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EQUAL OPPORTUNITIES COMMITTEE

AGENDA

9th  Meeting, 2002 (Session 1)

Tuesday 30 April 2002

The Committee will meet at 10.15 am in Committee Room 1, Committee
Chambers, George IV Bridge, Edinburgh.

1. Items in Private: The Committee will consider whether to take items 5, 6, 7 and
8 in private.

2. Budget Process 2003/04: The Committee will take evidence from—

Bob Benson, Adam Gaines, Heather Fisken, Disability Rights Commission
Wladyslaw Mejka, Disabled Persons Housing Service
Tim Hopkins, Equality Network
Rozanne Foyer, Tracey White, Scottish Trades Union Congress.

3. Monitoring the Impact of the Housing (Scotland) Act 2001: The Committee
will consider the Social Justice Committee’s 3rd Report 2002: Monitoring the
Impact of the Housing (Scotland) Act 2002.

4. Reporters: The Committee will hear from its Reporters.

5. Budget Process 2003/04: The Committee will consider a paper on the budget
process 2003/04.

6. Equalities Framework: The Committee will consider the Scottish Parliament’s
draft Equalities Framework.

7. Work Programme: The Committee will consider a paper on its work programme.

8. Civic Participation in Aberdeen: The Committee will consider a paper on civic
participation whilst the Parliament is sitting in Aberdeen.

**************



The following papers are attached:

Agenda Item 2

EO/02/09/01 - Submission from the Disabled Persons Housing Service
(DPHS)

Agenda Item 3

EO/02/09/02 - Paper on the Social Justice Committee’s 3rd Report 2001

Agenda Item 4

EO/02/09/03 - Report from the Sexual Orientation Reporter (to follow)

Agenda Item 5

EO/02/09/04 (P) - Private paper on the Budget Process 2003/04

Agenda Item 6

EO/02/09/05 (P) - Private paper on the draft Equalities Framework

Agenda Item 7

EO/02/09/06 (P) - Private paper on the Committee’s work programme

Agenda Item 8

EO/02/09/07 (P) - Private paper on proposed activities while the Parliament
is in Aberdeen

Jim Johnston
Clerk to the Committee

Tel: 0131 348 5211
email: james.johnston@scottish.parliament.uk
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The Disabled Persons Housing Service welcomes the opportunity to provide evidence to

the Equal Opportunities Committee on the Scottish Budget process.  This note provides

an advance outline of the DPHS views on that process, all within the context of how such

tools can be used to implement mainstreaming of equalities in Scotland.

The DPHS offers this commentary and, where relevant, evidence, from the point of view

of a user-led organisation working with and for disabled people1, operating at the interface

of health, housing and social work services, and aiming to secure equality of housing

opportunity for disabled people.  This is achieved either through direct work with

individual disabled people and their families or, indirectly, through engagement with policy

and planning frameworks to achieve mainstreaming of good practice which will deliver

equality of housing opportunity.  In passing, the DPHS notes that two areas of good

practice developed by us were incorporated in the Housing (Scotland) Act 2001 – the

mapping of housing availability for disabled people and that of their housing need – and

that this provides compelling evidence of just how important is the voluntary sector role in

assisting the non-voluntary sector mainstream equalities into their cultures, services and

activities.

In looking at the Scottish Budget process, the DPHS was minded to take a wider context

and found the Official Report on the meeting between the Committee and Ministers, held

on 5th March 2002, to have been both informative and highly relevant.  That said, the

sheer scale of the data presented in the Budget and volume of paperwork which requires

reading, renders scrutiny and critical analysis of the Budget a laborious and time-

consuming process.  The DPHS would urge the Committee to invite the Finance Minister

to explore the opportunities for future Budgets being available in electronic format and

using a multi-layered graphic modular structure, thus enabling easier access, tracking of

spending plans and interrogation.

                                                
1 ‘Impairment’ is the lack of part or all of a limb, or having a defective limb, organ or mechanism of the body; ‘Disability’ is the loss or limitation of
opportunities that prevents people who have impairments from taking part in the normal life of the community on an equal level with others due to
physical and social barriers (Swain et al, 1993)
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The Committee is clearly interested in examining the Budget expenditure plans for

evidence of these demonstrating focused work being undertaken on delivering equalities

and on building in the mainstreaming of equalities.  The DPHS shares this interest and

has attempted to analyse the spending plans from these perspectives.  Our analysis [see

Appendix A] concluded that around 94% of the spending planned has not been proofed

for equalities, while just 4% of planned spend offers some evidence of, mostly, limited

equalities proofing.  The DPHS has been unable to identify any managed expenditure

portfolios which offer demonstrable evidence of equality proofing.

