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Scrutiny of the Scottish Government’s implementation of CAP and 
SRDP 2014-20 

 
Introduction 

1. In agreeing its work programme on 11 December 2013, the Committee 
agreed to take evidence on the implementation of the newly reformed CAP in 
Scotland (both the direct payments of pillar 1 and the rural development 
SRDP funds of pillar 2) in 2014, both of which are currently subject to 
consultation by the Scottish Government.  
 
2. In addition, the UK Secretary of State, Owen Paterson MP, is scheduled 
to give evidence to the Committee on CAP, and other relevant matters within 
his portfolio, on 12 March 2014.  
 
3. The Committee agreed the details of its CAP and SRDP scrutiny at its 
meeting of 5 February 2014.  
 
Background 

4. In this session of Parliament, the Committee has scrutinised the reform 
of the CAP extensively. Previously, this focussed on the negotiations at an EU 
level, with the Committee taking a wide range of written and oral evidence 
from UK Ministers, the Scottish Cabinet Secretary, MEPs, European officials, 
and stakeholders, and reporting its views to the Scottish Government. 
 
5. The Committee last took oral evidence on CAP issues on 18 September 
2013, when it heard from the Cabinet Secretary. 

6. Having completed a first phase of consultation last year, the Scottish 
Government currently has two open consultations on CAP and SRDP 
issues— 

 Scottish Government consultation on Future CAP direct payments in 
Scotland from 20151 - end 17 March 2014; and 

 Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP) 2014-2020 Stage 2: 
Final Proposals – end 28 February 20142. 

7. In November 2013, the Scottish Parliament Information Centre (SPICe) 
published a briefing paper entitled “CAP Reform 2014–20: EU Agreement and 
Implementation in the UK and in Ireland”.3  

 

                                            
1 Scottish Government. Consultation on Future CAP direct payments in Scotland from 2015. 
Available at: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/12/5922. 
2 Scottish Government. Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP) 2014-2020 Stage 
2: Final Proposals. Available at: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2013/12/7550. 
3 SPICe (2013). CAP Reform 2014–20: EU Agreement and Implementation in the UK and in 
Ireland. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/S4/SB_13-76.pdf. 
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Sustainable development 

8. The Committee is committed to embedding consideration of sustainable 
development issues in all of its work. With that in mind, and given that this 
round of CAP reform includes the policy objectives of ‘viable food production, 
sustainable management of natural resources and climate action’, and that 
the new payments architecture is intended to be ‘more equitable and 
greener’4, the issue of the future allocation of agricultural and rural 
development support in Scotland is particularly relevant to sustainable 
development. The Committee will therefore be considering sustainable 
development issues as part of its scrutiny.  

Call for written views 

9. As the Scottish Government is currently conducting two consultations 
the Committee has not issued a general call for written views. However, 
organisations which have been invited to give oral evidence have been given 
the option to either send the Committee a copy of their submission to the 
Scottish Government, for reference, or to send the Committee a brief 
summary, or update, of their position. 

10. Organisations which have not been invited to give oral evidence are also 
welcome to submit a copy of their submission to the Scottish Government, for 
reference, or to send the Committee a brief summary of their position. 

11. Written submissions received to date have been published online5. 
Written submissions received since last week’s meeting (from Nourish 
Scotland; the James Hutton Institute; Confor; Scottish Land and Estates; and 
SE Link) are attached at the Annexe.  

Witnesses for oral evidence 

12. The Committee took oral evidence from stakeholders at its meeting on 
26 February 2014. At its meeting on 5 March, the Committee will take further 
evidence from stakeholders as follows— 

Wednesday 5 March – rural development and environment roundtable  

 Scottish Land and Estates; 
 Scottish Environment Link; 
 Confor; 
 Scotland’s Rural College; 
 Nourish; 
 Scottish Agricultural Organisation Society Limited; 
 The Scottish Border Regional Land Use Framework pilot project; 

                                            
4 European Commission Agricultural Policy Perspectives Brief No. 5, December 2013. 
Available at: http://ec.europa.eu/agriculture/policy-perspectives/policy-briefs/05_en.pdf. 
5 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Written 
submissions on CAP and SRDP 2014. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/73538.aspx 
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 The James Hutton Institute; and 
 Peter Cook (independent adviser; former head of the Scottish 

Agricultural College’s Rural Business Unit; former adviser to the 
Scottish Government on SRDP). 
 

13. The Committee will then continue its evidence taking as follows— 

Wednesday 12 March 

 UK Secretary of State for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs; and 

Wednesday 26 March 

 Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and the Environment and his 
officials.  

Output 

14. At the conclusion of its evidence taking, the Committee will write to the 
Scottish Government giving its views on the roll out of both pillars of the CAP 
in Scotland from 2015 onwards.  

Timetabling 

15. The timetable for scrutiny is as follows—   

Wed 26 Feb Evidence from stakeholders 

Wed 5 March Evidence from stakeholders 

Wed 12 March Evidence from the UK Secretary of State 

Wed 26 March Evidence from Cabinet Secretary 

Wed 23 April Consider a report/letter to the Scottish Government 

Wed 30 April Consider a report/letter to the Scottish Government 

After 30 April (TBC) Publish report/letter 

 
Clerks/SPICe 
Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 
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Annexe 
Written submission from Nourish Scotland 

Introduction 

Nourish is concerned about healthier food and a better environment.  We 
need a thriving and diverse farm and local food economy to drive this.  CAP is 
the major method to deliver the social goods of farming, by paying producers 
to deliver all the things that society needs, but that the market fails to price in:  
rural jobs; local services; carbon reduction; a healthy population, and the 
safeguarding of our natural resources and natural heritage.  

Nourish supports the use of CAP funds - both Pillar 1 and 2 to deliver these 
benefits.  Farmers who produce REAL, measurable benefits should be 
rewarded with funds. Farmers who do not, should not receive the funds - even 
if they have been used to getting them for many years. 

The CAP negotiations this round have been driven by three aims.  To deliver: 

 A vibrant rural economy - that's rural jobs and farm retail; apprentices 
and new entrants to the farming industry 

 A low carbon farming impact - to reduce the 20% of GHG emissions 
that come from food, and to pay farmers to store carbon in soils and 
trees 

 Community benefits from CAP - that's healthy food; help for non-farm 
rural businesses, and support for traditional forms of land 
management. 

Nourish encourages the Scottish Government to use our CAP funds in a way 
that ensures every farm is measured and rewarded for the jobs, carbon 
sequestration and healthy food it helps deliver.  With this aim in mind, our 
support or otherwise for the proposed measures are as follows: 

KEY ISSUES: DIRECT PAYMENTS (Pillar 1) 

The move from a historic basis for payments to an area-based system 

Direct payments in Scotland currently relate to the production-linked subsidies 
farmers received in the year 2000.  Not only are we still rewarding historic 
overstocking but because subsidies could be bought, sold and transferred 
onto less expensive land, millions of pounds are paid every year to people 
who are no longer farming or who have never farmed. 

The new CAP requires all Member States to move towards an area-based 
system by 2020.  England has already done this.  The question for Scotland is 
how quickly we do this. 

Nourish argues that this should be done as soon as possible because 
an area-based system is fairer. Farmers who have been getting more 
subsidy than average because of historic payments have had several years 
notice of the change. However, we recognize that some farm businesses are 
highly dependent on a subsidy which may form a large percentage of the 
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farm’s income (in many cases over 100% of net income) so some transitional 
arrangements may be required.  

Payment rates for an area-based system 

Most of Scotland’s land is rough grazing, and a system which simply paid a 
set amount per hectare would move huge amounts of money onto land which 
produces relatively little (and in some cases result in increased payments to 
large landowners who are very comfortable already). 

The Scottish Government proposes payment rates of around €20-25 per 
hectare for rough grazing and €200-250 per hectare for arable land and 
permanent pasture.  This still moves some money ‘up the hill’ and will ‘over-
compensate’ large landowners unless reductions for large holdings are 
introduced. 

It is hard to predict the impact of these changes in the pattern of support. 
Direct payments are a very blunt instrument and will require to be balanced by 
placing an overall cap on Pillar 1 payments and making mandatory 
redistributive payments, as described later in this briefing. This would ensure 
the delivery of more jobs, more social benefits, and the creation of financial 
incentives to bring more producers into the industry. 

Nourish supports the proposal to use two payment ‘regions’ for the 
Basic Payment provided that other measures are put in place to reduce 
transfers to larger landowners. Whatever model adopted the overall 
effect of these reforms must be to support smaller farms and active 
farmers and to create an overall cap on the level of payments received 
by any one business. 

Coupled payments 

The number of cattle in Scotland continues to decline, despite a sharp 
improvement in farm-gate prices in the last few years.  WTO rules do not 
allow governments to use subsidies to increase production, but the hope is 
that these payments may stem the decline and maintain the viability of supply 
chains. 

