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PROPOSED RIGHT TO FOOD (SCOTLAND) BILL – ELAINE SMITH MSP 

SUMMARY OF CONSULTATION RESPONSES 

 
 
This document summarises the responses to a consultation exercise carried 
out on the above proposal.  Its aim is to provide a brief summary of the 
responses and may not reflect their richness.  Those responses whose 
authors have consented to their publication can be found at 
https://righttofoodscotland.wixsite.com/righttofood/consultation-responses.  
 
The background to the proposal is set out in section 1, while section 2 gives 
an overview of the results.  A detailed summary of the responses to the 
consultation questions is given in section 3.  These three sections have been 
prepared by the Scottish Parliament’s Non-Government Bills Unit (NGBU). 
Section 4 has been prepared by Elaine Smith MSP and includes her 
commentary on the results of the consultation.   
 
Where respondents have requested that certain information be treated as “not 
for publication”, or that the respondent remain anonymous, these requests 
have been respected in this summary.   
 
In some places, the summary includes quantitative data about responses, 
including numbers and proportions of respondents who have indicated 
support for, or opposition to, the proposal (or particular aspects of it).  In 
interpreting this data, it should be borne in mind that respondents are self-
selecting, and it should not be assumed that their individual or collective views 
are representative of wider stakeholder or public opinion.  The principal aim of 
the document is to identify the main points made by respondents, giving 
weight in particular to those supported by arguments and evidence and those 
from respondents with relevant experience and expertise.  A consultation is 
not an opinion poll, and the best arguments may not be those that obtain 
majority support.  
 
Copies of the individual responses are available on the following website: 
https://righttofoodscotland.wixsite.com/righttofood/consultation-responses. 
 
Responses have been numbered for ease of reference, and the relevant 
number is included in brackets after the name of the respondent.  
 
A list of respondents is set out in the Annexe.  

https://righttofoodscotland.wixsite.com/righttofood/consultation-responses
https://righttofoodscotland.wixsite.com/righttofood/consultation-responses
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SECTION 1:  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 
Elaine Smith’s draft proposal, lodged on 23 June 2020, is for a Bill to: 
 

incorporate the human right to food into Scots Law. 
 

The proposal was accompanied by a consultation document, prepared with 
the assistance of NGBU.  This document was published on the Parliament’s 
website, from where it remains accessible:  
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/12419.aspx 
 
The consultation period ran from 23 June to 15 September 2020. 
 
The consultation document was circulated to over 225 organisations, 

including charities interested in poverty, food insecurity, sustainability and 

human rights, and a number of trade unions. Additionally, a number of public 

bodies including all local authorities and health boards were also sent the 

document.  Responses were submitted via an online questionnaire, or directly 

to Elaine Smith’s office. 

The consultation was publicised on a dedicated website set up by the 

Member, on social media, and to the press by means of a press release and 

articles for print media. In addition, virtual meetings were hosted by the 

Member to discuss the issues raised in the proposal and encourage 

attendees to respond. 

 
The consultation exercise was run by Elaine Smith’s parliamentary office. 
 
The consultation process is part of the procedure that MSPs must follow in 
order to obtain the right to introduce a Member’s Bill.  Further information 
about the procedure can be found in the Parliament’s standing orders (see 
Rule 9.14) and in the Guidance on Public Bills, both of which are available on 
the Parliament’s website: 

• Standing orders (Chapter 9): 
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx  

• Guidance (Part 3): 
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/25690.aspx  

  

https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/Bills/12419.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/26514.aspx
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/25690.aspx
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SECTION 2: OVERVIEW OF RESPONSES 
 
In total, 252 responses were received.   
 
The responses can be categorized as follows: 

• Seventy-one people (28%) responded on behalf of an organization, 
and 181 (72%) as individuals.   
 

 Of those responding on behalf of an organization: 
 

• 11 (15%) were from public sector organizations (including local 
authorities, health directorates and government agencies); 

• 1 (1%) was from a commercial organization (Greencity Wholefoods); 

• 7 (10%) were from representative organizations (including trade unions 
and industry bodies); 

• 47(66%) were from third sector organizations (including food 
campaigners, food banks and other charitable organizations); 

• 5 (7%) were mainly from networks and groups. 
 
Of those responding as individuals: 
 

• 5 (3%) were from politicians (MSPs and a councillor); 

• 32 (18%) were from professionals with experience in a relevant 
subject; 

• 14 (8%) were from academics with expertise in a relevant subject; 

• 130 (72%) were from private individuals (members of the public). 
 
Of the respondents: 

• 63 (25%) asked to remain anonymous;  

• 18 (7%) asked that their submissions not be published. 
 
Co-ordinated responses 
 
The Co-operative Party ran an email campaign in which 80 respondents 
expressed their support by returning to the Member’s office an email which 
stated—  
 

“Food is a human right. I support the proposed Right to Food 
(Scotland) Bill.  
 
“It is a disgrace that in the twenty-first century there are people who are 
still going hungry in Scotland. Throughout the Covid-19 pandemic 
many people have worked hard to ensure that people are fed in our 
society. These people deserve our praise, but our aim must be an end 
to food poverty and hunger and an end to Food Banks.  
 
“I believe that by enshrining the Right to Food in Scots Law it would 
underpin Scotland’s commitment to meet its obligations under 
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international treaties and also meet Sustainable Development Goal 2 of 
Zero Hunger.  
 
“I am calling for Food Justice in Scotland and I hope that the Scottish 
Parliament will support this important Bill.” 

 
This summary only provides analysis of the responses made to the 
consultation document questions, whether via Smart Survey or by email or 
hard copy. People who indicated support but did not actually respond to the 
consultation directly are not counted amongst the data in this summary. 
 
A number of responses submitted via Smart Survey were identical or near 
identical in content. It appears that pro-forma text provided by a third party 
was used to form all, or part of, those responses. Where one of those 
responses is quoted in the summary, it is labelled ‘co-ordinated response.’ 
 
Late responses 
 
There were four late responses from the Association for Public Service 
Excellence, Women for Independence, Aberlour/Children 1st and COSLA. 
The responses have not been included in the analysis below, but are 
available on the member’s website. 
 
Summary of responses  
 
The majority of the respondents were supportive of the proposal. This support 
was expressed by both individuals and organisations. Whilst it was agreed by 
a large majority (93%) that the right to food should be enshrined in Scots Law, 
there was slightly less certainty on whether an independent statutory body 
with responsibility for the right to food should be established (84% supportive) 
or on whether the right to food should be prioritised over other human rights 
legislation (80% supportive). The majority of respondents agreed that the Bill 
could reduce food insecurity and improve the health of individuals, with a 
recurring theme being the need to take a holistic approach, accounting for 
interrelated policy issues in order to ensure a sustainable food system was 
established and maintained. While it was expected that there would be costs 
incurred by the Bill, it was reiterated that this would be offset by long-term 
benefits.  It was also considered that equality and sustainability should be at 
the core of the Bill 
 
Where responses have not answered the individual survey questions but 
instead indicated in other ways whether or not they supported the general 
aims of the Bill, they have been included in the overall total of responses 
received to the consultation but have not been included in the summary of 
individual questions. 
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SECTION 3: RESPONSES TO CONSULTATION QUESTIONS 
 
This section sets out an overview of responses to each question in the 
consultation document. 
 
Page 22 of the consultation document outlines the two main aims of the 
proposed Bill and what they would involve, namely: 

• enshrining the right to food in Scottish legislation; 

• creating an independent statutory body which would oversee the 
realization of the right to food.    
 

 

Question 1: Which of the following best expresses your view on 
enshrining the human right to food into Scots law? Please explain the 
reasons for your response. 

 
Two hundred and forty respondents (95% of the total) answered this question.   
 
Of those respondents: 
 

• 213 (89%) were fully supportive; 

• 9 (4%) were partially supportive; 

• 4 (2%) were neutral; 

• 6 (2%) were partially opposed; 

• 7 (3%) were fully opposed; 

• 1 (<1%) was unsure. 
 
Supportive responses 
 
A number of common themes emerged from among the reasons respondents 
gave for their support of the proposal.  The most prevalent among them were: 
 

• That “Enshrining the human right to food into law is essential if we are to 
transition to a fair and sustainable food system in Scotland” (Named 
response number 9, SS ID: 144082038 Elizabeth Waddington).  
  

• That it “will also encourage the kind of cross-department, sector and 
organisation collaboration that is essential to tackling complex food 
systems challenges” (Named response number 20, SS ID: 14663006, Dr. 
Isla Farley). 

 

•  The belief that incorporating the right to food into law would foster policy 
coherence was also stated by some respondents who did not relate it to a 
sustainable food system.  For example, Prof. Dr. Brian Wynne explained 
that “The food system overall is extremely complex and multi-sectoral. No 
single Ministerial brief can cover it without further informed inputs, and 
salient information is fragmented and widely distributed … therefore, it is 
practically effective to establish the right to food for all Scottish citizens as 
a legal mandate, in order to ensure that all relevant actors, not only 
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Ministers, are reminded of the uncompromising requirements on them to 
ensure those citizen rights are fulfilled, and their benefits provided to all 
Scottish citizens, rich and poor.” (Named response number 151, SS ID: 
148292887) 

 

• That, related to the issue of policy coherence, various interlinked societal 
problems were connected to the right to food not being realized.  
According to Graham Checkley, “Hunger is the bitterest end of poverty, 
fuelling social inequality and crime.  Hungry children cannot perform well 
at school, and adults may take the law into their own hands in order to see 
their children fed.” (Named response number 12, SS ID: 144309390) 

 

• That a legal right to food could reduce vulnerabilities or increase 
resilience: “A right to food in Scots law is necessary as it can support and 
protect more vulnerable communities in Scotland including children, older 
adults and those from black, Asian and Minority ethnic … backgrounds.  
The current Covid-19 crisis has shown that when things go wrong it is 
important that the most vulnerable in our society are looked after and 
safeguarded” (Named response number 105, SS ID: 148169993, Laura 
Cairns). 
 

• Similarly, that it would address the inequity and inequalities which exist 
in a wealthy country.  For example, among others, Mary Walsh felt that 
“We are a wealthy country: no one should go hungry”(Named response 
number 3, SS ID: 143849433)  Some elaborated on this by adding that a 
right to food would help to address market failure: the “Right to food 
would allow the government and people to shape markets and make 
markets serve the people and not the other way around. At the moment 
international trade dictates food policy which means that profits and 
commerce are defining food policy, as opposed to people’s everyday 
needs.1  With the right to food in law, the Scottish Government would find 
it easier to progress towards the economy of wellbeing, to which they 
committed” (Named response number 106, SS ID: 1466300111, Scottish 
Obesity Alliance). 
 

• That food is a fundamental human need, and a right to food would 
address hunger and support health and wellbeing.  Some expressed this 
in terms of decency: “Every person should receive what is needed for a 
decent existence, including food” (named response number 7, SS ID: 
143922238, Lesley A. Checkley). 

