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Cross Party Group in the Scottish Parliament on Rural Policy 

Tuesday 11th June 2019, 6:00-7:30pm  

Scottish Parliament, Committee Room 4 

‘Transition to the Future’ 

 Unapproved Minutes  
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Beatie Frank Scottish Enterprise 
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Brierton Jackie GrowBiz 

Burrell Clari SRUC 

Burgauer Amanda  Scottish Rural Action 

Carriere Romi University of Aberdeen 

Clancy Nina RSABI 

Davidson Neil RESAS, Scottish Government 

Dunlop Vicky  Scottish Government 

George Sheila WWF Scotland 

Glass Jayne SRUC 

Halhead Vanessa Scottish Rural Action 

Halliday Kathryn RESAS, Scottish Government 

Hastie Anne Tyne Esk LEADER 

Howat Richard Scottish Churches Housing Action 

Hume Jim National Rural Mental Health Forum 

Jones Sarah SRUC 

Ketteridge Anne-Michelle Forth Valley & Lomond Leader 

Kleinert Eva RESAS, Scottish Government (speaker) 

Kuch  Amelia Scottish Government 

Lamont Angela Tyne Esk LEADER 

Lacey Andrew SAC Consulting  

Lambert Imogen Scottish Government 

Macaskill Ann Marie Midlothian Council 

Macdonald Michelle 
 MacDonald Ian 
 Macdonald Gillian Scottish Government 

McCracken Davy SRUC 

McLaren Ross Scottish Churches Rural Group 
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Miller Nigel Inquiry on Food, Farming and Climate (speaker) 

Milne George National Sheep Association 

Murray Scott SRUC 

Nagy-Vizitiu Arina Woodland Trust 

Nicholson David 
 Packard Ann 
 Philip Lorna University of Aberdeen 

Piggot Rob PAS 

Powell Wayne Chief Executive, SRUC 

Řezníková Sylva Czech University of Life Sciences 

Ross Peter Dumfries and Galloway LEADER 

Scott Douglas Scottish Borders Council 

Simm Geoff University of Edinburgh 

Skerratt Sarah SRUC 

Slipper Clare NFUS 

Stoddart Yvonne Strive 

Stuart Ninian Centre for Stewardship 

Tollick David Angus LEADER 

Walls David Lothian Broadband Ltd 

Wood Lindsay A Heart for Duns 

 

Apologies 

Mark Aitken, Graeme Beale, Stuart Black, Andrew Brough, Nina Clancy, Neil Cummings, Karen 

Dobbie, John Farrington, David Gass, Shiela George, Daniel Gotts, Wayne Grills, David 

Henderson-Howat, Susan Hunter, Helen MacDonald, Ann MacSween, Shaun Marley, Anne 

McNeill, John Mitchell, Sarah-Anne Munoz, Martin Price, Rachel Tennant, Keith Robson, 

Douglas Shand, Susan Smith, Pip Tabor, Steven Thomson, Leanne Townsend, Roger Turner, 

David Whiteford.  

 
1. Welcome, introduction and apologies  

 
Emma Harper MSP (Chair and co-convener), welcomed everyone to the meeting. She noted 
the MSPs in the room, including John Scott MSP, Peter Chapman MSP, Colin Smyth MSP and 
Finlay Carson MSP. 
 
SRUC’s Rural Policy Centre (RPC) team (as Secretariat) has a note of all apologies received 
and these are listed in the meeting minutes. Those present were asked to sign the attendees 
list. 
 
Emma Harper MSP noted that the RPC team will take some photos and use them on Twitter 
(there were no objections to this). Others tweeting were encouraged to use #cpgrural. 
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2. Approval of the minutes of the previous meeting 
 
Unapproved minutes from the previous meeting in March are available online via the CPG’s 
web pages and these were circulated around all those on the mailing list. SRUC received no 
comments/corrections. Jim Hume approved the minutes as an accurate record of the meeting.  
 