Nourish’s view is that while we would support efforts to assist the 
grass-fed beef sector, the subsidy is poorly targeted, providing a bonus to 
farmers who are doing well, while not necessarily improving the productivity of 
farmers who are not doing so well or persuading the farmers with a handful of 
cows to keep going.  There is a risk that paying this subsidy may simply 
continue to support inefficient production systems. Nourish does not 
support coupled payments and would prefer to spend this money under 
Pillar 2 where it can be used to convey wider benefits to society.  

Capping (or degressivity) 

While Scotland has - in EU terms -  low CAP payment rates per hectare, its 
farms are also much larger than the European average.  It therefore has 
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significant numbers of farms receiving more than €150,000 per year in 
subsidy. 

The consultation estimates that the minimum EU requirement of a 5% cap 
above €150,000 will generate an extra €1m per year for Pillar 2 (implying that 
a 100% cap at €150,000 would yield €20m per year).  The consultation adds 
that a total cap at €500,000 (!) would yield €5-10m for Pillar 2. 

We propose that the Scottish Government should go further than is 
currently proposed and that a total cap should be applied at €150,000.  
We do not accept that any competitive farming business should be dependent 
on this scale of annual, no strings attached, public subsidy. The €20m or so 
which would be transferred to Pillar 2 closes some of the gap in SRDP 
funding created by a reduction in the transfer rate from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2. 

Redistribution 

The new CAP also provides for direct payments to be redistributed towards 
smaller farms, with a higher rate of subsidy applied to the first 50 hectares. 
This would clearly benefit small-medium producers up to around 100 
hectares.   

Nourish Scotland’s view is that these smaller family farms can play an 
important part in the local economy and social fabric, and that this additional 
financial support may make the difference between keeping going and giving 
up.  Smaller farms may be more likely to become involved in selling direct and 
short supply chains.  Research suggests that smaller farms have higher 
biodiversity and higher productivity per acre and can create more jobs. 

These smaller farms are also prime candidates for aspects of the rural 
development programme, and would benefit from greater co-operation and 
the proposed advice service.   

Nourish would therefore strongly support Redistributive Payments for 
smaller farms and a higher subsidy for farms less than 50 ha. We would 
support a model that allowed for more targeted redistribution still, with 
the highest payments (say two times the standard payment) for the first 
10 ha of land farmed, standard payments for farms of 10-50 ha and lower 
(say half) the redistributive payments for farms bigger than 50ha plus. 

Greening scheme  

The new CAP provides a ‘basic payment’ of 70% and requires farms to 
undertake ‘greening’ measures to receive the balance of 30%.  The 
Government proposes the option of implementing a certification scheme 
designed to meet Scottish environmental priorities. Nourish Scotland 
supports the development of an ‘equivalent’ certification scheme in 
Scotland. Developing and implementing our own scheme using best scientific 
advice and supporting this through the advisory service makes it clear that 
this is about promoting best practice rather than ticking boxes. An equivalent 
certification scheme, by building in basic good practice in land management, 
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also raises the bar for agri-environment and climate scheme projects under 
Pillar 2. 

RURAL DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMME (Pillar 2) 

The Rural Development budget is only a third of the direct payments budget 
but at £1.32bn over the period 2014-2020 is still a considerable investment. 

Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (£459m) 

LFASS is currently in a transitional phase and member states have agreed to 
introduce a new area designation of Areas Facing Natural Constraint by 2018 
at the latest. LFASS will be subject to review during this re-designation 
process. Nourish believes that support for farmers operating in 
constrained areas should be continued but that any new scheme should 
clearly specify and target the public and environmental benefits of this 
support.  

Forestry Grant Scheme 

The objective of the Forestry Grant Scheme is to increase woodland cover by 
10,000 hectares a year for the next ten years. For the first time, agroforestry 
(integrating trees with production, whether livestock or arable) is one of the 
options.   

Nourish supports agroforestry as bringing multiple benefits (reduction in 
soil erosion and flood risk; biodiversity; local employment; shade and shelter 
for animals (and plants) and encourages the government to be more 
ambitious in its aspirations for agroforestry. 

Nourish welcomes the provision by the Forestry Commission of ‘starter 
farms’ on partially-afforested farms and supports new forms of 
woodland creation and management which generate local employment 
including forest crofts; continuous cover management; coppicing, and 
use of non-timber forest products. 

‘Agri-environment-climate’ (£355m) 

This budget heading covers a wide range of land management measures to 
support on-farm biodiversity, water and soil quality and respond to climate 
change.  This budget includes support for organic conversion and 
maintenance.  Nourish welcomes the continued support for organic 
farming.  We would also want ‘organic’ to add points in assessment of 
RDP applications under other strands, including woodland, LEADER, 
and food and drink business applications. We also welcome the increased 
emphasis on co-operation in developing land management measures and the 
ability for land manager to access improved advisory services.  
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Food and drink businesses (£70m) 

This fund provides grants to new and existing food processing businesses to 
support investment.  Nourish welcomes the availability of this support to 
small businesses and social enterprises. Nourish suggests that in 
assessing applications priority should be given to proposals which: 

 Produce healthy foods, low in sugar and high in fibre 
 Use organic ingredients and produce organic food with minimal 

additives 
 Use Scottish ingredients 
 Demonstrate best practice in resource use efficiency 
 Demonstrate investment in staff skills or enhanced employability 

New entrants scheme (£20m) 

This fund provides capital grants of up to €70,000 to people aged under 40 
starting up new farming businesses.  Dedicated advice to new entrants will 
also be available through the new advisory service.  New entrants (unlike at 
present) will also have access to direct payments from Year 1. 

Nourish welcomes this fund and encourages the Scottish Government, 
NFUS and others to promote farming and growing as viable and 
worthwhile career options to a more diverse audience. The Scottish 
Government, Forestry Commission, large landowners such as RSPB, and 
local authorities should also encourage new entrants through the creation of 
new holdings and new forms of landholding. 

Nourish also recommends its New Farmer Programme as an example of 
an in-depth training, work experience and business development 
programme for new growers and farmers.   

Advisory service (£20m)  

A new centrally co-ordinated advisory service will provide integrated advice on 
land management, climate change mitigation, biodiversity, carbon footprinting, 
food marketing, plant health, animal welfare etc. 

Nourish believes this has significant potential to improve the production 
of public goods from farming. Any farm or business receiving support 
under the RDP should be required to undertake a carbon audit and 
develop a carbon reduction and resource use efficiency/waste reduction 
plan – to be provided free of charge by the advisory service. 

Co-operation (£10m) 

This fund provides support for facilitating co-operation, which will enable land 
managers to work together – for example on ‘landscape level’ biodiversity 
projects. Nourish welcomes the availability of this new funding. 
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Small farm support scheme  

Nourish welcomes this scheme, and in particular the provision for larger 
grants (up to £125,000) for small farms working together.  Again, this 
fund could be imaginatively to support shared revenue spending on for 
example an apprentice or a contracting service shared between a 
number of farms. 

LEADER (£66m) 

LEADER supports bottom-up rural development through bringing 
stakeholders together to agree priorities for coherent local development.  The 
new scheme includes greater provision for rural-urban partnerships. 

Nourish welcomes the scope within this budget to support short supply 
chains between rural and urban areas.  We would hope to see LEADER 
funding used imaginatively and strategically – for example: 

 To create a network of on-farm education centres to support work done 
by RHET, Soil Association and others to link children and young people 
from urban schools to farmers and growers in their region  

 To raise the skills of staff in the public kitchen to use fresh, seasonal 
Scottish produce in preparing healthier but still affordable food  

 Investment in short supply chains linking producers in rural areas with 
demand in both rural and urban areas.   

This sort of joined-up approach will require a degree of co-ordination between 
local action groups which also have many other demands on their budgets. 

Knowledge Transfer Information Fund (£10m) 

Nourish welcomes the doubling of this fund from the current £5m and 
would encourage an emphasis on dissemination of organic and agro-
ecological practice and research and on agroforestry. 

Non-farming business support (£20m) 

While Nourish’s main focus is on strengthening the local food economy, we 
see the importance of the wider rural economy in supporting a vibrant and 
resilient food sector. Agri-tourism, village shops, bed and breakfasts, 
restaurants all create local employment while also having the potential to 
support a strong local food culture.   

Case officers involved in assessing applications must understand the 
value of non-farming businesses to the local economy; and to keep this 
budget under review during the early stages of implementation.  
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Written submission from the James Hutton Institute 

The James Hutton Institute has already responded to the Stage 2 consultation 
on the new SRDP. 

In this evidence to the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment 
Committee, we summarise what we consider to be the most important parts of 
our response. 