 

                                            
1 3. Michael Fakhri, UN Special Rapporteur on Food, during a roundtable discussion on the 

right to food organised by the Scottish Food Coalition on 29th July 2020. Available from: 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=HiztRTX5sF8 

 

 

https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_c23b09f5dcc84635acacc44ac9a1c010.pdf
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• That enshrinement would place a duty on the Scottish Government and 
others, increase accountability, and allow for enforcement or legal 
recourse, where it was not being met.  
 

• That taking a rights-based approach would ensure dignity was 
embedded in decision making, with the Human Rights Consortium 
stressing that “The right to food means that this is not about charity or best 
practice or even kindness – though all of these are of course important – 
but about a person’s human right to have adequate and accessible food.” 
(Email response)    

 

• Finally, that “Scotland is not currently meeting its international obligations” 
(Named response number 10, SS ID: 144121771, Raymond Holmes) as 
regards the right to food, but would have to do so if it were incorporated 
into domestic legislation.   

 
Opposed responses  
 
The main reasons given by the 13 respondents who fully or partially opposed 
the enshrinement of the right to food in Scottish law were that: 
 

• The state cannot or should not provide food. 
 

• It is difficult to enforce. 
 

• The right to food “is meaningless in Scotland.  Our social support network 
ensures that food is already available.  Enshrining this in law will make no 
difference.” (Anonymous response number 51, SS ID: 148228469). 

 
Reasons given by the two respondents who neither supported nor opposed 
the right to food being incorporated in Scottish law included that individuals 
may become reliant on state provision of food, or may abuse a system of 
free provision. 
 
Other points raised 
 
Finally, some recommendations were made regarding the specifics of the 
proposed bill, and its implementation: 
 

• Amnesty International Scotland stated that it broadly supports ‘the key 
elements’ of this proposal, but emphasized the importance, in its view, of 
involving “stakeholders, civil society organisations and charities working in 
the sphere of food security in the details and implementation of this right in 
Scotland in order to best bring the Right to Food into Scots law in a 
manner which will be justiciable and impactful.”(Named response number 
30, SS ID: 147175135) 
 

• The National Farmers Union of Scotland urged that the role of food 
producers should be central to any conversation around the food system, 

https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_0409183223254f66b0f39d9efe5aed55.pdf
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stating that “a sustainable domestic agricultural system is the first link in 
the food system in Scotland.” (Email response) 
 

• The Bill should confer “sufficient powers to make a difference to those who 
need it” and “nutritionally adequate” should be defined (Named response 
number 75, SS ID: 148202649, Food Standards Scotland). 
 

• “It should ensure access to food which supports health and wellbeing” 
(Named response number 55, SS ID: 147412626, Slow Food Edinburgh). 
 

• “Appropriate legal guidance which has the main aim of ensuring that 
everyone can afford and enjoy a healthy and sustainable diet” should be 
provided for (Named response number 112, SS ID: 148226330, Glasgow 
City Council). 
 

• Adequate funding and appropriate resource “should be allocated to 
support action” (Named response number 58, SS ID: 148078842, Stirling 
Council). 
 

• Legislation should be “accompanied by a clear, feasible implementation 
plan” (Named response number 133, SS ID: 148274362, Fife’s Food 
Insecurity Steering Group). 
 

• “These issues cannot be solved with a single piece of legislation but a 
framework for the food system must be developed and implemented to 
inform future food governance.” (Anonymous response number 61, SS ID: 
147496945). 

 
 

Question 2: Which of the following best describes your view on the 
creation of an independent statutory body with responsibility for the 
right to food?  Please explain the reasons for your response. 

 
Two hundred and thirty-nine respondents (95% of the total) answered this 
question.  Of those respondents: 
 

• 167 (70%) were fully supportive; 

• 34 (14%) were partially supportive; 

• 13 (5%) were neutral; 

• 3 (1%) were partially opposed; 

• 15 (6%) were fully opposed; 

• 7 (3%) were unsure. 
 
Supportive responses 
 
Many of the reasons given for support for the creation of a new body 
corresponded to those cited in relation to enshrining the right to food in Scots 
law.  The most prevalent reasons were: 
  

https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_ed5c0be128fa4e3eae2f44e8e4588778.pdf
https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_4da232768577456ab20700dd69e13314.pdf
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• That is would help to bring about a sustainable food system:  Gillian 
Wilson believed that it would be “a key way of bringing the many different 
players in the food system into a more systematic way of thinking about a 
sustainable and sensible way of producing food that is not just driven by 
the private sector big players in the market.” (Named response number 35, 
SS ID: 147562069) Claudia Beamish MSP elaborated that this would 
entail “delivering an affordable, healthy and sustainable diet for all, safe 
working conditions and a fair wage for food producers, and a food 
production system that is moving towards a net zero economy and 
respects animals and the environment.”(Named response number 132, SS 
ID: 148276918). 
 

• Overlapping with the above was the conviction that a new body would 
increase policy coherence. The co-ordinated response submitted via 
Smart Survey noted that “Everyone involved in the food system has 
different goals and priorities …  An independent statutory body would 
recognise that food insecurity, climate change, public health, biodiversity, 
workers’ rights, animal welfare, access to land, and waste are all part of 
the food system and that a systems-wide approach is essential to 
protecting everyone’s right to food.” 
  

• Some respondents drew attention to the some of the interlinked societal 
ills that they believed such a body would help to address: “We have lived 
through 10 years of austerity causing huge suffering and inability to feed 
ourselves and we are seeing the enormous health implications of poor diet 
in huge numbers of our population. There is no time to lose in establishing 
this body and righting the wrongs that have been inflicted upon the poorer 
in our society.” (Anonymous response number 47, SS ID: 148211833). 
 

• Supportive respondents expressed the opinion that a statutory body would 
help to increase the resilience of the food system and/or reduce related 
vulnerabilities.  KLSB Community Food Pantry opined that “So many 
people ‘slip through the net’ there needs to be some statutory body to 
oversee the right to food.” (Named response number 42, SS ID: 
147660461) 
 

• In relation to inequity / inequality, John Sinclair said he supported the 
creation of a new body because it would be the “start of a journey to a fair 
and just society” (Named response number 134, SS ID: 148273667)  

 
 

• One respondent supported the proposal for a new body because “There 
needs to be a lot more done in Scotland to ensure that everyone has 
access to a varied range of fresh, local produce in a way that meets their 
needs in a time of increasing marginalisation and deprivation” (Anonymous 
response number 27, SS ID: 147620029). 
 

• Many respondents felt that an independent body would increase 
accountability.  For example, Emma Whitham stated that “It is important 
that the Government is held to account over its obligations and an 
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independent statutory body is an important part of ensuring this happens” 
(Named response number 62, SS ID: 148124853). 

 
In addition to the above, a key theme of the supportive responses was that of 
implementation: a number of respondents were of the opinion that 
“Governments can pass legislation but need a body to ensure that it is 
implemented adequately” (Named response number 4, SS ID: 143922381, 
Rosemary Howe).  Several respondents emphasized the importance of such 
a body being impartial and independent, and therefore able to be critical.  One 
respondent summarized: “An independent body would prevent political 
interference and the watering down of commitments to a right to food” 
(Named response number 38, SS ID: 147635154, Patricia Johnston).  Many 
felt that this would enable the body to effectively carry out various functions, 
including audit, research, provision of advice and guidance and reporting.  
Inclusion Scotland, which was neutral towards this proposition, recommended 
that “The statutory body should be given the status of Non-Departmental 
Public Body, or other independent body, and thus be independent of the 
Scottish Government of the day.” (Named response number 73, SS ID: 
148070798) 
 
Finally, a number of respondents expressed the view that the establishment 
and approach of a statutory body should be participatory.  First, that “It is 
essential that concerned partners [working on improving the food system] are 
consulted on aims and responsibilities of the proposed independent statutory 
body with current work streams and obligations reviewed” (Named response 
number 86, SS ID: 148212068, NHS Lothian Public Health Directorate (Health 
Promotion Service)).  And second, that it should support public and 
stakeholder participation, and that of “people with the relevant lived 
experience of food insecurity, and the ways our current food system is 
broken” (Named response number 127, SS ID: 148268197, The Vegan 
Society).  However, one partially supportive respondent pointed out that a 
statutory body would allow “non elected officials to make decisions”. 
(Anonymous response number 6, SS ID: 144306867)  
 
The Scottish Food Commission called for transparency in the body’s process, 
and in particular, in the process for appointing members (email response). 
 
Opposed responses 
 
Those who were opposed to the creation of an independent statutory body, 
and some who were partially supportive or neutral, but had some misgivings, 
gave as their reasons:   

 

• The cost – one respondent explained that “We do not need another 
Quango.  Better to spend the money and direct it to delivery mechanisms 
to anyone who does have problems affording food” (Anonymous response 
number 51, SS ID: 48228469). 
 

• Some felt that a new body may, to some extent, be redundant, ‘adding to 
an already complex landscape’ (Named response number 66, SS ID: 

https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_61b6db02e7934f24ba0b1fed1c77c16e.pdf
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148186372, Public Health Nutrition Group).’  In the opinion of others, in 
particular Food Standards Scotland (FSS) it or another existing 
organization could carry out the proposed functions.  FSS argued that it ‘is 
already an independent body (Non-Ministerial Office), with regulatory 
powers in food and feed safety and standards, [and that] current and 
future FSS activities could overlap with the proposed new body’ (Named 
response number 75, SS ID: 148202649). 
 

• A few respondents felt that a new body might be ineffective – ‘just 
another well paid talking shop’ (Named response number 31, SS ID: 
147474430, David Howdle), ‘where people have meetings about meetings 
and are usually highly unrepresentative of those most in need’ (named 
response number 53, SS ID: 147920921, Mairi Gould).  One anonymous 
respondent thought that “It would provide focus, but the underlying issue is 
poverty and inequality” (anonymous response number 2, SS ID 
143916008). 
 

• Others highlighted the risk of increasing bureaucracy by setting up a new 
body. 

 
A few partially supportive and unsure respondents felt that the consultation 
document did not contain sufficient information. 

 

Question 3. What do you think would be the main practical advantages 
and disadvantages of the proposed Bill? 

 
Two hundred and seventeen respondents answered this question (86% of the 
total). 
 
Responses to this question reprised the themes that emerged from those to 
questions 1 and 2.  The most commonly cited advantages and disadvantages 
are summarized below for each of the most prevalent themes. 
 
Sustainable food system: 
 
A number of respondents reflected that the proposed Bill would help to foster 
a sustainable food system.  For example, one respondent stated that it would 
address everyone’s ”right to healthy, nourishing food from sustainable and 
local sources … The pandemic has exposed the systemic issues and 
insecurity that we all face in our public health and food production, and 
climate change will only worsen these. I think it’s really important to have a Bill 
that reflects the enormity of this crisis’.  
 
