
RACCE/S4/14/27/A 

 
 

RURAL AFFAIRS, CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

27th Meeting, 2014 (Session 4) 
 

Wednesday 5 November 2014 
 
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in the Adam Smith Room (CR5). 
 
1. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative 

instrument— 
 

Sulphur Content of Liquid Fuels (Scotland) Regulations 2014 
(SSI 2014/258). 
 

2. The Scottish Government's Wildlife Crime in Scotland - 2013 Annual 
Report: The Committee will take evidence from— 

 
Paul Wheelhouse, Minister for Environment and Climate Change, Hugh 
Dignon, Wildlife Manager Branch Team Leader, and Karen Hunter, 
Wildlife Crime Policy Officer, Scottish Government. 
 

3. The Scottish Government’s Draft Budget 2015-16: The Committee will take 
evidence from— 

 
Jamie Farquhar, Scotland National Manager, ConFor; 
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Subordinate legislation cover note for SSI 2014/258 

Title of Instrument: Sulphur Content of Liquid Fuels (Scotland) 
Regulations 2014 (SSI 2014/258) 

Type of Instrument: Negative 

Laid Date: 29 September  2014 

Circulated to Members: 31 October 2014 

Meeting Date: 5 November 2014 

Minister to attend the meeting: No 

Drawn to the Parliament’s attention by the Delegated Powers and Law Reform 
Committee:     Yes – it is expected that the Scottish Government 

will lay an amending order in due course 

Reporting Deadline: 17 November 2014 

Procedure 

1. Negative instruments are instruments that are “subject to annulment” by 
resolution of the Parliament for a period of 40 days after they are laid. All negative 
instruments are considered by the Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 
(on various technical grounds) and by the relevant lead committee (on policy 
grounds). Under Rule 10.4, any member (whether or not a member of the lead 
committee) may, within the 40-day period, lodge a motion for consideration by the 
lead committee recommending annulment of the instrument. If the motion is agreed 
to, the Parliamentary Bureau must then lodge a motion to annul the instrument for 
consideration by the Parliament. 

2. If that is also agreed to, Scottish Ministers must revoke the instrument. Each 
negative instrument appears on a committee agenda at the first opportunity after the 
Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee has reported on it. This means that, 
if questions are asked or concerns raised, consideration of the instrument can 
usually be continued to a later meeting to allow correspondence to be entered into or 
a Minister or officials invited to give evidence. In other cases, the Committee may be 
content simply to note the instrument and agree to make no recommendation on it. 

Recommendation 

3. The Committee is invited to consider any issues which it wishes to raise 
on this instrument. 

Purpose 

4. These Regulations extend to Scotland only. They implement in relation to 
Scotland those matters concerning heavy fuel oil and gas oil (except marine fuels) 
contained in Council Directive 1999/32/EC relating to a reduction in the sulphur 



RACCE/S4/14/27/1 
 

2 

content of certain liquid fuels and amending Directive 93/12/EEC (OJ L 121, 
11.5.1999, p.13) “Directive 1999/32/EC”. 

5. A copy of the Explanatory Note and the Policy Note are included with the 
papers. 

Delegated Powers and Law Reform Committee 

6. At its meeting on 28 October 2014, the Delegated Powers and Law Reform 
Committee agreed to draw the attention of the Parliament to the instrument. 

EXPLANATORY NOTE 

As per above purpose, and includes: 

Directive 1999/32/EC was originally transposed in relation to Scotland by the Sulphur 
Content of Liquid Fuels (Scotland) Regulations 2000 (S.S.I. 2000/16). 

Those Regulations were revoked by the Sulphur Content of Liquid Fuels (Scotland) 
Regulations 2007 “the 2007 Regulations” (S.S.I. 2007/27). 

Directive 2012/33/EU as regards the sulphur content of marine fuels (OJ L 327, 
27.11.2012, p.1-13) amended Directive 1999/32/EC. These Regulations transpose, 
as regards land based liquid fuels, the requirements of that Directive. They revoke 
the 2007 Regulations, save for some transitional provision (regulation 8). 

Regulation 2 (1) contains new definitions of “gas oil” and “heavy fuel oil”. 

Regulation 3 stipulates that these Regulations do not apply to heavy fuel oil or gas 
oil intended for— 

(a) the purposes of research and testing; 

(b) processing prior to final combustion; or 

(c) processing in the refining industry. 

Regulation 4 prohibits the use of any heavy fuel oil with a sulphur content exceeding 
1 per cent by mass, subject to some exceptions. 

Regulation 5 prohibits the use of gas oil with a sulphur content exceeding 0.1 per 
cent by mass. 

Regulation 6 requires the Scottish Ministers to take all necessary measures to 
ensure that the periodic sampling of heavy fuel oil and gas oil is carried out to check 
that the use of those fuels complies with, respectively regulations 4(1) and 5. That 
sampling is to be carried out with sufficient frequency and quantity and must be 
analysed without undue delay. 

Regulation 7 deals with offences and penalties where these Regulations are 
contravened. 
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Regulation 8 revokes the 2007 Regulations and makes some transitional provisions 
in relation to an operator of a combustion plant who been granted a permit under the 
Sulphur Content of Liquid Fuels (Scotland) Regulations 2000, has submitted an 
application for a permit under the 2007 Regulations or has been granted a permit 
under the 2007 Regulations. 

The Schedule deals with applications by an operator of a combustion plant who 
wishes to operate that plant under an exception provided for in regulation 4(2) or (3) 
and that plant meets certain requirements. 

POLICY NOTE 

The above Instrument is made in exercise of the powers conferred by section 2(2) of 
the European Communities Act 1972(1) and all other enabling powers.  The 
Instrument is subject to negative procedure. 
 
Policy objectives 
 
The Regulations implement requirements for land based heavy fuel oil and gas oil 
contained in Council Directive 1999/32/EC relating to a reduction in the sulphur 
content of certain liquid fuels.  The 1999 Directive was transposed by the Sulphur 
Content of Liquid Fuels (Scotland) Regulations 2007.  Council Directive 2012/33/EU 
covering the sulphur content of marine fuels amended the 1999 Directive. The 2014 
Regulations transpose, for land based liquid fuels, the requirements of the 2012 
Directive. They revoke the 2007 Regulations, except for some transitional provision. 
 
The primary intention of the Instrument is to improve environmental protection by 
reducing emissions of air pollutants. 
 
Consultation  
 
The Instrument does not impose any new legal or financial burdens on business or 
industry, therefore no consultation or impact assessment was undertaken. 
 

APPENDIX 1 

EXTRACT FROM THE DELEGATED POWERS AND LAW REFORM 
COMMITTEE’S 59th REPORT OF 2014 

The purpose of this instrument is to implement in relation to Scotland the provisions 
concerning heavy fuel oil and gas oil (excluding marine fuels) contained in Council 
Directive 2012/33/EU (relating to the sulphur content of marine fuels) , which 
amends Council Directive 1999/32/EC (relating to a reduction in the sulphur content 
of certain liquid fuels). 

                                                 
1 1972 c.68.  Section 2(2) was amended by the Scotland Act 1998 (c.46) (“the 1998 Act”), Schedule 8, 
paragraph 15(3) (which was amended by section 27(4) of the Legislative and Regulatory Reform Act 
2006 (c.51) (“the 2006 Act”)).  Section 2(2) was also amended by section 27(1)(a) of the 2006 Act and 
by the European Union (Amendment) Act 2008 (c.7), Schedule, Part 1.  The functions conferred upon 
the Minister of the Crown under section 2(2), insofar as within devolved competence, were transferred 
to the Scottish Ministers by virtue of section 53 of the 1998 Act. 



RACCE/S4/14/27/1 
 

4 

The instrument also revokes the Sulphur Content of Liquid Fuels (Scotland) 
Regulations 2007, save for certain transitional provisions. 

In considering the instrument, the Committee asked the Scottish Government for an 
explanation of certain matters. The correspondence is reproduced at Annex A. 

