 420 by Councillor Sam Campbell, calling for the 
Scottish Parliament to take the necessary steps to re-regulate 
the bus services in Scotland to enable rural communities that 
depend on it to have an adequate bus service. 

   
 Petition PE 567 by Mr Rab Amos, on behalf of Roslin Bus Action 

Group, calling for the Scottish Parliament to ensure that local 
authorities such as Midlothian Council can put into practice the 
spirit and practice of the Quality Contract system to enable rural 
communities to have an adequate bus service. 

 
 Petition PE 569 by William David Johnstone Cox, calling for the 

Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Executive to consider 
re-regulation of the bus services. 

 
 Petition PE 642 by Christine Grahame MSP, calling for the 

Scottish Parliament to take the necessary steps to ensure that 
local authorities, when developing policies of social inclusion of 
the elderly, ensure provision of an adequate bus service for 
essential lifeline services in the areas for which they are 
responsible. 

 
2.  The Public Petitions Committee (PPC) considered the first three petitions 

on 25 June 2003 and agreed to refer them to the Local Government and 
Transport Committee. Petition PE 642 was considered by the PPC on     
17 September and it was agreed that this petition should be referred to the 
Committee. The PPC has requested that these petitions be considered 
together due to similarities in subject matter. Copies of the petitions are 
also circulated for this meeting. 

 
 
 



Petition PE 420 
 
3. The petition calls for the re-regulation of bus services ‘to enable the rural 

communities that depend on it to have an adequate bus service’. The 
petitioners represent 22 different residents’, community and social groups 
in Danderhall, Newton Village, Millerhill and Hill Town in Midlothian. The 
petitioners suggest that the deregulation of bus services has placed an 
insurmountable financial burden upon Midlothian Council and has directly 
led to the withdrawal of vital bus services.  

 
4. The petition was first considered by the PPC in the last session at its 

meeting on 20 November 2001, when it was agreed that the Committee 
would write to Midlothian Council seeking further information. In 
responding, Midlothian Council indicated that it in its opinion bus services 
should be re-regulated as a matter of urgency. The Council felt that the 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 did not go far enough to enable affordable 
public transport and that for Quality Contracts (a note on which can be 
found at annex B) to work there would need to be higher level of public 
sector funding. 

 
5. Further to this response the Committee sought the views of the Executive 

in connection with the points raised by Midlothian Council. The Executive 
in its response considered that the ‘new framework provided by the 
Transport (Scotland) Act 2001 provides ample opportunity for the delivery 
of improved, re-vitalised bus services.’ 

 
PE 567 and PE 569 
 
6. PE 567, as with PE 420, relates to bus services within the Midlothian area. 

It is prompted by the petitioners’ concerns in relation to the reduction of 
bus services to and from Roslin, following the cancellation by Midlothian 
Council of the contracts and related subsidies to bus operators who served 
the town. 

 
7. PE 569, again, calls for the re-regulation of bus services. It is prompted by 

the petitioners’ concerns over the impact on the economic and social fabric 
of the Scottish Borders of the continuing cuts in bus services, which have 
included the closure of bus depots at Hawick and Peebles and, most 
recently, Kelso. 

 
8. The PPC considered PE 567 and PE 569 at its meeting on 3 December 

2002 and agreed to write to the Scottish Executive and Scottish Borders 
Council in relation to the issues raised. Responses from the Scottish 
Executive and Borders Council can be found with the petitions at annex A. 
As with PE 420 the Executive suggests that the current legislative 
framework is adequate to take forward local transport strategies and 
revitalise Scotland’s bus services. The Borders council response, in 
connection with PE 569, did not agree ‘that the current provision is 
necessarily damaging to the economic and social fabric of the Borders.’ 
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PE 642 
 
9. The petition is prompted by the petitioners’ concern that the removal of the 

Meigle Street Service in Galashiels, which covers an area on a steep 
incline with a large number of elderly residents, will result in a lack of 
accessibility to essential medical services, the post office and general 
social activities. 