In terms of an analysis where expenditure can be identified as explicit, implicit or

unknown [as defined in the letter of 4th April 2002], our findings are [see Appendix B] that

0.5% of all expenditure in the 2003-04 budget is explicit, 6.7% implicit and  92.7% is

unknown.

The DPHS concludes from these analyses that, on the one hand, the Budget clearly

illustrates how work on delivering equality and on proofing work for equalities has barely

started.  It is equally clear that use of the Budget process to introduce the rigour and

discipline of equality proofing is barely measurable.

In the context of mainstreaming equalities and how the budget process both informs and

reflects such work, the emerging picture is equally depressing in revealing its limitations.

Some brief examples will suffice.  Within the Budget section on the department of Social

Justice, reference is made to Mainstreaming Equality [see page 182].  Within the

examples offered here, reference is made to “£2m will be spent on providing more

refuges to women and children escaping domestic violence”.  An understanding of

equalities would find cross-cutting work being done in schools and colleges on prevention

work.  Mainstreaming would find identifiable resources allocated for prevention work.

In the same section, reference is made to the piloting of mainstreaming equality in

housing within the Executive, and the Housing (Scotland) Act 2001 is cited as a particular
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focus for this.  In the many draft guidance and other papers flowing from the Act, the

DPHS has found that the impact of the mainstreaming pilot has, in reality, been minimal.

In some of the draft papers published this year and dealing with a Short Scottish Secure

Tenancy, Tenant Participation, and Unintentionally Homeless Applicants, the DPHS

response has drawn attention to those areas which require significant amendment if the

draft guidance papers are to mainstream equality.

The Committee has also indicated an interest in identifying the extent and degree of

cross-cutting expenditure and its impact on equalities.  DPHS analysis of this area

reveals that a separate appendix is not required.  There is quite simply a lack of any

meaningful evidence of cross-cutting in the Scottish Budget.  The earlier reference to

refuge provision is an example of what could and should be done in cross-cutting

between Social Justice and Education.  Another is where the Budget deals with

Supporting People [page 173].  The Budget indicates level three spending of £9.4 million

in 2003-04, but it is believed that all of this is for reform of the provider side of housing

and care support.  No resources have been identified in the Budget to establish a network

of independent advice, information and advocacy services.  These resources, and

services, will be vital if Supporting People is to succeed and deliver what is needed by

disabled people.  In cross-cutting terms, there is a rationale for the required resources

being sourced from the Social Justice and the Health & Community Care budgets.

When the budget process and what it reveals is taken together with the record of the

meeting held between the Committee and Ministers on 5th March, it is clear that work on

mainstreaming equalities will require a much more significant catalyst than has been

made available thus far.  It is suggested that at the present rate of progress, it will take

several generations of work before promoting equalities gives way to the mainstreaming

of equalities and, more importantly, delivers results.  It is time to stop putting off the point

of arrival on the journey towards equal opportunities, to declare that we have – in

Scotland – arrived, and to start the work on delivering equalities.



EO.02.09.01
DPHS evidence on the Scottish Budget process 2003-04

Submitted to the Parliamentary Equal Opportunities Committee
30th April 2002

4

The DPHS would argue that there are probably two significant elements which, for

disabled people, would provide such a catalyst and pave the way for mainstreaming

equalities being achievable and deliverable within a 15-20 year timescale.  Firstly, there is

a need to provide the Executive with a sharper focus and heavier weight to the

mainstreaming dynamic.  While the Equalities Unit is clearly doing good work in this

context, it cannot provide the same weight to driving delivery and cross-cutting as would a

Minister for Disabled People.  A Minister in the Scottish Executive with such a portfolio

would be able to build on the work of the Equalities Unit and drive the pace, direction and

delivery of change required within an acceptable time frame.