However, the same respondent added that ‘A disadvantage of the bill is that it 
does not go far enough to address the human rights issues (migrant labour) 
and land justice issues (unequal landownership) that are such a huge part of 
the positive and just future of food production and consumption’ (anonymous 
response number 37, SS ID: 147972679).   
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Policy coherence: 
Elizabeth Waddington, among others, felt that, more specifically, ‘enshrining 
the right to food ensures that … a holistic view is taken, which involves joined 
up thinking in the environmental, social and governmental arenas. Effective 
framework legislation will ensure that all parties can work together towards 
common goals, with a clear, practicable and measured understanding of what 
has, and must, be achieved’ (named response number 9, SS ID: 144082038, 
Elizabeth Waddington) 
 
Food waste: 
Some respondents remarked specifically on the issue of food waste, 
expressing the opinion that the proposed Bill would reduce it.  However, 
Yvonne Bruce suggested that food “being easily available” might in fact lead 
to its waste (named response number 24, SS ID: 146866481). 
 
Interlinked societal ills:  
 

Several respondents felt that a key advantage of the Bill would be to 
ameliorate interlinked societal ills. For example, Yvonne Bruce (ibid.) said:  

“Advantage is giving dignity to people in need of food.  They would be 
free of the worry of having to source food from a limited budget. They 
would probably be in better health so lessening the need for medical 
appointments/treatment. They would be more likely to get involved with 
their local community thus improving mental health also. Children 
would never be without food despite the circumstances of their 
parents.” 

 
Reducing vulnerability: 
Lesley Checkley felt that a key advantage of the Bill would be to ‘reduce food 
poverty and associated problems experienced by the most vulnerable people 
in Scotland’ (named response number 7, SS ID: 143922238). An anonymous 
respondent felt it could ‘do away with the need for such things as food banks’ 
(anonymous response number 18, SS ID: 146529660). 
 
Fundamental needs: 
Michael McBride believed that the Bill would lead “to [a] focus on basic need” 
(named response number 46, SS ID: 147800045).  Mary Walsh (named 
response number 3, SS ID: 143849433) believed that as a consequence of 
the Bill ‘No one will go hungry’.  However, Daryl McIntosh said that, in his 
opinion, “ensuring the food reached who it was meant for would perhaps be 
the biggest challenge” (named response number 8, SS ID: 144007357). 
  
Equity / equalities: 
 
Several respondents expressed the view that the Bill would reduce inequality. 
One respondent specified that they hoped that it would do so by “redirecting 
public funds from things like Scottish arms companies receiving Scottish 
Enterprise funding and instead using that money to make sure no one is 
hungry” (Named response number 23, SS ID: 146770523, Frances 

https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_c23b09f5dcc84635acacc44ac9a1c010.pdf
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Gallagher).  Patricia Johnston (Named response number 38, SS ID: 
147635154) made a similar point, opining that “a basic right to food would be 
a key step towards removing human needs from the inequality of the market. 
It would force the government to refocus on welfare rather than corporate 
interests.” 
 
The Human Rights Consortium said a big advantage of the Bill would be that 
the right to food could be applied to all regardless of their immigration status. 
In the Consortium’s view, having NRPF (no recourse to public funds) status 
should not be a barrier to accessing food. 
 
Duties, powers, and accountability: 

Several respondents had specific expectations of the proposed statutory 
body.  For example, Janet Crozier felt that one advantage that “one would 
expect from an independent body with responsibility, will be to ensure that the 
food distribution chain is not interrupted due to another virus outbreak or due 
to BREXIT.” (Named response number 2, SS ID: 143847575) The Trussell 
Trust ((named response number 63, SS ID: 148140152) felt that a further 
advantage would be “Placing duties on public bodies to take action to reduce 
food insecurity and improve the local food system.” 
 
Obesity Action Scotland (Named response number 56, SS ID:148045617) 
believed that “the right to food would give the Scottish Government 
arguments, legal power and responsibility to improve the food system.”   
 
Others felt that it would give “people a measure to judge the government’s 
performance on the issue” (Named response number 5, SS ID 143946785, 
Belville Community Garden) 
 
Rights based policy: 

A number of respondents felt that “helping to make sure that human rights are 
at the centre of all of the Government’s decisions on the food system” (co-
ordinated response) would be an advantage.  However, Amnesty International 
(named response number 30, SS ID:147175135); argued that “a more holistic 
approach examining how rights are fulfilled throughout the production 
process; for example the rights of workers… land rights, and environmental 
rights, would be more appropriate and in keeping with a human rights based 
approach.” 
 
Legal protection: 
Peter Barlow felt that an advantage of the bill would be to ensure that people 
“would have their right to food protected in law” (named response number 22, 
SS ID: 146751461, Peter Barlow). Similarly, Richard Middleton believed that 
the bill would give the right to food a “legal status (the right becomes 
justiciable)” (named response number 59, SS ID: 148077944, Richard 
Middleton)  
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One respondent stated that an advantage of the Bill would be that “It does not 
look … to sue governments for people going hungry” (anonymous response 9, 
SS ID: 145493469) Stirling Council (Named response number 58, SS ID: 
148078842).felt a potential disadvantage might be a “lack of understanding of 
the purpose of the legislation amongst the general public who may think they 
can individually challenge service providers.”   
 
Implementation: 
 
A number of advantages and disadvantages were posited by respondents in 
relation to how the right to food might be implemented.  Stirling Council 
(Named response number 58, SS ID: 148078842).felt that “strong messaging 
and policy frameworks, improvements in data and performance monitoring, 
and allocation of delivery resources” would be advantages of the bill.  The 
Human Rights Consortium (email response) also considered that the Bill 
could help address data and evidence gaps around the right to food and 
increase transparency and participation in decision making.  Another 
respondent added that the proposal to set up an independent statutory body 
would be an advantage, as “statutory bodies have a lot of freedom” 
(Anonymous response number 6, SS ID: 144306867).).  
 
Others, however, pointed out that any failure of delivery would lead to 
disillusionment.  Patricia Johnstone (Named response number 38, SS ID: 
147635154) raised the possibility that “the SNP could pass it then significantly 
water it down.” 
 
Some cited as disadvantages potential difficulties in implementation, for 
example, “Disadvantages would revolve around funding, delivery of 
programmes and eligibility” (Anonymous response number 26, SS ID: 
147619935), and “identifying those in need, breaking existing barriers about 
asking for and getting help” (Anonymous response number 43, SS ID: 
148083770)Some respondents suggested the nature of the social security 
system as a disadvantage.  Some felt that a disadvantage of the Bill was that 
it might not provide for a participatory approach.  Perth & Kinross Association 
for Voluntary Service (148156942) highlighted:  
 

“concern amongst some of the food related groups that we have 
engaged with that unless the third sector have a significant role from 
the offset in the design and development of the infrastructure and 
bodies supporting the Bill, then it may well be disempowering for a 
range of established organisations, as the local authority would be 
given a greater role to play.  This runs contrary to the narratives around 
subsidiarity and community empowerment.”(Named response number 
65, SS ID: 148156942) 

 
On the other hand, Dignity in Practice considered that an advantage would be 
that community food workers, charity workers and those with lived experience 
of food poverty would have a bigger say in how the food system functions. It 
felt that the bill would enable such workers to move away from work such as 

https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_ed5c0be128fa4e3eae2f44e8e4588778.pdf
https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_ed5c0be128fa4e3eae2f44e8e4588778.pdf
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delivering emergency food parcels and running/staffing food banks to “use our 
energy and resources to support and build the strength of our communities 
through activities like organising shared meals, community gardens, 
community learning workshops, etc.”(Email response) 
 
Cost: 
Many respondents felt that the cost to the public purse would be a 
disadvantage of the proposed bill, and that this may not be the best way to 
use public funds.  Stuart Whitby (Named response number 6, SS 
ID:143961644), for example, also believed that current charitable provision is 
preferable to a right to food:  
 

“Food banks are great.  Individuals see a problem and make an effort 
to solve it, with minimum to no imposed cost to the taxpayer.  People 
who use the food banks know that there was no "right" to be provided 
with food and actually appreciate the charity and pay that debt back or 
pay it forward once they are back on their feet financially.  Compare 
this to a cost imposed on every taxpayer for a government controlled 
food bank and the administrative department required to run it.  That 
cost affects all taxpayers, whatever their circumstance, and makes 
everyone poorer.” 

 
Others felt the financial costs would be outweighed by the societal benefits to 
health and wellbeing, although Mandy Sheridan (Named response 27, SS ID: 
146996910) pointed out the possibility that the Bill could create “additional 
work for services already struggling”.   
 
Other advantages cited: 
 

• Just Right said the Bill would bring Scotland in line with best practice and 
UN Sustainable Development Goals. And, if implemented correctly, it 
could provide individuals and families with an understanding about their 
rights around food. (Email response( 
 

• West Lothian Council thought that an advantage may be a strengthening 
of community growing, and complement the Community Empowerment 
(Scotland) Act 2015 around allotments, etc.(Email response) 

 
Other disadvantages cited: 
 

• Some respondents felt that the Bill would lead to resources being used to 
address the symptoms rather than the root causes of undernutrition. 

 

• A few respondents thought that the Bill would increase bureaucracy, and 
that progress of the Bill itself would be too slow to meet immediate urgent 
needs. 

 

• James McFadyen (Named response number 16, SS ID: 144773833) 
suggested that centralized implementation by the state may be more cost-
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efficient, but that the opportunity cost of this could be that “charities may 
see reduced contributions”. 

 

• Some respondents felt that a disadvantage might be that some may seek 
to exploit or ‘scam’ systems set up to implement the Bill. 

 

Question 4. Which of the following expresses your view of enshrining a 
right to food into Scots law as a priority in advance of any further 
Scottish Government legislation on wider human rights? 

 
Two hundred and thirty-seven respondents (94% of the total) answered this 
question. Of those who answered: 
 

• 159 (67%) were fully supportive; 

• 32 (13%) were partially supportive; 

• 23 (10%) were neutral; 

• 3 (1%) were partially opposed; 

• 13 (5%) were fully opposed; 

• 7 (3%) were unsure 
 
Many respondents emphasized the need for food poverty to be eradicated as 
soon as possible, with the hope expressed that the proposed Bill would 
contribute to this goal: 
 

“People are going hungry in Scotland today. This is a problem which 
needs to be dealt with; having a vague Right to Food in international 
law has not worked, people are still using food banks and going hungry 
in Scotland in 2020.” (Named response no 129, SS ID 148264649, The 
Scottish Co-operative Party) 

 
This view was shared by a number of respondents who considered access to 
food to be a basic human right and therefore something which must be 
prioritised by the Scottish Government. Some respondents were of the view 
that the Covid-19 pandemic had highlighted inequalities in access to food, 
thus making the right to food an even higher priority.  One respondent, Emma 
Whitham, stated: 
 

“The Covid-19 pandemic has shown all how unfair, unjust and 
precarious our food system is. As a matter of urgency this must be 
addressed. The Scottish Government must put the health of the people 
and the planet at the heart of the recovery” (Named response number 
62, SS ID 148124853) 

 
Many respondents were keen that other human rights issues were addressed 
by the Scottish Government, with a number considering it important that the 
proposed bill eventually be linked into wider human rights legislation.  
However, it was considered that any such legislation may take a long time to 
come to fruition. Fife Food Insecurity Steering Group, for example, stated: 
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“Introducing fuller human rights legislation is important and we 
welcome the government’s commitment to this. However, this is likely 
to be a much lengthier process. There are particular challenges facing 
our food system now, which have been highlighted by the Covid-19 
crisis and are likely to be exacerbated by the ongoing impact of the 
pandemic and by our exit from the EU. These need urgent attention.” 
(Named response number 133, SS ID 148274362) 

 
While it was noted that important work is already being undertaken in relation 
to food poverty, food insecurity and interrelated issues, the general view was 
that the proposed Bill was needed to build upon those actions. The Scottish 
Food Coalition considered it important that the right to food is enshrined in 
legislation in order to ensure it is prioritised in the long term. 