 
Recommendation 
 
10. As noted in the introduction, the PPC has asked the Committee to 

consider these four petitions together and to consider whether, in light of 
responses from the Executive, Scottish Borders Council and Midlothian 
Council, to (a) agree to accept the referral and carry out further action, (b) 
to refer the petition back to the PPC for further consideration themselves 
or (c) to agree the petition does not merit further consideration. 

 
11. The Committee agreed, at its meeting on 16 September 2003, to make a 

decision later in the session, on whether to hold an inquiry into the impact 
of the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001, and in particular the implementation 
aspects of the Act in relation to Quality Partnerships and Quality Contract 
Schemes. 

 
12. Such an inquiry would allow the Committee to investigate the issues 

underpinning these four petitions. 
 
13. The Committee is therefore invited to agree to write to the Petitioners 

advising them that, should it decide to hold such an inquiry, the general 
issues raised by the petitioners are likely to be considered as part of the 
inquiry. 

 
 
Euan Donald 
Assistant Clerk 
Local Government and Transport Committee 
September 2003 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE 
 

PETITION PE 568 
   
 
Introduction 
 
1. This paper asks the Committee to consider for the first time the following 

petition: 
 

PE 568 by Alan Rees on behalf of the Scottish Accessible Transport 
Alliance (SATA), calling for the Scottish Parliament to encourage 
Scottish local authorities to have (a) half their licensed fleet, fully 
accessible for wheelchair users and other disabled people and (b) a 
standard concessionary scheme for taxis. 

 
2. The Public Petitions Committee (PPC) considered the petition on 18 March 

2003 and agreed to refer it to the successor committee to the Transport 
and the Environment Committee for further consideration. This decision 
was confirmed at the start of the new parliamentary session by the new 
Public Petitions Committee. 

 
Background 
 
3. The petition is prompted by the petitioners’ concern as to the apparent lack 

of door to door transport available to disabled people with restricted 
mobility and for whom bus services are inaccessible. 

 
4. Taxi accessibility standards are set out in the Disability Discrimination Act 

1995 and are a reserved matter. The petitioners note that the Department 
of Transport has delayed the introduction of taxi accessibility standards, to 
ensure that measures implemented are acceptable both to disabled people 
and the taxi trade. The Department has written to all local authorities in 
England and Wales, in advance of the national standards, encouraging 
local authorities to assess the types of vehicles suitable for 
accommodating disabled people and to advise them that they can adopt 
their own accessibility standards in advance of regulations being 
introduced. The petitioners have indicated that they are disappointed that 
the Scottish Executive has not written to local authorities on similar terms. 

 
 
 
 



Progress of the petition 
 
5. The petition was first considered by the PPC in the last parliamentary 

session at its meeting on 17 December 2002, when it was agreed that the 
Committee, would write to the Executive, COSLA, VisitScotland and the 
Scottish Taxi Federation in relation to a number of specific issues related 
to the petition. 

 
6. At its meeting on 18 March 2003 the PPC considered responses from the 

Executive, COSLA, VisitScotland and the Scottish Taxi Federation. Copies 
of these responses are attached with the petition. Provided below, is an 
outline of the main points covered in the responses. 

 
Executive Response 
 
7. The Executive indicated in its response that once agreed standards were 

introduced by the Department of Transport,  the Executive will consult 
widely and introduce regulations in Scotland. The response indicated that 
local authorities had been contacted twice in order to update them on the 
proposals for the introduction of regulations and encourage them to take 
steps to improve taxi accessibility in advance of regulations. As far as 
concessionary schemes were concerned the response indicated  that this 
would remain a matter for individual local authorities to decide. In addition 
to the points raised in the petition the PPC raised the issue of taxi firms’ 
access to grants from Local Enterprise Companies (LECs) to allow them to 
adapt their existing fleet to meet standards of access for disabled people. 
The response indicated that taxi firms would not be able to access these 
grants as LECs do not have EC approval to assist ‘moveable assets’ in the 
transport sector. 

 
COSLA 
 
8. COSLA was asked how the information might be gathered on whether 

local authorities are addressing the issue of providing accessible travel 
options through their Local Transport Strategies. COSLA suggested that if 
the Executive was unable to provide this information then a meeting could 
be arranged with the Society of Chief Officers of Transportation in 
Scotland. 