 
3. Presentations, followed by discussion 
  

 Introduction 
 
Emma Harper MSP noted that, whilst we may not be where we thought we would be in terms of 
Brexit at the time of this meeting, it is important to look towards our future objectively and 
positively.  
 
The meeting had three themes: 

1. Exploring the work of a new independent inquiry which has recently been set up to 
examine food, farming and climate; 

2. Focusing on the LEADER approach with a view to informing what might come next in 
terms of rural community development approaches; and 

3. Picking up on the digital/technology theme which the CPG explored this time last 
year, looking at examples of the Internet of Things in rural places. 

 
 

 Nigel Miller: the newly set up independent inquiry on Food, Farming and Climate (slides 
available)  

 
Nigel’s presentation provided an introduction to the above independent inquiry, which was 
initiated by Pete Ritchie at Nourish Scotland. The inquiry is looking at the future of agriculture 
within a low carbon context. This topic is quite a polarised debate, and the panel’s membership 
has been put together to represent different positions, and includes academics and 
stakeholders. The terms of reference of the inquiry stipulate the need for a holistic approach to 
be taken. 
 
Nigel highlighted the recent study by Balmford and Garnsworthy on the effects of intensive 
agriculture on the environment. The study suggested that intensive agriculture over a smaller 
area may be the ‘least bad’ option in the long run for food security and environmental protection. 
He emphasised that key is being smart in the way we do things.   
 
Nigel also noted the study of Atlantic Forest in Brazil by ecologist Cristina Banks-Leite which 
proposed that a threshold of 30% forest cover was required for maintaining biodiversity - this 
study has informed Brazilian policy where there is now a low carbon beef brand. However, the 
current Brazilian government is less committed. 
 
The recent net-zero emissions target by 2045 set out by Scottish Government is ambitious and 
it is not just a farming story – it is a land use issue as well. Nigel showed some climate 
scenarios created by Rothamsted Research and the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology. He also 
noted that the Republic of Ireland is working to a forestry biomass target of 7000 hectares a 
year.  
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Nigel then provided information on how different fertiliser choices can reduce emissions 
sufficiently, noting that ‘protected ureas’ are better for reducing emissions than other types.  
 
The Inquiry also seeks to answer questions about what producers need. We need a ‘menu of 
strategies’ that farmers can adopt to reduce emissions and improve efficiency. There is a 
requirement for a market for these technologies as most of these measures cost money which 
puts pressures on the industry – meaning a lack of fair competition.  
 
 
The next set of presenters focussed on the LEADER programme:  

 Eva Kleinert (Scottish Government): Recent process evaluation of the LEADER 
Programme in Scotland 

 
Eva introduced recent research on LEADER1, carried out by Scottish Government, which was 
published November 2018. The research provides a ‘snapshot analysis’ of what the current 
LEADER programme (2014-2020) has delivered already and some reflections on what can be 
learned from the programme.  
 
Data was collected from the Scottish Government LARCS database, and from focus groups 
conducted in Dumfries and Galloway, Highland, Perth and Kinross and the Outer Hebrides. The 
report considers the social, economic, cultural and environmental impacts of LEADER, and the 
challenges.  
 
The research was carried out when only approximately 40% of the current LEADER budget had 
been allocated, with £30 million already committed to projects. A lot of projects had not been 
completed. It was found that Local Actions Groups (LAGs) had committed more of their overall 
budget if they were supporting more community projects, as opposed to diversification projects.  
 
Eva continued on to describe the focus group process, during which she asked questions 
focused on the kinds of economic impacts the LEADER projects had created and whether jobs 
were created and/or protected. Evidence of job creation/protection on a wider scale was 
anecdotal. For example, one respondent commented that because one job was maintained a 
family got to stay, and that job creation contributed to the attractiveness of the area.  
 
Another example of positive experience with LEADER is the widening of skillsets, particularly of 
young people who participated in LEADER. She explained how respondents felt that one job 
created in a rural area counts for more than one than in an urban area – this highlighted the 
multiplier effects of LEADER. 
 
Eva then described examples of the impacts from LEADER found in the research: 

 Social impacts e.g. LEADER has helped to protect shinty clubs and extend rural networks.  

