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Purvis and Elizabeth Smith. Full records of the committee meetings, including 
transcripts of proceedings and all committee papers can be found on the Scottish 
Parliament website at:
www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/education/index.htm
The committee spent some time agreeing their work programme at the beginning 
of the period. The major items of legislation dealt with were the Free School Meals 
pilot, the formation of Skills for Scotland, Higher and Further Education Funding 
and Governance, the Abolition of the Graduate Endowment Scheme and related 

WORK PROGRAMME

The committee spent time agreeing their work programme during their  meeting 

committee work would initially take a different focus from previous committees, 
as they wanted to hold a series of meetings with stakeholders from across the remit 
of the committee. The aim of these meetings was to set the context for subjects to 

During the discussions at the start of this meeting, each member highlighted their 
own priorities for the parliamentary session: Elizabeth Smith in the governing and 

summed up the discussion by pointing out that they were keen, “to contextualise 
matters for future deliberations and to hold shorter sessions to investigate issues 

of higher education, the curriculum for excellence and school estate. The issues 
of class sizes and school meals would be considered in relation to secondary 
legislation.



on the Scottish Government’s proposed free school meals pilot from the following 
witnesses:

Date of Committee  Witnesses

      

      

Aberlour Child Care Trust

Children in Scotland

Minister for Children & Early Years

authority areas: East Ayrshire, Fife, Scottish Borders, Glasgow and West 

who were not currently receiving free school lunches. The convener asked about 

and in attitudes to healthy food. The pilot would also provide information about 
they ways in which school kitchens coped with additional demand. The convener 

would ensure that children in schools would have to make healthier choices. David 

that schools were already working towards being health-promoting schools. Aileen 

to evaluate the trial. Their evaluation would include talking to children and focus 
groups with parents. Several questions were asked about the 3 year pilot scheme in 
Kingston upon Hull, the results of which would not be available until November 

replied that the results would be analysed in relation to existing data on healthy 
eating:

  The main focus of the trial is on whether providing free school meals to kids 
  in primary 1 to primary 3 has a bigger impact than just offering healthy meals 
  to everyone. All meals in schools will be healthy, but does it make a   
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difference if we get kids to use the school meal service at an early stage? 
  Will they continue to take school meals? We want to see what effect the pilot 

The committee was concerned about the ways in which the results of the pilot 

were now implementing Hungry for Success and that would be the baseline for 
the trial. Ken Macintosh asked if there would be a control study with other local 
authorities, returning again to the difference between the proposed pilot and the 
work that was already underway with Hungry for Success. In reply Mike Gibson 
described the ways in which data would be collected from the participating schools. 
This would begin with information about the current uptake of free school meals 
in P1 to P3, which would be revisited at the end of the trial. He argued that it 

authorities in the pilot with data from other authorities. Ken Macintosh asked if 
alternatives had been considered and referred to the East Renfrewshire programme 
which provided free school meals during the school holidays. He talked about the 
effects of the programme, which “ has produced fantastic outcomes in relation to 

86). Mike Gibson replied that the Executive did not collect detailed information 

provide free school meals for primary 1 to 3 pupils in schools they would consider 
other measures. Jeremy Purvis then asked about the cost of rolling out the trial 

  The committee opened the meeting with the second panel of witnesses with 

organisation in the group evidence outlined their responses to the proposed pilot, 
which in previous committees had been summarised at the start of each panel. In the 

eating habits in school and at home, the pupil’s views on school meals, practical 
issues for schools implementing the pilot and the development of social skills 

menus and that breakfast clubs and wraparound care would make optimum use 
of facilities. They felt that there was a need for dining areas that would appeal to 

Bayes replied that the Aberlour Trust was concerned that the pilot had not waited 
until the results of the 3 year Hull study were published, particularly since the 
Hull scheme had to close because of the cost. Tam Baillie, for Barndardo’s felt 

of the scheme, although he recognised that considerable ground work had been 
done by the Hungry for Success Initiative. Jeremy Purvis raised the possible costs 

million. He asked the panel if that money was the best way to tackle healthy eating. 
Tam Baillie replied that the main issue to address was that of poverty, particularly 

for free school meals. Paula Evans pointed out that each organisation took a slightly 
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  if health promotion is the objective, a universal approach for P1 to P3 is 
  appropriate. If it is to be a poverty-alleviating measure, a targeted approach 