Secondly, there is a clear need to adopt an approach where those people for whom

inequalities are the everyday experience are made real and equal partners in the work of

today which will create the mainstreaming culture of tomorrow and deliver equality.  The

DPHS has already demonstrated practical examples of this in relation to the Housing

(Scotland) Act 2001.  It is our belief that sustainable and credible mainstreaming

outcomes will only be delivered with the active involvement of user-led organisations

such as DPHS, Centres for Independent Living, Positive Action in Housing, and others.

This will require substantial and explicit resource commitments from the Scottish

Executive.

The DPHS looks forward to discussing these and other budget and equalities issues with

the Committee at the formal session planned for 30th April 2002.
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ME by portfolio [2003-04 plans]

EO part-EO non-EO
proofed proofed proofed

Capital Modernisation Fund
Central Government support for local authorities £7,638.3

AEF (p.206 £7,128.0
Capital (p.207) £509.4
CCPP (p.209) £0.9

Children & Central Government education £212.7
schools (p.58) £136.8
C&YP (p.65) £63.5
IA & C (p.69) £2.2
SWST (p.71) £10.2

Community Care (p.155) £9.1 £9.1
Crown Office £63.0 £63
Enterprise & Lifelong Learning 2148

SAS (p.79) £362.0
SHEFC (p.82) £721.0
SFEFC (p.84) £425.0
SE (p.86) £426.0
H&IE (p.89) £77.0
DIA (p.93) £66.0
Other (p.95) £71.0

Environment £596.0
Water (p.214) £480.0
NH (p.217) £56.0
EP (p.220) £56.0
R & SA (p.224) £4.0

EU Structural Funds £139.0
E Social Fund £65.0
E RDF (p.259) £74.0

Food Standards Agency £5.7 £5.7
Forestry £88.7

FC (p.251) 23.9
FE (p.253) 64.8

Health £7,032.5
HC&FHS (p.105) £6,861.8
Other (p.143) £148.3
CC (p.155) £22.4

Justice £744
CIC (p.19) £28.0
CJS (p.21) £72.0
Fire (p.23) £8.0
Legal Aid £135.0
Misc (p.30) £22.0
SPS (p.33) £299.0
Courts (p.36) £69.0
CG (p.39) £26.0
AIB (p.40) £4.0
Police (p.41) £81.0

Modernising Government Fund (p.288) £15.0 £15.0
Rural Affairs £648.0

CAP (p.241) £353.0
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RD (p.243) £134.0
Other (p.245) £91.0
Fisheries (p.247) £70.0

SE Administration £242.0
SEA (p.263) £225.0
GROS (p.272) £8.0
NAS (p.277) £9.0
ROS (p.279) £0.0

Scottish Public Pensions Agency £298.4 £298.4
Social Justice £838.5

Housing (p.169) £470.0
Regenerate (p.171) £198.0
Services & Support (p.173) £29.0
Fuel Poverty (p.175) £48.0
Homelessness (p.177) £40.0
Fairer Society (p.179) £35.0
Scottish Homes (p.181) £18.5

Sport & Culture £180.3 £180.3
Transport £1,180.7

M & T roads (p.185) £837.2
Other (p.173.1) £173.1
CalMac (p.197) £31.2
H&I airports (p.199) £32.2
Rail (p.200) £107.0

Scottish Parliament (p.284) £99.2 £99.2
Audit Scotland (p.286) £6.1 £6.1

totals £0.0 £1,412.8 £20,772.4

0% 6.4% 93.6% £22,185.2
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Equal Opportunities Committee

Monitoring the Impact of the Housing (Scotland) Act 2001

1. The Social Justice Committee has agreed to refer its 3rd Report, 2002,
Monitoring the Impact of the Housing (Scotland) Act 2001, to the Equal
Opportunities Committee.  This follows its commitment in its Stage 1 Report on
the Housing (Scotland) Bill:

In light of the recommendations of the Equal Opportunities Committee, this Committee will
work on such scrutiny in conjunction with them.

2. The Committee is, therefore, invited to agree that it will receive all forthcoming
consultations issued by the Scottish Executive in connection with the
implementation of the Housing (Scotland) Act 2001.

3. However, as stated at paragraph 16 of the Social Justice Committee’s 3rd
Report, 2002, much of the guidance and subordinate legislation, which the
Executive will be consulting on, will be of a technical nature and will not be critical
to furthering the policy of the Act.