 
“The challenges facing the food system are urgent, and the Covid-19 
pandemic has exposed and worsened many of these challenges. While 
the current government is laudably committed to the human rights 
agenda, there is no guarantee that future governments will be equally 
supportive. It is essential that right to food is put into Scots law as a 
priority in the same way as the UNCRC is set to be brought into 
domestic law, so the Scottish Government puts the wellbeing of 
children, and all people and the planet at the heart of its plans for the 
future of the food system.” (Email response) 

 
 
Opposed responses 
 
Of the few who were opposed, the reasons given included that there are other 
supports in place for individuals in need (Response number 13, SS ID: 
144374593, Alan Meechan) and that the right to food should not be prioritised 
over other human rights (Anonymous response number 5, SS ID: 
144222887). Just Right Scotland, which was partially opposed, expressed the 
view that the proposed Bill should not be prioritised over other human rights 
commitments made by the Scottish Government: 
 

“The recent Programme for Government included the following 
commitment: “The UNCRC Bill will fully and directly incorporate the 
United Nations Convention on the Rights of Children into Scots law” by 
the end of this parliamentary term. Progress on this commitment 
should not be put on hold for the food security bill, it should not be 
viewed as “either/or”, instead we would recommend that the Scottish 
Government pursue all pathways to meet international best practice to 
enshrine human rights in law, however, ensuring that there is 
coherence across all action to embed individual and collective human 
rights into Scots law.”  (Email response) 

 
 

Question 5. What advantages or disadvantages would there be to 
establishing a statutory body with responsibility for the right to food? 
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Two hundred and three respondents (81% of the total) answered this 
question. Many of the points made echo those made in response to previous 
questions and are therefore only covered briefly below. 
 
Advantages 
 
Accountability 
It was considered that having an independent statutory body with 
responsibility for the right to food would ensure appropriate attention was 
placed on important issues (Named response number 5, SS ID 143946785, 
Belville Community Garden), hold the Scottish Government and other public 
bodies to account (Anonymous response number 1, SS ID143758354) and 
ensure that the aims of the Bill were achieved. Many respondents touched on 
the importance of the body being independent of the Government to ensure it 
would be impartial. (Named response number 9, SS ID 144082038 Elizabeth 
Waddington). 
 
Co-ordinated approach 
Many respondents were of the view that a statutory body could ensure a 
holistic approach to the food system was taken. A co-ordinated response from 
21 respondents stated that a statutory body “can help to ensure that the 
Government works across the whole food system and recognises the links 
between, for example, food insecurity, low wages and poor health.” (Co-
ordinated response). It was also considered that the statutory body could be 
made up of a range of experts, who in turn would be able to share their 
experience and knowledge (named response number 17, SS ID: 145445604, 
Tillydrone Community Flat). 
 
Meaningful role  
Some respondents detailed the role they foresaw the body undertaking, 
including carrying out independent research and providing guidance, expert 
knowledge and support to the Government and other public bodies. It was 
considered important by some that the body consults widely with different 
groups (co-ordinated response) and stakeholders and that it sets meaningful 
performance measures (named response 112, SS ID 148226330, Glasgow 
City Council). 
 
Disadvantages 
 
Costs  
Some respondents noted that it would be costly to set up and run an  
independent body (for example, anonymous response number 59, SS ID 
148266891). 
 
Potential lack of action 
There was a concern that the body would add another layer of bureaucracy 
preventing positive action being taken. Concern was expressed that the body 
would become a ‘talking shop’ (Anonymous response number 32, SS 
ID147787973) with ‘no teeth’ (Named response number 72, SS ID: 
148201809, North Ayrshire Council). Others were of the view that the body 

https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/748314?u=148266891
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would be ineffective if it was not sufficiently independent from the Scottish 
Government (named response number 104, SS ID: 148225126, Space and 
Broomhouse Hub), or if it is made up of all the ‘usual suspects’ (named 
response number 85, SS ID: 148204702, The Scottish Allotments and Garden 
Society) thus failing to look at the issues involved from a range of 
perspectives. 
 

Question 6. Which of the following best describes your view of placing 
responsibility for guaranteeing the right to food on the Scottish 
Government? 

 
Two hundred and thirty-seven respondents (94% of the total) answered this 
question.  
 
Of those who answered: 
 

• 163 (69%) were fully supportive; 

• 50 (21%) were partially supportive; 

• 6 (2%) were neutral; 

• 6 (2%) were partially opposed; 

• 11 (5%) were fully opposed; 

• 1 (<1%) was unsure. 
 

Supportive responses 
 
There was a general view that the Scottish Government should have an 
overarching responsibility for the right to food in Scotland. It was considered 
that the Scottish Government’s priority should be the wellbeing of the 
country’s citizens and that only the Government had the required influence 
and power to ensure the right to food was taken seriously and successfully 
implemented. Space and Broomhouse Hub stated: 

 
“It is absolutely the Government's responsibility to guarantee the right 
to food for every single person. Whilst this needs to be supported from 
other sectors, it is the Government as the guardian of our nation who 
must ensure that every person has access to food, and should be 
striving towards a right to healthy, affordable food. This means 
ensuring fair wages, safe working conditions, access to benefits and 
protecting the wellbeing of the people that the right to food will bring.” 
(Named response number 104, SS ID: 148225126) 

 
There was a view that the independent statutory body proposed by the Bill 
would play an important role in ensuring that the Scottish Government upheld 
its responsibility to ensure the right to food for all (anonymous response 
number 19, SS ID:146568447). 
 
Other respondents emphasised that, although the knowledge and expertise of 
3rd sector organisations would be invaluable in shaping the policy around the 
right to food, it should not be the responsibility of charities such as food banks 

https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/748314?u=146568447
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to ensure the people of Scotland do not go hungry. The Trussell Trust set out 
its view as follows: 
 

“Food banks are supporting thousands of people in Scotland with 
emergency food because the safety net to protect them has failed. In 
2019-20, the Trussell Trust distributed 237,225 food parcels – which is 
an increase of 74% over the last five years. Reducing the need for food 
banks requires government action to increase the income in people's 
pockets, from work and social security. Governments of all levels have 
a responsibility and powers to take action to address this. Placing 
responsibility for guaranteeing the right to food on the Scottish 
Government will increase the action it must take to reduce food 
insecurity and improve the wider food system” (named response 
number 63, SS ID: 148140152). 

 
While it was considered by many that the Scottish Government should have 
overall responsibility for the funding and implementation of the right to food, 
some respondents were of the view that much of the required work could be 
delegated to local authorities (named response number 10, SS ID: 
144121771, Raymond Holmes).  Other respondents were of the view that a 
wide range of bodies would have a role to play in guaranteeing the right to 
food. The Scottish Human Rights Commission made reference to the potential 
role of all public bodies: 

“The duty bearers under the Human Rights Act 1998 are all public 
bodies, including the Scottish Government but also local authorities, 
and the wide range of other public bodies. In addition, those who carry 
out the functions of a public body under contracts are also included as 
having duties.  We note that many of the issues and gaps related to 
food are not necessarily at a national level but are actually around gaps 
in local authority service provision and policy.  Given the extent to 
which the right to food touches on many different areas of policy and 
requires coherence across these, it may be valuable to consider 
widening the duties to all public bodies” (email response). 

Peter Barlow was of the view that the UK Government still had either reserved 
responsibility for, or influence over, many of the relevant policy areas and thus 
must have a role to play, should the right to food be guaranteed in Scotland 
(named response number 22, SS ID:146751461). 
 
Opposed responses 
 
Some of those opposed to placing responsibility for guaranteeing the right to 
food on the Scottish Government felt that this should not be the Government’s 
role. One anonymous respondent, who was partially opposed, considered that 
local authorities would be better placed to ensure the right to food was met: 
 

“[Responsibility should be on] local governments instead of Scottish 
government as regional changes and poverty will be different. Urban 
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poverty in Glasgow, for example, is not the same as poverty faced in 
the Highlands. A scheme by the local authority would then work better”  
(anonymous response number 15, SS ID:146439670). 

 
 

Question 7. What impact do you believe bringing the right to food into 
law would have on: 
(a) Reducing food insecurity; 
(b) Improving people’s health? 

 
There was a general view that the problems of food insecurity and poor health 
are interconnected and thus, if the Bill were to help reduce food insecurity, it 
would also improve people’s health.  This point was made by Colin Smyth 
MSP, who stated in his response: 
 

“(A) right to food would underpin important changes to reduce food 
insecurity by ensuring that policy and law moving forward is consistent 
with this right. This will in turn improve health. Both malnutrition and 
obesity are closely related to poverty, and in general poor diet can 
increase risk of a huge number of health problems. Accordingly, any 
measures to improve access to food will help to improve health” 
(named response number 82, SS ID: 148202436). 

 
Another respondent, Tom Kinnaird, agreed that the right to food could both 
reduce food insecurity and improve public health: 
 

“It's a no-brainer, of course this would reduce food insecurity and 
improve health. If everyone knows they can access food freely, the 
insecurity has vanished and the associated stress which the insecurity 
was producing also disappears. Physical and mental health improve 
dramatically when diet improves, that's a given fact, and the lift across 
deprived communities especially will be dramatic. Even crime levels 
will reduce once people can no longer be exploited by criminals to 
commit all sorts of offences in exchange for food” (named response 
number 34, SS ID: 147549192). 

 
 
Reducing food insecurity 
 
Two hundred and thirty-five respondents (93%) answered this part of the 
question. 
 
Of those who answered: 
 

• 191 (81%) considered the Bill would have a significant impact on 
reducing food insecurity; 

• 35 (15%) considered it would have some impact; 

• 9 (4%) considered it would have no impact. 
 

https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/748314?u=148202436
https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/748314?u=147549192
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Many respondents took the opportunity to discuss why they consider it 
important food insecurity be reduced. Some reference was made to the 
hardships facing those experiencing food insecurity and the pressures this 
could put people under, for example in having to choose to heat their home or 
eat a meal, or where people forego food for themselves in order to feed their 
children (named response number 17, SS ID: 145445604, Tillydrone 
Community Flat).  The strain food insecurity places on charities such as 
foodbanks was also discussed (co-ordinated response). 
 