The Committee identified a couple of drafting errors in the instrument which are 
explained in the next paragraph.     

The Committee draws the instrument to the attention of the Parliament on the 
general reporting ground, as it contains the following minor drafting errors: 

Regulation 4(1) (which prohibits the use of certain heavy fuel oils) states that it 
is subject to regulation 4(2) (limiting the application of regulation 4(1) until 1 
January 2016 for certain uses). Regulation 4(1) should also be specified as 
subject to regulation 4(3) (which limits the application of regulation 4(1) as 
from 1 January 2016 for certain uses). 

Paragraph 6 of the Schedule requires a person to whom a “sulphur content of 
liquid fuels permit” is intended to be transferred to notify SEPA of the intended 
transfer, within 21 days of the intended date of the transfer. The references to 
“intended” in paragraph 6 are made in error. The Scottish Government intends 
that the notification should be given by the person to whom a permit has been 
transferred, within 21 days after the date of the transfer.  

The Committee notes that the Scottish Government will correct these minor 
errors by amendment in due course.   

ANNEXE A 

On 3 October 2014, the Scottish Government was asked: 

In regulation 2(1), “heavy fuel oil” is defined as “any petroleum-derived liquid fuel” 
which falls within one of the categories listed at (a) to (c), other than marine fuel and 
gas oil. The corresponding definition in Council Directive 1999/32/EC, as amended 
by Council Directive 2012/33/EU, defines “heavy fuel oil” (at paragraph 1 of Article 2) 
as “any petroleum-derived liquid fuel” which falls within category (a) other than 
marine fuel, or which falls within category (b) or (c) other than gas oil. The 
explanatory note and policy note do not provide an explanation for this change in 
definition in regulation 2(1) as compared with the Directive provision. 

(a) Please explain why regulation 2(1) properly transposes the Directive in 
that respect? 

(b) If there is an error, would the Scottish Government propose to correct 
this by an amendment?      

Paragraph (1) of regulation 4, prohibiting the use of heavy fuel oil with a sulphur 
content exceeding 1% by mass, is expressed to be subject to paragraph (2), which 
limits the application of paragraph (1) until 1 January 2016 in respect of certain uses. 
Paragraph (3) also seems evidently to limit the application of paragraph (1) in 
respect of certain uses, as from 1 January 2016. 
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(a) Would the meaning of paragraph (1) be clearer therefore, if it specified 
that it is also subject to paragraph (3)? Or otherwise, please explain why it 
has been considered appropriate not to have made such provision? 

(b) If that addition would be clearer, or if this is an oversight, would the 
Scottish Government propose to adjust the provision by an amendment? 

Paragraph 6 of the Schedule sets out the procedure for the transfer of a sulphur 
content of liquid fuels permit (SCLFP). The person to whom a SCLFP is intended to 
be transferred must notify SEPA of the intended transfer within 21 days of the 
intended date of the transfer. [We note that this is a change from the requirement in 
the Sulphur Content of Liquid Fuels (Scotland) Regulations 2007, which require 
notification to be made within 21 days of the (actual) date of the transfer (Schedule 
1, paragraph 6(b)).] 

(a) Is it intended that paragraph 6 of the Schedule should refer to within 21 
days before the intended date – or after? 

(b) Depending on the intention, would the meaning be clearer by 
specifying “before” or “after” in place of “of”? If so, would the Scottish 
Government propose to adjust this by amendment? 

(c) If it is the intention that notification must be made 21 days after the 
intended date of the transfer, what will be the effect where the actual date of 
transfer is different from the intended date of transfer? In this case, would the 
meaning be clearer by specifying “actual date” in place of “intended date”? If 
so, would the Scottish Government propose to adjust this by amendment? 

The Scottish Government responded as follows: 

As explained in the first paragraph of the Explanatory Note and in the Policy Note 
(which refers to land based fuels), this instrument implements the amendments 
made by Council Directive 2012/33/EU except in relation to marine fuels.   

The approach to implementation is the same in England and Wales as it is in line 
with the amended definition set out in regulation 3 of the Sulphur Content of Liquid 
Fuels (England and Wales) (Amendment) Regulations 2014. As it also is in 
regulation 3 in the Sulphur Content of Liquid Fuels (Amendment) Regulations 
(Northern Ireland) 2014. 

It is clear from the Directive definition and the Regulations that “marine fuel” and “gas 
oil” are mutually exclusive.  As we are not transposing in respect of marine fuel, then 
the exclusion of marine fuels from paragraphs (b) and (c) of the definition makes no 
difference.  

In relation to the exclusion of gas oil from paragraph (a), there is no overlap between 
the lists of CN codes in the first indent of the Directive definition of heavy fuel oil and 
of gas oil respectively, so oil that is gas oil by virtue of the first indent of the gas oil 
definition cannot be a heavy fuel oil.  In relation to oil that is gas oil by virtue of the 
second indent of the Directive definition (ie not marine fuel and distils between the 
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specified limits) this is not considered to fall within the first paragraph of the heavy 
fuel oil definition. Gas oils are intended to be distinct from the heavy fuel oils. The 
categories are mutually exclusive, and the definition in the Regulations has the same 
legal effect as in the Directive. 

It was intended that regulation 4(1) should say “Subject to paragraphs (2) and (3)” 
rather than just referring to paragraph (2).  Read as a whole, however, it is 
nevertheless clear that paragraph (1) is also subject to paragraph (3) and the 
Scottish Government is satisfied that a Court would have no difficulty in reading it 
this way.  It is a drafting point that Scottish Government would address at the first 
opportunity to amend the Regulations for other purposes. 

The references to “intended” in paragraph 6 of the Schedule are an inadvertent 
drafting error as the intention is the notification should be by the person to whom the 
permit has been transferred, and is to be within 21 days of the date of that transfer 
(as the duty lies on the person to whom the permit “has been transferred”, this is 
necessarily 21 days after the transfer). 

Although it would have been clearer if the word “intended” had been omitted, as 
there has not been a sulphur content of liquid fuels permit in Scotland at any time 
since the regime was first established in 2000, let alone one that falls to be 
transferred, it is considered that there is little chance of the provision having practical 
effect.  The point will be addressed at the first opportunity to amend the Regulations 
for other purposes.  It is in any event expected that the Regulations will be 
superseded by regulations made under section 18 of the Regulatory Reform 
(Scotland) Act 2014. 
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Wildlife Crime in Scotland – 2013 Annual Report 

Background  

1. Section 20 of the Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act1, passed 
by the Scottish Parliament in 2011, introduced a requirement into the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 19812

 that Scottish Ministers must, after the end of each calendar 
year, lay before the Scottish Parliament a report on offences relating to wildlife.  

2. The second of these reports, the Wildlife Crime in Scotland - 2013 Annual 
Report3  was published by the Scottish Government on 20 October 2014. 

Wildlife Crime in Scotland - 2013 Annual Report 

3. The report covers the calendar year 2013 and sets out data on recorded 
wildlife crime and prosecutions.  It contains a chapter setting out the work of Police 
Scotland and one on prosecutions and convictions by the Crown Office as well as 
information on the National Wildlife Crime Unit and the work of the Scottish 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals and its Special Investigations Unit. 

4. The 2012 Report4 set out the UK and Scottish wildlife crime priorities for the 
following 2 years; they are again listed in the 2013 Report (in alphabetical order) 
as— 

 badger persecution; 
 bat persecution; 
 convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild 

Fauna and Flora (CITES) issues; 
 Freshwater Pearl Mussel persecution; 
 poaching (including deer poaching, hare coursing, fish poaching); 

and 
 raptor persecution (including poisoning, trapping, egg theft, nest 

disturbance). 