4. On this basis, the Committee is invited to agree that it will focus on those
consultations where equalities issues can be clearly identified.

Jim Johnston
Clerk to the Committee

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/official_report/cttee/social-02/sor02-03-01.htm
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Equal Opportunities Committee

30 April 2002

Sexual Orientation Reporter

Purpose

1. This paper reports on a meeting with the Equality Network and Outright Scotland
and outlines areas of concern to these organisations, with specific reference to
the Criminal Justice (Scotland) Bill, the Local Government Bill and the Budget.

Recommendations

2. The Sexual Orientation Reporter recommends that Members:
� note the report;
� forward the report to the Justice 2 Committee;
� forward the report to the Local Government Committee.

Cathy Peattie MSP
Sexual Orientation Reporter



Note of Meeting - Sexual Orientation Reporter

Present: Cathy Peattie MSP, Equal Opportunities Committee
Tim Hopkins, Equality Network
Kate Fearnley, Equality Network
Keith Cowan, Outright Scotland
Roy McMahon, Assistant Clerk, Equal Opportunities Committee

Date: 16 April 2002

1. Tim Hopkins asked if there had been any further Committee discussion with
regard to the Holocaust Memorial Event in Glasgow and noted that the issue was
the same for the LGBT community as for Gypsy/Travellers.  Representatives of
the LGBT community had been invited to be in the audience, but had had no
further involvement.  An LGBT colleague from Stonewall Scotland (Ali Jarvis) had
written to Michael McMahon on the subject.  The Assistant Clerk stated that
Committee was awaiting a response from the Executive before pursuing the
matter further.  The Clerk had emailed Ali Jarvis to this effect.

2. Tim noted that next year the UK event would take place in Scotland but that there
was an LGBT organisation called Pink Triangle Trust involved in that event and
so the approach might be different.

3. He pointed out that there were 3 key issues the Equality Network wished to
discuss: the Criminal Justice (Scotland) Bill, the Local Government (Scotland) Bill
and the Budget.

Criminal Justice (Scotland) Bill

4. The Equality Network was preparing a briefing on the Bill for the Justice
Committees and the Equal Opportunities Committee.  There were key issues
concerning the definition of serious sexual offences.  Tim expressed the view that
the law was not gender neutral and was a mess in Scotland.  For offences
against people under 16, for example, there were different offences depending on
whether it was male to female, male to male, female to female or female to male.

5. In terms of sex between males, there were 3 kinds of offences: assaults, abuse of
boys under 16 and sex between men other than in private.  In the case of the
latter, there was no corresponding offence between a man and a woman or
between two women.

6. Sex between a man and a woman in a public place if someone else was present
would normally be treated as a breach of the peace.  In the case of sex between
men, there was no requirement for someone else to be present.  It was a
statutory offence.  It was, however, also a victimless offence.  There were about
20 convictions a year, usually dealt with by means of a small fine.

7. A new requirement of the Criminal Justice (Scotland) Bill would be for a
psychological report to be prepared before sentence is passed.  It is not clear to
the Equality Network that this is appropriate for victimless offences as the



provision is meant to be about protecting the public.  The Equality Network is not
yet sure how this should be improved.

8. The common law offence of sodomy covers both male rape and the consensual
act.  A fundamental problem in this context is that you cannot tell from the
complaint which offence is taking place and if you cannot tell from the complaint,
you cannot tell from the conviction, and this can have significant consequences in
terms of, for example, employment.

9. A further problem was that there was no offence of anal rape in Scotland.  In
Scotland anal rape of a woman would be charged as indecent assault, and of a
man as sodomy.

10. Keith Cowan noted that for men in Scotland there was legally no such thing as
male rape and a man could not be the victim of domestic violence according to
the Scottish Executive definition.  Men needed the same protection under the law
and in public policy.

11. These issues made the relationship between LGBT people and the police more
difficult although the police were only doing their job.  The gay community often
maintained an arms length relationship with the police and many crimes were,
therefore, not reported.  The mix of gender between the people involved in an act
should not matter.  People should be treated the same.

12. He pointed out that there was often a considerable cost to society in human
terms from what was in reality a very minor offence and there was a need for
perspective.

13. Tim Hopkins noted that the press was quick to pick up on the offence of gross
indecency and that it would probably not make the headlines in the same way if a
different term were used.