 
VisitScotland 
 
9. VisitScotland indicated that if it approved of the petitioners’ suggestion to 

make half all taxis within the licensed taxi fleet in each local authority 
accessible to disabled people but opposed the introduction of a standard 
concessionary scheme, instead VisitScotland indicated that it continued to 
support the right of individual local authorities to manage the schemes. 
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Scottish Taxi Federation 
 
10. The Scottish Taxi Federation was largely supportive of measures to 

introduce standard concessionary schemes for disabled people, which it 
believed could be beneficial to operators and disabled people. However it 
was keen to stress the financial burden this would inflict upon local 
authorities. The Federation also highlighted its belief that there was a need 
for further incentives for taxi operators to convert their vehicles to make 
them more accessible for disabled people. 

 
Recommendation 
 
11. The PPC has asked the Committee to consider whether, in light of 

responses from the Executive, COLSA VisitScotland and the Scottish Taxi 
Federation, either to  

•  (a) agree to accept the referral and carry out further action, or  
• (b) refer the petition back to the PPC for further consideration 

themselves, or  
• (c) to agree the petition does not merit further consideration. 

 
12. The Executive has stated that once technical standards for accessible 

taxis have been determined by the UK Government under the Disability 
Discrimination Act 1995, regulations will be brought forward in Scotland. 
The petitioners however wish to see the Executive encouraging local 
authorities to provide greater levels of accessibility and affordability in 
advance of this date. The Committee could therefore ask for a briefing 
from SPICe in order to determine what scope there might be for the 
Committee to take any further action on the petition in advance of the 
planned introduction of regulations. 

 
13. The Committee is therefore invited to request a briefing from SPICe on the 

petition, and to inform the Public Petitions Committee that it will reach a 
view on whether to accept the referral of the petition once it has 
considered this briefing. 

 
Euan Donald 
Assistant Clerk 
Local Government and Transport Committee  
September 2003 
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LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND TRANSPORT COMMITTEE 
 

PETITION PE629 ON THE RE-OPENING OF LOCAL RAILWAY STATIONS  
 

 
Introduction 
 
1. This paper provides background information on Petition PE629 by Mr Norman 

Banski which concerns the re-opening of local railway stations and makes 
specific reference to Laurencekirk station. The paper sets out a possible 
approach to the Committee’s consideration of the petition. 

 
Petitioner’s request 
 
2. Petition PE629 claims that the reopening of Laurencekirk railway station would: 
 

 encourage the use of local public transport;  
 provide safe access to employment, education, training and recreation; 
 provide opportunities for all; and  
 stimulate the local economy.  

 
3. The Scottish Executive’s position is that a proposal to reopen a railway station 

is a local transport matter and, as such, is the responsibility of the relevant local 
transport authority or transport partnership to take forward.  Such projects must 
also go through the normal planning process and require the agreement of 
Network Rail; the Strategic Rail Authority; the Office of the Rail Regulator; the 
Health and Safety Executive and the three train operating companies in 
Scotland.  

 
4. In February 2003, the then Deputy Minister for Transport, Lewis Macdonald 

MSP, confirmed in a written parliamentary answer that Aberdeenshire Council, 
in conjunction with ScotRail and Network Rail, is currently examining the 
potential demand for a new passenger station at Laurencekirk. 

 
Progress of the petition 
 
Action by the Public Petitions Committee 
 
5. The Public Petitions Committee (PPC) took evidence from the petitioner on 3 

September1, and subsequently agreed: 

                                                 
1 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/petitions/or/pu03-0302.htm#Col73 



 
 to seek comments from the Strategic Rail Authority on the general issues 

raised by the petition; 
 to pass a copy of the petition to the Scottish Executive for information; and 
 to seek an update from Aberdeenshire Council in relation to the progress of 

its discussions with ScotRail and Network Rail regarding re-opening the 
station for passengers at Laurencekirk. 

 
6. The Public Petitions Committee has not formally referred the petition to the 

Local Government and Transport Committee at this stage. The PPC is seeking 
the view of the Committee on whether it wishes to give further consideration to 
the general issues raised in the petition.  