Some concern was expressed that introducing a statutory right to food would 
not go far enough to bring about positive change, and that the Bill’s success 
would be dependent on how it was implemented and how interrelated issues 
were dealt with. It was considered that putting the right to food into statute 
would ensure that the Scottish Government must prioritise, and put resources 
into, tackling such problems: 
 

“This right to food makes it clear that it is the Government’s 
responsibility to tackle food insecurity. Charities and food banks should 
not be responsible for dealing with these issues. Putting the right to 
food into Scots law will ensure more Government resources go towards 
finding better alternatives to addressing food insecurity than charity and 
food banks, for example, ensuring a compassionate benefits system 
which enables people to eat well and access food with dignity. It is 
important that we have more than words on paper; putting the right to 
food into law will not end food banks overnight, and we need additional 
measures like an independent statutory body to monitor the 
Government’s plans and decisions and make sure that it is taking 
appropriate actions.” (Co-ordinated response) 

 
In its response, the Scottish Allotments and Gardens Society set out some 
issues to be considered, should the Bill fulfil its aim of addressing food 
insecurity: 
 

“To enact a right to food will require the capacity and the knowledge to 
do that and to be able to do so against barriers, including the 
complexity of provision systems. It is conceivable that such a right … , 
unless supported with education and advocates and funding, may well 
not have much real effect on reducing food insecurity … In addition, it 
must be recognised that so much work in relation to providing and 
facilitating people to produce healthy food lies within the third sector 
and that lies out-with the reach of statutory and local government. The 
Community Empowerment Act in supporting self-determination and 
grassroots led activity decoupled  
much of this from local government” (named response number 85, SS 
ID: 148204702). 
 

Improving people’s health 
 
Two hundred and thirty-three respondents (92%) answered this part of the 
question. 
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Of those who answered: 
 

• 167 (72%) considered the Bill would have a significant impact on 
improving people’s health; 

• 55 (24%) considered it would have some impact; 

• 11 (5%) considered it would have no impact. 
 
The view was expressed that if people had access to good quality food, their 
health would improve as a result.  It was noted by some that highly processed 
food is often cheaper than more nutritious alternatives and therefore more 
likely to be consumed by those living with food insecurity (named response 
number 55, SS ID: 147412626, Slow Food Edinburgh). It was considered that 
the Bill could counteract this by making sure that everyone had access to 
healthy food. 
 
One anonymous respondent considered that a range of changes were 
needed in order for the Bill to achieve its aim of improving people’s health: 
 

“[the statutory right to food] will be fairly pointless without wider reforms 
- for many people working excessive hours, unhealthy food is the only 
thing they can prepare and eat between jobs, or when exhausted at the 
end of the day. Things like living wage, rent controls, banning zero 
hours contracts, etc, will all be necessary to truly give everyone the 
right to healthy food at prices they can afford, with the time and energy 
needed to prepare it” (anonymous response number 13, SS 
ID:146217106). 

 
It was noted that along with issues such as malnutrition and obesity, the 
stress experienced by those who are food insecure can have an impact on 
both physical and mental health, with the co-ordinated response noting: 
 

“This will likely have a positive impact on mental health as stress, 
anxiety and depression associated with financial worries will lessen. 
Diet-related illnesses are a longstanding issue and enshrining the right 
to food into Scots law will ensure that policy and law makers treat the 
food system as a health priority” 

 
 

Question 8. Taking account of both costs and potential savings, what 
financial impact would you expect the proposed Bill to have on: 
 
(a) Government and the public sector; 
(b) Businesses; 
(c) Individuals? 

 

Government and the public sector 

Two hundred and thirty (91%) respondents answered this question. 



24 
 

Of those who answered: 

• 20 (9%) thought that the proposed Bill would lead to a significant increase 
in costs for the Government and the public sector; 

• 116 (50%) thought it would lead to some increase in costs; 

• 54 (23%) thought it would be broadly cost-neutral; 

• 13 (6%) thought it would lead to some reduction in costs; 

• 8 (3%) thought it would lead to a significant reduction in costs; and 

• 19 (8%) were unsure. 
 

Many of those commenting took the view that any costs incurred by the Bill 

would be offset by long-term savings. For example, it was considered that 

while costs such as setting up, resourcing and maintaining a new statutory 

body could be substantial, it would lead to an improvement in public health 

which would in turn lessen the burden placed on health and social care 

services: 

“It will cost the Government and the public-sector some money to make 

the necessary changes as it is underinvestment which has led to the 

failings we have long seen in our food system. For example, 

establishing an independent statutory body will be an investment. This 

will lead to some increase in cost but, equally, ensuring the food 

system improves public health will put less strain on the NHS. 

Currently, diet-related illnesses place huge avoidable costs on our 

health service. The financial impact of greater investment in the food 

system will be more than balanced out by an improvement to public 

health – as well as the positive impact on society and the environment.” 

(Co-ordinated response) 

The Vegan Society was one of many respondents who agreed that wide-

ranging investment was required in order for the Bill to be successful: 

“It is right that Government and public authorities make the necessary 

up-front investment in the just, healthy, sustainable food system which 

we all urgently need. Putting the Right to Food into practice in Scotland 

requires land managers and other food systems actors [to] receive 

investment for the transition to new skills, equipment and techniques” 

(Named response number 127, SS ID148268197) 

Businesses 

Two hundred and twenty-seven respondents (90%) answered this question. 

Of those who responded: 

• 10 (4%) thought that the Bill would lead to a significant increase in 

costs for businesses; 

• 100 (44%) thought it would lead to some increase in costs; 

• 66 (29%) thought it would be broadly cost-neutral; 

• 16 (7%) thought it would lead to some reduction in costs; and 

• 5 (2%) thought it would lead to a significant reduction in costs; and 
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• 30 (13%) were unsure. 

 

Again, while it was considered that some costs would fall on businesses as a 

result of the Bill, it was hoped that these would be offset by long-term benefits. 

It was considered, for example, that some businesses may have to pay out 

more in wages but that this would help contribute towards a healthier, more 

productive workforce: 

“Healthier, happier people not worried about whether they can feed 

their children will have a more positive outlook. There will be fewer 

people on long term benefits, sickness levels will decrease therefore 

productivity will increase, fewer demands on the NHS, improved 

educational outcomes, motivated population, less crime, to name but a 

few benefits.” (Named response number 4, SS ID: 143922381, 

Rosemary Howe) 

It was further suggested by some that businesses may have to pay higher 

taxes and/or be subject to stricter regulations in order for the aims of the Bill to 

be achieved (named response number 59, SS ID: 148077944, Richard 

Middleton). Other respondents suggested that businesses would need to 

invest in new processes to ensure that they were compliant with the Bill. One 

respondent stated: 

“Businesses will need to be involved in improving their operations to be 

more responsible, to source local, to reduce waste, to work towards the 

goal of the right to food, but giving the alarming increase in poverty in 

Scotland, this needs to be done in a way that makes food more 

affordable and more accessible, with a local food supply chain” (named 

response number 101, SS ID: 148225523, Lisa Houston). 

A few respondents considered that the Bill may lead to a reduction in food 

waste which in turn could have benefits for food retailers: 

“By diverting food waste to make it available to those in food poverty, 

savings would be made by food retailers not paying to landfill it or 

taken away to be recycled with the inherent costs … With a better 

organised food supply chain … then this food could get to people 

quickly and efficiently through local channels (e.g. churches; 

community groups; local charities)” (named response number 15, SS 

ID: 144339615, Ian Strachan & National Association of Mental 

Aftercare in Registered Care Homes). 

Individuals 
 
Two hundred and twenty-nine respondents (91%) answered this question. 
Of those who responded: 
 

• 10 respondents (4%) thought that the bill would lead to a significant 
increase in costs for individuals; 

• 29 (13%) thought it would lead to some increase in costs; 

https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_a5edc6b82bc64c50a85559cc9df85eb9.pdf
https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_a5edc6b82bc64c50a85559cc9df85eb9.pdf
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• 50 (22%) thought it would be broadly cost-neutral;  

• 86 (38%) thought it would lead to some reduction in costs; and 

• 29 (13%) thought it would lead to a significant reduction in costs; and 

• 25 (11%) were unsure. 
 

It was considered by some that the Scottish Government would have a 
fundamental role to play in achieving the Bill’s goals and that the expenditure 
this created would lead to increased taxes on individuals and households. 

Many respondents emphasised that the Bill should not be about making food 
cheaper, but instead ensuring that individuals can afford, and have access to, 
nutritious and sustainable food (Anonymous response 61, SS ID: 147496945). 
It was suggested that this could be achieved by increasing wages and 
protecting benefits. This is turn would have a positive impact on society as a 
whole: 

“Individuals that are unable to afford nutritious food for themselves and 
their families will see a reduction to their costs. Putting the right to food 
into law will place the responsibility on the Government to ensure 
everyone can afford nutritious food, through fair wages or adequate 
benefits. Though this is not about making food cheaper; it is about 
making sure everyone in Scotland can access healthy food with dignity. 
So, individuals and families would see a reduction in their costs relative 
to their income. 
 
“People will be mentally and physically healthier as a result and this 
can have far reaching positive financial implications. Improved public 
health can, for example, improve performance in school, resulting in 
better job prospects” (co-ordinated response). 
 

Question 9: Are there ways in which the Bill could achieve its aim more 
cost-effectively? 

 
One hundred and eighty respondents (71%) answered this question. 
 
While various suggestions were made as to how the bill could be delivered 
more cost-effectively, many respondents made the point that the Bill would 
address an important issue for which substantial investment is required. They 
considered it to be inappropriate to seek ways in which to cut costs in 
delivering the Bill. 
 
Suggestions as to how the Bill could be more cost-effective are summarised 
below. 
 
Reduction of food waste 
 
The reduction of waste was considered an important factor in reducing costs, 
with the view being taken that surplus food should be redistributed so that it 

https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/748314?u=147496945
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goes where it is needed rather than being thrown out.  Ian Strachan of the 
National Association of Mental Aftercare in Registered Care Homes stated: 
 

“Food waste … at food retailers is almost inevitable as they strive to 
meet demand, which is difficult to predict daily. This leads to over-
provision of food to shops, whose main method of disposal is currently 
landfill/bins to recycling. Equally, food waste at catering establishments 
could be diverted.” (Named response number 15, SS ID: 144339615) 

 
Whilst some suggestion was made that companies should be fined for excess 
food waste (anonymous response 24, SS ID: 147529761), some respondents 
suggested that businesses which waste food should be subject to higher 
taxes (named response 101, SS ID 148225523, Lisa Houston). It was also 
suggested that individuals could be discouraged from purchasing food that 
they do not need (anonymous response 45, SS ID 148158365). 
 
Reducing imports and using more local products 
 
Many respondents considered that a focus on using local produce would be 
cost-effective as it would reduce transport costs and the need for farm 
subsidies (anonymous response 47, SS ID: 148211833).  This was thought to 
have the added advantage of being beneficial for the environment whilst also 
meaning that people were eating high quality, locally-sourced food. There was 
also a suggestion that there should be levies on imported food (anonymous 
response 47, SS ID: 148211833). 
 
