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28th Meeting, 2014 (Session 4) 
 

Wednesday 12 November 2014 
 
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in the James Clerk Maxwell Room (CR4). 
 
1. Decision on taking business in private: The Committee will decide whether 

to take item 4 in private. 
 
2. The Scottish Government’s Draft Budget 2015-16: The Committee will take 

evidence from— 
 

Andrew Bauer, Deputy Director of Policy, National Farmers Union 
Scotland; 
 
Alan Hampson, Programme Manager, Land and Freshwater, Scottish 
Natural Heritage; 
 
Lyn White, Agricultural Development Manager, Soil Association Scotland; 
 
Davy McCracken, Professor of Agricultural Ecology and Head of Hill and 
Mountain Research Centre, Scotland’s Rural College; 
 
Vicki Swales, Head of Land Use Policy, RSPB Scotland. 
 

3. Public petition PE01490: The Committee will consider its responses from the 
Scottish Government and the petitioner on the following petition— 

 
PE01490 by Patrick Krause on behalf of the Scottish Crofting Federation 
on control of wild goose numbers. 
 

4. Scotland's climate change targets: The Committee will consider its next steps 
on its work on Scotland's climate change targets. 
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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. In addition to this, SPICe has 
published an infographic which shows the RAE EU Support and Related Services 
budget in detail, and a copy of this is attached at Annexe A. 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/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/S4/SB_14-77.pdf 
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 November19 the Committee took 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. Written submissions to date can be found 
online20. Written submissions received since Friday 31 October are also attached at 
Annexe B. 

20. The Committee will take 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. 

Reporting 
21. 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. Official Report, 5 
November 2014. Available from 10 November at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/29876.aspx. 
20 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 B 
 

Written submission from the Scottish Wildlife Trust 

The Scottish Wildlife Trust welcomes the opportunity to submit evidence to the Rural 
Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee regarding the SRDP climate 
measures.  

The Scottish Wildlife Trust’s central aim is to advance the conservation of Scotland’s 
biodiversity for the benefit of present and future generations. With over 37,000 
members, several hundred of whom are actively involved in conservation activities 
locally, we are proud to say we are now the largest voluntary body working for all the 
wildlife of Scotland. The Trust owns or manages over 120 wildlife reserves across 
Scotland and campaigns at local and national levels to ensure wildlife is protected 
and enhanced for future generations to enjoy.   

As requested we have focussed our evidence on the prioritisation and value for 
money of the SRDP programme under the agri-environment climate package. 

Context 

The Fifth Assessment Report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change21 
was published on 2 November 2014 and states inter alia,  

Human influence on the climate system is clear and growing, with impacts observed 
on all continents. If left unchecked, climate change will increase the likelihood of 
severe, pervasive and irreversible impacts for people and ecosystems. However, 
options are available to adapt to climate change and implementing stringent 
mitigations activities can ensure that the impacts of climate change remain within a 
manageable range, creating a brighter and more sustainable future.  

Therefore, it is timely that RACCE is investigating the SRDP programme regarding 
climate change spend with regard to mitigating and adapting to the impacts of 
climate change. 

In 2011 the Scottish Wildlife Trust published Policy Futures 3: Climate Connections22 
in which the Trust advocated that the maintenance and restoration of ecosystem 
health can play a key role in helping balance Scotland’s carbon budget and create a 
low carbon, high biodiversity economy. Prerequisites to the restoration of ecosystem 
health include the recovery of species populations, the improvement of habitat 
quality and the building of functional connections between fragmented patches of 
habitat (e.g.an ecological network). By focusing effort on the restoration of 
ecosystem health, Scotland would make significant progress towards achieving 
ambitious greenhouse gas emissions reduction targets (42% by 2020) and at the 
same time hit targets to halt the loss of biodiversity by 2020. 

                                             
21 See: http://www.ipcc.ch/index.htm  
22 See: http://www.ipcc.ch/index.htm 
http://scottishwildlifetrust.org.uk/docs/027__104__publications__Climate_Connections_final___low_re
s__1306398243.pdf 
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The packaging of agri-environment and climate measures together in SRDP also 
chimes with the main theme of Climate Connections which states that: Action to 
tackle climate change and efforts to prevent biodiversity loss are two sides of the 
same coin 

and,  

that maintaining and restoring ecosystem health is a prerequisite to mitigating the 
impacts of, and adapting to, climate change. The creation of carbon sequestering 
landscapes offers new opportunities to re-balance our carbon budget whilst creating 
environments that provide for the needs of both the human population and for 
biodiversity. 

The Scottish Government estimates that emissions of greenhouse gases from 
farmland make up around 20 % of Scotland’s annual emissions. 23 Because of this, 
coupled with the fact that nearly 80% of Scotland is given over to agriculture, there is 
a real need to ensure that farmland is managed in a way that improves overall 
ecosystem health e.g. through reducing chemical inputs and enhancing on-farm 
biodiversity. These are big challenges for farmers, more so as they need to be 
delivered whilst they cope with the impact of the changing climate on their 
operations. 

How is biodiversity fairing? 

The last round of SRDP funding and activity provides an opportunity to assess how 
agri-environment measures have contributed to the Scottish Government’s National 
Performance Framework in terms of strategic objectives, national outcomes, and 
national indicators.  

As stated in the Scottish Government’s submission to the EU’s Rural Development 
Programme:  

The abundance index of breeding birds on farmland in Scotland, which is a proxy for 
biodiversity, increased by 22% between 1994 and 2008. However in recent years 
this trend has been reversed and there has been a sharp decline in the index. 
Between 2008 and 20012, the index has fallen by 10%, highlighting a decline in 
biodiversity.   

The Trust would like the Committee to note that there has been a significant decline 
(from 1995-2006) in a number of birds associated with farmed landscapes including 
kestrel (65%), lapwing (58%) and curlew (55%).24 What is happening to Scotland’s 
bird populations (in terms of abundance) is also reflected at an EU level with 
common bird populations across Europe, including those found in the farmed 
landscape such as skylarks, having decreased by over 420 million in the past 30 

                                             
23 Agriculture and related land use was estimated to contribute 10.1 MtCO2e of greenhouse 
emissions in Scotland in 2011 
24 Harris, S.J., Risely, K., Massimino, D., Newson, S.E., Eaton, M.A., Musgrove, A.J., Noble, D.G., 
Procter, D. & Baillie, S.R. 2014. The Breeding Bird Survey 2013. BTO Research Report 658. British 
Trust for Ornithology, Thetford. 
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years.25 The researchers suggest that new approaches to protecting common bird 
species that have been declining now need to be used including changing farming 
practices. 

While the proportion of designated nature sites in favourable condition has increased 
since 2007 from 75% to 78% in 2013, this still means that just over a fifth of 
designated nature sites in Scotland remain in unfavourable condition.  

In 2012 around 2,050 of the 3,200 water bodies in Scotland met the EC’s Water 
Framework Directive stand of ‘good status’ with regards to ecology (63%). This has 
improved from 1,970 (61%) in 2008. The Trust notes that there has only been an 
increase of 2% in the four years and over a third of water bodies have failed to 
meet the ‘good status.’ 

Prioritisation 

With regard to the prioritisation within SRDP to direct spend on agri-environment 
climate (AEC) measures we maintain that this round of spend lacks ambition (in 
terms of funding) to truly deliver a carbon sequestering landscape that would help re-
balance Scotland’s carbon budget and create environments that provide for the 
needs of both the human population and for biodiversity.  

We stated early on in the consultation process that we believed the Scottish 
Government should transfer 15% of Pillar I to Pillar 2 (as was allowed under CAP 
rules), and because only 9.5% was transferred the monies allocated are smaller than 
they could have been – down by c. £220 million – over the lifetime of the funding. 
Coupled with this we note that the AEC package (£46.8 million) is less than that for 
supporting farmers in less favoured areas (£65.5 million). Since High Nature Value 
farming makes up only about half of the LFASS not enough money overall is being 
spent on delivering public benefits with regard to the environment and mitigating and 
adapting to the effects of climate change. 

Carbon sequestering landscape 

The Trust supports, with caveats (see below) monies allocated for peatland 
restoration (c. £10 million in 2015-2016), which will help restore some of Scotland’s 
degraded peatlands. It is estimated that 70% of Scotland’s blanket bogs and 90% of 
Scotland’s lowland raised bogs are damaged to some degree26. Damaged bogs emit 
greenhouse gases and reduce water quality. The National Peatland Action plan 
states that: there is an estimated 600,000 hectares of restorable peatland and that 
we need a step change in action. The Scottish Government’s Second Report on 
Proposals and Policies proposes “accelerated restoration of degraded peatland, 
targeting up to 21,000 hectares a year.”    