 Cultural impacts e.g. LEADER has helped to preserve the Gaelic language through inter-
generational projects, including in the Western Isles. 

 Environmental e.g. not many people described the environmental impacts of LEADER, but 
there were some examples of good practice. 

 
Some of the challenges described in the research related to how claims were processed and 
how difficult the LEADER process is. People want to keep the ‘bottom up’ approach, however 

                                                           
1 See https://www.gov.scot/publications/process-evaluation-leader-2014-2020/  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/process-evaluation-leader-2014-2020/
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they often do not know which regulations come from the EU, Scottish Government and/or the 
LAG. 
  
Recommendations from the research included: ensuring a standard of service for all LEADER 
applicants; making the application process simpler; ensuirng more continuity in funding periods; 
and supporting small organisations to apply (this last point was important because there was 
evidence of those who ‘know the system’ receiving more funding as they are familiar with the 
process).  
 

 Jane Atterton (SRUC):  Current research project on LEADER commissioned by Scottish 
Government  

 
Jane introduced the project, which will be completed this Autumn. 
 
The aim of the project is to provide an understanding the evolution of the LEADER approach 
and its impact in rural/coastal Scotland since the 1990s and identifying options for the future 
post-Brexit. Within these there are a set of objectives which include: understanding the legacy of 
LEADER; the role of LAGs and FLAGs in changing the policy/delivery landscape; and 
understanding success factors of the LEADER approach.  
 
Jane went on to present the project methodology, which is a four-part approach: 

1) An in-depth international evidence review, which will follow five key themes, including 
include the history of LEADER, evidence of impacts, success factors and LEADER 
‘lookalikes’ from other countries;  

2) Approximately 20 stakeholder interviews, which will include LAG members, LEADER 
staff, and others with experience with LEADER (e.g. who have undertaken previous 
evaluations). Members of the team will also be running a short workshop at a LEADER 
staff group meeting in June. 

3) Analysis of current projects from the LARCS database, as well as trying to look back to 
past ones by contacting LAGs to ask for information on past projects.  

4) Ten case study projects, which will allow the team to ‘dig a little deeper’ into the impacts 
(including over the long-term) of LEADER projects.  
 

 Angela Lamont (Tyne Esk LEADER): Reflections on LEADER from the point of view of a 
LEADER LAG 

 
Tyne Esk LEADER is focused on rural Midlothian and East Lothian. Angela provided a personal 
overview of her experiences as a practitioner working with LEADER (and noted that her views 
did not necessarily represent those of others in the area). 
 
Angela showed a map of projects funded by Tyne Esk LEADER. The LAG has £2.62 million to 
award in the current funding programme. This equates to approximately £18.60 per head of 
population in East Lothian and £13 in Midlothian. They have generated £3.84 million of match 
funding. By the end of the programme it is estimated that 46 jobs will have been created (20 
have been created so far) and nine historic buildings have been protected.   
 
Angela played a video of Tyne Esk LEADER2, which highlighted some of the completed 
projects.  
 

                                                           
2 View the video on the Tyne Esk LEADER home page: https://www.tyneesk.co.uk/ 

https://www.tyneesk.co.uk/
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She went on to describe some of the positive aspects of LEADER, including the approach itself, 
which is a ‘true reflection’  of community-led local development. She also praised how the Local 
Development Strategy (LDS) profiles the area and identifies local needs. Projects are assessed 
on eligibility, and the decisions made by LAG members who are ‘steeped in knowledge’ of the 
local area. It is a rigorous system, which is fitting for spending public money. Angela gave the 
example that if a project is repurposing a building, it must remain in the applicants’ hands for at 
least five years. 
 
She acknowledged that some people think that the process of claiming money back after initial 
investment is onerous (LEADER is a retrospective funding mechanism) and that some regard 
the application process as challenging.  
 
Angela noted that the UK Shared Propensity Fund has been mooted as a replacement for 
LEADER after Brexit, but little information is available on how this will work in practice. She is 
concerned that this would make it much harder for smaller groups to apply, due to the need for 
cash flow in the retrospective funding model.  
 