Some respondents considered it important that the Bill supports local, small 
scale initiatives.  For example, Frances McKay said: 

 
“Support community food initiatives and social enterprises as well as 
investing in education with regards to cooking and healthy eating. 
Ensuring children get to experience a range of different foods that only 
more affluent children can access” (named response 68, SS ID: 
148196691). 

 
Other suggestions  
 

• Not setting up a new statutory body but instead having the role fulfilled 
by existing bodies (named response 133, SS ID:148274362, Fife's 
Food Insecurity Steering Group); 

• Delegating any duties under the Bill to local authorities (anonymous 
response 9, SS ID: 145493469); 

• Nationalising food production (named response number 34, SS ID: 
147549192, Tom Kinnaird); 

• Working in conjunction with third sector/food organisations (anonymous 
response number 7, SS ID:144363538). 

• Introducing a universal basic income (Named response number 114, 
SS ID: 148231737 Karen MacLean). 
 

https://0b509398-ac35-4538-ba0c-adb1dd66c9be.filesusr.com/ugd/1bee5b_a5edc6b82bc64c50a85559cc9df85eb9.pdf
https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/748314?u=147549192
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Question 10: What overall impact is the proposed Bill likely to have on 
equality, taking account of the following protected characteristics 
(under the Equality Act 2010): age, disability, gender re-assignment, 
marriage and civil partnership, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion 
or belief, sex, sexual orientation? 

 
Two hundred and thirty-five respondents (93% of the total) answered this 
question. Of those: 
 

• 171 (73%) considered that the Bill would have a positive impact on 
equality; 

• 22 (9%) considered it would have a slightly positive impact; 

• 22 (9%) considered it would have a neutral impact; 

• 7 (3%) considered it would have a negative impact; and 

• 13 (6%) were unsure. 
 
Although several respondents considered that the Bill would benefit everyone 
and therefore not necessarily particularly impact those with protected 
characteristics (named response 61, Slow Food Scotland, SS ID:145507103), 
the majority of those who provided further comment considered that it had the 
potential to make a positive change for those protected under the Equality 
Act.  It was considered that reducing inequalities should be at the heart of the 
Bill. This was summed up in the co-ordinated response: 
 

“The right to food is about improving the food system for the benefit of 
everyone in Scotland. Equality is at the heart of the right to food. We 
know that certain groups in society are more vulnerable to things like 
unfair employment practices, low wages or reliance on inadequate 
social security benefits. Improving these issues will have a positive 
impact on vulnerable people that suffer the most from these 
inequalities.”  

 
Many responses highlighted that people with protected characteristics are 
disproportionately affected by food insecurity and food poverty and thus would 
be more likely to benefit from a statutory right to food. It was noted by some 
respondents that women are more likely to lead single parent households and 
to be impacted by the gender pay gap, both factors which can often contribute 
to food insecurity (named response 49, SS ID: 147871140, Argyll and Bute 
Council).  Others made reference to the likelihood of food poverty particularly 
affecting people from ethnic minorities (named response number 118, SS ID: 
148240602, British Dietetic Association), as well as children and older people 
(anonymous response number 27, SS ID: 147620029). 
 
NHS Lothian Public Health Directorate noted the impact food insecurity and 
poverty can have on different groups, and called for the member to consult 
with representatives of those groups: 

 
“The most vulnerable people in our communities are at greatest need 
of this bill to protect them from the negative impact of the current food 
system, food insecurity, low wages, reliance on welfare and community 
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aid. It is essential … [to] consult members of all the groups … to 
ensure all in our society have an opportunity to shape the bill” (named 
response number 86, SS ID: 148212068). 

 
A few respondents were of the view that ‘social class’, although not a 
protected characteristic under the Equality Act, is a significant contributor to 
food poverty (named response number 59, SS ID: 148077944, Richard 
Middleton). 
 
 

Question 11: In what ways could any negative impact of the bill on 
equality be minimised or avoided? 

 
One hundred and seventy-two (68%) respondents answered this question. 
The main points made are summarised below. 
 
Taking views from a diverse range of people  
 
Many respondents emphasised the importance of seeking the views of a wide 
range of people in order to ensure that those with lived experience of food 
insecurity and food poverty can share their knowledge to help inform the Bill 
and its outcomes. In addition, it was also suggested that those with expert 
knowledge should be consulted: 
 

“We must ensure that a more broad range of voices are able to engage 
in this discussion. Any statutory body responsible for Government 
scrutiny must include representation from historically under-
represented groups. To put it simply, those with lived experience of 
food insecurity must be heard in discussions around how to tackle food 
insecurity. Those with lived experience of obesity must be heard in 
discussion around how to tackle diet-related illnesses etc. 
 
“There must be a broad coalition of experts: scientists, health experts, 
food workers, business owners, farmers, third sector organisations, 
people forced to rely on food banks etc. must be involved” (anonymous 
response number 61, SS ID: 147496945).  

 
 
Ensuring statutory body is representative 
 
Many respondents made reference to the statutory body which the Bill seeks 

to create. It was considered important by some that the body has a varied 

membership: 

“It is important to ensure that the independent statutory body includes 
representation from a diverse group of people. Scientists, farmers, food 
sector workers, charities and those forced to visit food banks must be 
involved as they would bring a range of experiences and knowledge 
needed to make a food system fit for everyone. It is important that this 
representation takes into account protected characteristics such as 
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age, disability, gender re-assignment, marriage and civil partnership, 
pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex, sexual 
orientation. Promoting equality is at the heart of the right to food and so 
it must be key to any decisions about our food system” (co-ordinated 
response). 

 
Taking religion/beliefs into account 
 
Several respondents emphasised the importance of ensuring that any food 
that individuals are entitled to as a result of the bill is in line with their religious 
and cultural beliefs. For example, halal and kosher food should be available 
where appropriate (named response number 1, SS ID: 143738577, Helen 
Searle). 
 
 
Communicating about the Bill  
 
Some respondents noted the importance of clearly communicating information 
about the Bill and the changes it will bring, either through consultation and 
outreach or through methods such as publicity campaigns (named response 
61, Slow Food Scotland, SS ID:145507103).  Age Scotland noted the 
importance of ensuring any information provided is accessible to all: 
 

“To ensure there are no equality issues we believe it is essential that 
communications regarding the Bill, and as a result of it, must be 
accessible to everyone. This means there should be various channels 
used to communicate information that is not reliant on solely digital 
channels. Instead variety is key, ensuring that information is available 
in plain English that can be accessed face to face, by telephone, paper 
copies, as well as providing information in other languages, BSL, braille 
and that is dementia friendly” (named response 11, SS ID:148234096). 

 
Taking steps to reduce stigma 
 
Some respondents made reference to the stigma that can often be associated 
with food poverty, with some reference made to how this could be particularly 
the case for certain cultures or age groups (named response number 14, SS 
ID:144504944, Moira Langston). Health Improvement – Glasgow City HSCP 
made reference to stigma in its response, stating: 
 

“It is important to ensure that Scottish Government, planners and 
practitioners work towards reducing any stigma attached to accessing 
food and promote this as a right for all highlighting the benefits of good 
nutritious food for health and wellbeing” (Named response number 67, 
SS ID: 148187535). 

 
Other suggestions made included: 
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• Carrying out Equalities Impact Assessment and regular reviews 
(named response number 30, SS ID:147175135, Amnesty International 
Scotland);  

• Ensuring access to food is not mean-tested (named response number 
72, Rosie Hague, SS ID: 148201544); 

• Ensuring access to food or information is not dependent on a home 
address (named response number 43, SS ID:147673891, Joshua 
Morris); 

• Taking the rights of asylum seekers into account, for example, by 
considering how the Bill would work alongside existing UK immigration 
law (Just Right Scotland, email response). 

 
 

Question 12. Do you consider that the proposed bill can be delivered 
sustainably, i.e. without having likely future disproportionate economic, 
social and/or environmental impacts?  

 
Two hundred and thirty-two respondents (92% of the total) answered this 
question. Of those: 
 

• 182 (78%) considered that the bill could be delivered sustainably; 

• 22 (9%) did not consider that the bill could be delivered sustainably; 
and 

• 28 (12%) were unsure.  
 
Yes – the Bill can be delivered sustainably 
 
Many respondents who answered in this way considered that sustainability is 
at the core of the Bill and that better access to healthy, local sourced food will 
result in a sustainable food system.  It was widely considered that any costs 
created by the Bill would be offset by the benefits. 
 
Several respondents made reference to the advantages of using local food, 
existing resources and of reducing food waste: 
 

“By utilising established food distribution points such as local 
community food initiatives or community pantries and by working with 
industry to reduce waste the effect of this bill should be very much a 
positive factor in sustainability” (named response number 17, SS ID: 
145445604, Tillydrone Community Flat). 

 
Argyll and Bute Council also emphasised the benefits of investing in local 
produce: 
 

“Any investment in local food can help to deliver sustainability through 
improved access to public sector markets, protecting local jobs and 
preventing households from facing poverty in the first instance. 
Community food, shopping locally and supporting the economies of our 
communities is a critical way of delivering on sustainability goals, 
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ending hunger and addressing climate change” (named response 49, 
SS ID: 147871140). 

 
It was suggested that the Bill would lead to a healthier population and 
therefore put less pressure on the resources of the health and social care 
sector (named response number 38, SS ID: 147635154, Patricia Johnston).  It 
was further considered that should the bill result in improved job retention and 
fairer wages, there would be both social and economic benefits. In its 
response, Food Train, focusing on the impact on older people, stated: 

“In terms of economic impact … integration of a right to food into Scots 
Law and a focus on prevention rather than cure in relation to food and 
older people, has the potential to save money. A preventative approach 
to public health is not optional, it is necessary to prioritise wellbeing, 
whilst being a sustainable investment” (email response). 

It was also considered that the proposed Bill could have a positive impact on 
the environment, not only by reducing food waste but also by reducing the 
distance over which food is transported and by improving farming practices. 
One anonymous respondent focused on how food production could be made 
more environmentally sustainable: 

 
“Right now, food production on a large scale is environmentally 
damaging by focusing on a lack of ecological diversity in the methods 
used. It is also economically damaging as a lot of large farms are run to 
profit off of the subsidies given. By allowing small and medium sized 
farms to run environmentally sustainable food production operations, 
there would be greater economic and environmental benefits to those 
who currently benefit the least from the food supply chain”  
(anonymous response number 49, SS ID: 148222118). 

 
Some respondents suggested that whether the Bill can be delivered 
sustainably or not will be dependent on its content, how it is enacted and on 
wider food policy. In summing up its views on the matter, Slow Food Scotland 
commented: 

 
“There are no guarantees that all impacts will be positive, but by setting 
the right guidelines for the nature of the food, sourcing it correctly, 
managing the supply and usage to minimise wastage and ensuring that 
consumers, growers and producers fully understand the objectives and 
see the results as it gets implemented will go a long way to achieving 
the right results” (Named response 61, SS ID:145507103). 