Bearing this in mind, the Trust questions how this ambition will be realised given the 
lack of clarity over peatland funding for the rest of the SRDP programme; any 
uncertainty going forward may be reflected in the lack of take up by farmers/land 
managers. 
                                             
25 Inger et al (2014). Common European birds are declining rapidly while less abundant species' 
numbers are rising. Ecology Letters, November, 2014. 10.1111/ele.12387 
26 SNH, Scotland’s National Peatland Plan: working for our future. A consultation paper. 
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The Committee should also note that the cost of restoring degraded bog would 
equate to c. £550 ha-1 or £198 million over the next six years (if it is assumed that 
40% have already achieved with present spend leaving 360,000 ha).27  

To further clarify, from the Scottish Wildlife Trust’s own research28 it was estimated 
that lowland raised bog restoration capital costs would be c. £1,280 ha-1 and annual 
management costs would be c. £40-1 year-1. 

Extrapolation across the whole of the Scottish lowland raised bog resource equates 
to c. £21 million (capital cost) and an annual management cost of c. 650,000. 

The Trust also notes that spend for peatland restoration is not ‘new money’ but will 
come directly out of the AEC budget (at least in the first year as there is no allocation 
beyond this point) which means that there will be less money to spend on other agri-
environment measures that deliver other biodiversity objectives, healthy ecosystems 
and carbon sequestering landscapes outwith peatlands. 

Co-operative action 

The Trust has advocated and supports a joined up approach to environmental 
projects which will deliver environmental /climate change benefits at the landscape 
scale/catchment scale rather than at the farm scale alone. 

To deliver a National Ecological Network, which is an ambition of the Scottish 
Biodiversity Strategy, there will be a need to sharpen priorities at this scale to direct 
agri-environment spend towards schemes that best connect core habitats (in the 
form of international and nationally designated sites, wildlife reserves, local nature 
conservation sites and other biologically important sites) to ensure hedgerows, 
woodlands, wetlands, restored peatlands, rivers, streams and other natural features 
link together to help deliver multiple benefits whilst protecting and adding to the 
resilience of Scotland’s natural capital. 

We do have concerns regarding resources and expertise in deciding where co-
operative action will deliver the greatest benefits and we are also concerned that this 
activity will be funded directly from the AEC monies rather than being additional to it. 

Written submission from the SRUC (Scotland’s Rural College) 

Introduction 

SRUC (Scotland’s Rural College) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the 
RACCE Committee’s call for written evidence on the Scottish Government Budget 
2015-16 SRDP Climate Change measures.  

SRUC is an innovative, knowledge-based organisation that supports the rural sector 
through research, education and expert consultancy services. SRUC wishes to see, 

                                             
27 Clifton Bain, IUCN Peatland Programme director  
28 Matthews, P, Hughes, J and Dowse, G. (2012) The state of Scotland’s lowland raised bogs in 2012: 
interim findings from a survey of 58 Scottish lowland raised bogs and analysis of change since 
1994/95. Scottish Wildlife Trust, Edinburgh. 
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and contribute significantly to delivering, a sustainable agricultural and rural land use 
sector in Scotland.  

SRUC staff work in a broad range of areas (for more information see 
www.sruc.ac.uk) and our comments below reflect this broad expertise, but draw on 
specific research projects and expertise where appropriate.  

Several SRUC staff have contributed to this submission29 which has been co-
ordinated by SRUC’s Rural Policy Centre.  

Background 

The Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee (RACCE) is inviting 
views on the rural affairs and environment chapter of the Scottish Government’s draft 
budget 2015-16. 

The Committee will be focussing 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. In particular, in the evidence session on 12th November, the 
Committee is seeking views on Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP) 
climate measures.  

SRUC views on SRDP climate measures 

Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 

As indicated in our earlier responses to Scottish Government CAP reform 
consultations, the new SRDP cannot be viewed in isolation from the wider Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP) support mechanisms. The way that both Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 
are implemented will have a major influence on the climate (and other environmental 
and biodiversity) benefits to be gained. 

The detail that has recently been provided by Scottish Government on how Greening 
will be implemented in Pillar 1 now allows some broad assessment of how the 
approach taken to Greening will complement climate actions taken under the new 
SRDP: 

 Where Crop Diversification is implemented this is unlikely to have significant 
impacts on greenhouse gas mitigation as the application of nitrogen efficiency 
measures is likely to remain the same on a more diversified crop portfolio.  

 The establishment of Ecological Focus Areas, and the limitations put on 
agricultural management on some of those areas, may have some 
greenhouse gas mitigation benefits. But the amount of benefit obtained will be 

                                             
29 Professor Davy McCracken (Head of SRUC’s Hill and Mountain Research Centre), Ms Gillian 
McKnight (Conservation Consultant, SAC Consulting), Ms Rebecca Audsley (Senior Environmental 
Consultant, SAC Consulting), Dr Jane Atterton (Manager, SRUC Rural Policy Centre) 
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limited by the type of habitats concerned and the relatively small scale at 
which they will be established. 

 Similarly the requirement for Permanent Grassland area to be maintained is 
initially not likely to affect mitigation efforts substantially as the area of 
permanent grassland is predicted to stay stable anyway. 

This, coupled with the fact that between 70% and 80% of Scottish farm businesses 
are likely to be exempt from the need to implement either the Crop Diversification or 
Ecological Focus Areas measures, mean that the level of climate benefit to be 
gained in 2015 from Greening is likely to be limited. 

However, ongoing discussions about the introduction of a Greening Equivalence 
Scheme from 2016 could mean that more climate benefits could be gained from 
Greening of Pillar 1, especially if that Scheme contained more of a focus on soil and 
nutrient management on farmland. 

Pillar 2 budget and prioritisation 

Clearly the decision made in December 2013 to transfer only 9.5% of funding from 
Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 has placed limitations on the amount of budget available within the 
SRDP. Nevertheless, SRUC remains relatively happy with the overall scale of the 
SRDP budget since it provides a realistic balance between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 
overall. 

It is particularly welcome that funding for agri-environment measures in 2015-16 is 
proposed to increase in real terms compared to 2014-15. It will be important that this 
level of increased funding be sustained throughout the 2015-20 programme period if 
real environmental benefits are to be gained.  

It must, however, also be recognised that there are still a lot of calls on the SRDP 
budget. Funding of legacy schemes and the amount of the budget has been ring-
fenced for specific measures (such as the Less Favoured Areas Support Scheme) 
will mean that prudent management of the SRDP budget will be required from year 
to year with regard to the level of spend available for new activities each year. 

The 2007-13 SRDP contained a wide range of measures to help mitigate climate 
change, including support for peatland restoration, habitat management and slurry 
stores. The new SRDP will include an even wider range of climate-related operations 
and the Scottish Government estimate that around £1.17bn (equivalent to around 
85% of total spend in the 2014-2020 SRDP) will contribute to climate change 
mitigation and adaptation. 

Many of the SRDP measures (such as Peatland Restoration, Farming for a Better 
Climate and Focus Farms, Floodplain Management) therefore have clear and 
obvious climate benefits associated with them, while others (such as the creation 
and management of grassland strips in arable fields, conversion of arable at risk of 
erosion or flooding to grassland) will also help reduce carbon dioxide and nitrous 
oxide emissions associated with arable land. 
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It is also worthwhile highlighting that there are many assumptions made about the 
benefits of forestry to both biodiversity and to the carbon balance. At present many 
open grassland and heathland habitats overlying humic soils are undervalued for 
their biodiversity and carbon storage benefits. For example, any soils that are not 
deep peat >50cm are considered potentially suitable for planting trees, despite the 
fact that while the total carbon present in a grassland ecosystem is less than in some 
forest ecosystems, the below ground (and therefore most stable) part of carbon may 
be higher.  

Many open habitats (such as hay meadows, acidic and calcareous grasslands, 
blanket bog, upland and lowland heaths, species-poor inbye pastures and species-
poor rush pastures) are extremely important from an above- and below-ground 
biodiversity perspective and have an important carbon storage role to play. The need 
for extensive management and restoration of these types of habitats needs to be 
recognised much more within the SRDP than it is at present. 

There are also elements within the SRDP (such as many of the more specific wildlife 
and water quality oriented measures) which would not be expected to contribute 
markedly to climate benefits. A lot of effort has been put in over the past 12 months 
to deciding how best to spatially target such measures (and to gain environmental 
multiple benefits from them where possible) within the new SRDP. The focus of such 
measures reflect major biodiversity and water quality challenges which Scotland also 
needs to address at the same time as achieving climate benefits. It will be important 
that the increased focus on climate change mitigation and adaptation does not result 
in SRDP funding being diverted away from biodiversity and water quality measures 
per se. 

It is also important to recognise that currently there are also elements within the 
SRDP (such as the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme) where one could argue 
that climate and other environmental benefits could be more explicitly linked to the 
level of support being provided. This comment should not be taken to suggest that 
SRUC is suggesting that such benefits should be built into LFASS from 2015, since 
the current scale of changes to direct support payments for some enterprises under 
the reformed CAP mean that maintaining some level of stability through LFASS is 
helpful to the farming industry overall. However, perhaps with the introduction of 
Areas of Natural Constraints in 2018 there will be an opportunity to take stock of the 
overall direct payment and LFASS/ANC support measures in Pillars 1 and 2, 
together with the breadth of benefits expected from each measure? 