5. In his foreword the Minister for Environment and Climate Change (the 
Minister) reflected— 

“One thing that is very clear is that wildlife crime is still taking place at 
unacceptable levels in our countryside. Crucially there is a real risk to the 
conservation status of some of our most important species” 

 

                                            
1 Wildlife and Natural Environment (Scotland) Act 2011. Available at: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2011/6/contents/enacted. 
2 Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981. Available at: 
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1981/69/contents. 
3 Scottish Government (2014). Wildlife Crime in Scotland - 2013 Annual Report. 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0046/00461141.pdf. 
4 Scottish Government (2013). Wildlife Crime in Scotland - 2012 Annual Report. Available at: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/09/2382/0. 
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Committee consideration 

6. The Committee considered the 2012 report at its meeting on 27 November 
20135 when it took evidence from the Minister. The Committee agreed as part of 
its current work programme to take evidence on the 2013 report from Police 
Scotland and the Lord Advocate and then from the Minister, and then to write to 
the Minister with its views.   

7. At its meeting on 29 October 2014 the Committee heard evidence from 
Police Scotland and the Lord Advocate’s office. The Official Report6 for this 
meeting will be available on the website from Monday 3 November 2014. 

8. A video highlighting the Committee’s evidence session on the 29 October 
2014 is available to view on the Committee’s Wildlife Crime page 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/8275
7.aspx along with a press release7 which was issued in advance of the meeting. 

Timetable 
9. The Committee’s future consideration is set out below— 

 consideration of draft letter to the Minister on 19 November; and 
 consideration of draft letter to the Minister on 26 November. 

Clerks 
Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 
31 October 2014 

                                            
5 Scottish Parliament, Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee, Official Report 
27 November 2013. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=9035&mode=pdf. 
6 Scottish Parliament, Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee, Official Report 
29 October 2014. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/29878.aspx. 
7 Scottish Parliament, Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee, News Release 
28 October 2014. Available at: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/newsandmediacentre/82904.aspx. 
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Scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s Draft Budget 2015-16 
 

Budget documents and related information 

1. The Scottish Government published its Draft Budget 2015-161 on 9 October 
2014 and Chapter 102 contains the proposed spending for the Rural Affairs and 
Environment portfolio (RAE). On 23 October 2014, the Scottish Government 
published a further level of budget information3 (known as level 4) for each portfolio.  

2. The Scottish Government published a Carbon Assessment of the 2015-16 Draft 
Budget4 and an Equality Statement5 alongside the draft budget. A Scotland Performs 
Update6 document was also published.  

3. On 16 October 2014, the Financial Scrutiny Unit (FSU) in the Scottish 
Parliament Information Centre (SPICe) published a briefing7 on the draft budget. 
This was followed on 24 October 2014 by a second8 FSU briefing designed to aid 
committees in their budget scrutiny. A SPICe briefing specific to the Rural Affairs and 
Environment budget9 has also been published. All of the FSU support and guidance 
on the budget can be viewed online10.  

4. It is expected that the Scottish Government will published it Draft Budget 2015-
16 - Details of funding for climate change mitigation measures document, which it 
has published in the last two years, shortly.  

5. The Finance Committee has published guidance11 to subject committees to 
assist them in their scrutiny.  

 

                                            
1 Scottish Government (2014). Scottish Draft Budget 2015-16. Available at: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2014/10/2706/0. 
2 Scottish Government (2014). Scottish Draft Budget 2015-16. Chapter 10.  
3 Scottish Government (2014). Draft Budget 2015-16: level 4 figures. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/FinancialScrutiny/2015-16_budget_Level_4.xls. 
4 Scottish Government (2014). Carbon Assessment of the Scottish Draft Budget 2015-16. Available 
at: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0046/00460459.pdf. 
5 Scottish Government (2014). Equality Statement Scottish Government Draft Budget 2015-16. 
Available at: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0046/00460433.pdf. 
6 Scottish Government (2014). Scotland Performs Update. Available at: 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/0046/00460523.pdf. 
7 Scottish Parliament (2014). Financial Scrutiny Unit Briefing Draft Budget 2015-16. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/S4/SB_14-70.pdf. 
8 Scottish Parliament (2014). Financial Scrutiny Unit Second Briefing on the Draft Budget 2015-16. 
Available at: Scottish Parliament (2014). Financial Scrutiny Unit Briefing Draft Budget 2015-16. 
Available at: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/S4/SB_14-73.pdf. 
9 Scottish Parliament (2014). SPICe Rural Affairs and Environment Briefing Draft Budget 2015-16. 
Available at: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/83173.aspx. 
10 FSU information on the Scottish Government Budget. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/17534.aspx. 
11 Scottish Parliament Finance Committee (2014). Draft Budget 2015-16 - Guidance to other 
Committees. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_FinanceCommittee/General%20Documents/Guidance_to_subje
ct_committees_-_Draft_Budget_2015-16.pdf. 
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Rural Affairs and Environment budget and portfolio performance 

6. In cash terms12, the Rural Affairs and Environment (RAE) budget for 2015-16 is 
set at £608.0m (of which £521.4m is DEL13 Resource, and £79.1m is DEL Capital). 
This is an increase on the 2014-15 spend which was £559.2m. In real terms14, the 
budget for 2015-16 is £598.4m (of which £513.2m is DEL Resource, £77.8m is DEL 
Capital, and £7.4m is listed as Annually Managed Expenditure15).  

7. The RAE budget is broken down into six areas of spend: EU Support and 
Related Services; Research, Analysis and Other Services; Marine and Fisheries; 
Environment and Rural Services; Climate Change; and the Forestry Commission. 

8. The Scottish Government’s National Performance Framework (NPF) states that 
the Government’s purpose is to “…focus Government and public services on 
creating a more successful country, with opportunities for all of Scotland to flourish, 
through increasing sustainable economic growth.” It lists eight Purpose Targets, one 
of which is specifically relevant to the RACCE Committee— 

 Sustainability – Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions - to reduce emissions 
over the period to 2011 and to reduce emissions by 80% by 2050 (these 
both are recorded on the Scotland Performs website as performance 
improving). 

9. The NPF lists “Greener” as one of its five overarching strategic objectives. 
Below that sit 16 National Outcomes, the most relevant of which are—  

 we value and enjoy our built and natural environment and protect it and 
enhance it for future generations; 

 we reduce the local and global environmental impact of our consumption and 
production; and 

 we live in well-designed, sustainable places where we are able to access the 
amenities and services we need. 
 

10. Below that sit 50 indicators, the most relevant of which are to— 

 increase research and development spending (performance maintaining); 
 improve knowledge exchange from university research (performance 

worsening); 
 increase people's use of Scotland's outdoors (performance worsening); 
 improve the condition of protected nature sites (performance maintaining); 
 increase the abundance of terrestrial breeding birds: biodiversity 

(performance worsening); 

                                            
12 Cash term figures have not been adjusted to take account of the effect of inflation. 
13 DEL stands for Departmental Expenditure Limits, which form the majority of the Scottish 
Government’s budget and is the budget provision that the Scottish Government can plan and control 
over the Spending Review period.  
14 Real terms figures have been adjusted to take account of the effect of inflation. 
15 Annually Managed Expenditure (AME) is described in the draft budget (on page 183) as: “spending 
that does not fall within Departmental Expenditure Limits (DEL). AME is generally less predictable 
than expenditure in DEL and is not subject to multi-year limits. It is set each year and contains those 
elements of expenditure that are not really predictable, for example NHS and Teachers’ pensions.” 
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 improve the state of Scotland's marine environment (performance 
worsening); 

 reduce Scotland’s carbon footprint (performance worsening); and 
 reduce waste generated (performance improving). 

 
11. The Committee will consider these indicators and the recorded performance of 
each as part of its scrutiny of the draft budget.   

RACCE Committee scrutiny 

12. The RACCE Committee’s role in the Parliament’s scrutiny of the draft budget is 
to scrutinise the elements of it which are the responsibility of the Cabinet Secretary 
for Rural Affairs, Food and the Environment and which therefore fall within the 
Committee’s remit and to report its findings to the Finance Committee.  