Scotland’s International Development Alliance and the Scottish Fair Trade 
Forum called for a holistic approach: 

“The proposed bill can be delivered sustainably, but only if future 
economic, social and environmental impacts are considered holistically 
through a broader understanding of the Sustainable Development 

https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/748314?u=147635154
https://reports.smartsurvey.co.uk/survey/results/responses/id/748314?u=147635154
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Goals, one that incorporates people and planet, here and elsewhere” 
(email response). 

No – the Bill cannot be delivered sustainably 
 
Some respondents who answered in this way expressed their opposition to 
the proposed Bill. Whilst some suggested that the potential high costs 
attached meant that the Bill should not be taken forwards, others 
acknowledged the costs but were of the view that the benefits would outweigh 
the costs. For example, according to Eileen Hamill: 

 
“There would be large initial startup costs but over time savings from 
the health budget could be repurposed to food provision. Perhaps a bit 
more on taxes on a sliding scale depending on income. We cannot 
make changes by doing the same as we have always done. This is a 
radical policy and it needs radical solutions” (named response number 
12, SS ID: 148231536). 

 
Other respondents felt that the Bill alone will not do enough to tackle the issue 
of food poverty, with one considering that the Bill could have a negative effect: 
 

“(The) Bill is open gateway to poverty trap further. Can only lead to 
further social economic inequality, disadvantage in society and further 
social exclusion” (named response number 13, SS ID: 144374593, 
Alan Meechan). 
 

 

Question 13. Do you have any other comments or suggestions on the 
proposal? 

 
One hundred and sixty-two respondents (64% of the total) answered this 
question. 
 
The majority of comments made expressed the respondents’ support for the 
proposed Bill and what it is trying to achieve. Others expressed 
disappointment that such a proposal is needed in the first place, stating their 
dismay, for example, that food banks are needed in Scotland. Other points 
made are summarised below. 
 
Good Food Nation and wider context 
 
A number of respondents emphasised that the Bill should not stand alone but 
instead be part of a wider package of measures designed to address the 
complexity of issues around the food system in Scotland.  
 
There was a general view that the issues of food production and consumption, 
food insecurity, and food poverty, should be prioritised by the Scottish 
Government. It was considered by some respondents that the aims of Elaine 
Smith’s proposed Bill should be part of larger scale legislation brought forward 
by the Scottish Government.  A large number of respondents noted that a 
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Good Food Nation Bill had been expected in 2020 but had yet to be 
introduced: 
 

“Any proposals on the right to food are best put into law as part of a bill 
on the whole of the food system. These proposals on the right to food 
fit very well into the Good Food Nation Bill – a food bill that was due to 
be introduced in Spring 2020 but was delayed due to the COVID-19 
pandemic. The Good Food Nation Bill can change our food system by 
working across the whole food supply chain and looking after people 
and the planet. It should be based upon the right to food so that the 
Government knows what is important when it makes decisions on the 
food system. 
 
“The Good Food Nation Bill will work across the whole food system, 
from production to processing, distribution, selling, purchasing and 
consumption to ensure better outcomes for individuals, workers, the 
NHS, animals, the environment and the climate crisis” (co-ordinated 
response). 

 
Promotion of healthy food and fair trade 
 
Some respondents took the view that the focus of the Bill should be on 
ensuring healthy food is available to all, rather than food which may not have 
nutritional value. One respondent stated: 
 

“I’m concerned that healthy food should be part of this, rather than just 
'food' ... I know this is discussed, but we'll miss a trick if we let the right 
and need for healthy food to slip past. Obviously, effective education is 
a necessary part of this, but food legislation also needs to be a part of 
this. We'd also need to consider what constitutes 'healthy' – e.g. sugary 
fizzy drinks in excess are a bad idea, but stuffing fizzy drinks with 
aspartame or steviol may not be any better: people need to learn to 
educate their palates to appreciate wholesome food” (named response 
number 22, SS ID: 146751461, Peter Barlow). 

Scotland’s International Development Alliance and the Scottish Fair Trade 
Forum shared the view expressed by many, that changes to the whole food 
system must be considered, and highlighted the importance of fair trade 
practices: 

“Too much of the international trade in food products is based on poor 
wages and working conditions, low incomes for small holder farmers 
and workers, along with unsustainable and exploitative production and 
supply chains. Therefore, how Scotland trades and does business 
needs to be acknowledged as integral to any coherent approach to 
sustainable development and food security.   
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Publicity and interaction with stakeholders 
 
It was considered that in order to be effective, the Bill must be enacted in such 
a way that takes the views of those it is most likely to effect into account, for 
example, the most vulnerable (anonymous response number 49, SS ID: 
148222118).  
 
In addition to consulting with relevant groups and keeping the general public 
informed, it was suggested that careful thought should be given to the make-
up of the independent food body proposed by the Bill. The British Dietetic 
Association stated: 

 
“Should an independent statutory body be created, it will be important 
that it has access to dietetic expertise. Dietitians are the clinical 
nutrition experts, with significant expertise in managing malnutrition, 
obesity and other conditions related to food insecurity. They also have 
extensive public health expertise and nutrition research experience that 
would be vital for the work of such a body” (named response number 
118, SS ID: 148240602). 

 
Impact of Covid-19 
 
Some respondents considered that the Covid-19 pandemic had highlighted 
the inequalities and instabilities in the food system and that experiences 
during the pandemic should be learned from in creating legislation and policy 
on food inequality. Unite the Union Scotland, in highlighting the numerous 
issues facing workers in the food sector, made reference to some of the 
challenges Covid-19 exacerbated within the food industry: 

“The pandemic also raised issues over large scale food distribution 
which highlighted how dangerously fragile the system is during a 
pandemic creating issues of under supply and over demand that 
created initial shortages, putting many vulnerable groups at higher risk. 
COVID has highlighted the fragility of our food supply and this Bill will 
go some way to ensuring that in the event of future crises, we will be 
better prepared to feed the nation” (email response). 
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SECTION 4: MEMBER’S COMMENTARY 
 
“Freedom is meaningless if people cannot put food in their stomachs”. Those 
were the words of Nelson Mandela, former President of South Africa. Mandela 
was recognised by the Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United 
Nations (FAO) as a champion of the right to food, and his words still ring true 
today.  
 
I would firstly like to thank all those who took part in the consultation stage of 
my Member’s Bill proposal. I would also like to thank Nourish Scotland for 
their assistance in drafting sections of the bill and for their wider input and 
support in the development of the proposal, and the Scottish Parliament’s 
Non-Government Bills Unit for their valuable help at every stage of the 
proposal’s progress.  
 
The consultation received 252 responses, and I have also received 80 email 
responses as part of a campaign by the Co-operative party expressing 
support for my proposal. I am grateful to all individuals, organisations, 
charities, academics, trade unions and public bodies who took the time to 
respond to the consultation, and I am pleased that 93% of respondents were 
supportive of enshrining the right to food into Scots law, and that 84% 
supported the creation of an independent statutory body to oversee our food 
policy.  
 
The reasons given by many of the respondents for supporting the proposal for 
a bill underline the importance of taking urgent action to address the problems 
in our food system.  
 
A number of respondents highlighted the need for policy coherence, the need 
for a fair and sustainable food system in Scotland, and the need for a rights-
based approach to ensure decision-making processes in the food system 
protect and support people’s dignity.  
 
The wider impact of food insecurity was also noted, with respondents 
observing that failure to fulfil the right to food is linked to complex social 
problems including poverty and crime, and that hungry children have less 
opportunity to make the most of their education. Linking to the theme of 
decency in our society, responses also included the observation that Scotland 
is a wealthy country, and no one should be going hungry in it.  
 
The wide-ranging nature of the support and the diverse reasons for supporting 
my proposal have only enhanced my belief that urgent action to enshrine the 
right to food into law in Scotland and seek to address the issues raised in the 
responses received is more necessary than ever.  
 
I strongly reject the contention that the state should not play a role in ensuring 
its citizens have access to food, and I also oppose the notion that our 
ambition that everyone should have access to healthy, nutritious food should 
be limited, due to a perceived difficulty in enforcing the right. The argument 
that our current system already provides food and further legislation is not 
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necessary is not borne out by the reality of people’s lived experiences. It also 
fails to engage with the importance of food that should be sustainable, 
nutritious, and culturally appropriate.  
 
I was encouraged that 80% of respondents supported the prioritisation of the 
right to food.  
 
However, a small minority of respondents had concerns that the prioritising of 
food could detract from the importance placed on other human rights. This is 
a concern raised in good faith; however, I hope that the enshrining of the right 
to food by means of the method outlined in my proposal would provide a 
valuable source of inspiration for strengthening the recognition of wider 
human rights, and demonstrate Scotland’s ability to be a world leader in giving 
effect to human rights.  
 
Having reflected on all the feedback I have received, it is clear that this 
proposal is widely supported and seeks to address one of the most important 
social issues we face today.  
 
This issue has of course been exacerbated by the ongoing global pandemic 
which continues to highlight government failings across the world, with food 
insecurity among the most prominent.  
 
In 2021, no one should be going hungry in Scotland. I have confidence that 
MSPs will reflect on this and that the proposal for a bill can achieve wide-
spread cross-party support. I therefore look forward to proceeding with the 
next steps in the progress of my proposed bill and hope that we can give 
ensuring access to sustainable, healthy, and appropriate food the priority it 
deserves. 
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ANNEXE 
 
Named responses (in alphabetical order) 
 

Name of organization/individual Response number 

Adewale, Ayorinde S. 120 

Age Scotland 111 

Allan, Katrina 45 

Amnesty International Scotland 30 

Anderson, Iain 77 

Argyll and Bute Council 49 

Ayorinde, Adewale 26 

Baker, Jacqueline 29 

Baker, James 52 

Barlow, Peter 22 

Beamish MSP, Claudia 132 

Beechbrae 142 

Belville Community Garden 5 

Black, Patricia  28 

Brennan, Professor Mary 98 

British Dietetic Association 118 

Bruce, Yvonne 24 

Buckley, Grace A 64 

Burn, Azharah J E 91 

Cairns, Laura 105 

Caldwell, Gordon 128 

Central and West Integration Network Glasgow 25 

Charlton, Martin 140 

Checkley, Graham 12 

Checkley, Lesley A. 7 

Clark, Catharine 141 

Cochrane, Marie Louise 95 

Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 83 

Consensus Action on Salt, Sugar and Health 125 

Crozier, Janet 2 

Dorrat, Karen 79 

Dorrian, Elinor 32 

Dunn, Jennifer 76 

Edible Estates 57 

Edinburgh Food Social CIC 99 

Farley, Dr Isla 20 

Feeding Britain 136 

Fife's Food Insecurity Steering Group 133 

Flowers, Lulu  100 

Foggie, Hamish 89 

Food Ethics Council 94 

Food Standards Scotland 75 

Forbes, Stuart 78 
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Name of organization/individual Response number 