The need for facilitation 

Continued industry action to promote greater efficiency by sharing best practice is 
key to encouraging uptake of climate adaptation and mitigation actions in agriculture. 
The recognition of the success of the Farming for a Better Climate (FFBC) initiative 
is welcome, as is the additional funding made available to increase the number of 
Focus Farms from four to eight and provide more practical management advice on 
farm management. We suggest that the focus on facilitation in the FFBC initiative is 
an excellent model to follow, and one that that would be well worthwhile adopting 
when tackling other biodiversity, water quality and climate change associated issues. 
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Written submission from RSPB Scotland 

Summary 

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

The Scottish Government has indicated that the total budget for the next Scotland 
Rural Development Programme (SRDP) 2014-2020 will be c.£1.326 billion. This fund 
will be allocated to a range of different schemes and measures, some of which could 
contribute to climate change mitigation and adaptation. The SRDP is therefore likely 
to contribute to the achievement of Government climate change objectives. 
However, the Budget does not contain enough detail to show how this will be 
achieved. SRDP monitoring and evaluation must be improved if it is to adequately 
demonstrate a link between Budget spend on the SRDP and change in 
environmental indicators. Government must develop a robust ‘M&E’ system for the 
forthcoming SRDP which can show value for money of the scheme and whether it is 
contributing to meeting its objectives, including climate change mitigation and 
adaptation. 

SRDP budget: contribution to climate change objectives 

The key schemes which could be beneficial in this respect are: forestry (£252 
million); agri-environment-climate (£355 million); support for co-operative action (£10 
million); knowledge transfer and innovation fund (£10 million); and, advice (£20 
million). Expenditure on these schemes amounts to £647 million or 49% of the total 
fund. Meeting climate objectives will however only be part of the purpose of these 
schemes and related expenditure; it is not possible therefore to calculate directly 
how much of SRDP spend will help to address climate change. The remaining 
£679 million is to be spent on schemes and measures which have no explicit role to 
play in meeting climate change objectives. It is possible that some benefits might 
accrue however e.g. through initiatives under Leader (£66 million).   

SRDP: Agri-environment-climate measure 

As a result of the recent CAP reform, the previous agri-environment measure - which 
was intended to play a key role in delivering biodiversity outcomes - has been 
expanded to become the agri-environment-climate measure. We support this 
expanded remit but are concerned that the Scottish Government has chosen to 
allocate only 27% of the SRDP budget to this measure, given the scale of 
environmental challenges it is being asked deal with. These challenges are wide 
ranging including meeting favourable condition of designated sites, halting the loss of 
biodiversity, improving water quality and addressing climate change. The 2015-2016 
Draft Budget indicates that £46.8 million will be spent on this measure. According to 
officials, at least £35-38 million of this amount is required annually to pay farmers 
and land managers in existing agreements under the old SRDP. This means very 
limited funds are available for new agreements annually and to respond to the new 
climate objectives that have been set for the fund.  
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RSPB Scotland believes that the budget for the SRDP Agri-Environment-
Climate Scheme (AECS) is not sufficient to meet the many objectives that it 
aims to achieve – climate change being one of them30. There are two potential 
solutions to this problem, one short term and one medium term: 

 In the short term, increase the budget allocation for the AECS by increasing 
domestic contributions or by reducing expenditure on other schemes such as 
the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS). LFASS receives the 
largest share (35%) of the budget (£459 million) but is the least well targeted 
at achieving environmental outcomes, with the majority of payments 
benefitting the more intensively managed land in the LFA.   

 In the medium term, use the opportunity provided under EU rules in 2017/18 
to review the budget flexibility decision made in December 2013. This 
decision was to transfer 9.5% of Pillar I funds into Pillar II. The maximum 
transfer possible was 15% and would have raised an additional £200 million 
for the SRDP. The rate of budget transfer should be increased in future and 
the funds raised used to increase the AECS budget.  
 

SRDP effectiveness  

Some examples of how the SRDP can be effective for meeting climate objectives are 
listed below: 

Mitigation 

 A number of AECS options have been identified as beneficial in reducing 
GHG emissions e.g. moorland management and management of water 
margins. Geographical targeting of these, as planned under the new SRDP, 
should lead to greater climate benefits than under the previous scheme. Other 
options are also likely to be beneficial to the climate on a case by case basis 
on the ground. 

 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 GHG reduction 
and other benefits of restoration, either through SRDP mechanisms or 
dedicated peatland restoration projects. 

 
Adaptation 

 To some extent, all AEC options which enhance habitats and benefit 
biodiversity will help the natural environment adapt to climate change. This is 
because measures which improve the quality and extent of habitats can lead 
to the improvement in wildlife populations and therefore more robust and 
resilient populations of species, able to withstand the impacts of a changing 
climate. However, Government must introduce monitoring which can assist in 
the evaluation of the resilience and adaptive capacity of the natural 
environment and biodiversity.  

 
                                             
30 http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/SRDP_stage2_response_tcm9-365105.pdf  
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Beef package 

The beef package under the SRDP has been allocated £45m over the 2014-20, with 
a budget of £15 million in 2015-16. The ‘Beef 2020’ report which led to the Scottish 
Government’s commitment to increase funding for the sector highlights ‘...the need 
to take serious steps to minimise the carbon footprint of every kilogram of meat 
produced.’ However, it also sets a target of: ‘A market led growth in production and 
sales from the Scottish beef industry increasing from 166,000 tonnes in 2013 to 
185,000 tonnes by 2020,’ Such an increase in production – even if more carbon 
efficient – will do little to help the beef sector reduce its overall GHG emissions. The 
report makes no practical recommendations on how the sector will contribute 
towards meeting the Scottish Government’s climate change objectives. 

Pillar I: Greening payment 

The SRDP cannot be seen in isolation of other payments within the framework of the 
CAP. Between 2014-2020, Pillar I will allocate £3,563 million to Scottish farmers, 
almost three times the SRDP budget. The new green payment will secure 30% of 
this budget and is the only element that could directly achieve environmental 
outcomes. RSPB Scotland welcomed the June 2014 proposal31 for a new 
requirement for nutrient management planning by some farmers as part of the 
Greening requirement of the CAP. This requirement is not yet a certainty and would 
be introduced in 2016 at the earliest. RSPB Scotland notes that this requirement will 
only apply to some grassland farmers and not force them to change any farming 
practices or force them to adopt fertiliser reduction measures. Fertiliser reduction 
and efficiency measures on farm are one of the most effective measures for reducing 
GHG emissions in the agriculture sector. The Scottish Government must build on 
this Greening requirement so that this type of planning and a requirement to 
employ fertiliser reduction measures is brought into regulation for all farmers 
by 2018 at the latest – as in the timetable for the proposal in the RPP2. 

Written submission from the IUCN UK Peatland Programme 

Summary 

The Scottish Government’s proposed budget for the Scottish Rural Development 
Programme in 2015-16 has identified £10 million for peatland restoration which could 
bring significant climate mitigation and adaptation benefits.  Through delivering a 
healthy peatland ecosystem, this funding can also help meet wider objectives for 
biodiversity and water as well as providing economic and employment opportunities 
in rural areas. 

To ensure full uptake of the available budget there is a need for long term financial 
commitment to support landmanagers for delivering sustainable peatland 
management, In addition, funding made available for coordinated effort through 
partnerships, large scale demonstration projects and regional peatland project 
officers can help encourage landmanager involvement in peatland restoration.  

                                             
31 http://seewww.rspb.org.uk/news/370747-cap-deal-does-too-little-to-encourage-greener-farming-  
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There are opportunities for increasing the available funding for peatland restoration 
through public/private initiatives such as the Peatland Code which enables business 
sponsorship.  

Monitoring progress in the delivery of peatland restoration is important in reporting 
towards government climate and biodiversity targets.  There is also a need for further 
research and survey to better quantify the benefits of peatland restoration. 

An important consideration is whether the full range of necessary activities described 
above can be delivered within the rules of the SRDP and if not, what budget 
provisions are being made elsewhere within the Rural Affairs and Environment 
portfolio. 

The IUCN UK Peatland Programme welcomes this opportunity to provide written 
evidence to the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 
(RACCE) on the draft SRDP Budget 2015-16.  

Benefits of peatland action in the SRDP for climate change 

Following the Commission of Inquiry on Peatlands IUCN UK Commission of Inquiry 
on Peatlands the Scottish Government Environment Minister signed a statement 
along with the other UK country Environment Ministers setting out intended action on 
Peatlands.  This included a commitment to funding support through agri-environment 
schemes32. The proposed inclusion of £10 million for peatland restoration within the 
2015-16 SRDP budget clearly reflects that commitment.  The technical annex to the 
RPP2 identified that delivering 20,000ha per year of peatland restoration would cost 
in the order of £16 million pa and deliver annual savings of around 20,000 t CO2e 33.  
There are opportunities to add to the planned SRDP peatland funding through 
private funding initiatives, charitable giving (including the recent £9million Flow 
Country Heritage Lottery Fund contribution) and EU grants but it is important that 
Government funding continue in order to match against these additional funding 
sources. 