RACCE Committee agreed approach 
13. The Committee has agreed to focus its scrutiny on what the draft budget will 
deliver for rural Scotland and the environment and will use relevant aspects of the 
Scottish Government’s National Performance Framework to assess this, including 
the strategic objectives, national outcomes, and national indicators. The Committee 
will be focussing on the prioritisation and value for money of funds within its remit.  

14. The Committee also agreed to focus on the delivery of the following specific 
areas— 

 Forestry - the Committee will examine the Forestry Commission’s draft 
budget, together with any other parts of the rural affairs and environment 
portfolio budget (such as the Forestry Grant Scheme delivered as part of the 
SRDP package of measures funded under the EU Support and Related 
Services budget. which contribute to the delivery of related national targets, 
objectives, outcomes and indicators; and 

 Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP) climate measures – the 
Committee will examine budgets within the SRDP package of measures 
funded under the EU Support and Related Services budget to assess 
impacts on climate change; and 

 Equalities issues; age - the Committee will examine equalities issues 
relevant to its scrutiny of the rural affairs and environment chapter of the 
Scottish Government’s draft budget, particularly with regard to age (for 
example, funding available for new entrants into agriculture; support for 
specific age groups in embracing Scottish Government climate adaptation 
and behaviour change ambitions; and access to the countryside for all age 
groups). 

15. Scrutiny of climate change issues across other parts of the budget has again 
been mainstreamed this year with relevant subject committees being asked to 
consider the implications of planned expenditure on Scotland’s climate change 
emissions when scrutinising their own relevant Scottish Government portfolios. 
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Equalities 
16. The Committee will scrutinise the RAE budget to assess equalities impacts and 
any inequalities it may cause for any groups in Scotland’s population, particularly in 
relation to the nine protected characteristics set out in the Equality Act 201016. The 
Committee will also scrutinise the RAE section of the Scottish Government’s Equality 
Statement on the budget. 

17. The Committee is also keen to ensure that the challenges faced by older 
people in rural areas, and the funding of their access to services such as health care, 
transport and education, are not overlooked. Therefore, given that the Infrastructure 
and Capital Investment Committee (ICI) is focussing its own scrutiny of the draft 
budget on some of these issues, the Convener wrote17 to the ICI Convener on 8 
October 2014 to ask that consideration be given to including the issue of age in rural 
areas as part of the ICI Committee’s budget scrutiny.  

Evidence gathering 
18. The Committee published a call for views18 on the draft budget on 9 October 
2014, setting deadlines for responses of 27 October 2014 (forestry); 3 November 
2014 (SRDP climate measures); and 10 November 2014 (age issues in rural areas 
and all other issues).  

19. At its meeting on 5 November the Committee will take evidence from 
stakeholders and Forestry Commission Scotland on the issue of forestry. At its 
meeting on 12 November 2014 the Committee will take evidence from stakeholders 
on the issue of SRDP climate measures.  

20. The Committee will follow these sessions by taking evidence from the Minister 
for Environment and Climate Change, Paul Wheelhouse, and his officials, on 19 
November 2014 and from the Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and the 
Environment, Richard Lochhead, and his officials, on 26 November 2014. 

21. Written submissions to date can be found online19 and are also attached at the 
Annexe. 

Reporting 
22. The Committee will consider and agree its report to the Finance Committee at 
its meetings on 10 and 17 December 2014.  

Clerks/SPICe 
Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 

  

                                            
16 Equalities Act 2010. Available at: http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/contents. 
17 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Letter from the 
Convener to the Convener of the Infrastructure and Capital Investment Committee. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_RuralAffairsClimateChangeandEnvironmentCommittee/General
%20Documents/2014.10.06_-_ICI_budget_age_letter.pdf. 
18 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Draft Budget 2015-
16 - call for views. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/82310.aspx. 
19 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Draft Budget 2015-
16 – written submissions. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/82310.aspx. 
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Annexe 
 

Written submission from Confor 

Confor welcomes the opportunity on behalf of its membership to respond to the 
Scottish Parliament’s Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 
(RACCE) invitation to submit evidence for their scrutiny of the rural affairs and 
environment chapter (chapter 10) of the Scottish Government’s (SG) draft budget 
2015-16 - in particular concerning forestry.  It is noted that the RACCE will be 
focusing on the prioritisation and value for money of funds. 

Where is Scotland’s money to be spent on forestry? In round terms: 

 £5m to meet Forestry Commission Scotland (FCS) costs as the forest 
authority and regulator 

 £22m to meet the net cost of running the National Forest Estate – one-third of 
Scotland’s woodlands 

 £21m in ‘programme costs’ supporting the development and health of forestry, 
woodlands and the forest industry 

 £36m in woodland grants to the private sector, mainly for new woodland 
creation, which spend generates the ability to claw back £20 from the EU, so 
a net spend of £16m on two-thirds of Scotland’s woodlands 

Forestry Commission Scotland 

It is always easy to criticize public body expenditure, but given the scale and 
importance of Scotland’s woodlands and its forest industry, it is vital that FCS 
remains a separate body, and that the expertise of its staff is not diluted by any 
inappropriate merger.  Forestry is a highly specialized subject and industry, worth 
£2bn to Scotland’s economy and supporting over 40,000 jobs.  This is a scale quite 
different to the rest of the UK, and forestry has the potential to deliver even more for 
Scotland.  We operate in a highly regulated environment, adhering through the UK 
Forestry Standards (UKFS) to some of the most respected forest management 
practices in the world.  This requires high quality staff to oversee such work, and 
Confor believes this money is well spent. 

The National Forest Estate (NFE) 

There are forestry practitioners including some Confor members who believe Forest 
Enterprise Scotland (FES) should be capable of running the NFE more profitably, 
and perhaps some further detail of the various elements covered within the draft 
budget deficit of £22m would help explain matters.  For instance it would be helpful 
to identify the profit/loss situation of the truly commercial woodlands on the NFE, 
separate from the cost of managing the national treasures (Glentress, etc), so that 
performance might be benchmarked against private sector woodland management.  
And it would be useful to understand how the rising income stream from renewable 
energy developments on the NFE is impacting on the overall net cost.  Without such 
information it is difficult to make informed judgement on whether the NFE is 
delivering appropriate value for money. 
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What must not be forgotten in any such judgement is the extraordinary extra 
complexity and costs that our industry is bearing at the moment as a result of the 
wave of tree health issues, notably Phytophthora ramorum and Dothistroma needle 
blight, of which the NFE has its fair share.  And of equal importance is the role the 
NFE plays through their more or less guaranteed and forward announced felling 
plans, which underpins a major part of the supply of roundwood to the processing 
sector.  This gives that part of the industry the confidence to continue investment to 
keep Scotland where it now is – Europe’s 7th largest sawmilling & wood processing 
sector – a quite extraordinary achievement for a country with so small a forest area. 

Programme Costs 

Similar to wishing for additional information about costs on the NFE, it would be 
helpful to understand better what is covered under this heading.  Confor understands 
it includes some vital support measures for the industry generally, such as: 

 Contribution to Forest Research funding 
 Timber Development 
 Timber Transport, including the Scottish Strategic Timber Transport Scheme 
 Tree health 
 Development of the woodfuel sector 

Confor regards such issues as absolutely vital for the continuing success of our 
industry.  But the draft budget does not drill down to show how much money is 
allocated to each programme, nor what all is included.  There remains continuing 
suspicion that FCS money is being used under this generic heading for activities 
which, however desirable for Scotland plc, should be funded from another 
government department’s budget. 

Woodland grants (to the private sector) 

This area of the forestry budget is naturally of significant interest to Confor members.  
Probably the majority of private sector woodland owners and managers would prefer 
a world without the need for grants, bringing as they do a high administrative cost – 
to recipient and administrator alike.  However following the 1988 decision to take 
forestry out of the revenue taxation system, and with the continuing direct subsidy 
support for agriculture as the other major competing land use, forest managers must 
rely on some form of financial support to compensate for the cost of providing the 
long term public benefits that forestry delivers when managed to UKFS, and as a 
specific encouragement for land managers to plant new woodlands which in turn 
play a major part in delivering Scottish Government’s climate change targets. 