We strongly support the idea that the SRDP should be supporting 
transformational change in rural Scotland in ways that create a more 
sustainable, resilient and competitive rural Scotland.  The notion of supporting 
transformational change was central to the work of the Pack Committee, albeit 
with an emphasis on Pillar 1 support, but we believe it can also legitimately be 
applied to Pillar 2.  Indeed, the idea of Pillar 2 support as delivering 
transformational change ought to be easier to countenance, as the explicit 
European Commission objectives go beyond income support to a much wider 
set of objectives which include: 

 The competitiveness of agriculture; 
 The sustainable management of natural resources, and climate 

action; and 
 A balanced territorial development of rural areas; (EU 

Regulation1305/2013) 

with priorities focussing on: 

 Fostering knowledge transfer and innovation; 
 Enhancing competitiveness; 
 Promoting food chain organisation & risk management; 
 Restoring, preserving & enhancing ecosystems; 
 Promoting resource efficiency & transition to low carbon 

economy; and 
 Promoting social inclusion, poverty reduction and economic 

development in rural areas. (Article 5, EU Regulation 
1305/2013)) 

We support these specified objectives and priorities. 

Whilst recognising the difficulties associated with the launch of the 2007-13 
SRDP and, in particular, the application for the Rural Priorities Scheme, we 
concur with a desire for simplification.  We would hope that farmers would be 
able to apply for support without recourse to a consultant to handle the 
administrative complexities of the scheme.  But ‘simplification’ should not 
become an excuse for easy access to funding.  There is a need to ensure that 
the funding streams deliver impacts; and, given the shortage of funds, there is 
need to be able to select high positive impact schemes in line with Scottish 
and European Commission priorities. 

The new SRDP is, in practice, very much the old SRDP shorn of 
administrative complexity (hopefully) and with a modest leavening of new 
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rhetoric towards emergent priorities such as climate change.  It is a moot point 
as to whether the proposed allocations are based on path dependency or their 
perceived ability to support transformational change.   

We recognise that the pursuit of multiple objectives of 
competitiveness/economic growth, sustainable development of natural 
resources and balanced territorial development, and enhanced quality of life 
requires policy makers to make trade-offs between spending on these various 
priorities within the guidelines laid down by the European Commission. 

We are unsure of the strength of evidence that supports LFASS consuming 
35% of the funding of the new RDP.  Given changes taking place in Pillar 1, 
there is likely to be a flow of support ‘up the slope’, which will result in an 
increase in Pillar 1 support to LFASS farmers.  It is unclear why this form of 
farming should be receiving proportionately increased support within a 
diminishing EU budget.  LFASS is generally recognised as a blunt instrument 
for delivering either social subsidy or environmental outcomes (MTE SRDP 
2013-17, 2010).  By injecting substantial sums into rural areas it supports 
economic activity but is not targeted to smaller farms.  We note it has been 
replaced in Wales, which has a very similar land resource base, and it could 
be replaced in Scotland with measures which would more effectively 
contribute to a sustainable and competitive farm sector characterised by 
resilience. 

We recognise the need to support funding to ensure compliance with 
European Directives (Birds, Natura 2000 and Water Framework Directive).  
However, a substantial tranche of biodiversity support seems likely to be 
supporting other forms of biodiversity than Natura 2000 or Birds Directive 
species or sites.  It is not clear what the intervention logic is for such 
spending.  If it is based on the public good values of the delivery of enhanced 
farm and forest biodiversity then this should be made explicit in the measures.  
Such a move would make it incumbent on evaluators to assess the changes 
against economic as well as environmental metrics. 

Although engagement with climate change is flagged, the mechanisms for 
delivering climate mitigation or adaptation are not well described.  The take-up 
of measures to increase business efficiency and competitiveness will also 
contribute to climate change mitigation (and sometimes the reduction of 
diffuse pollution).  However, although the new Rural Development Regulation 
stresses the virtues of the Polluter Pays Principle, the SRDP shows few signs 
of its application; or indeed of the Provider Paid Principle, which should 
ensure proper reward for the public good provider.  Effective engagement with 
the climate change agenda arguably requires stronger action.  For example, 
woodland creation or regeneration both have capacity to sequester carbon, 
but forestry schemes with high rates of carbons sequestration look unlikely to 
be rewarded appropriately for their mitigative potential. 

There is a lack of innovation in the new SRDP, at a time when the European 
Commission is placing great emphasis on innovation.  Institutional innovation 
may well be key to getting rates of woodland planting towards the Scottish 
aspirational targets.  Equally, there is a strong case for institutional innovation 
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in the form of area-based partnership approaches to enhancing environmental 
quality.  The funding of pilot projects (similar to Nature Improvement Areas in 
England) to address water quality issues or habitat connectivity issues would 
be a step forward from the current approaches.  Although the new SRDP hints 
at targeting, it is not clear how this targeting will be achieved. 

In summary, there is insufficient attention being paid in the 2014-2020 SRDP 
to creating a sustainable, competitive, equitable and resilient rural economy. 
Too little attention is devoted to the support of the wider rural economy (as 
opposed to sector-specific support) and much more could be made of 
strengthening area-based development strategies for rural Scotland.  More 
attention could to be paid to empowering rural communities through 
engagement with, for example renewable energy initiatives so that both 
renewables and rural development targets can be approached in tandem.  
The climate change measures need clearer elaboration and durable solutions 
need to be created with innovative policy means to address environmental 
quality issues such as water quality, climate change and biodiversity.  In 
addition, a higher proportion of funding going to Pillar 2 would be likely to 
promote sustainable economic growth, the Scottish Government’s stated 
purpose. 

Written submission from Confor 

Confor welcomes the opportunity on behalf of its membership to respond to 
the Scottish Parliament’s Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment 
Committee (RACCE) invitation to submit evidence on the implementation of 
the newly reformed CAP in Scotland, for both the direct payments of pillar 1 
and the rural development SRDP funds of pillar 2. 

RACCE should be well aware that, as a sector, forestry delivers huge 
economic, carbon and biodiversity benefits for Scotland. As the downstream 
processing industry has grown, the value of timber has increased. Forestry 
needs to be recognised as a financially attractive land-use option for farmers 
(upland sheep farmers in particular) and other land-owners. If Scotland is to 
get close to meeting its ambitious carbon reduction targets then it cannot 
afford not to support further tree planting. This planting, especially the 
60,000ha of proposed commercial softwood, is also vital if we are to secure 
the future of a successful rural industry. 

Pillar 1 Direct Support 

Although forestry obviously receives no direct support through Pillar 1, the 
way in which that support is constructed for farmers can affect their ability or 
inclination to consider alternative land use, in particular new woodland 
creation.  Thus: 

 We totally support every possible move to avoid slipper farming by 
qualifying upland support with meaningful activity. 

 Direct support should be structured in a way that does not overly 
subsidise otherwise hopelessly uneconomic upland stock rearing 
enterprises.  If a 3 land type regional approach would facilitate that, 
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then despite the added complications it might produce, it should be 
adopted as it should reduce the likelihood of over subsidy. 

 Greening – all opportunities for tree planting under the greening 
measures (EFAs, etc) should be encouraged – they should be at an 
appropriate scale, and monitored in the future for satisfactory 
establishment and maintenance. 

Pillar 2 – SRDP 

Budget 

Confor was disappointed with the decision to restrict the transfer of money 
from Pillar 1 to Pillar 2 to just 9.5%, and is concerned with Scottish 
Government’s declared priority for SRDP to remain so focussed on 
agricultural support.  Nearly twice as much money is proposed to be devoted 
to LFASS - despite the widely acknowledged failures of that support scheme – 
as is proposed for the Forestry Grant Scheme.   

We challenge the scaremongering evidence presented to RACCE on 26 
February by NFU Scotland claiming that planting targets / funding is “... 
excessive when set against either the opportunity cost of losing fertile but 
scarce agricultural land from food production ...”.  The land which the over-
whelming majority of new woodland planting will take place upon can hardly 
be described as “fertile” for agriculture, and NFUS agreed through the WEAG 
process that food production would not be significantly affected – at the very 
most a potential 2% reduction in the upland sheep flock were 100,000 
hectares of new woodland to be created in the next decade. 

The major problem for private sector forestry is that the budget proposals are 
wholly inadequate to deliver the Scottish Forestry Strategy.  The £36m per 
annum budget proposed has remained the same since 2007 with no 
allowance for inflation, yet far more is expected to be delivered in 2014-20 
than before (of which more later). This is well illustrated with the fact that in 
2014 we should almost achieve, for the first time, the planting target of 10,000 
hectares - but this 9,500ha will require about £42m, and it will be a year when 
most other forestry support measures will not be available. 

Consider the following scenario: 

The level of grant that it is necessary to offer - to entice investment in new 
woodland creation - is well established for the different models of woodland. It 
currently averages about £4,500 per hectare, but this is higher than required 
to meet Government’s target mix of commercial and native planting, due to 
the high percentage of more costly native woodland planted during the last 
few years. 