As well as climate mitigation benefits, peatland restoration provides, climate 
adaptation through helping reduce the flow of water downstream after heavy rainfall 
events and relieving pressure on flood defence systems. It also ensures that 
peatland habitats and species are able to adapt to the changing climate.  Peatland 
vegetation has the ability to adapt to a changing climate provided the habitat is in 
good condition. 

Spending on peatland restoration represents good value for money in that securing 
healthy peatland ecosystems delivers multiple objectives for biodiversity, climate and 
water. Scotland’s Forum on Natural Capital has identified peatlands as a priority in 
recognition of the fact that failure to bring our peatlands into good condition not only 
loses a valuable asset but will also cost society £billions in future through climate 
and water impacts.  

                                             
32 http://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/news-and-events/news/uk-environment-ministers-
announce-action-peatlands 
33 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/01/2702/0 
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In the original announcement of funding for peatland restoration by the Scottish 
Government, it was made clear that this was new and additional money for the 
environment. With the transfer to the SRDP budget it is important that peatland work 
remains as additional and does not compromise spend on other environmental 
priorities.  Equally it is important to ensure that the funding is aimed at delivering 
healthy peatland ecosystems providing a range of benefits rather than being directed 
solely at carbon.  This avoids the risk of perverse decisions based on assumed short 
term carbon gains which may have longer term adverse implications for the peatland 
ecosystem and ultimately be more damaging to the carbon store. 

Delivering peatland action 

Ensuring uptake of the available funds by land managers requires both a long term 
commitment to funding sustainable management and coordinated effort to help raise 
awareness.  A clear signal of ongoing peatland funding commitment under the full 
SRDP to 2020 will help in this respect. For the longer term security of our Peatlands 
it will be important to find a means of reflecting the benefits to society in the support 
given to landmanagers for maintaining healthy Peatlands.  

One of the lessons from the work of the IUCN UK Peatland Programme is the vital 
role of partnership working to share experience and demonstrate benefits.  In 
addition, having dedicated project officers at a Regional level to coordinate 
communication, funding and advice has proven essential in delivering landscape 
scale peatland projects. The work funded through the SNH administered Peatland 
Action has helped considerably in supporting such activity, including the recent 
successful Peatland Programme conference in Inverness.  It is not clear whether 
such work can be funded in future under the SRDP.  There is also a question over 
how funding can be made available for community based peatland projects which 
are not registered agricultural units. 

Wider funding opportunities 

The Scottish Government has given support to the development of a Peatland Code 
which is being managed through the IUCN UK Peatland Programme.  This initiative 
will enable private business sponsorship of peatland restoration with potential for 
public/private funding partnerships to provide long term support.  Market research 
indicates that businesses are interested provided they are not seen as replacing 
government funding. An important part of the development of the code is the need 
for research and testing on a number of demonstration sites.  Funding is required to 
enable restoration projects in key areas with accompanying resources to enable the 
right research and monitoring of the carbon and other benefits so that there is a 
sound basis under the Peatland Code for verifying the benefits in the market place. 

Monitoring Progress 

Whilst reporting on peatland drainage and rewetting under international climate 
targets is voluntary at present it will become mandatory under the EU climate 
strategy and therefore early steps are needed to account now for the peatland areas 
under restoration management.  In the past it has proven difficult to extract data on 
such activity from the agri-environment data gathered by the Scottish Government.  
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It is important therefore to ensure that progress can be monitored under the future 
SRDP data handling. 

Written submission from the Soil Association Scotland 

Soil Association Scotland is the Scottish office of the Soil Association, the UK's 
leading membership charity campaigning for healthy, humane and sustainable food, 
farming and land use.34 The Soil Association was founded in 1946 by a group of 
farmers, scientists and nutritionists who observed a direct connection between 
farming practice and plant, animal, human and environmental health. Soil 
Association Scotland is a member of the Scottish Organic Forum, an industry led 
group, which is made up of representatives from organisations with an interest in 
promoting and developing organic production in Scotland. The members include 
organic certification bodies, organic producer representatives, SRUC and The 
Scottish Government.  

Soil Association Scotland welcomes the opportunity to provide evidence to RACCE 
on priorities for the 2015 budget focusing on climate change measures. We would 
like to invite the RACCE chairman and committee members to a local organic farm to 
find out more about the benefits and challenges of farming sustainably in a changing 
climate. 

SRDP budget 

We were very disappointed that the call for the transfer of the full 15% of funds 
permitted by modulation from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 was not agreed with the result that 
funding for the SRDP is approximately £220m lower than it could have been. We 
also echo the view of other stakeholders that the Agri-Environment-Climate (AEC) 
scheme is not large enough to meet all of its objectives including climate change and 
that the LFASS budget is too large in comparison to the AEC budget. 

SRDP priorities  

We would like to see organic food and farming, and managing land based on 
low input and organic principles, as a key priority under relevant SRDP 
measures in recognition of the evidence base for organic systems to achieve 
multiple environmental outcomes: protecting and enhancing ecosystem services 
(water quality, soil fertility, pollination etc.) and delivering substantial carbon saving, 
pollution control and biodiversity benefits. The agricultural sector accounts for around 
9% of total UK GhG emissions. Of total GhG emissions from the sector around 55% 
come from nitrous oxide (N2O), 36% from methane (CH4) and around 9% from 
carbon dioxide (CO2).

35 Organic systems can significantly help climate change 
mitigation and adaptation in the following ways. 

 The main cause of agricultural N2O emissions (298 times more damaging 
than CO2 in terms of its global warming potential) is the application of 

                                             
34 Soil Association Scotland: http://www.soilassociation.org/scotland 
35 Defra (2011) Greenhouse Gas Emission Projections for UK Agriculture to 2030  
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/69225/pb13622-ghg-
emission-projections.pdf 
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synthetic fertilizer to arable soils.36 Organic systems prohibit the use of 
artificial nitrogen fertilisers, and instead employ natural techniques 
including nitrogen-fixing legumes, green manures and crop rotation. 

 CH4 emissions originate from livestock production. Organic systems tend to 
avoid imported feed concentrates and prohibit artificial inputs, which reduce 
the overall carbon balance of organic systems compared to non-organic 
systems.37  

 Agriculture can also make a significant contribution to mitigating climate 
change by taking carbon out of the air and sequestering it in the soil. 
Research shows how widespread adoption of organic farming practices in 
the UK would offset 23% of UK agricultural emissions through soil carbon 
sequestration alone.38 

 Organic systems can help farmers and land managers to adapt to 
climate change, by minimising soil erosion and reducing the risk of flooding 
and diffuse pollution (higher soil organic matter leads to better water retention 
and drainage, and reduces run-off into freshwater and marine bodies.)39 At a 
landscape and catchment level, organic farming provides a powerful tool for 
reducing diffuse pollution and sustainably managing water resources. 

 Organic systems tend to use less fossil energy than non-organic systems, 
on a per hectare and, in most cases, on a per unit of food produced basis. 
The lower energy use on organic farms is largely because energy inputs for 
industrial manufacture of feritilisers and pesticides are avoided.40 

 By prohibiting artificial feritilisers and severely restricting the use of pesticides, 
organic farms support a far greater abundance and diversity of flora and 
fauna than non-organic farms: 34% more plant, insect and animal 
species; 50% higher numbers of wildlife41; 50% more different pollinator 
species; and on average 74% more wild bees.42 

We very much welcome the proposed SRDP statements that “Organics is 
considered to be a priority across the whole of Scotland” and “Support for 
organic farming is considered as contributing to the provision of the broad range of 
public goods, including rural vitality. Organic also encompasses key food industry 
drivers including provenance, sustainability and naturalness.” 

The new Scottish Organic Plan will set out a fresh vision for 2015-2020, and the 
actions needed to develop a sustainable and vibrant organic sector using 
balanced supply-push and demand-pull measures, which have been adopted 

                                             
36 ibid 
37 Organic Research Centre 
http://www.organicresearchcentre.com/?go=Policy%20and%20debates&page=Climate%20change 
(accessed  Nov 2014) 
38Soil Association (2009) Soil carbon and organic farming: A review of the evidence of agriculture’s 
potential to combat climate change: summary of findings 
http://www.soilassociation.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=BVTfaXnaQYc%3d&tabid=574 
39 Scottish Government: Soils Farm Plan (accessed Nov 2014) 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/47121/0020243.pdf 
40 Ibid (4) 
41 Tuck et al. (2014) ‘Land-use intensity and the effects of organic farming on biodiversity: a 
hierarchical meta-analysis’, Journal of Applied Ecology, 
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1365-2664.12219/abstrac 
42 Kennedy et al. (2013) A global quantitative synthesis of local and landscape effects on wild bee 
pollinators in agroecosystems. Ecology Letters. Vol: 16 pp. 584–599. 
http://winfreelab.rutgers.edu/documents/KennedyEtAl2013_EcologyLetters.pdf 
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successfully by many of our European neighbours including Denmark43, France 
and Finland. In particular, Finland, after years of lagging well behind most of western 
and northern Europe, has experienced rapid growth in recent years, and is now 
ranked in the IFOAM top 10 for European countries with highest organic market 
shares (equal 10th with Estonia). Scotland currently sits in the bottom half of the 
European organic table in terms of key performance indicators.44  

Since 2004, the area of land registered as organic in Scotland has decreased by 
nearly 50%.45 This trend needs to be reversed to bring more land back into organic 
production, and reduce the risk of having to import organic food from our successful 
EU neighbours. We also need to invest in the development of the organic supply 
chain and training and business development, as well as stimulate demand through 
public procurement and social campaigns and education programmes. Fully 
resourcing delivery of the action plan in order to turn this around is vital and at 
present, unsecured.  