 
7. If the Committee wished to give further consideration to the petition, the PPC 

would be informed of this decision, and it would formally refer the petition to the 
Committee. If the Committee declined to give further consideration to the 
petition, it would be open to the PPC to continue its own consideration of the 
petition. 
 

Local issues and petitions 
 
8. The Local Government and Transport Committee’s predecessor committees, 

and the PPC, all adopted the position that parliamentary committees should not 
become involved in specifically local issues. Members felt they should not 
normally intervene in matters which are the responsibility of locally elected 
politicians. In addition, members felt that if parliamentary committees 
intervened in individual local cases, committees might be overwhelmed with 
similar cases. Members also wanted to avoid committees being viewed as 
somehow offering a formal ‘final right of appeal’ in relation to local grievances.  

 
9. There may be merit in the current Local Government and Transport Committee 

adopting similar principles in relation to petitions which concern local issues. 
This would not preclude, of course, the Committee taking action where a 
individual local case raised more general questions worthy of review at a wider 
level.  

 
Relevant work undertaken by the committees 
 
Transport and the Environment Committee report on rail in Scotland 
 
10. The former Transport and the Environment Committee published a wide 

ranging report on the rail industry in Scotland in October 20022. During four 
evidence sessions the Committee took evidence from, among others: 

 
 The Minister for Transport 
 Strategic Rail Authority 
 Office of the Rail Regulator 
 Health and Safety Executive 

                                                 
2 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S1/official_report/cttee/trans-02/trr02-15-01.htm 
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 Rail Passenger Committee (Scotland) 
 Scottish Association for Public Transport 
 ScotRail 

 
11. One of the key views reached by the Committee was that: 

“priority should be given to projects to improve reliability, tackle the worst track 
bottlenecks and pinchpoints, and expand rolling stock.” (para 148) 

12. Whilst the Committee considered that priority should be given to improving the 
day-to-day running of current rail services, the report did not rule out other 
improvement to the rail network:  

 
“The Committee believes that specific projects should be identified using the STAG 
principles in order to improve the rail network. Priority should be given to projects 
which improve access to rail services, improve service frequencies, restructure fares, 
shorten journey times, and provide new stopping services.” (para 74) 

 
13. This mention of new stopping services is the only reference in the report to the 

merits of reopening local railway stations such as Laurencekirk. It seems, 
therefore, that although the previous Committee identified reopening stations as 
an important issue, it was viewed as one of a number of potential priorities for 
new rail investment. 

 
Local Government and Transport Committee work programme 
 
14. The Local Government and Transport Committee has agreed to take evidence 

on the Strategic Rail Authority’s proposals for rail maintenance, and other 
aspects of the rail network in Scotland3. The Committee will be considering its 
approach to this evidence session at the meeting on 30 September. It would be 
possible for the Committee to take evidence from the SRA and the Minister for 
Transport, and to raise the issue of reopening local stations. 

 
Next Steps 
 
15. The petition has not been formally referred to the Local Government and 

Transport Committee at this stage. The PPC is only seeking the view of the 
Committee on whether it wishes to investigate the issue of re-opening local 
railway stations. The LG&T Committee can not take any action on the petition 
beyond passing its views to the PPC. The PPC is taking forward consideration 
of some of the specific local issues highlighted in the petition, by writing to 
Aberdeenshire Council. It is also contacting the SRA to obtain its comments on 
the issue of re-opening local stations. 

                                                 
3 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/lg/lgr03-workplan.htm 
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Recommendation 
 
16. The Local Government and Transport Committee is invited to: 
 

 inform the PPC of relevant comments made in the former Transport and the 
Environment Committee’s report on the rail industry; 

 inform the PPC of the proposed evidence session on rail maintenance and 
other rail matters planned for later this year, which may address issues 
relevant to the petition;  

 note that the Committee has not identified the issues of re-opening local 
railway stations as a priority in its work plan, and therefore that it does not 
wish formally to be referred the petition. 

 
 

Alastair Macfie  
Senior Assistant Clerk  
Local Government and Transport Committee  
September 2003 
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