9,500 hectares @ average say £4,000 / ha £38m 
Legacy grant payments, say   £  8m 
Incentives for existing woodland   £10m 
New support for pests & diseases (e.g. larch) £  4m 

Total annual budget requirement   £60m 
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Possible ways to ameliorate the forestry budget problems 

Why must SRDP be seen as the panacea for everything?  Confor believes 
there must be alternative ways of funding many of the non land-based support 
measures proposed for SRDP funding, and do these measures really need so 
much funding anyway?  Consider: 

 Small Rural Business Scheme   £20m  
 Business support – Food and Drink Support £70m  
 Knowledge Transfer and Innovation Fund £10m  
 Advice      £20m  
 Broadband      £  9m 
 Technical assistance (Rural Network) £15m  

Plant health is a newcomer to potential support under CAP, which is 
welcomed in principle.  However, Confor believes that particularly in respect 
of supporting work following the devastation of larch crops that has been, and 
will continue to be wrought to our countryside by Phytophthora ramorum, 
there is a case for this to be aided from central funds outwith SRDP.  
Alternatively increase the forestry budget so that it can cope with this new 
disaster, which many have likened to Foot & Mouth Disease. 

LFASS – this scheme is essentially another part of Pillar 1.  It does not deliver 
rural development, but for most recipients merely supports the status quo.  
Confor is aware of and is sympathetic to the argument that too many changes 
at once, and more to the point changes in subsidy, could be confusing to 
some upland farmers.  However, change in direct support for farming is 
inevitable and will reduce over time.  Refusing to start the process, however 
uncomfortable for some, is not logical.  We suggest cutting the LFASS budget 
by 10% now, and/or at the very least curtailing the budget for support for 
ANCs in 2017 or whenever the change is introduced. 

Focus ‘forestry’ money on core activities and fund project type or short-term 
activity from elsewhere. These latter activities, including WIAT, peatland 
restoration, plant health and agro-forestry, place new, additional financial 
burdens on the forestry ‘pot’, viz: 

 WIAT – Woods In and Around Towns are very desirable assets for the 
nation, but are very expensive to establish and to maintain.  The work 
of the Central Scotland Forest Trust, and the Central Scotland Green 
Network has been very successful, and woodland cover in central 
Scotland is now at or above the national average.  Whilst Confor 
supports this work in principle, its benefits are primarily outside of the 
forestry sector. 

 Peatland restoration – any work associated with peatland restoration, 
including the emerging ideas for “transition woodland” should be 
funded from the agri-environment-climate budget, and not from the 
forestry ‘pot’.  

 Plant health – already referred to above as more desirably being 
funded outwith SRDP.  However if we retain funding via SRDP, then 
the forestry budget must be commensurately increased.  This is 
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particularly relevant for any work on the National Forest Estate, since 
for the first time work on public state forests may receive funding under 
the rural development regulations. 

 Agro-forestry – in most instances, this will not produce mainstream 
forestry outcomes. If support is to be drawn down under any such 
option, then the funding should come from the agri-environment-
climate budget, not the forestry ‘pot’. 

The Forestry Proposals themselves 

Confor has worked closely with FCS in developing these over the last two 
years, and is broadly in agreement with them.  With the small number of 
important caveats above, we believe the proposals in the ‘Forestry Grant 
Scheme’ are appropriate for support for our sector.  There are still some 
important details to iron out around the proposals themselves, and also on the 
generic support measures which forestry businesses will need to apply for – 
e.g. Article 18 ‘investment in physical assets’ which are vital for such things as 
forest access roads, and those which come under the umbrella of agri-
environment-climate such as predator control, bracken control, rhododendron 
eradication, and (presently missing) grey squirrel control.  We have addressed 
these issues in our response to the SRDP consultation, and trust that our 
points will be taken on board. 

Administration and Process 

As important as what support is available to forestry is the system that 
delivers that support, and as the McRobbie report testified, SRDP 2007-13 
was a poor experience for our sector.  Although written from a forestry 
perspective, this report had relevance to all involved in SRDP.  We are now in 
a new age of RPID driven, risk-averse, audit sensitive processes, which have 
induced an unhealthy aura of distrust between applicant and administrator.  
The woodland officer is no longer a facilitator – he/she is regarded as a 
policeman.  It is not the individual civil servant’s fault, but rather the system 
he/she is forced to go through.  It is hard to see how to recover from this 
position, which is undermining delivery of government targets and damaging 
the forestry sector both mentally and financially through hugely increased 
costs for government and customer alike.   

The few proposed ‘simplifications’ in the forestry support measures are of 
course welcome, as is the Applicant’s Charter, though this needs to be 
extended to cover all forestry applications / permissions / felling licences, etc 
and critically the claims process.  But these may not go far enough without a 
step change in culture and attitude from the top of Scottish Government and 
the several Directorates and Agencies involved with SRDP and forestry in 
particular.   

A further problem is the continuance of additional approval for forestry 
schemes over £750K – this is counter intuitive as the larger schemes 
represent the best value for money for the public purse, and can introduce 
damaging and costly delay.  While there is definitely a place for smaller/farm 
woodlands, achievement of the aspiration of the Scottish Forestry Strategy 
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requires forestry in larger more commercial areas measured in hundreds of 
hectares not 5s and 10s.  Whatever their size, forestry schemes undergo 
intensive professional scoping and public consultation processes, including 
where appropriate Environmental Impact Assessment, but what will really 
deliver the greatest benefits for the public and the farmer or landowner alike 
are these larger schemes.  The prospect of a further approval required from 
the Minister will only distract an investor from starting the long and costly 
application process in the first place. 

Advisory service 

Confor is concerned about the many open questions on how this proposed 
service will work, and large sum of money (£20m) allocated to it.  We do not 
accept that the case for generic public sector intervention in the market place 
has been proven.  This is particularly relevant to the forestry sector, where the 
vast majority of work is undertaken via professional agents and management 
companies.  Naturally woodland owners will welcome any public financial 
assistance for advice, and an example of this has been the recent (UK wide) 
support through State Aid towards the professional advice required following 
outbreaks of P ramorum.  But this has been just that – a grant towards the 
cost of employing an existing commercial business.  If the proposed SRDP 
advisory service is to be a straightforward extension of such support, we 
welcome it.  But it looks as though what is proposed is far more than that, and 
is likely to grow arms & legs and compete in the open market of advice 
services. 

Nearly all forestry work is undertaken on behalf of the woodland owner by a 
professional agent.  Confor appreciates that the opposite is true for most 
farmers - the type of project they are most likely to embark upon is something 
additional to their foremost activity of farming itself.  But they are already well 
and freely served by established advisory services like SAC (now SRUC), 
which in turn are mostly publicly funded.  So why create another publicly 
funded competitor? 

Conversely, were this new service to provide additional funding for FCS, who 
could then employ more woodland officers, who could then escape from their 
computers handling the endless SRDP admin process, and who could then 
have more time to facilitate approval of forestry projects – then that would be 
welcome!  Nirvana? 

Summary 

Having the right SRDP support measures in place, with up to date Standard 
Costs, and the appropriate grant intervention rates to determine the actual 
level of support, is obviously important.  Equally important is having a 
workable delivery system with straightforward cost effective ‘simple’ 
administration – for applicant and administrator alike.  But without a sufficient 
budget to allow the private sector to deliver, these are all meaningless.   

Confor appreciates the complexity of a long drawn out process such as this, 
and must therefore simply trust that Scottish Government will listen to the 
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arguments advanced by Confor and others in the forestry sector that the 
private sector can only deliver if it is adequately resourced. 

Sometimes forgotten is the fact that CAP Pillar 2 (SRDP) funding is the only 
financial support that private sector forestry receives in a landscape of 
subsidy for agriculture – with the exception of occasional limited State Aid for 
short-term specific issues.  With just a fraction of financial aid from the public 
purse compared to farming, and all that targeted at compensating for lost 
income for providing public benefits delivered by forestry, our sector 
contributes significantly more to the rural economy in terms of economic 
output and employment than upland stock rearing ever can.  An important 
piece of research demonstrating this will shortly be published by Confor. 

Sensationalist suggestions from the farming world that forestry causes rural 
depopulation are simply not true – very few whole farms are planted and 
those that are have been offered for sale because they are uneconomic and 
too far away from the local supermarket for today’s convenience world.  Most 
ex farm dwellings are re-occupied by others working in the local area, 
frequently with more in their back pockets to spend in the economy, and many 
of an age more likely to have children of school age.  The average wage of 
the person gaining a job in forestry is higher than that paid to the person 
working in agriculture. 

Confor has met with farming unions to discuss how planting targets can sit 
aside agriculture, and it is clear that such planting provides positive 
opportunities for farmers. Taking up under-utilised out-bye farmland presents 
a real opportunity for farmers to take advantage of a long-term economically 
attractive alternative land use for some of their holdings.  Confor hopes that 
faced with a diminishing agricultural support system, they will realise this and 
embrace the opportunities provided by a financially sustainable land use. 