For the third theme of the evening: 

 Prof. Davy McCracken (SRUC), presenting on behalf of Rachael Wakefield (CENSIS 
Innovation Centre for Sensors, Imaging and IoT): Rural examples of the ‘Internet of 
Things’ and a series of workshops that CENSIS are running to stimulate new ideas (Rachel 
was unfortunately unable to attend the CPG). 
  

Davy was standing in for Rachel and he began the presentation by explaining that Rachel 
wanted to give an example of number of case studies of the “art of the possible” when it comes 
to the Internet of things (IoT) in rural Scotland. The case studies included: 
 

 A plastic sensor on a bridge at SRUC’s Kirkton and Auchtertyre Farm that can measure 
water depth every 10 seconds and transmit the results within a 15km radius via a low 
frequency radio network. This is a very low cost means of getting large quantitites of 
information ‘back to base’.  

 Replicade is a company near Stirling that is working to deliver tracking tools, such as to 
identify the number of people walking past a certain location (e.g. on a major walking route).  
The sensor can take an image to identify both the number of people and whether that 
person is a walker, horse rider or cyclist.  

 An island based business is wanting to show how IoT can work in the aquatic environment. 
Sensors can be used to monitor engine/fuel/locations of boats as they come near to land.  

 Highland Council project – retrospective fitting of sensors for water temperature (for health 
and safety/disease prevention) at various locations that would otherwise be tested manually 
by a Council employee requiring considerable time commitment. The sensors can live 
stream water temperature readings every 15 minutes.  

 
Davy concluded by noting that the IoT has been around for a while, and the Scottish 
Government has a policy commitment to role out the IoT around the country. There will be a 
number of workshops around Scotland, targeted towards both public and private organisations, 
to demonstrate and discuss what IoT can do and how it can work in practice.   
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Questions and Discussion 
 

 Ann Packard directed her question to Nigel Miller and asked who set up the independent 
Inquiry, how it was different to the RSA Food, Farming and Countryside Commission, and 
how it was funded.  

o Nigel Miller explained that the Inquiry was set up with Nourish Scotland and NFUS, 
and involves a broad spectrum of interests. The Steering Group is drawn from 
academia including (climate change, environmental and economic and social 
scientists) and wider professional practice. SEFARI is sponsoring one panel 
member. The Inquiry’s report is due in September 2020, after a period of evidence 
taking and focus groups. There will be a dedicated website which will provide 
updates on progress and keep Scottish Government informed. The funding is coming 
from charitable sources and NFUS.  

 Peter Chapman MSP commented that the emissions target has changed dramatically over 
last few weeks, from 90% by 2050, to 100% by 2045. How possible is it for agriculture to 
meet targets?  

o Nigel Miller agreed that it is undoubtedly challenging, but it would be wrong at this 
early stage to pre-empt what the Inquiry will say. There is a requirement for farmers 
to break through silos. If land mangers/farmers are to make any real change they 
need to open doors for all activity on farms to reduce their carbon footprint. The 
Rothamsted Research models consider maintaining food production at optimum 
levels. None of the models are providing a carbon neutral industry – they are about 
improving emissions.  

 John Scott MSP asked how the IoT relates to climiate change mitigation.  
o Davy McCracken explained that one of the main benefits is that the sensors run on 

their own power which lasts a while, and they can be located in any part of rural 
environment, as long as a rural radio network is established. One example is the 
Scottish Government Peatland Restoration target. In order to know if it is functioning 
in practice, sensors can measure the moisture of the restored peatland, so it is 
possible to see if the peat is wetting up as a restored peatland should.  

o Nigel Miller mentioned the need/desire for all aspects of farming to be brought into 
the calculation. Having a wide variety of sensors which can be placed around the 
farm to give data to either prove or disprove what you are trying to achieve in terms 
of carbon sequestration. Davy explained that one of the benefits of the technology is 
that the gateway that carries the data is open. The data is coded but the networks 
can be used openly, so when people want to set up new sensors the network will 
already be there. We will probably need 1000s of networks across rural Scotland. 
They currently cost £800-1000 to install but will get cheaper as technology improves. 
There are also veterinary applications for tracking livestock, e.g. whether they are 
walking with a limp, where they go regularly and the temperature of the animal.    