We are grateful that SG is retaining the £36m budget for woodland grants, given the 
pressure from a few to see this lowered.  However the situation remains the same as 
the evidence we presented to RACCE this February when you were considering the 
implementation of CAP 2014-20.  At that time we said: 

The major problem for private sector forestry is that the budget proposals are wholly 
inadequate to deliver the Scottish Forestry Strategy.  The £36m per annum budget 
proposed has remained the same since 2007 with no allowance for inflation, yet far 
more is expected to be delivered in 2014-20 than before.  This is well illustrated with 
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the fact that in 2014 we should achieve for the first time the planting target of 9,500 
hectares - but this will require about £42m, and it will be a year when most other 
forestry support measures will not be available. 

As it happens, the latest figures we have from FCS show that claims in 2014 will 
actually be closer to £41m for about 8,750 hectares.   

Unfortunately, the budget for 2015 may prove to be sufficient as the ending of the 
previous SRDP meant that agents were not been prepared to work up schemes from 
scratch for most of 2013 or 2014.  This has resulted in FCS being aware (so far) of 
only about 3,000 hectares of new woodland creation (NWC) which may potentially 
make claims during 2015, with a probable grant drawdown of about £15m.   

At the time of writing this FCS have not been able to give any further information 
about the numbers of schemes in the ‘pipeline’. However, it seems clear that we will 
fall even further behind in delivering the 60,000 hectares of new commercial planting 
that the industry needs to support confidence in business investment, and which 
Government and the farming sector agreed would be delivered by 2022. 

This is relevant to the budget in that in approving the £36m, we understand that the 
Cabinet Secretary was adamant that £30m of the £36m was to be allocated to NWC, 
but from the above it is clear that we could face an underspend on the £30m in 
2015/16.  Unfortunately there is a requirement to specify individual budgets to each 
main support measure in SRDP, and we understand that FCS could have real 
difficulties in transferring any underspend on NWC to other support measures.  This 
lack of flexibility in the system is one we have repeatedly complained about, and its 
continuance is frustrating. 

The remaining £6m has been the subject of intense and divisive discussion in the 
SRDP forestry Customer Reps Group.  It is a pitiful amount of money to spread out 
in supporting development of two-thirds of the nation’s forests – were there to be a 
level playing field with the cost of managing the NFE one might argue this amount 
should be £40m, not £6m. 

The result is that provisionally FCS are not going to open any of the following 
support measures in 2015, some of which are important to the industry: 

 Forest infrastructure 
 Establishment of agro-forestry systems   
 Tree Health Grant  
 Process and Marketing Grant  
 Collaboration 

So for example, no assistance for improving access within private sector woodlands, 
whilst at the same time FES are contemplating an additional £10m spending 
programme on roading just on account of accessing diseased crops (P ramorum and 
DNB).  

The £6m will instead be split £3 to £3.5m on Woodland Improvement Grants (WIG): 
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 Forest Planning (inc LTFP, LTFP renewal, WIAT, Woodland Grazing & Deer 
Control) 

 Habitats and Species 
 Restructuring regeneration 
 LISS (Low Impact Silvicultural Systems) 
 Woodlands in and around towns  

and £2.5 to £3m on Sustainable Management of Forests (SFM): 

 Native woodlands  
 Livestock removal 
 Woodland grazing                         
 LISS  
 Public Access – Rural 
 Public Access –WIAT 

We ask RACCE members to consider just one of these measures - Restructuring 
regeneration.  This is the grant offered to managers when replanting following felling 
coupes. It is referred to as ‘restructuring’ because the incentive is to create uneven 
aged stands, and to provide diversity of tree species together with open ground to 
(theoretically) increase biodiversity.  The cost to the woodland owner of complying 
with the conditions of restructuring, i.e. giving up productive ground for public 
benefits, was correctly calculated for the previous Scottish Forestry Grant Scheme 
which closed in 2006, and the grant paid averaged out at about £900 per hectare.  
During SRDP 2007-13 the rates dropped to between £520 and £905, depending 
upon type of woodland, average say £700.  For SRDP the current proposals have 
not been agreed, but do not exceed an average of £300 per hectare. 

At this very low level of incentive, a significant area of Scotland’s woodlands will not 
‘restructure’, or at the very least will only replant to the lowest possible cost and 
quality.  Do we really want to encourage ‘shrubbery’ which will deliver little or nothing 
in the future, where with the correct incentive we could be growing high quality 
productive timber crops which will help secure continuing economic growth for 
Scotland plc at a time when much productive forest is being lost? 

It is estimated that with current levels of felling reflecting increasing amounts of crops 
reaching maturity, we have about 10,000 hectares of woodland being replanted each 
year.  Whist it would be better to return to an equivalent level of support for the 
restructuring to that under SFGS, the industry anticipated that support would at the 
very least remain at SRDP1 average levels.  So Scotland should be investing at 
least £7m per annum in this one support measure.  And if we are to replant an 
increased percentage of diverse crops, these will not be satisfactorily established 
without good deer fencing and control.  So combining these two elements means 
that Scotland should be investing about £9m per annum in the next rotation. 

Summary for private sector woodland grants 

So it would be desirable to have a budget of at least £9m for restructuring (including 
deer control) and Confor finds it unacceptable that support for tree health and forest 
infrastructure will not be available next year – we suggest an additional £2m 
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minimum for these.  The proposed budget of £3m for SFM should be retained, 
meaning we need at least £14m for measures other than NWC.  While the £36m 
budget would probably be sufficient for 2015/16, because of the falling away of new 
planting, this simply highlights the continuing failure to protect Scotland’s productive 
forestry resource that so much business investment and employment relies on, and 
which is a key part of meeting Scotland’s climate change target. 

Looking Forward 

The private sector is expected to deliver NWC of 9,500 hectares a year.  In fact we 
really need to do more than this, as even in the two years since the 100,000 hectare 
target for the next decade was set, we are already 3,380 hectares behind, but vitally, 
in terms of productive softwood planting we are 9,125 hectares behind.  In simple 
maths, knowing that an average incentive of about £4,600 per hectare is required to 
elicit the necessary change of land use, we need a budget of at least £46m per 
annum just for new woodland creation. 

If it were not for the hiatus caused by uncertainty around transition, then the £30m 
budget of a total £36m would obviously not be sufficient.  In practice it may be for 
2015/16, but if we are to get anywhere near our planting targets, then – thinking 
forward to the coming Spending Review – a radical change will be necessary in the 
amount Scottish Government is prepared to commit to forestry.  £60m as suggested 
to RACCE in our February evidence will be more appropriate in the future. 

Written submission from the Forest Policy Group 

The Forest Policy Group welcomes this opportunity to submit evidence to the 
Scottish Parliament’s Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment (RACCE) 
Committee on the Scottish Government’s Forestry budget 2015-2016.  

The Forest Policy Group (FPG) supports the development of sustainable forestry in 
Scotland by producing well researched and authoritative policy guidance. Its 
membership is drawn from woodland management organisations, forestry and land 
use professionals and timber processors and users. The group subscribe to a view 
of forestry in which: 

 environmental and social issues are treated as core parts of forestry on an 
equal footing with industrial timber interests; and 

 diversity is actively fostered – diversity of tree species and woodland types, 
woodland ownership, management approaches, timber production and 
processing, and wider economic opportunities. 

Our response to the Scottish Government’s Draft Budget for Forestry 2015-16 

The budget states that Forestry Commission will, 

 manage the National Forest Estate to deliver economic, social and 
environmental benefits to Scotland through programmes to produce timber, 
empower communities, develop renewable energy, provide opportunities for 
new entrants to farming, restore degraded ecosystems and provide diverse 
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recreation opportunities to improve people’s health and stimulate rural 
development. 