Equally we hope members of RACCE will use their influence to urge Scottish 
Government to give forestry the increased budget that it deserves and needs, 
and with which it can then deliver so much to the advantage of Scotland. 

Written Submission from Scottish Land and Estates 

Introduction 

The land-based sector has known for many years that the move from the 
current historic to an area-based direct support regime has been approaching. 
It will represent a massive change to the delivery of support to agriculture and 
a change that could actually result in some industry re-structuring, but we 
know that we have to move to area payments so the priority should be 
managing the change as smoothly as possible. Caution is needed to ensure 
that any change is not so drastic that it actually damages the industry, but 
change we must and we should not attempt to use all policy levers to limit 
change. It will be important to take the long view and do what is best in the 
long-run rather than react to all calls for help.  

As an industry, we know that the new regime that has been developed in the 
EU will be more complex (despite the simplification agenda), but in this 
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context the Scottish Government must attempt to introduce the simplest 
system it can. There will always be a balancing act to perform because the 
simplest systems are also the most blunt policy tools, but Scottish Land & 
Estates believes that the Scottish Government should avoid over-complicating 
the support regime.  

On rural development support, the change to an area-based direct support 
regime will present challenges to many rural businesses and this provides an 
important context for thinking about the SRDP. Scottish Land & Estates 
believes that it is important to be pragmatic and cautious on the SRDP in the 
short- to medium-term. While we believe that the Scottish Government 
proposals are not very forward-looking, Scottish Land & Estates accepts that 
we should avoid changing everything at the same time. However, once the 
Scottish Government has a much clearer understanding of the impact of the 
changes in Pillar 1, it should revisit the SRDP budget and prioritisation in 
order to ensure maximum effectiveness of the funds available.  

Pillar 1 - Direct support 

Active farming 

Scottish Land & Estates fully supports efforts to ensure that support payments 
only go to active farmers.  

Transition 

Scottish Land & Estates supports the standard internal convergence to 
achieve a flat rate by 2019. 

Payment regions 

At present, Scottish Land & Estates supports the move to a two region land 
type payment region model, but acknowledges the potential difficulties given 
the range of land potentially included in the RGR region and is keen that the 
extent of these potential problems are fully explored by Scottish Government 
prior to the final decisions being made. 

Coupling 

Scottish Land & Estates supports the proposal to devote 8% of the national 
ceiling to coupled support, but has yet to determine its position on 13% should 
this become available.  

Greening 

In general, Scottish Land & Estates has long held to the view that public 
goods are best delivered through Pillar 2 where targeted schemes can be 
designed to deliver targeted outcomes. The decision to attempt to deliver 
enhanced greening through Pillar 1 has resulted in generic measures that are 
unlikely to deliver much environmental benefit in Scotland; a situation which is 
highly regrettable because it could bring direct support further into question in 
the medium term.  
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However, now that we have to implement greening, Scottish Land & Estates 
takes the view that it should be implemented in the most pragmatic way 
possible. As such, Scottish Land & Estates: 

 Supports the use of the standard greening measures 
 Supports the ability to implement the EFA requirements at a regional 

level 
 Supports the ability to implement the EFA requirements collectively 
 Supports the use of weighting factors with regard to the EFA 
 While there could potentially be increased flexibility in the use of 

equivalence measures, Scottish Land & Estates does not support the 
use of this mechanism in the short-term. Equivalence would involve the 
establishment of a certification scheme which would therefore be time-
consuming and there is potentially a greater audit burden. Farmers 
need clear guidance as early as possible to be able to plan their 
operations. 

It will also be important to iron out the complexities associated with 
undertaking greening in Pillar 1 and agri-environment in Pillar 2. It would be 
extremely unfortunate if greening had the consequence of making agri-
environment options unattractive. 

Pillar 2 - SRDP 

Overall response to the government proposals 

Scottish Land & Estates wants to see the SRDP support rural development in 
the widest sense so that rural areas can be supported to become dynamic 
and prosperous places with growing and vibrant rural populations, buoyant 
local economies and a high quality environment. From this perspective the 
proposals for the next SRDP are disappointing because the impression from 
the headline illustrative budget is that it effectively supports the status quo 
rather than providing the platform for proper forward-looking rural 
development.  

However, Scottish Land & Estates acknowledges the changes that are about 
to take place with regard to direct payments and so accepts the need to 
maintain an element of stability in the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme in 
the medium term. Scottish Land & Estates believes that it would not be wise 
to change LFASS at the same time as direct payments because of the 
potential impact on our farming businesses. 

Consequently, Scottish Land & Estates adopts a pragmatic stance and 
accepts that the Scottish Government should follow the course it is proposing 
at present, but review the budgets, especially LFASS, in the light of the impact 
of the changes in Pillar 1, at the earliest opportunity. LFASS is an extremely 
blunt tool for supporting rural development. 

It is therefore important that the Scottish Government allows itself sufficient 
flexibility to move money between budgets in the programme without the need 
to submit formal programme modifications to the European Commission. 
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Such processes take time and potentially limit the Scottish Government’s 
flexibility in how the programme is managed. 

It is also critically important that we develop a much better evidence base 
about our rural areas and how they are changing in order to develop a more 
targeted rural development policy and programme.   

Budget 

Scottish Land & Estates supported the Scottish Government in its proposal to 
transfer 9.5% of the pillar 1 national ceiling to the SRDP. We did so because 
while many of our members would have liked the full 15% transfer, it would 
have also compounded the impact of the changes in the direct support regime 
that will be felt by farmers. Scottish Land & Estates took the view that the 
current uncertainties surrounding direct support and the move to area 
payments warranted a degree of caution in transferring funds because we do 
not have a very clear picture of the precise consequences in terms of changes 
to support levels in different places and for different types of businesses. We 
did note, however, that the Scottish Government will have the ability to re-visit 
this decision in 2017, which could represent a useful opportunity to amend the 
Pillar 2 budget if necessary once the Scottish Government has a much better 
understanding of the implications of the move to area payments for the 
farming industry (taking into account the future changes involved in changing 
LFASS into ANC support).  

80% of the budget is devoted to LFASS, agri-environment measures and 
forestry. This prioritisation is understandable. Scotland needs to do more to 
protect and enhance biodiversity and has set woodland creation targets that 
need support to be reached. Our more remote rural communities, within which 
farming plays a key role, are also fragile and need support. However, Scottish 
Land & Estates is somewhat disappointed at what appears to be a lack of 
vision for the next SRDP. Scottish Land & Estates wants to see the SRDP 
support rural development in the widest sense so that rural areas can be 
supported to become dynamic and prosperous places that contribute to the 
economy, but the impression from the headline illustrative budget is that the 
next SRDP effectively supports the status quo rather than providing the 
platform for proper forward-looking rural development. 

While it is important to continue to support LFASS (in order to maintain 
stability during the period of change in Pillar 1), a small amount of change to 
the LFASS budget in the short-term would free up funds that could have a 
significant impact in other parts of the programme, especially small rural 
businesses.  

Scottish Land & Estates believes that simply maintaining a flat forestry budget 
is a potentially a missed opportunity. Recent figures suggest that the 
suggested budget of £36m/yr for forestry is not sufficient to deliver against the 
Scottish Government’s own targets. 

It is very disappointing that the Scottish Government is choosing to stop 
funding access options. 
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Processes 

The proposed changes to the structure of the application process are 
welcome. Scottish Government appears to have listened to feedback on the 
current programme and is attempting to find ways of improving the process.  

Customer support and advice 

Scottish Land & Estates supports the Scottish Government’s intention of 
improving the customer support with greater contact and possible site visits 
prior to application. 

Scottish Land & Estates supports the Scottish Government’s intention to 
utilise European funding to bolster our advisory support to land managers, but 
the detail of how the proposed Scottish Agricultural and Rural Advisory 
Service will be established and run remains unclear. Scottish Land & Estates 
believes that it is important that the new advice hub is introduced in a way that 
complements the existing advisory provision. 

Written submission from Scottish Environment LINK Agriculture 
Taskforce and Woodland Forum 

 
[This is SE LINK’s response to the Scottish Government’s consultation on the 
Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP) 2014 – 2020, Stage 2: Final 
Proposals] 

Summary 

LINK welcomes the consultation and a good number of the elements of the 
proposed SRDP. We recognise the efforts to improve upon the current 
scheme. We welcome efforts to develop targeting of the Agri-Environment-
Climate (AEC) scheme and the Forestry Grants Scheme to support species 
and habitats. We also support the Cooperation Fund and the new Advisory 
Scheme structure. However, there are a number of areas of concern: 

 We do not believe the overall budget is sufficient. The largest share is 
given to LFASS which does not produce value for money as it provides 
very little environmental benefit. 