(Data relates 
to 2012)46 

Share (%) of all 
agricultural land that 
is organic 

Organic market 
share (%) of all food 
retail sales 

Average organic 
spend (€) per 
person  

EU average 5.6% Data unavailable €41 

Finland 8.7% 1.6% €37 

Scotland47 2.7% 0.7% €32 

 

Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS)  

We are broadly supportive of the rationale behind support for farmers in constrained 
areas, but have deep concerns echoed by other stakeholders that the current LFASS 
is poor value for money and out of place in Pillar 2. (LFASS does not require 
recipients to meet environmental conditions.) The proposal to prioritise 35% of the 
total SRDP budget to LFASS is too large when compared to the proposed AEC 
budget. The design of the LFASS successor presents the opportunity to ensure that 
it is better fit for purpose by targeting and offering support to areas and farmers with 
most need whilst delivering demonstrable environmental benefits.  

                                             
43 Soil Association (2013) Organic food and farming: A driver for sustainable development in Scotland 
with learning from Denmark  
http://www.soilassociation.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=3JrEn2Saxxg%3d&tabid=313 
44 Fibl & IFOAM (2014)The World of Organic Agriculture Statistics and Emerging Trends 2014 
https://www.fibl.org/fileadmin/documents/shop/1636-organic-world-2014.pdf 
45 Soil Association: Organic Market Report 2013 [p13] & Organic Market Report 2004 [p14] [175,000 
ha/356,725 ha = 49%] 
http://www.soilassociation.org/marketreport 
46 All data for EU and Finland extrapolated from Fibl & IFOAM (2014)The World of Organic Agriculture 
Statistics and Emerging Trends 2014  
47 Data for organic sales and spend per person extrapolated from Kantar Worldpanel: Organic 
Grocery Spending in Scotland & GB (June 2013). Data for organic share of land from Soil 
Association: Organic Market Report 2013 [p13] 
http://www.soilassociation.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=whbpEnZUd7A%3d&tabid=1984 
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Agri-Environment Climate Scheme (AEC) 

We believe the budget for the AEC scheme is insufficient (in particular with the 
broadening of the scheme’s scope) to meet the full spectrum of its objectives 
including action on climate change. Along with Scottish Environment LINK, we 
believe that a minimum of £60m per year is needed to adequately meet the 
objectives and aims of the scheme.48 We welcome the greater focus on targeting 
scheme options and, if well designed, should result in money being spent where it is 
needed. 

Knowledge Transfer and Innovation Fund (KITF)  

The KTIF provides an excellent opportunity to develop initiatives (including our 
current partnership programmes49) with a wide and diverse audience of farmers, 
growers, crofters and foresters to exchange knowledge and acquire skills for 
best practice in low input and organic farming. In particular, the KTIF alignment 
with the European Innovation Partnership for Agriculture Productivity and 
Sustainability (EIP-AGRI) offers exciting opportunities to develop and test new 
and innovative practical solutions for the challenges of farming and managing 
land sustainably in a changing climate. The Soil Association’s farmer-led Field 
Labs, (which are run in Scotland, and cited by the EU as “stunning… exactly 
what we envisage”) provide an exemplar for the KTFI. 

Food and Drink Support  

From field to landfill site, it is estimated that between 20% and 30% of Scotland’s 
GhG emissions are a direct result of food production, transportation, consumption 
and waste.50 Scotland also has a high food-related ecological footprint, placing an 
unsustainable burden on the environment. The evidence is clear: eating a healthy 
diet, high in fruit and vegetables that are local in season and organic can help reduce 
GhG emissions.51   

Scotland’s food and drink sector has huge cross-cutting implications for key policy 
areas including the environment, public health, communities and local enterprise. It 
is vital that the grant assessment uses a holistic approach, which considers 
sustainability criteria (climate change mitigation, waste and pollution control, health 
eating, local jobs etc.), and that funded projects are required to measure and 
demonstrate these sustainability benefits.  

The scheme must reflect support for the new priorities suggested in the Scottish 
Government’s Becoming a Good Food Nation, which articulates the vision that 
“Scotland should become a Good Food Nation, a Land of Food and Drink not only in 
what we as a nation produce but also in what we buy, serve and eat.” To achieve the 

                                             
48 The figure was arrived by consensus of 15 LINK member organisations based on previous and 
proposed SRDP budgets  
49 Soil Association: http://www.soilassociation.org/innovativefarming/futurefarminginscotland 
50 Food Climate Research Network & WWF-UK (2010) How Low Can We Go? 
http://www.fcrn.org.uk/fcrn/publications/how-low-can-we-go 
51 Stockholm Environment Institute, The Footprint of Scotland’s Diet: 
wwf.org.uk/filelibrary/pdf/the_footprint_of_scotlands_diet.pdf 
http://www.educationscotland.gov.uk/schoolsglobalfootprint/about/whatisanecologicalfootprint.asp 
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aspiration, the scheme should fund actions which support the Scottish Government’s 
proposed four new priority areas (1) Food in the public sector (2) Children’s food (3) 
Local food (4) Good food choices. Food for Life Scotland is an example of a 
successful partnership programme, which is helping to transform food culture and 
food systems across Scotland, so we can eat food that is good for us, our 
communities and our planet. 

New Entrants Support  

Many organic producers who are new entrants have told us that they would benefit 
from enhanced support for advice and mentoring. Organic farming attracts a 
proportionately higher ratio of people aged under 40 (including women) than non-
organic farming, helping to address age and gender imbalances, keep young people 
in sustainable farming and support generational renewal and entrepreneurship. 

Advisory Service  

We welcome the proposed Scottish Agricultural and Rural Advisory Service, which 
specifically mentions organics in its service provision. However, the service is not 
scheduled to launch until 2016. The Scottish organic sector anticipates increased 
demand for advisory and support services, driven by sustained growth in consumer 
demand and funding becoming available for organic conversion after a three year 
hiatus. It is therefore vital that an organic advisory service is properly resourced and 
up and running by 2015 with enough trained and knowledgeable advisors able to 
provide advice on organic production and business opportunities. 

Forestry Grant Scheme 

The Scheme must improve the biodiversity of existing woodlands and ensure 
woodland creation enhances the environment, and follows the guiding principle of 
“the right tree in the right place”. We welcome support for agroforestry which has the 
potential to increase farm efficiency, productivity and resilience, while enhancing 
biodiversity, soil quality, water management and helping agriculture to mitigate and 
adapt to climate change. However, we are concerned that new options including 
agroforestry have been introduced without any additional funding. 

Support for Co-operative Action  

We welcome this separate fund to allow for land-based collective action, in particular 
actions using organic principles at a landscape/catchment scale for the delivery of 
environmental outcomes. However, we are concerned that (even allowing for match 
funding from other non EU sources) the fund will be insufficient to meet demand. 

Written submission from NFU Scotland 

Introduction  

NFU Scotland (NFUS) welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Rural Affairs, 
Climate Change and Environment Committee’s call for evidence with regard to the 
Scottish Rural Development Programme (SRDP) climate elements contained within 
the Scottish Government’s Draft Budget 2015-16. 
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At a time of budgetary constraints, NFUS reluctantly accepts the budgetary decisions 
outlined in the Draft Budget and appreciates that the Scottish Government has 
worked to balance out a myriad of priorities. It should be noted that whilst broad 
funding allocations within the SRDP have been published, a looming deadline for 
further detail is forthcoming with very little detail on how these schemes will be 
implemented available.  

SRDP elements contained within Draft Budget 

NFUS welcomes the funding for agri-environment schemes, which will help improve 
the biodiversity of Scotland in the face of a changing climate. The new SRDP 2014-
2020 provides some opportunities to reduce emissions, whilst also enabling farm 
businesses to be more robust in the face of more demanding climatic and financial 
challenges. 

Measures and support under the Agri-Environment-Climate Scheme have to be 
made attractive to farmers and crofters by offering options that can provide a number 
of benefits in the pursuit of multiple objectives. 

However, concerns should be noted that the proposed one-month application 
window for the agri-environment climate fund in March 2015 is unduly restrictive and 
may come too soon after the announcement on eligibility criteria and scheme rules 
and rates, which are still being developed. This is also a significant departure from 
the Scottish Governments until-recent proposal to have projects for under £75,000 
assessed locally and on a continuous basis. As a result, it is possible that uptake for 
capital applications will be very low during 2015. NFUS appreciates that in Year 1, 
the Scottish Government is operating under resource constraint, and will be moving 
to continuous assessment thereafter, however would propose that a three-month 
application window for Year 1, at the least, might be more appropriate.  