FPG notes the aspiration to "provide opportunities for new entrants to farming", but 
that there is no equivalent programme to encourage new entrants into forestry.  
Forestry suffers from a highly concentrated pattern of land ownership, identical to 
that for land in general in Scotland; and also from the use of forest land as a tax 
shelter for wealthy individuals who in many cases have no real interest in forestry.  
The government has signalled that it intends to take action to improve the pattern of 
land tenure in Scotland via its work on Land Reform; and so it is essential the 
Forestry Commission contributes to this effort through action to diversify the tenure 
of forests.   

FPG supports the idea of Forestry Commission providing opportunities for new 
entrants to farming but encourages the Forestry Commission to develop parallel 
ideas on how to extend the tenure and management of forests to sectors of society 
who have effectively been excluded from involvement in forestry in the past.  The 
focus for encouraging new entrants to forestry should not be solely on communities 
(though this is important), but should also include people of ordinary means, 
especially those living in rural areas.  FPG considers that this is sufficiently important 
to warrant featuring in the aims of the budget alongside the mention of new entrants 
to farming. 

We welcome the recent initiative within the Forestry Commission to subdivide or lot 
State forests within their current disposals programme and we endorse more 
subdivision of the remaining State forest disposals in 2015-2016. 

Another mechanism to encourage new entrants into forestry is leasing, for example 
by creating wood lots. We recommend that public forest land managed by the 
Forestry Commission be made available to lease to individuals or groups who are 
local, or who can demonstrate that leasing would bring ‘public benefit’. An example 
of such a group is the Scottish Woodlots Association.  

The FPG believe that the Scottish Government should apply a proportion of the 
Forestry budget to the development and expansion of small scale, local timber 
processing and that the Forestry Commission be encouraged to use  local log and 
standing timber sales as a means of supporting local businesses.  

Further the budget states that Forestry Commission will, 

 support and regulate forest and woodland management across Scotland, 
working with others to stimulate the planting and management of trees as a 
key component of rural development, and the transition to a low carbon 
economy. 

FPG notes that the budget allocation for woodland grants for supporting private 
sector forestry activity remains at £36 million.  The target of 9000 hectares per 
annum of new woodland creation by the non-state sector (private owners, charities, 
communities) consumes a large proportion (5/6ths) of this budget and so the good 
management of existing woodland is essentially underfunded. This leads to missed 



RACCE/S4/14/27/4 
 

opportunities to capitalise on the potential of our existing and often undermanaged 
woodlands.  

We are unconvinced that 9000 hectares of new woodland will be achieved during 
2015-2016 without more incentives for farmers; we recommend any under spend in 
the £30 million new planting grant is channelled into woodland management grants – 
specifically to promote good silviculture practice in managing broadleaved 
woodlands.  

We believe that there is an imbalance of public subsidy between land uses, with 
agriculture receiving a disproportionally large award in comparison to forestry. We 
appreciate the role of upland farmers in the rural economy and seek greater 
integration of forestry and farming, to this end we encourage the Scottish 
Government to provide more incentives to Scottish farmers for the establishment and 
management of farm woodland. We recommend that the total budget for establishing 
and managing Scottish woodlands in 2015-2016 be £45 million. 

The Forestry Commission will, 

 review and revise Scotland’s Forest Strategy to set out a vision for the growth 
of Scotland’s woodland sector for the next 10 years in alignment with other 
government strategies, such as the Land Use Strategy. 

We welcome this commitment to review the Scottish Forest Strategy and note that it 
represents an opportunity to reflect Scottish Government priorities, including; land 
reform, community empowerment, developing a stronger and more diverse economy 
and better connecting Scotland’s people with the land.  

In conclusion we note that it is nearly 50 years since the last Forestry Act (1967) was 
put in place. We recommend that Scottish Minister’s and Parliament consider 
developing a new Forestry Act, one which reflects the Scottish Government’s 
aspiration to achieve a 21st century forest sector in Scotland.  

Written submission from NFU Scotland 

Introduction 

NFU Scotland understands that, as key policy and budgetary decisions relating to 
the new spending round of Common Agricultural Policy and Scottish Rural 
Development Programme funds for 2015-2020 have already been made, the 
Scottish Government’s draft budget for 2015-16 does not diverge from these 
priorities. NFU Scotland’s submission is therefore largely comprised of previous 
analysis and policy positions relating to forestry and woodland measures delivered 
by Forestry Commission Scotland via the SRDP.  

NFU Scotland recognises that the same budget for the Forestry Commission of 
£64.1 million in 2014-15 has been earmarked for 2015-16, and is accepting of this. 
We also note that EU support and related services funding for forestry will drop form 
£2.4 million in the 2014-15 budget to £1.9 million for 2015-16. 
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Priorities for Scottish Forestry 

NFU Scotland recognises that the new SRDP 2014-2020 will fund a wide range of 
projects across Scotland to deliver against Scottish Government priorities - including 
less favoured areas support, the environment, modernisation of agriculture, support 
for community groups, forestry, climate change, and other rural businesses. 
However, it must be noted that the new SRDP funding round is operating on a 
reduced budget to previous years. 

NFU Scotland acknowledges and endorses appropriate farm woodland and 
agroforestry systems support that offers a range of benefits including shelter, 
landscape, biodiversity, biomass and better integration between woodland creation 
and farming.  Such woodland have also been seen in a positive light in the 
complexity of Ecological Focus Areas (EFAs) required in Pillar 1 – an option not 
taken up by the Scottish Government.  

Climate change may be a key driver for extending woodland cover.  However, NFU 
Scotland is firmly of the opinion that the Scottish Government’s target of creating 
10,000 hectares of new woodlands per year for the period 2012-2022 is a very blunt, 
arbitrary and expensive approach – and could come at huge opportunity cost 
through loss of productive farmland.  

In that regard, NFU Scotland must challenge the emphasis and financial commitment 
that the Scottish Government places on woodland expansion. The desire to lock up 
carbon in trees is laudable, but planting targets and their associated funding budgets 
appear more than excessive when set against either the opportunity cost of losing 
fertile but scarce agricultural land from food production or the possibility of achieving 
equivalent climate change goals through on-farm efficiency measures. 

In its response to the Scottish Government’s initial SRDP proposals in February 
2014, NFU Scotland outlined that if the forestry expansion target were cut to 5,000 
hectares per year, budgets could be cut accordingly whilst woodland expansion 
would continue on a scale not seen for a decade or more.  

NFU Scotland maintains the firmly-held belief that, in addition to slowing the 
irreversible land use change of planting trees in the engine house of Scottish food 
production, the freed-up funding could then be explicitly diverted to technical and 
input-efficiency measures in the beef, dairy and arable sectors. This would have a 
directly positive impact in tackling climate change and improving the financial 
performance of the Scottish farming sector, which is crucial to the Scottish 
Government’s own targets for food and drink. 

NFU Scotland supports the inclusion of an agroforestry option to support the creation 
of small scale woodlands (with a maximum of 400 trees per hectare) that will allow 
for an integrated approach to land management where trees and livestock can co-
exist.  Grant support should be at standard costs, and the area established should 
be eligible for direct support payments.  
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Written submission from Dr David Connolly 

Chapter 10 – Rural Affairs, Food and the Environment 

I fully support the aim to ‘improve digital connectivity, particularly to remote and rural 
areas’, but would ask that this is not used as excuse to cover every hill-top with 
unsightly phone masts. 

I was surprised by the lack of explicit mention of the need to improve air quality in 
our city centres, especially given the likelihood of Scotland getting large EU fines for 
failing to achieve the relevant air quality standards.  This objective is presumably 
wrapped up in the rather bland commitment to ‘support the Scottish Environment 
Protection Agency in its work to protect Scotland’s environment’, but should perhaps 
be mentioned explicitly within the Scottish Government’s budget and other related 
policy documents. 

Funding for Community and Renewable Energy Scheme (CARES) - The Scottish 
Government should NOT provide money to farmers and land managers to install any 
renewable energy projects which have a damaging impact on the SG’s stated 
objective to deliver ‘a high quality environment for local people and visitors’.  In 
particular, taxpayer’s money should not be spent encouraging the installation of wind 
farms in areas in, or visible from, any of Scotland’s wild and/or scenic coastal or 
mountain areas. 