 Proposals contain too few details in a number of places and therefore 
confidently supporting these measures is not possible. This is 
particularly the case with the AEC scheme and the assessment 
process.  

 We see the potential of the Agri-Environment-Climate scheme but 
believe a minimum of £60m per year is needed to adequately realise all 
its objectives. Underfunding is also an issue, in our opinion, for the 
Cooperation Fund, the Advisory Scheme and the new Agroforestry and 
Tree Health grant options.   

 The Forestry Grant Scheme must improve the biodiversity value of 
existing woodlands and ensure woodland creation enhances the 
environment. New woodland planting must follow the principle of “the 
right tree in the right place” and remains important to ensure that 
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valuable non-woodland habitats are not damaged. The UK Forestry 
Standard for woodland creation on agricultural land must be applied. 

 The proposals for Monitoring and Evaluation fall well below what is 
needed to demonstrate whether the £1.3bn being spent is good value 
for money, having the intended impact, and informing the development 
of future schemes 

Introduction 

Scottish Environment LINK is the forum for Scotland's voluntary environment 
community, with over 30 member bodies representing a broad spectrum of 
environmental interests with the common goal of contributing to a more 
environmentally sustainable society. 

Its member bodies represent a wide community of environmental interest, 
sharing the common goal of contributing to a more sustainable society. LINK 
provides a forum for these organizations, enabling informed debate, assisting 
co-operation within the voluntary sector, and acting as a strong voice for this 
community in communications with decision-makers in Government and its 
agencies, Parliaments, the civic sector, the media and with the public. 

Acting at local, national and international levels, LINK aims to ensure that the 
environmental community participates in the development of policy and 
legislation affecting Scotland.  

LINK works mainly through Taskforces – groups of members working together 
on topics of mutual interest, exploring the issues and developing advocacy to 
promote sustainable development, respecting environmental limits. 

LINK members welcome the opportunity to comment on this Stage 2 
consultation on the next Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP). 
This response has been prepared by LINK’s Woodland Forum and 
Agriculture Task Force. This is a paper version of the response submitted 
online with additional explanation behind our answers. 

Response to specific questions 

SECTION 4 – BUDGET FOR SRDP 2014 - 2020 

Question 1 
How would you rate your satisfaction with the budget as a whole?  
 Very satisfied 

 Quite satisfied 
 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
X Very dissatisfied 

 
LINK is very dissatisfied with the SRDP budget. We called for Government to 
use the flexibility mechanism under CAP rules to transfer the full 15% of funds 
from Pillar 1 to Pillar 26 . The decision to transfer only 9.5% results in the 

                                            
6 http://www.scotlink.org/files/policy/Correspondence/LINKCAPLetCabSecDec2013.pdf. 
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SRDP budget being approximately £220m lower than what it could have 
been.  

There is no clear budget line for Heritage in the proposals, and considering 
£9m+ was spent on this in last programme, we are concerned that Scotland’s 
heritage will suffer. Similarly, we regret the absence of budget and proposals 
to enhance public access to agricultural land. This is a serious deficiency in 
the programme which will affect many lowland areas where intensively 
cropped land is adjacent or near to the places where people live and work. 

We believe that the budget for the Agri-Environment- Climate (AEC) scheme 
is not large to meet all its objectives and Government obligations.  We 
recommend that £60m/yr is required for AEC. 

Funding on the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS) is too 
high(35%).  In answer to question 3 (below) we outline the rationale for this.  

SECTION 5 – RURAL REGIONAL DELIVERY PARTNERSHIP FOR LAND 
BAED INVESTMENTS 

Question 2 
Are you broadly satisfied with the new application and assessment process 
for land 
based investments outlined in section 5? 
 Very satisfied 

 Quite satisfied 
 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
X Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 

The SRDP assessment process must be designed to select and accept 
applications which aim to provide the greatest environmental benefit. The 
process must include agreed selection criteria, agreed prioritisation at a 
regional level, and a transparent scoring system. Application and 
assessment process must relate to the quality of agreements being 
approved rather than the ease of access.  

LINK is concerned that the applications are assessed by the most qualified 
staff. For example, we would like to see heritage specialists from Local 
Authorities included in this process.  

We are concerned with the proposals for application limits, i.e. a single 
application per applicant for each scheme per year. This will be overly 
restrictive to land managers who have more than one significant holding but 
one farm code. Land managers with large areas of land outside designated 
sites and with more than one holding will, for example, only be allowed to 
apply for once per year to the Agri-Environment-Climate scheme even if they 
have the capacity to submit a number of high quality applications.  We believe 
that targeting and improved scoring of applications should ensure that the 
best applications are approved, irrespective of who makes those applications. 
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The application and assessment process shouldn’t be about spreading the 
money across the farming community but about delivering the best outcomes. 

SECTION 6 – FUTURE SUPPORT FOR LESS FAVOURED AREAS 
(LFASS) 

Question 3 
Should support for farmers operating in constrained areas be continued 
through the SRDP?  

 Yes 
 No 
X Other 

 
LINK is broadly supportive of the rationale behind support for farmers in 
constrained areas, but has deep concerns  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 design of the LFASS 
successor presents the opportunity to ensure that it is more fit for purpose 
through targeting, and offering support to areas and farmers with most need 
whilst delivering demonstrable environmental benefits. 

SECTION 7 – NEW ENTRANTS SCHEME 

Question 4 
How would you rate your satisfaction with the proposals for the New Entrants 
Scheme?  
 Very satisfied 

 Quite satisfied 
X Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
LINK recommends that the New Entrants Scheme ensures that beneficiaries 
are guided towards environmentally sustainable businesses.  

SECTION 8 – CROFTING & SMALL FARM SUPPORT SCHEME 

Question 5 
Should a scheme be expanded to provide capital support to small farms 
opinion. 
X Yes 
 No 
 No opinion 

 
Question 6 
Is a 3 to 50 hectare range appropriate for defining a small land holding?  
 

 Yes 
X No 
 No opinion 
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We question this range because of evidence from the Soil Association 
Scotland (a LINK member) who believes a limit of 2 to 50 ha would be a more 
appropriate range to define small land holdings. A number of their producer 
and grower licensees are between 2 and 3 ha in size, and would benefit from 
having access to the Crofting and Small Farm Support Scheme. 

Question 7 
Do you agree with the proposal for grants of £500 to be available to assist the 
establishment of Grazings Committees?  
X Yes 
 No 
 No opinion 

 
Question 8 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for the Crofters 
and 
Smallholders Scheme?  
 Very satisfied 

 Quite satisfied 
X Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

SECTION 9 – AGRI-ENVIRONMENT-CLIMATE SCHEME 

Question 9 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposal for the Agri-
Environment-Climate Scheme?  
 Very satisfied 

 Quite satisfied 
 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
X Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
LINK finds the proposals short on detail for the AEC scheme and therefore 
difficult to analyse and be confident of the likely outcomes of the scheme. 
Option design, targeting, option prioritisation, and scoring and assessment of 
applications all need more information. 

As already stated in answer to Question 1, we believe the budget for the AEC 
scheme is too small especially with the scope of the scheme being broadened 
in the new SRDP to meet the objectives for climate change, water quality and 
flooding. We believe that a minimum of £60m per year is needed to 
adequately meet the objectives and aims of this scheme. 

We welcome the greater focus on targeting scheme options. We believe, if 
well designed, it will result in money being spent where it is needed. 
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SECTION 10 – FORESTRY GRANT SCHEME 

Question 10 
It is proposed to support forestry under six main areas as outlined below. 
Please identify whether you agree with these broad areas.  
 Yes, should 

be included 
No, should not 

be included 
No opinion 

Woodland Creation X   
Agroforestry X   
Tree Health X   
Woodland Improvement Grant X   
Process and marketing X   
Sustainable Management of Forests X   

 
On the issue of both the new Agroforestry and Tree Health options, they are 
very much welcomed, but there is a concern that new options have been 
introduced within a zero-sum budget without any additional funding, which 
means that any grants made for either of these worthwhile objectives will be 
reducing the amount available for the creation or maintenance of new 
woodlands. 

Question 11 
We propose nine woodland creation options with support through standard 
costs. 
Should these be included?  
 Yes, should 

be included 
No, should not 

be included 
No opinion 

Conifer  X  
Diverse Conifer X   
Broadleaves X   
Native Scots pine X   
Native Broadleaved - W4 - - - 
Native Broadleaved - Other X   
Native low density X   
Small or Farm wood X   
Northern and Western Isles X   

 
In all woodland creation – including productive forestry - the principle of both 
species and genetic diversity should be upheld, not just to assist natural 
biodiversity, but also to build better resilience from the risks of tree disease. 
Therefore we are recommending that diverse conifer should be promoted over 
monoculture conifer at all times. 

We warmly welcome the new “Native low density” option as contributing to the 
creation of valuable habitats such as montane scrub. 