Elizabeth Smith raised the issue of diet in pre-school children to which Tam Baillie 
replied that it would be useful to have a Hungry for Success type of initiative for 
early years as part of the Government’s early years strategy. 

procedural issues concerning the fact that parents of the children who could be 
involved in the trial had received letters about it, but that Parliament had yet to 
approve it. The Minister argued that the timescale meant that arrangements had to 
be made for the trial to commence in October, although it had yet to be approved 
by Parliament. Further questions addressed the evaluation of the trial to which 
Adam Ingram responded that they knew that the pilot would lead to positive health 
outcomes, “We are trying to establish the practicalities of rolling out a national 

that the results of ten of pilot schools would be examined in detail. The focus 
would be on deprivation and free school meal eligibility, rural schools, the size of 
the school and previous levels of uptake of school meals. Mary Mulligan followed 
this with a question about provision for pre-school children and the importance 
for intervening early to establish good eating habits. Adam Ingram replied that 
guidance had been issued to pre-schools and nurseries, building on Hungry for 

Macintosh questioned that the pilot would not give more information about diet 
and school meals than was already available. Adam Ingram replied that it was a 
cultural change that was needed across Scottish society and that this pilot would be 

Ken Macintosh asked how that gap would be removed, to which Adam Ingram 

then considered the subordinate legislation necessary to implement the pilot. Each 
committee member took the opportunity to express their own issues with regard 
to the pilot school meals proposal before voting. The motion was agreed to (by 

Government’s Skills Strategy from:

Date of Committee Witnesses

    

Scottish Trades Union Congress

Cabinet Secretary for Education   

   and Lifelong Learning

   



a question from Elizabeth Smith about vocational training and the links between 
colleges and schools. Howard McKenzie replied that the links were, “remarkably 

pointed out to the committee that although the discussion was focusing on the 

degree programmes were undertaking vocational courses. He emphasised the need 
to be aspirational “and encourage people to reach the pinnacle of their ability” 

emphasised that there was a need to recognise the importance of increasing the 

impact on entry to degree courses from the Strategy’s focus on vocational subjects. 

question from Jeremy Purvis about the need for a single skills agency in Scotland. 

Scotland becoming a freestanding non-governmental body. The committee moved 
on to discuss the careers support available to students and the type of social and 
personal skills training available in both sectors. This led to a discussion about the 

the education system. The panel ended with both witnesses making points about 
the drop in the participation rate and the need to address those issues when the 
general population numbers are declining. 
  In the second panel meeting Grahame Smith talked about the development of 
a Scottish Union Academy. This had been proposed to facilitate learning between 
Unions and employers. He went on to outline the view of the Scottish Trade 

Learndirect Scotland, which they saw, “as a retrograde step to separate economic 

that the Government needed to address skills discrimination in the workplace, 
particularly where employers do not provide or support training. 
  The third panel began with a statement from Fiona Hyslop about the skills 
strategy, where she announced: 

  That the skills and training responsibilities in the enterprise networks that 
  focus on individuals’ employability, skills and training will also be merged 

Elizabeth Smith began by asking about the connections between the core skills 

learning framework. Ken Macintosh asked how the strategy would be moved 
forward following the defeat of the Government’s proposal. Fiona Hyslop replied 
that the strategy had received a positive reception from business and education, and 
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the government was keen to drive the strategy forward. Further questions from Ken 

moved to Local Authorities. Fiona Hyslop replied that the Government wanted “to 
streamline the provision of learning, training and skills to create, a one-stop shop,” 

from:

Date of Committee Witnesses

    