Particularly welcome are the funds earmarked for slurry storage capacity, oiver and 
above legal requirements, as this will allow farmers to only apply slurries when 
conditions are suitable.  

In addition, SRDP funding for further measures to reduce diffuse pollution is vitally 
important, as any loss of nutrients from the ground is a loss to the farming business 
and may also have impact on water quality and climate change. 

NFUS is keen on irrigation storage capacity being funded via the SRDP. This would 
facilitate the storage of winter rain water for use in periods of drought and would be 
of particular benefit in intensively farmed and potentially drought-affected areas such 
as Angus and Fife. 

If Scotland is to have research that end-users need and which will deliver real value 
to the country (accepting that some research will be, and should remain, ‘blue 
skies’), then exchanging knowledge is not something that should simply happen at 
the back end of a research project. This engagement should happen at a strategic 
level on an ongoing basis (e.g. via a rural and environment research stakeholder 
group that includes Scottish Government, the Main Research Providers, and end-
users), and on a more ad-hoc issue-specific basis via a domestic version of 
European Innovation Partnership (EIP) model. NFUS hopes that the Scottish 
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Government will embrace the EIP model, providing funding through the SRDP, in 
order to give farmers and crofters an opportunity to engage with researchers in the 
setting of research priorities and subjects. 

NFU Scotland considers that the Advisory Services budget, contained within the 
SRDP, should help to deliver good quality advice about how land managers, farmers 
and crofters can reduce their emissions and increase their resilience. It should also 
be noted that there may be scope via LEADER and/or the Knowledge Transfer and 
Innovation Fund for rural managers to access knowledge and expertise to deliver 
solutions that strengthen their businesses whilst improving their climate change 
resilience.  

NFUS expects that some funding in the SRDP will be allocated towards relatively 
small natural flood management projects. NFUS is broadly supportive of this, 
however wishes to see voluntary and appropriately compensated natural flood 
management being delivered via local authority flood prevention budgets. NFUS also 
sees scope for land managers to use the Co-operative Action to reduce downstream 
flood risk. The support of the £10 million earmarked in the SRDP budget will help 
foster this, however there will always be a need for longer-term and capital funding to 
bring about the real change required to reduce flood risk.  

NFUS considers that the proposed beef scheme contained within the new SRDP, 
funded by £30.1 million of new money, is an important measure that will allow a key 
part of the agricultural economy to increase its resilience and reduce its impact on 
the environment. Hitting climate change targets through an efficient beef sector that 
produces high-quality food whilst also reducing carbon emissions is a model that 
would be the envy of many other nations. This is an evolving area of policy, and 
NFUS anticipates forthcoming detail on how this scheme will be implemented.  

Whilst not directly related to climate measures, it is worth noting that the Less 
Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS) forms the single largest item in the SRDP, 
and underpins farming businesses in some of the most economically fragile and 
environmentally valuable parts of Scotland. Whilst it will be replaced by a successor 
scheme (Areas of Natural Constraint – ANC) by 2018 it is in the meantime an 
essential component of a resilient rural economy.  

Other environmental measures  

NFUS welcomes the proposed Centre for Expertise on plant health, however advises 
that this new body must works closely with existing research providers and levy 
boards, e.g. HGCA and HDC. The continued commitment to research that will help 
Scottish agriculture remain productive whilst working to combat a changing climate is 
of great value.  

Written submission from Scottish Natural Heritage 

General comments  

SNH is pleased to have the opportunity to present evidence to the RACCE 
Committee on SRDP climate change measures.  The SRDP comprises a number of 
separate schemes, but we have focused on the benefits of the Agri-Environment and 
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Climate Scheme (AEC). The AEC will help address both the factors causing climate 
change (mitigation)  and the impacts resulting from climate change (adaptation). We 
have covered each of these separately below.  

Measures under the AEC scheme which help tackle climate change will also help 
progress broader objectives including the improvement of ecosystem health 
(contributing to the EU 2020 15% ecosystem restoration target, and enhanced water 
quality), as well as creating employment and wider economic opportunities. 
Provisions being developed under the SRDP to encourage a farm-wide approach to 
agriculture, environment and carbon management should help delivery of these 
multiple benefits.  The Co-operative Action Fund, which also forms part of the SRDP, 
aims to facilitate collaborative action across holdings and secure delivery of multiple 
benefits on a bigger scale. 

Climate Change Mitigation 

The Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 sets a world leading target of reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions by at least 42% by 2020 and 80% by 2050 (against a 
1990 baseline). The Scottish Government’s 2013 publication  Low Carbon Scotland: 
Meeting the Emission Reduction Targets 2013 – 2027  sets out the policies and 
proposals that can deliver our statutory annual emissions reduction targets. 

Emissions from agriculture & related land use contribute about a fifth of the Scottish 
total.  Although greenhouse gas emissions from agriculture and related land use 
have declined by around a quarter since 1990 (due mainly to a decrease in livestock 
numbers and a decline in nitrogen fertiliser use), there is further potential to reduce 
emissions from the sector through uptake of measures that also benefit air and water 
quality and biodiversity.  

The transition to low-emission agriculture is aided by a number of linked initiatives 
developed and supported by the Scottish Government, such as Farming For A Better 
Climate. These are aimed at encouraging uptake of mitigation actions in agriculture, 
including research on innovative and sustainable solutions, advisory initiatives 
promote to sustainable farm practices focusing on resource efficiency and advice on 
cross-cutting benefits of on-farm action. There are also industry-led initiatives to 
promote the uptake of cost-effective measures which reduce emissions from 
agricultural practices while achieving financial savings for land based businesses.   

The Agri-Environment Climate (AEC) Scheme will aid uptake of sustainability 
measures in agriculture and related land use. This will be achieved through options 
facilitating the abatement of emissions from agricultural and other land use 
businesses, and encouraging the sequestration of carbon; for example, through 
woodland creation and peatland restoration.  

Abatement 

In terms of abatement, options within the AEC Scheme that protect soils against 
erosion and reduce cultivation, along with options that improve and protect valuable 
grassland will lessen emissions of nitrous oxide and improve accumulation of soil 
organic matter and lessen carbon dioxide emissions from soil, for example through 
retention of winter stubble. The value of hedgerows for carbon sequestration is also 
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recognised in the scheme. The provision of capital funding support for slurry storage 
and steading drainage for clean and dirty water separation will contribute towards 
reducing emissions from livestock waste alongside the water quality benefits 
delivered.  

Carbon sequestration - peatland restoration 

In terms of carbon sequestration, we note that the Committee have separately taken 
evidence on forestry, and therefore concentrate on the contribution of peatland 
restoration.   

The role of peatlands in greenhouse gas accounting is acknowledged in the 2013 
“Supplement to the 2006 IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories: 
Wetlands”. In response to this The Scottish Government targeted Green Stimulus 
funding to peatland restoration. An initial £5M was used to set up the “Peatland 
Action Fund” which SNH has been running since early 2013. This fund is to support 
land managers in restoring degraded peatlands, pending opening of the new SRDP. 
We aim to deliver c.6,000ha of peatland restoration under the ‘Peatland Action’  
project at a cost of £5.7m by March 2015, with a strong likelihood we will exceed the 
6000ha.  

SG has identified a minimum of £10M to support restoration activity under the AEC 
scheme from 2015-2020. The options available under AEC will support restoration 
techniques based on prevention of drainage and other drying processes by blocking 
ditches to raise water tables (and so re-establish peat-forming processes) and 
removing scrub and trees which dry and oxidise peat. Restoration costs vary a lot, so 
it is not possible to estimate with any accuracy the area that £10m will restore, but 
the outcome of the “Peatland Action” funds provides something of a guide as to what 
might be expected. 

SNH’s role has been to promote the role peatlands can play. We led production of a 
draft National Peatland Plan with a group of key stakeholders (a consultation on the 
draft Plan was completed in September 2014). As support for peatland restoration 
transfers to the AEC, SNH is planning action to secure the legacy of ‘Peatland 
Action’ and maintain momentum on peatland restoration during the transition to AEC 
as the main funding mechanism. The SNH project team ruining ‘Peatland Action.’ will 
be retained until 2016 to support application to AEC and help build capacity by:  

 Providing advice to land managers on restoration techniques, funding sources 
and supporting applications 

 Establishing demonstration sites, illustrating the range of available restoration 
techniques for different site types and land uses, and the wider benefits which 
flow from peatland restoration, including improved water quality.  

 Raising awareness & understanding (other than demo sites), through 
supporting development of the Peatland Code (seen as one of the key 
mechanisms of attracting future non-governmental funding), as well as 
developing links with the 2015 International Year of Soils.   

 Putting in place longer term arrangements to monitor the results of restoration, 
dissemination of lessons learnt, and, providing links to the main research 
providers in Scotland to Peatland Action cases to test effectiveness and value 
for money of restoration measures. 
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 Building on the excellent working relationships developed under ‘Peatland 
Action’ for example with Scottish Water, to develop plans for future restoration.  