Although we do support the “Small or Farm wood” option we do highlight the 
absence of a compliance standard, such as the UK Forestry Standard for new 
woodland on agricultural land. 
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Question 12 
Are there any other woodland types that should be supported? If yes, please 
specify 
X Yes 
 No 

 
We do question why the NVC W4 (Downy Birch and Purple Moor Grass) 
habitat has been highlighted for its own category of support. Planting “on 
upland shallow peaty soils” like this could mean that valuable peatland 
habitats might be inappropriately planted rather than restored. An alternative 
option might be to create grant options for each of the UKBAP native 
woodland priority habitats; Upland Oakwood; Lowland Beech and Yew 
Woodland; Upland Mixed Ashwoods; Wet Woodland; Lowland Mixed 
Deciduous Woodland; and Upland Birchwoods. Equally, a single option for all 
‘Native Broadleaves’ would ensure that all NVC types and UKBAP habitats 
are covered, and that species such as Aspen are not left out either. 

Question 13 
Should the Central Scotland Green Network be allowed an “Additional Cost 
Contribution? If No, please briefly explain your reasons 
X Yes 
 No 

 
Although such “special treatment” might be open to question, we do 
appreciate that the previous CSMW model measures to promote planting 
within the CSGN area have resulted in a marked improvement in creation 
rates across Central Scotland. 

However, future iterations of the SRDP may wish to consider a similar 
“additional cost” scheme for any WIAT eligible application. Considerations of 
population size, complexity and higher costs are not unique to the CSGN 
area, and extending these payments across all WIAT eligible woodlands 
would cover a significant part of the CSGN area anyway, as well as including 
other areas with multiple-use demands. 

Question 14 
What is your preferred option for Income Foregone in SRDP 2014 - 2020?  
 Option 1 Minimal change to design structure available in 2007-2013 

SRDP 
X Option 2 IF payments removed 
 Option 3 IF payments to remain with calculation to exclude DP 

payments 
 
Please explain your choice: 

We held many concerns over the way in which the Farmland Premium system 
operated and given that Option 2 (Removing IF payments and enhancing the 
maintenance rate) not only simplifies the payment period and reduces overall 
complexity, but also may result in potentially higher initial planting payments, 
we are happy for this to be considered, provided that the ecological value of 
any newly created woodland is assessed as worthwhile. 
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Question 15 
Do you agree with the range of “other support‟ for woodland creation? 
 Yes, should 

be included 
No, should 

not be 
included 

No 
opinion 

Tree shelters and fencing X   
Improved stock for Sitka Spruce  X  
Bracken contribution X   
Community woodland X   

 
Although deer fencing is not universally approved of, it could play a valuable 
role in assisting with the practicalities of restructuring and diversifying Sitka 
forests, and thus improving the resilience of Scotland’s major forest type from 
disease. Since Sitka is both productive and does not need protection from 
deer, landowners have no incentive to consider alternative tree species when 
they come to restock. Allowing fencing at a standard cost would open up a 
variety of different species to landowners  by protecting their land from 
grazing. 

We do not believe that the improved stock for Sitka Spruce option is one 
which has been greatly taken up, and as it does not contribute to a wider 
genetic diversity within coniferous woodland, it should no longer be offered. 

There are many other “stand alone standard costs” which might be 
considered too, such as biodiversity restoration. 

Question 16 
Should agroforestry be funded through the SRDP 2014 - 2020?  
X Yes 
 No 
 No opinion 

 
Again, it is disappointing that no new money accompanies this new grant 
system, and the costs will mean a reduction in the budget for new woodland 
creation and maintenance, but we do welcome the new option. 

Question 17 
Should Tree Health be funded through the SRDP 2014 - 2020?  
X Yes 
 No 
 No opinion 

 
We warmly welcome the restocking grants, but continue to have concerns 
about some of the control measures which may be funded through these 
grants and would appreciate more detail and discussion of these through the 
Scottish Tree Health Advisory Group (STHAG). Again, the issue of this being 
a new grant scheme, but there being no additional funding, means that these 
grants will reduce the ability to maintain and create existing and new 
woodland areas. 
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Question 18 
Do you agree with the range of Woodland Improvement Grants? 
 Yes No No opinion 
Long term forest planning – new X   
Long term forest planning – renewal X   
Reducing Deer impact X   
Woodland Habitats and Species X   
Restructuring Regeneration X   
Non-Woodland Habitats and Species X   
Natural regeneration X   
Woodlands In and Around Towns X   

 
We agree that all of these grant options are valuable contributions to the 
improvement of woodland. We particularly support the focussed support on 
priority habitats and species and natural regeneration; and not that the 
“restructuring regeneration” option could do much to promote biodiversity 
since forest structure is one of the key factors in the ecological value of a 
woodland. 

Also, although not specifically mentioned, we trust that “Woodland Habitats 
and Species” will be able to support the key UKBAP priorities of “Traditional 
Orchards” as well as “Wood Pasture and Parklands. 

For “Reducing Deer impact” an up-to-date Deer Management Plan, either 
standing alone, or as part of the agreed Forest Plan, should be compulsory for 
access to these grants. 

We welcome the delivery of WIAT support through this new method after the 
discontinuation of the Forestry Challenge Funds. 

A new option for managing and replacing individual trees, tree groups and 
woodlands in cultural landscapes would also be welcome, we know that has 
been raised in the past, and may be included here under “Woodland Habitats 
and Species” but it would be of value in supporting and protecting the veteran 
and other special trees that are often of significant biodiversity as well as 
cultural interest. 

Question 19 
Should these following areas be supported through the SRDP? 
 Yes, 

should be 
included 

No, should 
not be 

included 

No opinion 

Small scale premium processing sector X   
Equipment to increase harvesting in 
small undermanaged woods 

X   

Equipment to increase capacity for 
steep ground harvesting 

X   

 
This option could bring valuable support to small enterprises, in need of 
assistance to realise the potential of their woodlands. 



  RACCE/S4/14/6/1 

 30  

 

Question 20 
Do you agree with the range of Sustainable Management of Forest grants? 
 Yes No No opinion 
Native woodlands X   
Low Impact Silvicultural Systems 
(LISS) 

X   

Public access X   
Public access WIAT X   
Livestock removal X   
Woodland grazing  X   

 
We agree that these funds should support for the sustainable management of 
existing forests and woodlands of high environmental value. We endorse the 
need for an agreed Management or Forest Plan to access the support, since 
this should also take into consideration the historic landscape. 

Option 3 “Public Access” targets woods where there is “a high level of public 
access”. We would hope that this would translate to a high level of public 
usage too. 

Question 21 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposal for the Forestry 
Scheme? 
 Very satisfied 
X Quite satisfied 

 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
If you are dissatisfied please briefly outline your reasons:  
Scottish Environment LINK feel that there is much to be welcomed within this 
outline of the new SRDP, but there is still a great deal of detail to be worked 
out, and we look forward to working with the Scottish Government and 
Forestry Commission to ensure that the best outcomes are delivered for 
Scotland’s woods and forests from both a public and an environmental point 
of view. 

Key to the success of this new SRDP will how focused the support for priority 
species and habitats can be; and we particularly welcome the new options for 
low density woodland, reducing deer impact, and encouraging natural 
regeneration in native woods. 

Also, in all woodland creation – including productive forestry - the principle of 
both species and genetic diversity should be upheld, not just to assist natural 
biodiversity, but also to build better resilience from the risks of tree disease. 

Our main concerns could be summarised as follows: 

 It is regrettable that there is no new money for many of the new funding 
options (such as tree health and agro-forestry) and an already limited 
budget will be stretched further as a result. 
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 Some of the tree health measures funded may have wider wildlife and 
environmental implications (such as pathogen spraying) and will 
require more detailed explanation and discussion through STHAG. 

 It is unclear why the creation of new NVC W4 native woodlands has 
been singled out for specific support over all other key woodland 
habitats, perhaps a single “native broadleaved” option might better 
replace creation options 5 & 6 without prioritising or omitting any key 
species of habitat types. 

There are also some key issues which are not covered by these proposals, 
and which should be considered: 

 Rather than just a CSGN “additional cost” scheme, this option could be 
expanded to consider the additional expense to be considered in all 
WIAT eligible woodlands. 

 Since Sitka spruce is both productive and does not generally require 
protection from deer, landowners have no incentive to consider 
alternative tree species when they come to restock felled sitka. Offering 
deer fencing at a standard cost in these instances would open up a 
variety of different tree species options to landowners. 

 A new WIG option for managing and replacing individual trees, tree 
groups and woodlands in cultural landscapes would be of value in 
supporting and protecting the veteran and other special trees that are 
often of significant biodiversity as well as cultural interest. 

 There are many other “stand alone standard costs” which might be 
considered too, such as biodiversity restoration. 