Scottish Funding Council

    National Union of Students Scotland

welcoming Howard McKenzie back to the committee. Initial questions from 
Jeremy Purvis and Rob Gibson concerned governance, and the issue of debt 

only one college now left with a loan burden because of losses, adding that the 
mortgages used to fund capital projects were an increasing cost for colleges. In 

discussion moved on to charitable status, which colleges were due to lose. Howard 
McKenzie was forthright in his description of the issues colleges face in losing 
charitable status:

  Losing charitable status would have a radical effect on colleges not only 

  have to cut that amount from front-line services—but in how we are seen 
  within our communities. We are not businesses that make money and give it 
  back to our shareholders; we do our activity and give that back to the people 

He went on to outline the unanimous feeling in colleges that they need to retain 
charitable status. He described the ways in which this could be done, through 

removal of existing ministerial powers. The discussion moved from charitable 
statues to the maintenance of college buildings, the graduate endowment fee and 
unmet demand for college places. Howard McKenzie referred again to the fact that 

people a year in Scotland apply for two or three courses, do not receive a place 
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ended this section of the meeting by asking what the government could do to help 
the colleges, Howard Mckenzie was very clear that removing the cap on numbers 
would be the greatest help.

drew the committees’ attention to the issue of part-time students, who constitute 

undergraduate students. Ken Macintosh then asked about the relationship with 
Professional regulatory bodies, such as the Law Society for Scotland which led to a 

admitted to degree programmes. Rob Gibson ended the discussion with a question 

Universities were not resistant to mergers:

  There is a genuine desire in universities to do whatever we can to ensure that 
  we remain internationally competitive, including restructuring if it achieves 

He ended by reiterating the point made to the committee on his previous visit that 
there was a need to raise aspirations among everyone in Scotland to achieve their 
full attainment.

this witness focused on governance and the allocation of funds to colleges and 
universities. Elizabeth Smith raised the issue of competiveness and the need for 

the funding of research but there was a need to ensure that appropriate funding 

belief in the need for higher knowledge and skills levels in the future then there was 
a need for a major improvement in investment, adding that other small countries 

Alexander, president of the National Union of Students Scotland. The questions 

part-time students and the need to recognize the diversity of the student body.

The committee agreed their approach to Stage 1 of the Graduate Endowment 



Date of Committee Witnesses

    

    

    Student Awards Agency for Scotland 

    National Union of Students Scotland 

Coalition of Higher Education   

   Students in Scotland

Cabinet Secretary for Education   

   and Lifelong Learning 

part of a wider government policy to reduce student debt. In response to questions 

had shown that student debt, “is one of the biggest contributors to people not 

Gibson asked about any possible effect on the provision of bursaries for students 
and was assured that there would be no impact on bursary provision, which was 
linked to the existing statute. The discussion then moved onto the issues of widening 

Bill. The committee went on to discuss the detail of student loan repayments with 
Ralph Seymour-Jackson in the second panel. 

where each organisation presenting evidence also submitted papers for the meeting; 
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the issues facing part-time students which was a matter of great concern to the 
Open University in Scotland. 

  Regardless of the merits of the Bill, when it is passed, students who are 
classed

as full time, whether they are rich or poor, will not pay tuition fees and 
  students who are classed as part time, whether they are rich or poor, will pay 

The committee followed these remarks with questions about support systems for 

opened discussions with the second panel with a question about full-time and part-
time students. Both witnesses felt that the traditional distinctions between these 
groups were becoming blurred as full-time students were increasingly taking on 
work to fund their studies. James Alexander then listed a number of issues with the 
current funding system concluding, “we need a wider range of packages to address 
issues around student hardship, debt and support as well as wider student access” 

funding problems. Tom Ardenne agreed that there needed to be further measures 
to ensure that people from all backgrounds were able to access higher and further 
education.

November when they spent some time debating the links between widening 
participation and the abolition of the graduate endowment. In response to a question 

statistics of entrants to University, arguing that the proposed Bill would make 
no difference to the numbers of University entrants from deprived areas. Mary 

such students, to which Fiona Hyslop replied:

  We expect that removing or tackling the debt burden will have a substantial 

regarding the implementation of the Bill and the collection of existing debt. 
  The committee concluded their work on the Bill in private on the 5th of 



Amendments   Action taken by the Committee

  The long title

BUDGET

The committee spent considerable time during this period agreeing their approach 

creation of Skills Development Scotland and the funding of Further and Higher 
Education.

