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1. The Bill was warmly welcomed as a “historic document”.  The group also expressed appreciation of the hard work which has gone into the consultation process.

2. There was a request that the preamble should be changed to reflect accurately Gaelic’s place, not as ‘a language of Scotland’, as currently expressed, but as ‘the (historic/indigenous) language of Scotland’.

3. The meeting felt that the Bill was weak in terms of the powers the Bòrd have in regard to the public bodies’ language plans.  The sentiment of the statement ‘where they consider it appropriate’ was considered to be especially weak and could in effect mean that the public bodies would be under no obligation to implement Gaelic language plans; the meeting did not consider this acceptable.  

4. There was a desire that aims for public bodies’ plans should be clarified in the Bill.  For example, the Bill should say that public bodies’ Gaelic plans must increase the number of Gaelic speakers, or raise the profile of Gaelic, etc.
5. There was a recommendation that public bodies should be obliged to review their language plans every three years and not every five, as currently proposed in the Bill.

6. There was concern expressed at the Bòrd’s apparent lack of power in respect of a public body’s refusal to implement a language plan.  There was a suggestion that the Bòrd needs a clearer form of recourse than merely informing the Scottish Executive.

7. There was a request that the Bill should set out minimum criteria for public bodies to conisder in preparation of their language plans.

8. The establishment of Bòrd na Gàidhlig in statute was warmly welcomed.  However, there was concern that the Bòrd may not be adequately resourced to implement and finance the National Plan.  The meeting requested that the Bill should take cognisance of this request for resourcing.

9. Although it was noted that the Bill required an extensive number of public bodies to prepare language plans, the meeting felt that there were some glaring omissions, for example: the Royal Mail, BT and the judiciary system.

10. Disappointment was expressed that the Bill did not consider education.  One attendee commented that it was a ‘disingenuous statement that Gaelic education is covered in other Acts for if that was true then Gaelic education would be equally financed, which is not true’.  There was a request that this bill should make a statement on Gaelic education and that ‘Gaelic education and Gaelic medium education should be provided where reasonable demand exists’.

11. One person stated that the future of Gaelic can only be assured when the Gaelic education system is assured.  The Gaelic education system needs equality with English system and that the best way to create a new generation of Gaelic speakers is through the education system.

12. Someone said that the Bill should emphasise ‘using Gaelic’ and not just ‘speaking and understanding language’. 

13. There was concern that the Bill was putting too much emphasis on culture, as the language is more important.    

14. There was concern that the Bill did not address civil liberty.  There was a request that the Bill should recognise Gaelic as a language of the legal process at all levels when individuals required, e.g., in children’s’ panel, tribunals and court.

15. There was a statement that Gaelic is ‘dying at a rapid rate’ and that the Bill is ‘lacking in vision and bite’ to address this.  This speaker suggested that public bodies need to take on ‘an entirely different way of working’.

16. The meeting agreed that Gaelic belongs to a modern, dynamic 21st century Scotland and that this should be reflected in the Bill.