SECTION 11 – SUPPORT FOR CO-OPERATIVE ACTION 
 
Question 22 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for co-
operation? 
 Very satisfied 
X Quite satisfied 

 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
We welcome the inclusion of support for cooperative action. We welcome this 
on the condition that the focus of this limited fund is on land-based projects 
and delivery of environmental outcomes, as opposed to projects aiming 
primarily for commercial benefit, such as collaborative marketing or food-
based projects. However, we are concerned that the budget might not be 
sufficient to cover the demand. 
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SECTION 12 – NON-AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS SUPPORT: SMALL 
RURAL BUSINESS SUPPORT 

Question 23 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for Small 
Business Support? 
 Very satisfied 
X Quite satisfied 

 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
We favour support to businesses which help to support and build on 
Scotland’s ‘green assets’ e.g. opportunities to support eco-tourism. We 
recommend that applications should be assessed to prioritise those which 
promote sustainable rural development. No funding should be given to 
business proposals that might be environmentally damaging.  

SECTION 13 – NON-AGRICULTURAL BUSINESS SUPPORT: FOOD & 
DRINK 

Question 24 
Do you agree with the proposal that we should continue to give significant 
support to the food and drink sector?  
X Yes 
 No 
 Other 

 
Yes, but this should support small sustainable businesses and enterprises 
supporting healthy eating. This scheme should have a bottom-up rural 
development approach to support. 

Question 25 
Selection criteria such as those listed above should apply to that support?  
 Yes No No opinion 
Contribution to the Scottish Government’s 
overall strategies for economic  
development and the rural economy 

- - - 

Making a contribution to national policies 
for food and drink 

- - - 

Assisting the Scottish Government with its 
wider social policies – such as supporting 
or encouraging healthier eating through the 
provision of greater and healthier food-
choices for consumers. 

X   

Supporting export targets for food and 
drink sectors. This could include providing 
increased funding to projects with a strong 
export focus/developing new markets 

 X  
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Question 26 
Steps should be taken to streamline processes for food companies including a 
one stop shop for public support?  
X Yes 
 No 
 Other 

 
Yes, but this should support small sustainable businesses and enterprises 
supporting healthy eating. We believe this scheme should encourage bottom-
up rural development.  

Question 27 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for Food and 
Drink support? 
 Very satisfied 

 Quite satisfied 
X Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
LINK recommends that future food and drink grants should not be subsumed 
into a purely business development landscape, and believe they should 
benefit other key policy areas including public health, the environment, 
communities and local enterprise. 

SECTION 14 – LEADER 
 
Question 28 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for LEADER? 
 Very satisfied 
X Quite satisfied 

 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
LINK members are satisfied with the proposals provided that the audit, 
compliance and payment issues which characterised the previous LEADER 
programme are fully resolved and there is consistency of resolution across all 
the LAGs. 

LINK welcomes the Principles set out in the proposals but we are concerned 
that there needs to be engagement of external agencies in producing Local 
Development Strategies. LINK strongly disagrees with the ‘sustainable 
economic growth’ focus. Rather we recommend a clear statement on 
LEADER supporting sustainable development. 
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SECTION 15 – KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER & INNOVATION FUND (KTIF) 

Question 29 
Do you agree with the range of options being included within KTIF scheme?  
 Yes No No 

opinion 
Skills development X   
Vocational training X   
Monitor farms X   
Setting up an EIP network   X 

 
Question 30 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for KTIF?  
 Very satisfied 
X Quite satisfied 

 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
We are in support of the KTIF being tied more closely to the support for co-
operative action, capital funding, the advisory service and the SRN, as this 
could generate multiple impacts from funded projects and make them more 
coherent and effective in their delivery. 

SECTION 16 - ADVISORY SERVICE 

Question 31 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for the 
Advisory Service?  
 Very satisfied 

 Quite satisfied 
X Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
LINK is mostly supportive of the Advisory Service proposals, however there 
remain too many unknowns.  We are concerned that the proposed 
structure may be stymied due to insufficient funds to realise all the 
existing and new elements that are planned in the new structure.  

We welcome increased support including specialist archaeology/historic 
environment advice. However, we believe proof in its effectiveness will be in 
the detail where environmental advice is fully integrated with agronomic & 
commercial advice. The focus of the scheme must be on sustainability and 
not economic growth per se. 

We are concerned about the omission of provision of technical advice and 
guidance for organic conversion and production. This is currently provided 
through SG's Veterinary and Advisory Services programme by SRUC, and 
independently (with no government funding) by organic certification bodies 
including Soil Association Scotland and SOPA. We would like to see 



  RACCE/S4/14/6/1 

 35  

 

dedicated provision retained and enhanced in the new Advisory Service, and 
include more support for market opportunity and business development 
advice. We would like to see this provided as an integral part of any advisory 
scheme for farmers in recognition of the soil and water quality, diffuse 
pollution control, biodiversity and climate change mitigation benefits of organic 
food and farming. 

SECTION 17 – SCOTTISH RURAL NETWORK 

Question 32 
Do you think the tasks set out above are the most appropriate ways for the 
SRN [Scottish Rural Network] to add value to the implementation of the 
SRDP?  
 Yes No No opinion 
SRN website X   
Gathering of good programme 
examples 

X   

Disseminating information to the public X   
Organisation of events X   

 
Are there other activities or services you would like to see the SRN provide?  

We welcome the proposed development of the SRN especially to improve the 
implementation of the SRDP and specifically the Agri-Environment-Climate 
scheme.  

Question 33 
Do you agree with the proposal to establish thematic working groups as an 
approach to supporting the Rural Development Programme priorities?  
X Yes 
 No 
 Other 

 
We welcome the thematic working group approach and recommend that it 
includes an Environment Theme as a place to discuss the Agri-Environment-
Climate scheme.  

Question 34 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for the Scottish 
National Rural Network?  
 Very satisfied 
X Quite satisfied 

 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
There is an acknowledged need for the Rural Network to engage more 
effectively across the full range of constituents (i.e. not just with community 
groups). Must represent environmental concerns and improve the 
implementation of the SRDP and specifically the Agri-Environment-Climate 
scheme. 
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SECTION 18 - COMMUNICATIONS 
 
Question 35 
How would you rate your broad satisfaction with the proposals for 
communicating the new Scotland Rural Development Programme?  
 Very satisfied 

 Quite satisfied 
X Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
 Quite dissatisfied 
 Very dissatisfied 

 
SECTION 19 – MONITORING & EVALUATION 
 
Question 36 
We would welcome feedback on the approach outlined in Table 9  
 
LINK is concerned that the Scottish Government must not simply aim to meet 
the indicators set by the EC. Instead, we recommend, monitoring and 
evaluation be put in place which also aims to show if the £1.3bn being spent 
is good value for money and having the intended impact. For example, it is 
essential there is proper biological monitoring. Furthermore, an M&E scheme 
should be designed to inform the development of future schemes. We do not 
believe that meeting the minimum set of indicators set by the EC will help do 
this.  

We find Table 9 to be vague and therefore difficult to draw strong conclusions. 
However, we welcome amending existing surveys (row 2) to make them 
better suited to help with SRDP evaluation. A huge amount depends upon 
which data sources or commissioned work are intended to be captured by row 
3. 

Question 37 
Are there any other data sources which could inform the impact of the 
programme?  

 Yes 
X No 

 
Question 38 
We would welcome feedback on the proposed approach to filling the gaps in 
the data required by the European Commission, outlined in Table 10  
 
No comment 

Question 39 
Are there any other gaps that you wish to make us aware of?  
X Yes 
 No 

 
LINK notes no mention of biodiversity indicators in Table 10. We believe that 
biodiversity indicators are an important indicator to measure SRDP impact but 
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the existing biodiversity indicators are not sufficient to do this. We therefore 
recommend that this gap is addressed in the next SRDP.     

Question 40 
Are there any other data sources which could help us fill the data gaps?  

X Yes 
 No 

 
A more detailed discussion of appropriate data needs to adequately evaluate 
biodiversity impact of the SRDP is needed with environmental NGOs including 
a discussion of available datasets.  

SECTION 20 – IMPACT ASSESSMENTS 

Question 41 
We would welcome comments on the BRIA [Business & Regulatory Impact 
Assessment]  
 
No comments 

Question 42 
We would welcome comments on the EQIA [Equalities Impact Assessment]  
 
No comments 

This response was compiled on behalf of LINK’s Agriculture Taskforce 
and Woodland Forum and is supported by the following LINK members:  
 

 Amphibian and Reptile Conservation 
 Archaeology Scotland 
 Badenoch and Strathspey Conservation Group 
 Bat Conservation Trust  
 Bumblebee Conservation Trust 
 Butterfly Conservation Scotland 
 Buglife – The Invertebrate Conservation Trust 
 Froglife 
 National Trust for Scotland 
 Plantlife Scotland 
 Ramblers Scotland 
 RSPB Scotland 
 Scottish Wildlife Trust 
 Soil Association Scotland 
 Woodland Trust Scotland 
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