Minor point: The phrase ‘… addressing especially the consequences of 
irresponsible behaviour associated with raptor persecution’ in the Environmental and 
Rural Services Budget Changes bullet list should probably be changed to something 
like ‘… tackle the irresponsible behaviour associated with raptor persecution’, to 
make it clearer that the money will be spent trying to prevent the relevant wildlife 
crimes, rather than just dealing with their consequences. 

Chapter 12 - Infrastructure, Investment and Cities 

I welcome the explicit linkage between the transport system and digital infrastructure 
and the recognition of the importance of both within the budget document.  However, 
I question how slashing the budget for the latter from £13.8m to £1.0M in 2015/16 
will allow us to ensure that our digital infrastructure keeps pace with other leading 
and emerging industrial nations.  The text implies that ‘the bulk of the fund is shown 
in the Rural Affairs, Food and Environment portfolio’, but the £12.8m reduction in 
Chapter 12 is only partially-matched by the £8.2M increase in the ‘Next Generation 
Digital Fund’ in Chapter 10, implying a significant net Scotland-wide reduction of 
£4.6M in this area. In addition, the £1M which remains in the urban ‘pot’ is not 
sufficient to do anything meaningful to enhance the digital infrastructure in our towns 
and cities. 

This apparent lack of government investment in our urban digital infrastructure and 
the cut in the combined urban/rural spend are worrying, given the importance of this 
infrastructure to our economy. Can I therefore suggest that the committee 
investigates carefully what the Government’s plans are in this important area, 
considering a) the combined rural and urban digital infrastructure spending and b) 
the split between urban and rural aspects of these plans. 
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Written submission from RSPB Scotland 

Summary 

RSPB Scotland welcomes this opportunity to give evidence to the committee’s 
budget scrutiny.  

RSPB Scotland considers the prioritisation within the budget allocation for forestry in 
2015-16 lacks sufficient focus on meeting the biodiversity needs of Scotland and the 
Scottish Government’s commitments to them. This includes the relative prioritisation 
within the proposed budgets for the management of the National Forest Estate and 
the forestry aspects of the new Scottish Rural Development Programme (SRDP). 

Restoring the wildlife value of woodlands 

RSPB believes that there needs to be support for restoring the wildlife of Scotland’s 
native woodlands, the poor condition of which was recently highlighted in Forestry 
Commission Scotland’s Native Woodland Survey for Scotland report20. For example, 
native pinewoods require more effective deer management at a suitable scale to 
ensure their regeneration and help conserve the iconic capercaillie and twinflower, 
while the Atlantic oakwoods – ‘Scotland’s temperate rainforests’ - need the 
landscape-scale removal of invasive rhododendron to protect their distinctive bird 
species and internationally recognised habitats for mosses and lichens.  

Other priority native woodland habitats require further help to regain and enhance 
their wildlife value by encouraging appropriate management. This could include co-
operative action between land owners through SRDP for ecological surveys, 
management planning, woodland harvesting, restoration and the development of 
markets and supply chains. 

The important work done so far for the conservation capercaillie and black grouse 
related to native pinewoods and forestry plantations need to be continued and 
extended, both on the National Forest Estate and on non-state forestry via the 
SRDP.  

RSPB Scotland notes the important woodland survey, monitoring and research work 
that the Forestry Commission carries out on priority wildlife species and habitats. 
This includes in relation to threats posed by forest pathogens and diseases, such as 
Dothistroma Needle Blight in native pinewoods, for dieback in upland juniper woods 
and upland ashwoods, and action plans which address these nature conservation 
concerns both for the impacts of these diseases/pathogens and of proposed control 
measures. RSPB Scotland would welcome further action to consider the potential 
threats to biodiversity posed to heather and moorland habitats, and to blaeberry in 
native pinewoods from the fungal-like pathogen Phytophthora ramoum (the main 
focus so far has been control of this in larch plantations). Forestry Commission 
Scotland has carried out important direct work on all these nature conservation 

                                            
20 Forestry Commission Scotland (2014) Scotland’s Native Woodlands – results from the Native 
Woodlands Survey for Scotland. January 2014. Forestry Commission Scotland, Edinburgh, 
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/PDF/FCMS126.pdf/$FILE/FCMS126.pdf; background to survey: 
http://scotland.forestry.gov.uk/supporting/strategy-policy-guidance/native-woodland-survey-of-
scotland-nwss  
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priorities, and also supported others to do so, but the scale of these programmes 
needs to be enhanced 

Peatland restoration 

Scotland’s blanket and raised bogs also need Government funded action to restore 
their biodiversity, as well as to realise their climate change mitigation potential. The 
Scottish Government previously ring fenced £15m for peatland restoration over the 
2014/15 and 2015/16 budget years and included this in the SRDP budget line. There 
is little indication from Government or SNH how this money will be spent to achieve 
optimal results in terms of Greenhouse Gas reduction and other benefits of 
restoration, either through SRDP mechanisms or dedicated peatland restoration 
projects. 

Forestry – value for money 

The ‘value for money’ question for biodiversity protection and enhancement related 
to forestry budgets is linked to the ‘prioritisation’ issue. For Scotland to meet its 
domestic, EU and international biodiversity commitments, requires intensive action 
across a larger scale than currently supported by the SRDP or via work on the 
National Forest Estate. RSPB Scotland still welcomes the current Scottish Forestry 
Strategy policies and activities that the Scottish Government supports for wildlife, but 
these need to be continued on a more ambitious scale. 

Written submission from SCVO 

Summary  

 Can we open-up the budget setting-process?  An open budget process 
could bring new ideas to the table, and ensure that priorities for spending 
reflect the needs of people and communities.   

 Collaboration and community approaches should be encouraged, not just 
in regards to the new Integrated Care Fund and the Local Energy Innovation 
Challenge Fund, but across all areas where the third sector contributes. 

 Tackling inequalities of any form must be the overarching driver of all 
budgeting decisions.  We welcome the commitment made to this in the 
budget, but wish to see this as a clearer driver for budgeting decisions in all 
departments. 

 SCVO is disappointed that only a small proportion of rural spending is 
directly related to community empowerment and that agriculture and 
land management continue to dominate disproportionately.  The view of 
the 2010 OECD report on Scottish Rural Policy that “current subsidies-based 
policies are not effective in addressing some of the most pressing socio-
economic challenges facing rural communities” is apparently ignored or 
forgotten. 
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Introduction 

SCVO welcomes the opportunity to respond to this enquiry.  Here we focus on 
alternative, more participative ways of forming the overall budget and of allocating 
resources in general, before going on to look at specific issues that are of interest to 
the Committee’s enquiry. 

Genuine engagement pre-budget; forming the budget differently  

With the possibility of more powers being transferred to the Scottish Parliament, we 
have an opportunity to consider how we develop the budget in Scotland.  There 
should be enough time for involvement and scrutiny of the budget, and this should 
be brought to a level that ordinary people can engage at – not just organisations like 
ourselves.  We welcomed the opportunity to meet the Cabinet Secretary for Finance 
and Sustainable Growth in a pre-budget meeting with the third sector. However 
meetings such as these cannot be the only way to feed into the budget process 
before the draft budget is published.  Given the high level of democratic engagement 
that Scotland is now seeing, why not bring people from all walks of life into the 
process of planning the budget?  An open budget process could bring new ideas to 
the table, and ensure that priorities for spending reflect the needs of people and 
communities.   

As to how an open budget process could work, as the First Minister elect plans to 
hold regular social networking consultation sessions, this could be used to seek 
feedback on government budget and policy priorities as a first step.  And, if we are to 
really open up the budget-making process, we also need greater clarity and 
transparency around the Scottish budget.  For example, what is in the many 
‘miscellaneous’ columns that appear in the budget document?  Clarity around where 
money comes from and where it goes to, so that non-parliamentarians can engage, 
is essential.   