 David Walls (Lothian Broadband) had questions relating to the IoT. The first was the 
impact on infrastructure - will the amount of data generated impact on the ability of the 
infrastructure to transmit the information? Secondly, he asked whether we have the tools to 
do something meaningful with the data? 

o Davy McCracken explained that the transmissions are low frequency and do not 
actually sit in the gateway. It is estimated that they can deal with thousands of pieces 
of information at once. It is unlikely that sensors will be set up to transmit information 
at the same frequency (i.e. seconds or minutes) so they are unlikely to be 
overloaded. In terms of data, we are not programmed to interpret data well and it is 
always important to be sure from the outset what questions you are seeking to 
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answer.  We need algorithms designed to pull out from the data what it is you want to 
see. We have to translate data onto what you see on the dashboard.  

 George Milne (National Sheep Association) had concerns about combating climate 
change, particularly the headlines related to planting more trees and eating less meat. He 
suggested the need for more sensible thought - if we move too quickly and lose lots of 
agricultural land to trees there may be negative effects – instead, there are ways to make 
farming more efficient while still delivering on climate change. Scotland has large open hill 
extensive areas and the benefits of rough extensive grazing could be considered more.  

o Nigel Miller acknowledged the issues related to tree planting and noted that 
progress has not been made with agroforestry. He also noted that large blocks of 
new conifer plantations, while good for value for money, are not ‘smart replanting’. 
There will be barriers and different ways of dealing with carbon sequestration, and 
there are high tech solutions that are being developed.  

 George Milne also noted that his experience of LEADER had been ‘painful’, with small 
businesses finding it difficult to get into. The process can be costly and time consuming - if 
you cannot spend money on applying, you cannot get going. He felt that small businesses 
are missing out on LEADER funding.   

o Emma Harper MSP noted that she had recently visited LEADER staff in Paisley, 
where the bureaucracy and funding issues are being talked about on the financing 
committee.  

o Eva Kleinert acknowledged that ‘onerous’ was a frequently used term in the focus 
groups in her research. She shared two contrasting quotes from participants that 
highlight two different experiences. The first was “We have been waiting for 6 
months. The claims form reminds me of the children’s computer games. You go level 
after level and just when you think you have reached the end you are suddenly 
greeted with a big monster you have to defeat.” The second suggested that it was a 
good thing that you “had to develop a new start three year business plan, it was a 
good process as you felt you were in a better place”. Small organisations that did not 
have a business plan set up tended to struggle – they had to employ someone to fill 
in the form. Informal networks helped smaller organisations to get into LEADER.  

o Gillian Macdonald (Scottish Government) commented that there could be a 
system where you have a differentiation in the form design depending on the size of 
the grant. She also noted that groups have to be accountable for public money so a 
rigorous application process is needed. There is some money to support form 
completion.  

o George Milne noted the variation in experience between areas and the need to look 
at phased payments in the future.  

o Gillian Macdonald responded by stating that payments can be staged, and if they 
are not available in an area it might have stopped locally, but that has not been a 
decision made by Scottish Government, which again shows the different levels of 
management and different regulations that can be set locally.  

 Finlay Carson MSP, who sits on the Scottish Parliament’s Climate Change Committee, 
noted that Scotland contributes only 0.1% of GHGs at a global scale. He asked Nigel Miller 
how the Inquiry would look at potential displacement of the market and the impacts on 
imports and exports (he noted that we are currently 75% self-sufficient in beef but we are 
uncertain about the carbon emissions related to the other 25% which is imported).  

o Nigel Miller noted that we import a lot of dairy, so even with dietary changes we will 
still be importing products. The beef sector has large volumes of losses: 6% of cattle 
never get to an abattoir, and the sector could be more efficient. Cattle are 
slaughtered at an average of 22 months, and this maybe should be 15 months. 
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There is lots of room for solutions that are not necessarily high tech, so there is a bit 
to do before implementing high tech solutions.   