14. He pointed out that the Criminal Justice (Scotland) Bill added to discrimination
that is already there.  Changing this discrimination against gay men would take a
lot of work which would be a problem for the Scottish Executive.  The Equality
Network were getting legal advice as to how this might be done.

Local Government Bill

15. Tim Hopkins noted that the Equalities Co-ordinating Group, which included
representatives of the 3 statutory commissions (CRE, EOC, DRC), Fair Play, the
Scottish Executive Equality Unit and the Equality Network, had been talking
about this Bill for about 6 months.  It was the view of the Equality Network that
the Bill needed to have an overarching equality statement like the Housing
(Scotland) Act 2001 does.  However, there were mixed signals coming from the
Executive.

16. Cathy Peattie noted that she would be surprised if it did not contain one.



17. Tim Hopkins pointed out that Community Planning should be covered by this.
The Housing Act had the general statement and then specific duties, for example
under homelessness strategies.  The Community Plan should set out how
authorities will meet their duties.  If this is not included the Equality Network will
bring the issue to the Equal Opportunities Committee.

Equalities and Best Value
18. There was a list of criteria which had to be complied with under Best Value.  The

Equality Network wanted to see the need incorporated to encourage equal
opportunities as defined in the Scotland Act.  The Executive had pointed out
however, that the exact wording was a problem because the Scotland Act refered
to the encouragement of equal opportunities “other than by prohibition or
regulation”.

19. Iain Gray, Minister for Social Justice, had noted that the words could not be
mentioned in regulatory documents, but that equal opportunities could be
mainstreamed into the documents.  The Scottish Executive lawyers were still
looking at where the boundaries lay.  It might be that it would be brought into
guidance.

20. COSLA’s guidance included the definition of equal opportunities as listed in the
Scotland Act.  If the Bill related only to equal opportunities requirements, this
would be less.  The Equality Network would comment as soon as the Bill was
published.

21. Keith Cowan commented that this should apply also to other parties such as the
Police, Health Boards etc.  Including this would help to get people working
together.  Currently Community Safety partnerships do not work together as well
in Scotland as in England, where there is a legal requirement.

22. He noted that Community Planning was important and that the definition of
‘community’ needed to be as wide as possible.  Currently communities tended to
be defined geographically and there was a need to include communities of
interest.

23. Cathy Peattie agreed that the perception of community was problematic.  There
was an issue around identifying a community and there needed to be legislation
or guidance to ensure suitable representation.

24. Keith Cowan noted that there was a tendency for people not to look after the
interests of other citizens.  If Community Planning were right, people would get
involved and engage with the process.

Budget

25. Tim Hopkins noted that he had had only a brief look at the budget but his first
impression was that it was better than last year.



26. Cathy Peattie agreed that it was a vast improvement on last year’s document,
which had been extremely difficult to analyse.  Whilst it could be much better, but
progress had been made.

27. Tim Hopkins expressed concern that under Education some categories of
equalities were missed out in the list under mainstreaming (summary document
p10), notably religion and sexual orientation, although homophobic attitudes were
mentioned under anti-bullying (p11).  It was difficult to promulgate mainstreaming
when some categories were excluded and there was a need to use a full set of
equalities categories.

28. Keith Cowan noted that the detailed budget document was too big and that there
should be some provision for accessing individual departmental budgets.  This
was an issue both of physical accessibility and cost.  There should be a
mechanism for downloading individual sections.  This was also an issue for the
provision of translated versions – would the Executive make available a specific
section in translation?

29. Cathy Peattie accepted that the document was expensive but pointed out that the
sections were interrelated.  Tim Hopkins suggested that there might be an online
solution using cross-references as the detailed document was so big.

30. Keith Cowan noted that there was no reference to LGBT people.  Tim Hopkins
added that last year’s document had included a reference and that there was a
reference in this year’s summary document.

31. Keith Cowan referred to the Interim Report on the Equality Strategy and resource
constraints.  He noted that the Justice Department had stated that it was
committed to supporting the LGBT Police Liaison Forum but now said that it had
no resources.  Tim Hopkins pointed out that it was a tiny amount of money in
relation to the budget, around £5,000.

32. Keith recognised that the funding problem was regional but that the Scottish
Executive also had an input.  There was a need for public money as LGBT issues
were not ‘worthy’ and did not attract charity money.  However, LGBT people were
also tax payers and this was the reason that Wendy Alexander had given for the
repeal of Section 28.