An open approach – however it is implemented – must also move to a local level.  
With evermore significant amounts of spend being decided upon at ‘locality’ level 
(such as at health and social care partnership level), people need to be involved in 
budget discussions so that genuine local priorities are met.  As part of this, we 
advocate a participative budgeting approach to allocate a sizeable percentage share, 
for example 10%, of the total public budget in any locality. 

By opening up the budget process at all levels to ordinary people, we will begin to 
involve a broad cross-section of society in budgeting conversations, widening the 
pool of people supported to input into budgetary decisions, and ensuring that such 
decisions are made on the basis of the widest possible range of experiences - not 
only helping people to look at the whole so that they get a greater understanding of 
budgetary options, but also helping people to avoid making knee-jerk reactions to 
local and national budgetary decisions.  This, we hope, could lead to better overall 
budgeting decisions. 
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Collaboration and community approaches  

Despite the possibility of creating innovative approaches and reducing spend that 
collaboration can often bring, many of the systems for managing budgets are 
counterproductive as they insist on competitive approaches.  Brokering should be 
possible within and between sectors, but the framework is key.  What is needed is a 
consideration of process and planning, as through an alignment of funds and 
organisations working together, it is possible to make money go further.  We hope to 
see the various funds allocated to local authorities, public boards and others, used in 
this way. 

As SCVO has demonstrated through its work on Community Jobs Scotland (CJS) 
and European Structural and Investment Funds (ESF), collaboration can be an 
effective way of producing positive results.  For example, SCVO’s CJS programme 
has worked with 565 third sector organisations across Scotland to give jobs to over 
5950 young unemployed people.  CJS performs highly, successfully engaging and 
progressing people with significant barriers to employment including people with 
disabilities and long term health conditions, care leavers and ex-offenders, with 64% 
of young people in the programme going on to positive destinations21.  In terms of 
ESF, SCVO formed a steering group involving third sector partners to embed the 
future role of the third sector into the 2014-20 EU Funds programme within agreed 
national delivery structures. This has led to ring fenced funding for national 
organisations delivering employability support to some of Scotland's most 
disadvantaged communities, and, through our work on the Poverty and Social 
Inclusion strand of ESF, has ensured that resources are targeted at communities in 
most need.  Furthermore, SCVO currently coordinates a consortium of over 20 
specialist third sector organisations that provide support to some of Scotland's most 
disadvantaged people – a strategic third sector approach to the future delivery of 
employability services in Scotland.  It is this kind of collaborative working that should 
be encouraged to ensure progress across Scotland. 

The funds assigned to the new Integration Care Fund, and the Local Energy 
Innovation Challenge Fund must be deployed in way that fosters collaboration, rather 
than competition.  We would welcome the opportunity to discuss this further with 
MSPs and Ministers. We further recommend that such collaborative approaches 
become the norm in all areas which involve services for people. This includes many 
areas in which the third sector operates.  It is through the use of budgets to foster 
collaboration within and between sectors that will see success. 

Tackling inequalities 

All budget spending must focus on combatting inequality.  Whilst we welcome that 
this is a key budget theme, we need to ensure that this thread is the driver of the 
entire budget.  And while some issues relating to inequality are affected by UK 
Government policy decisions, there is always scope for Scottish Government and 
Parliament to ensure its budget decisions work best for the most vulnerable and 
poorest in society. Northern Ireland’s ‘Bending the spend’ work – which seeks to 
target spending from all Government departments at disadvantaged communities, 
with departments compelled to demonstrate year on year how they target ‘social 

                                            
21 http://www.scvo.org.uk/employment/evaluation-of-community-jobs-scotland-phase-2-2012-2013/ 
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need’ (focussing on inequalities in income, the labour market, health and education, 
tackling employment and employability) – is one way the Scottish Government could 
ensure all portfolios actively work to reduce inequality and anti-poverty strategies are 
mainstreamed22. 

Digital inequality also has a massive impact on people’s ability to participate fully in 
society in our digital age, with more than a million people in Scotland lacking basic 
online skills.  Fast broadband is not enough – people need the confidence and skills 
to benefit from everything that the web has to offer.  SCVO is working with partners 
across Scotland to help everyone to participate in our digital world, bringing an 
economic benefit to Scotland by helping people to have better access to the modern 
workplace, as well as individuals and society benefitting from the income and health 
inequality reductions that having a job can bring.  Digital allows us to use creative 
ways to support people into employment, enabling jobs to meet people, as well as 
helping people to be ‘job ready’.   

This example, along with the others in this submission, help to show how third sector 
organisations are often the link between Government departments and local 
communities.  Local authorities and much of the NHS often fail to support local 
communities to develop community-based and community-led prevention projects. 
Whilst Government is good at legislating for and procuring for communities, the third 
sector is good at gaining the trust and involvement of local communities. The third 
sector offers the space within which people can support each other through life’s 
challenges. In turn, this offers a conduit through which government at all levels can 
channel their support for people and their communities.   

Rural-specific considerations 

It is notable that while the first stated aim of RACCE’s portfolio is ‘community 
empowerment’, only a vanishingly small proportion of the spending is directly related 
to achieving this aim. As ever, the interests of agriculture and land management are 
dominant, and the view of the 2010 OECD report on Scottish Rural Policy that 
“current subsidies-based policies are not effective in addressing some of the most 
pressing socio-economic challenges facing rural communities” is apparently ignored 
or forgotten. 

The community dimension and work of the third sector of rural Scotland is virtually 
invisible in the budget, although there is a budget line of £4 million reducing to £0.1 
million next year which is titled Rural Communities but not explained. Again, a 
greater degree of clarity and transparency would be helpful.  

Within the SRDP, the budget for LEADER has been kept down to 5%, which is the 
bare minimum which the Scottish Government can get away with according to 
European Commission rules, and there appears to have been no thought of seeking 
to increase this in order to spread the benefit of rural development funding beyond 
the farm gate. We strongly support LEADER as a mechanism for community led 
local development and believe the funding for this programme should have been 

                                            
22 http://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm200304/cmselect/cmworpen/85/8523.htm ; 
http://www.ofmdfmni.gov.uk/tsn.pdf 
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increased beyond the absolute minimum and that it should have been used for 
delivery of a wider range of measures. 

SCVO will continue to argue that the Scottish Government should not automatically 
default to its habitual position that, as well as all CAP Pillar One subsidies, virtually 
all Pillar Two rural development funding must be spent on land management. Farm 
subsidies are undoubtedly necessary, although most farmers would prefer to be able 
to live without them, but the Scottish Government should examine and review exactly 
what public goods are being purchased by these subsidies, and consider alternative 
approaches that would invest more of the funding in the wider rural economy and 
rural community development.  

The lack of community and third sector involvement in budget-setting is particularly 
egregious in a rural context where the third sector is of such vital importance but 
where the complexity of rural development funding programmes is a disincentive to 
engagement in the debate on how they should be targeted. 

Given the crucial importance of connectivity for rural businesses and communities, 
we support the investment in the Next Generation Digital Fund for reasons laid out 
earlier in this paper, but would like to see much more investment targeted on rural 
areas to support both infrastructure and inclusion. 

Conclusion 

As we have discussed above, an open budget process could bring new ideas to the 
table, and ensure that priorities for spending reflect the needs of people and 
communities.   

Furthermore, SCVO and others in the third sector have demonstrated the benefits of 
collaborative and community approaches, and these should be encouraged, not just 
in regards to the new Integrated Care Fund and the Local Energy Innovation 
Challenge Fund, but across all areas where the third sector contributes. 

Moreover, tackling inequalities of any form must be the driver of all budgeting 
decisions.  We welcome the commitment made to this in the budget; this must be as 
a clearer driver for budgeting decisions relevant to all departments, rather than a 
peripheral consideration. 

Finally, SCVO is disappointed that only a vanishingly small proportion of rural 
spending is directly related to community empowerment and that the interests of 
agriculture and land management continue to dominate disproportionately.  This 
must change if we are to truly address rural poverty and support everyone in our 
rural communities. 
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