Climate Change Adaptation 

Climate change is one of the most serious challenges to society and the natural 
environment. The Scottish Government has shown leadership by publishing 
Scotland’s first statutory Climate Change Adaptation Programme in May 2014 to 
increase the resilience of Scotland’s people, environment and economy to the 
impacts of a changing climate. Acknowledging the impact of climate change is 
important in terms of minimising the risks and economic and environmental impacts, 
but also to ensure we maximise the opportunities arising from the transition to a low 
carbon economy and adapt to our changing climate. 

Primary producers in Scotland may benefit from both improved growing and grazing 
conditions. However, these positive impacts could be largely or partially offset by 
negative impacts. These include an increased risk of extreme weather events, such 
as droughts or floods, resulting in a decline in agricultural productivity and damage to 
farm buildings and infrastructure.  Intense rainfall events may lead to crop damage, 
soil compaction and erosion. 

Options within the AEC Scheme will support adaptation actions on Scottish farms, 
such as reducing the risk of soil erosion,  to help businesses become more resilient 
and less vulnerable to the impacts of climate change. 

The AEC Scheme includes options which will also support land-based businesses to 
help wider society adapt to climate change. For example, working with land 
managers to implement measures to manage floodplains and to reduce surface 
water runoff rates will have a positive effect by decreasing water levels and 
increasing resilience to damage. Many adaptation measures that can be 
implemented on farm also provide cross-cutting benefits to water and air quality and 
biodiversity. For example, options in the AEC Scheme which improve soil structure 
by increasing soil organic matter, such as retention of winter stubbles, have benefits 
for biodiversity. They provide a habitat for many different species above ground as 
well as improving the activity of microbes in the soil.  

Options for biodiversity will help nature adapt to climate change.  Many of these are 
consistent with widely recognised actions for biodiversity adaptation and ecosystem 
resilience such as reducing other pressures on habitats, making space for natural 
processes, reducing habitat fragmentation, and, enhancing habitat diversity. 
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Petition PE01490 

Petition PE01490 on the control of wild goose numbers by Patrick Krause on 
behalf of the Scottish Crofting Federation 

Background  

1. Petition PE014901 was lodged on 2 September 2013 with 429 signatures of 
support. The text of the petition is as follows— 

“Calling on the Scottish Parliament to urge the Scottish Government to 
address the problems created by increasing populations of wild geese in the 
crofting areas as a matter of priority; reassess its decision to stop funding 
existing goose management programmes, and assign additional resources 
to Crop Protection and Adaptive Management programmes to ensure this 
threat to the future of crofting is averted.” 

2. A SPICe briefing2 was produced on the petition. Further, detailed 
information on the petition can be found on the petition webpage, a link to which is 
provided in footnote 1 below. 

3. The Public Petitions Committee heard evidence from the petitioner on the 
issues raised in the petition at its meeting on 29 October 20133. At this meeting the 
Public Petitions Committee agreed to refer the petition to the Rural Affairs, Climate 
Change and Environment (RACCE) Committee on the grounds that control of 
geese populations was included as part of its current work programme4. 

RACCE Committee consideration 

4. The RACCE Committee considered the petition at its meeting on 27 
November 20135 and agreed to write to a selection of stakeholders seeking their 
views on the issues raised in the petition and to consider the petition further once 
these views had been received. The Committee agreed to write to the Minister for 
Environment and Climate Change; local authorities where Local Goose 
Management Schemes are in place; the Crofting Commission; and the Wildfowl 
and Wetlands Trust; and to forward these responses to the petitioner for comment. 
In total eight responses, including the petitioners, were received and were 

                                             
1 Petition PE01490. Available at: 
http://external.scottish.parliament.uk/GettingInvolved/Petitions/controlgoosenumbers. 
2 SPICe Petition Briefing PE1490 available at: 
http://external.scottish.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/Petitions%20briefings%20S
4/PB13-1490.pdf. 
3 Scottish Parliament Public Petitions Committee. Official Report 29 October 2013. Cols 1775-1780. 
Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=8598&mode=pdf. 
4 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Work Programme 
2013. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/S4_RuralAffairsClimateChangeandEnvironmentCommittee/Gener
al%20Documents/RACCE_-_web_work_prog_-_Sept_2013.pdf. 
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. 
 



 RACCE/S4/14/28/3 
 

 2  

 

considered by the Committee at its meeting on 2 April 20146 where it agreed to 
hear oral evidence on the issues raised in the petition.   

5. At its meeting on 18 June 20147 the Committee heard evidence from 
stakeholders in a roundtable session and from the Minister for Environment and 
Climate Change at its meeting on 25 June 20148.  The Committee then wrote to 
the Minister expressing its concerns, making recommendations and seeking further 
information on the current work by the Scottish Government on the management of 
geese. 

6. The Committee received a response from the Minister in his letter of 1 
October 2014 date which can be found in the annexe to this paper. The Committee 
also sought the petitioner’s views on the Minister’s response and, as standard 
practice for consideration of petitions, on how he would like the Committee to take 
the petition forward.  The petitioner’s response can also be found in the annexe to 
this paper. 

7. The petitioner has indicated that he feels the Minister’s response did not 
address many of the direct questions or requests for information made by the 
Committee and asks that it continues to press the Minister for direct answers to the 
issues it has raised. 

8. The Committee is asked to consider the written responses in the 
annexe to this paper and agree how it wishes to take the petition forward. 

Clerks 
Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 
7 November 2014 

                                             
6 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Official Report 2 
April 2014. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=9094&mode=pdf. 
7 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Official Report 18 
June 2014. Available at 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=9263&mode=pdf. 
8 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Official Report 18 
June 2014. Available at: 
 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=9291&mode=pdf. 
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Annexe 
 
Letter from the Minister for Environment and Climate Change 

1 October 2014 

Dear Rob 

Thank you for your letter of 9 August following the Rural Affairs, Climate Change 
and Environment Committee’s evidence session on the control of wild geese 
arising from the Scottish Crofting Federation petition PE1490. 

My detailed comments are in the attached below.  Clearly, goose management is a 
complex, and sometimes controversial, issue and there are times when it is difficult 
to maintain consensus.  I would like to assure the Committee that Scottish 
Government, and SNH, will continue to engage with stakeholders in seeking to 
promote sustainable goose management. 

Kindest regards 

PAUL WHEELHOUSE 

PETITION PE01490:  CONTROL OF WILD GOOSE NUMBERS 

Goose species, populations and the international context 

a) I fully agree that management action of migratory goose species should be 
done in consultation with relevant range states.   Clearly, this does not apply to 
action taken in relation to resident geese which do not migrate. 

b) The Committee considers that the current approach and methods of 
controlling geese requires to be reviewed.  I have tried to outline the measures we 
are taking, principally the development of the Islay Sustainable Goose Strategy 
and the adaptive management pilots for resident greylag geese.  These measures 
are being developed as a result of the 2010 policy review, and, clearly, will 
themselves be subject to monitoring and adaption.   

Goose management schemes and the Machair Life Project 

c) There were budget reductions to the five schemes funded by SNH in 2010, 
although funding was substantially restored the following year.  I welcome the 
contribution of the Machair Life Project for the period of its operation and note the 
RSPB decision not to attempt to co-ordinate a second tranche.  SNH have 
incorporated a crop protection element into the adaptive management pilot, with 
substantial funding of £45,000 committed for 2014/15, alongside additional staff 
support for co-ordination.  SNH believe that the proposed management provides 
better value than the previous scheme as this uses direct population control rather 
than non-lethal scaring, so will lead to a gradual and sustainable reduction in 
damage to crops. 
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d) The Life mechanism is well used in Scotland to support a range of 
biodiversity projects, including recent action to conserve freshwater pearl mussels.  
SNH acts as the lead adviser. 

Adaptive Management Plans 

e) The adaptive management pilots are intended to address agricultural 
damage by resident greylag geese, a quarry species.  The 2010 review concluded 
that, given limited resources, the management of protected geese would be a 
priority.  Land managers are encouraged to deal with quarry species on a self-help 
basis, although assistance has been provided with co-ordination, monitoring and 
certain expenses, in order to help farmers and crofters to help themselves. 

f) As the Committee recognises, the different pilots are designed to take into 
account local circumstances.  For example, the terrain on Orkney lends itself to 
shooting geese over stubble and so teams of volunteers using shotguns can be 
deployed to control geese.  On the Uists the use of rifles is more appropriate and 
so a marksman is employed.  The strength of the pilots is in partnership working, 
using small amounts of funding in an imaginative way.   

g) The most serious impact on agriculture from protected geese is of course on 
Islay.  Here SNH is developing a strategy to apply the principles of adaptive 
management to geese on Islay, and this work is funded by SNH.   

h) There is no doubt that a mix of management tools, including non-lethal 
scaring, should continue to be used or developed for use in goose management. 

i) The Birds Directive provides derogations for control of protected birds for a 
number of reasons, including the prevention of serious agricultural damage.  With 
regard to the Islay Sustainable Goose Management Strategy, currently being 
developed, I have been clear that I would only countenance such an approach on 
the basis that this approach is compliant with EU and domestic legislation.  SNH 
have taken care to ensure that anything they propose is compliant with the 
legislation. 

j) Sport shooters and wildfowlers can develop their general skills through their 
membership organisations, such as the British Association of Shooting and 
Conservation (BASC).  BASC Scotland is represented on NGMRG and the 
Association provided specific support, funded by SNH, in relation to the adaptive 
management pilots in relation to the use of non-lead shot and in delivering game 
processing hygiene training in relation to the sale of wild goose meat.  