Fraser, Linda 92 

French, Isla 116 

Friel, James 47 

Gallagher, Frances 23 

Gardner, Emily 110 

Glasgow City Council 112 

Godfrey, Joy 119 

Gonzalez, Riikka 122 

Gould, Mairi 53 

Greencity Wholefoods 117 

Hague, Rosie 72 

Hamill, Eileen 113 

Hamilton, Janice 90 

Hamilton, Josh 40 

Hayward, Halcyon 51 

Health Improvement – Glasgow City HSCP 67 

Higgs, Joanna 60 

Hogg, Elspeth 69 

Holmes, Raymond 10 

Houston, Lisa 101 

Howdle, David 31 

Howe, Rosemary 4 

I am a member of the public- 44 

Inclusion Scotland 73 

Independent Food Aid Network 139 

Inverclyde Food Network 107 

Johnston, Patricia 38 

Johnstone, EAW 145 

Kennedy, Anne-Marie 36 

Kinnaird, Tom 34 

Kirkcaldy Foodbank 124 

KLSB Community Food Pantry 42 

Landworkers’ Alliance 149 

Langston, Moira 14 

Learning for Sustainability Scotland 144 

Leith Community Crops in Pots 148 

Locke, Jimmy 146 

Macarthur, Anne 88 

MacDonald, Alana 21 

MacDonald, Dr Janet 50 

MacLean, Karen 114 

McBride, Michael 46 

McCabe, Maria 48 

McCready, Councillor Richard 130 

McEachern, Professor Morven 18 

Mcfadyen, James 16 

McGillivary, H 41 
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Name of organization/individual Response number 

McGrath, Joseph 33 

McIntosh, Daryl 8 

McKay, Frances 68 

McKenzie, John 84 

McNeill, Geraldine 147 

McSherry, Rona 121 

Meechan, Alan 13 

Middleton, Richard 59 

Millar, Rachel 11 

Morris, Joshua 43 

National Association of Mental Aftercare in Registered 
Care Homes 

15 

Neil 143 

Neison, Andrew 102 

Neufield, Rebecca 54 

NHS Lothian Public Health Directorate 86 

Nisbet, Peter 123 

North Ayrshire Council 71 

North Glasgow Community Food Initiative 150 

North Light Arts 108 

Obesity Action Scotland 56 

Okotie-Eboh, Mr Thursday Hanisi 137 

Palomba, Giusi 109 

PKAVS Third Sector Interface 65 

Public Health Nutrition Group (PHNG)- 66 

Rabaeijs, Rosanna  87 

Reid, Dr Kate 131 

Richer, David 96 

Scottish Cancer Prevention Network 80 

Scottish Co-operative Party 129 

Scottish Independent Advocacy Alliance 74 

Scottish Obesity Alliance 106 

Scottish Women’s Convention 135 

Searle, Helen 1 

Sharp, Gordon 81 

Sheridan, Mandy 27 

Sinclair, John 134 

Siroky, Bartholomew 70 

Slow Food Edinburgh 55 

Slow Food Scotland 61 

Smyth MSP, Colin 82 

Solidarity Against NeoLiberal Extremism (SANE) 93 

Space & Broomhouse Hub 104 

St Paul's Youth Forum 115 

Stirling Council 58 

Stronger Communities Glenburn 103 

Swales, Vicki 138 
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Name of organization/individual Response number 

Syme, Colin 126 

Taylor, Helen 39 

The Scottish Allotments and Gardens Society 85 

The Trussel Trust 63 

Tillydrone Community Flat (SCO50049) 17 

Vegan Society 127 

Waddington, Elizabeth 9 

Wallace, Jessica  19 

Walsh, Mary 3 

Whitby, Stuart 6 

Whitham, Emma 62 

Wilson, Gillian 35 

Wurthmann, Sheena 97 

Wynne, Professor Dr Brian 151 

 
Named responses (in numerical order) 
 

Response number Name of organization/individual 

1 Helen Searle 

2 Janet Crozier 

3 Mary Walsh 

4 Rosemary Howe 

5 Belville Community Garden 

6 Stuart Whitby 

7 Lesley A. Checkley 

8 Daryl McIntosh 

9 Elizabeth Waddington 

10 Raymond Holmes 

11 Rachel Millar 

12 Graham Checkley 

13 Alan Meechan 

14 Moira Langston 

15 Ian Strachan & National Association of 
Mental Aftercare in Registered Care 
Homes 

16 James Mcfadyen 

17 Tillydrone Community Flat (SCO50049) 

18 Professor Morven McEachern 

19 Jessica Wallace 

20 Dr Isla Farley 

21 Alana MacDonald 

22 Peter Barlow 

23 Frances Gallagher 

24 Yvonne Bruce 

25 Mala Jayhindaran from Central and West 
Integration Network Glasgow 

26 Adewale Ayorinde 
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Response number Name of organization/individual 

27 Mandy Sheridan 

28 Patricia Black  

29 Jacqueline Baker 

30 Amnesty International Scotland 

31 David Howdle 

32 Elinor Dorrian 

33 Joseph McGrath 

34 Tom Kinnaird 

35 Gillian Wilson 

36 Anne-Marie Kennedy 

38 Patricia Johnston 

39 Helen Taylor 

40 Josh Hamilton 

41 H McGillivary 

42 KLSB Community Food Pantry 

43 Joshua Morris 

44 I am a member of the public- 

45 Katrina Allan 

46 Michael McBride 

47 James Friel 

48 Maria McCabe 

49 Argyll and Bute Council 

50 Dr Janet MacDonald 

51 Halcyon Hayward 

52 James Baker 

53 Mairi Gould 

54 Rebecca Neufield 

55 Slow Food Edinburgh 

56 Obesity Action Scotland 

57 Edible Estates 

58 Stirling Council 

59 Richard Middleton 

60 Joanna Higgs 

61 Slow Food Scotland 

62 Emma Whitham 

63 The Trussel Trust 

64 Grace A. Buckley 

65 PKAVS Third Sector Interface 

66 Public Health Nutrition Group (PHNG)- 

67 Health Improvement – Glasgow City HSCP 

68 Frances McKay 

69 Elspeth Hogg 

70 Bartholomew Siroky 

71 North Ayrshire Council 

72 Rosie Hague 

73 Inclusion Scotland 

74 Scottish Independent Advocacy Alliance 
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Response number Name of organization/individual 

75 Food Standards Scotland 

76 Jennifer Dunn 

77 Iain Anderson 

78 Stuart Forbes  

79 Karen Dorrat 

80 Scottish Cancer Prevention Network 

81 Gordon Sharp 

82 Colin Smyth MSP 

83 Comhairle nan Eilean Siar 

84 John McKenzie 

85 The Scottish Allotments and Gardens 
Society 

86 NHS Lothian Public Health Directorate 

87 Rosanna Rabaeijs  

88 Anne Macarthur 

89 Hamish Foggie 

90 Janice Hamilton 

91 Azharah J E Burn 

92 Linda Fraser 

93 Solidarity Against NeoLiberal Extremism 
(SANE) 

94 Food Ethics Council 

95 Marie Louise Cochrane 

96 David Richer 

97 Sheena Wurthmann 

98 Professor Mary Brennan 

99 Edinburgh Food Social CIC 

100 Lulu Flowers 

101 Lisa Houston 

102 Andrew Neison 

103 Stronger Communities Glenburn 

104 Space & Broomhouse Hub 

105 Laura Cairns 

106 Scottish Obesity Alliance 

107 Inverclyde Food Network 

108 North Light Arts 

109 Giusi Palomba 

110 Emily Gardner 

111 Age Scotland 

112 Glasgow City Council 

113 Eileen Hamill 

114 Karen MacLean 

115 St Paul's Youth Forum 

116 Isla French 

117 Greencity Wholefoods 

118 British Dietetic Association 

119 Joy Godfrey 
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Response number Name of organization/individual 

120 Ayorinde S. Adewale 

121 Rona McSherry 

122 Riikka Gonzalez 

123 Peter Nisbet 

124 Kirkcaldy Foodbank 

125 Consensus Action on Salt, Sugar and 
Health 

126 Mr Colin Syme 

127 The Vegan Society 

128 Gordon Caldwell 

129 The Scottish Co-operative Party 

130 Councillor Richard McCready 

131 Dr Kate Reid 

132 Claudia Beamish MSP 

133 Fife's Food Insecurity Steering Group 

134 John Sinclair 

135 Scottish Women’s Convention 

136 Feeding Britain 

137 Mr Thursday Hanisi Okotie-Eboh 

138 Vicki Swales 

139 Independent Food Aid Network 

140 Martin Charlton 

141 Catharine Clark 

142 Beechbrae 

143 Neil 

144 Learning for Sustainability Scotland- 

145 EAW Johnstone 

146 Jimmy Locke 

147 Geraldine McNeill 

148 Leith Community Crops in Pots 

149 Landworkers’ Alliance 

150 North Glasgow Community Food Initiative 

151 Professor Dr Brian Wynne 

 
 

Anonymous Responses 
 

Anonymous Response 
number 

Smart Survey ID 

1 143758354 

2 143916008 

3 143971699 

4 144137960 

5 144222887 

6 144306867 

7 144363538 

8 144892782 
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Anonymous Response 
number 

Smart Survey ID 

9 145493469 

10 145742106 

11 145812064 

12 146042665 

13 146217106 

14 146381482  

15 146439670 

16 146464364 

17 146477152 

18 146529660 

19 146568447 

20 146715958 

21 147238083 

22 147323484 

23 147523066 

24 147529761 

25 147539269  

26 147619935 

27 147620029 

28 147629840 

29 147652447 

30 147670897 

31 147685758 

32 147787973 

33 147792756 

34 147794219 

35 147794360 

36 147796670 

37 147972679 

38 147996279 

39 148008163 

40 148028157 

41 148032304 

42 148035730 

43 148083770 

44 148143519 

45 148158365 

46 148214689 

47 148211833 

48 148220841 

49 148222118 

50 148222475 

51 148228469 

52 148229357 

53 148228624 

54 148239542 
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Anonymous Response 
number 

Smart Survey ID 

55 148242966 

56 148246098 

57 148262018 

58 148264599 

59 148266891 

60 148276438 

61 147496945 

62 148287022 

63 148291584 

 
 
 

Email responses 

Aberlour/Children 1st Joint Response 

Association for Public Service Excellence (APSE) 

CEMVO SCOTLAND 

Children in Scotland 

Co-op Party email campaign 

Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (CoSLA) 

Dignity in Practice 

FIfe Health & Social Care Partnership RTF Workshop 

Food Train/Eat Well Age Well 

Group Consultation Response RTF Workshop 2/9/20 

Human Right's Consortium Scotland 

Includem 

Just Right Scotland 

Leith Community Crops in Pots 

Lewis Macdonald MSP 

National Farmers’ Union Scotland (NFUS) 

RTF Workshop Group Response 

RTF workshop Group Response 2 

Scotland's International Development Alliance & Scottish Fair 
Trade Forum 

Scottish Food Coalition 

SHRC Letter 

Unison 

Unite 

West Lothian Council 

Women for Independence 

 
 