Date of Committee Witnesses

Learndirect Scotland

   Colleges

Scottish Funding Council

   COSLA

Cabinet Secretary for Education &   

   Lifelong Learning 

was addressing the establishment of the new skills body, which would involve a 
partnership between Highlands and Islands Enterprise (HIE), Learndirect Scotland, 
Scottish Enterprise and the Scottish Government. Elizabeth Smith questioned the 
need for a new body, to which Mark Batho replied that the new body offered the 

merger provided the opportunity, “to direct the high-cost, face-to-face services to 
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Mary Mulligan and Rob Gibson concerned the cost of the new organisation and 
any changes in services. In answer to a detailed question from Jeremy Purvis about 
support to schools Mark Batho outlined the amounts transferred into grant-aided 
expenditure to fund the Determined to Succeed programme in schools. Further 
detailed questions were asked about support to colleges and universities within 

were submitted by each organisation prior to the meeting. Much of the debate 
during the meeting centered around committee concern that colleges could again 

how the colleges operated as a brand to help each other. The committee went on 
to discuss the ways in which monies were allocated to universities and money that 
might be available through the block grant from the Westminster Parliament. Final 

The questions from the committee to both panels of witnesses concerned the detail 

the policy to reduce class sizes. Mary Mulligan was particularly concerned that 
an agreement had been made to reduce class sizes without knowing the overall 
cost. Robert Nicol was keen to point out that, “the package that has been agreed 

concordat did not say that there would be a reduction in class sizes within the 

concordat was an overall package of funds and that the local authorities would 
prioritise how they spent it. Mary Mulligan asked how much of the budget had 

addressed issues of sustainable economic growth and the effects that would have 
on education and life-long learning, developing a long-term strategy for Higher 
Education and the creation of Skills Development Scotland. Final questions for 

the budget in private. They considered a draft report at their meeting on 13th 

PETITIONS

on the Scottish Government’s plans in relation to policy on school estate 
management, particularly in relation to any legislative presumption against school 

committee’s attention to the statement of the First Minister to the Parliament on the 



Government in relation to the petitions. At that meeting they agreed to keep the 

schools.

petition at their meeting on the 19th of December. 

Date of Committee Witnesses

Cabinet Secretary for Education   

   and Lifelong Learning

    

This petition had been submitted by Ronnie Smith (General Secretary), on behalf of 
the Educational Institute of Scotland (EIS), to the previous parliament. It called on 

publicly funded schools during the lifetime of the next Scottish Parliament. The 

welcoming the opportunity to discuss the EIS’s petition on class sizes, which was 

year’ progress and how the policy would be evaluated. Members were particularly 
concerned with the situations in their own constituencies. Ken Macintosh pushed 

asked about the impact of class reductions in relation to the scheme of salaries and 
conditions of service for teachers. Donald Henderson replied to that question: 

  agreement on including class size reductions in contracts—the matter was 

  Different approaches can be taken to the issue, but on neither of the two 
  most recent occasions when there have been class size reductions has there 

SUBORDINATE LEGISLATION

The committee addressed and approved a number of negative instruments during 
this period:
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The committee considered one Sewell motion, a legislative consent memorandum 
relating to the United Kingdom Government’s Education and Skills Bill, at their 

Date of Committee Witnesses

Minister for Schools and Skills

Energy and Lifelong Learning   

can leave education or training. She pointed out that, although the government was 
keen to encourage young people to stay in education, they were not considering 
raising the school leaving age. The reason for introducing the Bill to the committee 
was to extend to Scotland the it’s provisions in data sharing. The Bill, as proposed, 
would allow data to be shared between the Department for Work and Pensions, 

and Families. The data would be used for research purposes only and individuals 

for the motion. 

Scottish Educational   