Data gathering, the environment and public health 

k) I fully recognise the importance of carrying out an appropriate assessment 
and the monitoring of agricultural damage.  SNH carry out Natura Appraisals to 
determine whether proposals are likely to have a significant effect on a qualifying 
interest for a Natura site (Special Area of Conservation (SAC) or Special Protection 
Area (SPA)).  If there is a likely significant effect SNH undertake a Habitat 
Regulations Assessment to consider whether or not the conservation objectives for 
the site can be met if the proposal goes ahead.  This means that SNH undertakes 
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these appraisals and assessments where changes are proposed to existing goose 
Schemes (because all the Schemes have the potential to affect qualifying features 
for SPAs/SACs including Strathbeg).  SNH does not carry out such appraisals in 
relation to the Adaptive Management Pilots because they are not any SPAs/SACs 
affected by the Pilot areas.  My officials and SNH are working with the local Pilots 
to ensure that we gather the information required and that in particular we develop 
our understanding of the relationship between goose numbers and agricultural 
damage. 

l) On funding, I recognise the risks and uncertainties in providing support for 
goose management through the SRDP.  Stakeholders strongly supported 
continuing to provide funding for goose management through direct funding from 
SNH and that is the option we selected. 

m) I also recognise that funding is under pressure in every quarter.  
Nevertheless, SNH has provided additional funding for the adaptive management 
trials, including a crop protection element on the Uists, and the work being done in 
relation to the Islay sustainable Goose strategy.  Scottish Government has also 
provided additional funding for a second year to allow for an increase in the Islay 
scheme funding in recognition that the Islay strategy will take time before it delivers 
tangible savings to farmers. 

n) Any adaptive management process requires full information on 
management measures, particularly on any culling activity.  Clearly, good 
information is available with regard to culling done as part of the pilot and other 
control carried out under licence, as bag returns are a condition of the licence.  
Information is also collated regarding the take of geese in season.  There is no 
legal reporting requirement, but one of the reasons that adaptive management 
pilots were restricted to island areas, is so that there would be good local 
information available.  For example, on Orkney most sport shooting is organised by 
established goose guides and they have agreed to provide a bag return on a 
voluntary basis.  We can be confident that we have good information on the in-
season take.  I understand that certain stakeholders have expressed concern that 
this may be incomplete.  However, they have never been specific, or produced any 
evidence to support their concerns, and the regular population monitoring provides 
a further means of safeguarding the population.   

o) My officials have also been working with stakeholders to develop a scheme 
to introduce a voluntary bag reporting system for all game birds and wildfowl, and 
have gained agreement in principle on how to take this forward.   

p) There have been suggestions that large numbers of geese can affect water 
quality in lochs and reservoirs although this has never been substantiated.  
Scottish Water is collaborating with SNH on Orkney to investigate this further. 

q) With regard to public and animal health, there have been concerns about 
geese transmitting infection to sheep.  It is not impossible, for example, for geese 
to transmit salmonella to sheep, but it is not thought to be common.  Wild geese 
are not regarded as harbouring a significant reservoir of infection, but large 
concentrations of any animal species in a particular location can act as a local 
focus for disease transmission. It has been suggested that large concentrations of 
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geese may contaminate pasture through disturbance of the soil which could lead to 
problems with pathogens such as listeria if silage is made from the pasture, 
although soil inclusion in silage can also be from other sources. 

Market opportunities 

r) I am pleased that the trial sale of wild goose meat has been a success and 
recognise the desire to realise any possible expansion of markets.  Nevertheless, I 
think we must continue to take into account the views of certain stakeholders who 
expressed legitimate concerns about the possible commercial exploitation of 
geese.   The current licence conditions already allow considerable flexibility, with 
the retailer permitted to sell to any end user for their own consumption, including 
those off the island, as well as to catering establishments within the relevant area.  
This is important because enforcement is the responsibility of the Local Authority.    
In any case, the numbers involved do not allow much capacity for greater 
expansion.  For example, on Orkney the sales are almost to the capacity of the 
geese shot under the pilot. 

s) Clearly, sport shooting makes a significant contribution to the control of 
goose populations.   On Orkney, we must of course take into account the fact that 
sport shooting kills both migratory and resident greylags, which are for practical 
purposes indistinguishable once the migratory geese arrive.  We make the 
assumption that about a quarter of the birds shot through sport shooting are 
resident birds.  Therefore, the contribution that sport shooting makes to the total 
number of resident greylags shot in each of the first two Pilot years has varied from 
about a fifth to nearly half the total, and so is certainly significant.  The estimated 
bag returns of resident greylag geese from sport shooting are 570 (Sept 2012 to 
Jan 2013) and 900 (Sept 2013 to Jan 2014). 

t) The Land Reform Review Group have not identified goose management as 
a significant issue and have not made recommendations in relation to the shooting 
of geese. 

Petitioner (SCF) response to the Minister’s letter to RACCE Committee: 
Petition PE01490 control of geese 

Thank you for the chance to respond to the letter from Paul Wheelhouse to the 
RACCE dated 1 October 2014. 

I have to reiterate our response to the last letter from Scottish Government on this 
issue: “we think that the lack of funding for control programmes having been at the 
root of the escalation of numbers, there is still no pledge to commit adequate funds 
to this problem. It is estimated by those with far greater expertise than SCF that it 
would take £75,000 per year for the next 3 to 5 years to hope to bring the Greylag 
population in the Uists under control. The Scottish Government commitment falls 
far short of this.” 

In fact the Minister’s letter does not adequately address the issue of funding at all. 
The RACCE specifically asked for issues of funding to be made explicit: 
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“The majority of stakeholders raised concerns in relation to the level of funding to 
support AMP’s.” 

“Committee understands that the goose management element of the project is now 
being carried out on the Uists through the Adaptive Management Plan (AMP) pilot 
but the Committee heard it was estimated that to keep the crop protection element 
of the Machair Life project going it would cost between £75,000 and £80,000 with 
SNH agreeing to fund £45,400 of this for 2014-15. Stakeholders expressed 
concern that the reduced level of funding would mean the good work achieved by 
the project will soon be reversed.” 

“The Committee recognises the success of the Machair Life project and is keen to 
ensure that the benefits achieved are not eroded. The Committee considers it 
would be beneficial to continue to run a fully funded crop protection scheme in the 
Uists until it can be demonstrated that AMP’s are effective in protecting crops. The 
Committee recommends that the Scottish Government works with SNH and other 
stakeholders to find a way to secure the additional funding required to continue the 
crop protection element of the Machair Life project on this basis. The Committee 
looks forward to hearing how this has been progressed.” 

The Minister’s letter does not elaborate on how this has been progressed. Nor did 
it appear to address the direct recommendation of the RACCE: 

“The Committee recommends that the Scottish Government reconsider its 
approach to the funding of goose management programmes and allocate 
additional resources to crop protection and Adaptive Management Plans, ensuring 
that these programmes follow best practice in terms of stakeholder involvement, 
management, design, implementation and monitoring.” 

Thus “PW: 13. I also recognise that funding is under pressure in every quarter. 
Nevertheless, SNH has provided additional funding for the adaptive management 
trials, including a crop protection element on the Uists, and the work being done in 
relation to the Islay sustainable Goose strategy. Scottish Government has also 
provided additional funding for a second year to allow for an increase in the Islay 
scheme funding in recognition that the Islay strategy will take time before it delivers 
tangible savings to farmers.” Is not detailed enough. 

The SCF there fore ask the RACCE to please press the Minister for far more 
detailed intentions on the funding of wild goose control in the crofting areas. 

There were also many omissions of response to direct questions or requests for 
information by RACCE, too many to be listed here. For example, has Scottish 
Government received any feedback from its writing to the Netherlands to enquire 
about the goose management measures that are currently being undertaken? 

A very important point was also not responded to: “The Crofting Commission 
stated that the current size of the goose population in some coastal crofting areas 
is unsustainable for continuing productive use of crofts, and is a serious 
disincentive to crofters to cultivate and maintain their crofts which is a legal duty 
under crofting legislation.” 
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And we think that the RACCE’s observation “The Committee considers that the 
current approach and methods of controlling geese require to be reviewed to 
ensure that goose populations, and their impact on agriculture and the 
environment, are effectively managed.” was also not adequately addressed. 

The SCF therefore request that the RACCE press the Minister for direct answers 
the issues it has raised. 

Thank you for the time and effort you are putting in to this vital issue for crofting 
and for allowing our participation. 
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