33. He noted that the funding situation might actually be worse since the removal of
section 28 as money was going into, for example, anti-bullying measures and that
people may feel that this was enough funding for the LGBT community.  For a
long time all of the (LGBT) money had come from HIV funds.  This should be
compared to money being made available for black and minority ethnic
communities for various types of projects.  If this is legitimate for BME
communities, then why not for LGBT people?

34. He noted that if an LGBT person’s family lived in, for example, Falkirk, they
should not have to move to Edinburgh or Glasgow to benefit from relevant
service provision.  Services in central Scotland had dried up although the Central
Scotland Police were very good.  If you pay your taxes, you are entitled to proper



services.  For example, you should expect to find a copy of Gay Times in your
local library.  These things are important for the purposes of feeling included and
should not be underestimated.  He pointed out that local government should do
more although he accepted that there were often difficult choices to be made in
respect of the allocation of funding.

35. Cathy Peattie noted that the Police in Forth Valley were more enlightened that
some local government people and that they did good work with young people.
Unfortunately if you were not a ‘good youngster’ or in the right category, local
government service provision could often be very poor.

36. Keith Cowan quoted the saying that it was easier to be gay in Morningside than
Craigmillar and raised the issue of multiple discrimination.

Mainstreaming Equalities

37. Tim asked about progress on mainstreaming equalities and noted that the
Equality Network would wish to consult on it before it was finalised.  He also
referred to the Committee’s use of questions for mainstreaming policy and
legislation and agreed to send a note to the Clerk.

LGBT Consultation

38. Kate Fearnley noted that the Equality Network was about to receive Scottish
Executive funding for an LGBT consultation project which would pay for 3 part-
time staff.  This would allow the LGBT community to comment on Executive
proposals, would last for 18 months and would be separate to current lobbying
work.  The Equality Network were currently drawing up the job descriptions.

39. Cathy Peattie agreed that this was a positive development.  People were always
asking how to assess whether mainstreaming was working and this would be a
good example to show that things were working.  This should also inform future
work.

40. Tim Hopkins noted that the Equal Opportunities Committee had been helpful in
this respect as it had often raised the issue of the need for effective consultation
with equalities groups.  In addition, the Scottish Executive had initiated a
research study on how to carry out research with LGBT communities and to
identify what was happening in other countries.  There were a number of issues
including how to carry out research whilst respecting people’s need for
confidentiality.

41. Tim Hopkins noted that one key area for action was removing discrimination from
legislation.  The Equality Network had consulted with the LGBT communities
about the issue of the legal status of same sex partners and their families and the
next phase would be to go to all other groups, such as family groups, churches,
MSPs etc.  The Equality Network wanted to avoid people feeling that they had
been taken by surprise as had been said of the repeal of Section 28.  Dialogue
was a good thing.  It would be 3-4 months until this consultation document was
ready.



Other issues

42. With regard to the Equal Opportunities Committee forthcoming taking stock on
sexual orientation, Tim Hopkins noted that LGBT groups had already been
involved in two other major consultations in the last six months and the groups
were all staffed by volunteers.  The response might therefore be poor if a
response were required before summer recess.  He would, however, forward
contact details to the Clerk.

43. Keith Cowan noted that Mike Rumbles had asked a Parliamentary question
concerning local government provision of services to LGBT people (see below).
The response had referred to Jon Harris of COSLA.  Keith noted that the Equal
Opportunities Committee might be interested in any relevant information.

44. The date of the next meeting was provisionally agreed as 21 May 2002.

S1W-23930 - Mr Mike Rumbles (West Aberdeenshire and Kincardine) (LD) : To
ask the Scottish Executive which local authorities currently have strategies in place
to offer help and advice to the lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender communities.

Answered by Ms Margaret Curran (22 March 2002): The information requested is
not held centrally. It is entirely up to local authorities if they wish to develop
strategies to provide help and support to lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender
communities. However, the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) would
be better placed to offer information regarding individual authorities.
Jon Harris, Director of Policy and Legislation at COSLA has offered himself as a
point of contact. His address is: COSLA, Rosebery House, 9 Haymarket Terrace,
Edinburgh, EH12 5XZ.