 Colin Smyth MSP explained that he has seen the benefits of LEADER projects in Dumfries 
and Galloway and he thinks that the clock is ticking in terms of Brexit, with a lack of clarity of 
what comes next. He asked if this lack of clarity is having an impact on projects across 
Scotland and whether it is causing difficulties for staff and project applicants.  

o Angela Lamont responded how difficult it is to have to say to potential applicants 
that we are not sure whether we are getting more money. They have started a 
‘Crowdfund Scotland’ project, doing workshops/training to show businesses how to 
get independent funding. The East of Scotland European Consortium (ESEC) is 
concerned that we do not know much about the potential change relating to the UK 
Shared Prosperity Fund and that there will be job losses and delays to projects as 
new funding streams take a long time to set up.  

 Wayne Powell (SRUC) noted that the land mass and topology of Scotland is very different 
to the rest of the UK, and this is a concern when looking at things like carbon sequestration. 
He also made the point that there are certain skills that are needed to analyse data to make 
a difference. The distinctiveness of Scotland is a real opportunity.  

o Nigel Miller agreed, noting that the baseline data they have been using is for the 
UK, not for Scotland, and so results are skewed due to the different systems. There 
are different options we can take, including intensifying land and opening up land for 
carbon sequestration. Another option is low intensity agriculture over more land, with 
integrated areas for carbon sequestration and biodiversity.  

 Jackie Brierton (Chief Executive GrowBiz and Chair of Perth and Kinross LAG) noted 
that what drives the rural economy is the large number of microbusinesses and social 
enterprises. There is more of a focus in LAG areas on community funding. She finds it 
frustrating that everyone talks about ‘bottom up’ and ‘community development’ but, on the 
economics side that’s not really talked about. She asked how we can make sure economics 
and the bottom-up approach are much more cohesive and joined up, making 
LEADER/CLLD a part of wider economic strategy.  

o Jane Atterton explained that this is something that the SRUC research will look at, 
in particular through its objective of exploring the role of LEADER in a changing 
policy context and how to mainstream LEADER principles.  

o Gillian Macdonald noted that there are great strengths to LEADER and also 
weaknesses. The weaknesses centre around the LDS, not the bottom up aspects of 
the approach. LDS become outdated, with matters like climate change and economic 
growth evolving quickly and there are bodies in place now that were not there when 
the LDS was written.  

o Amanda Burgauer (Scottish Rural Action) told the group about an enterprise 
futures event in September, which will aim to ensure there is national coherence in 
streamlining approaches.  

o Sarah Skerratt (SRUC) said that those who can participate in LEADER do so. In 
2009, Dumfries and Galloway LEADER ran a programme (which SRUC evaluated) 
called Capacity for Change (C4C3) which provided support to communities who had 
not previously engaged in LEADER. Sarah noted her concerns that, ten years on, 
the issues are still the same in terms of the challenges of involving those who lack 
capacity and the dangers of ‘Darwinian development’. She also asked what the 
‘wellbeing economy’ looks like (referring to Scottish Enterprise’s recent annoucment 

                                                           
3 More information here: 
https://www.sruc.ac.uk/info/120560/cap_reform/1264/rural_economies_and_communities/3  

https://www.sruc.ac.uk/info/120560/cap_reform/1264/rural_economies_and_communities/3
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about the change in its role), particularly in rural areas and what rural areas can 
contribute to this nationally, and how it would be achieved in practice.  

 Ann Packard asked Eva Kleinert about the extent to which she had looked at philanthropic 
funders and other funders in her research on LEADER – who does what differently, what do 
their grant forms look like?  

o Eva Kleinert explained that no other funding schemes were looked at in the study, 
although some examples were raised in the focus groups. It was difficult to quantify 
the size/’ask’ of LEADER projects as they were looking at experiences.  

o Amanda Burgauer commented that she has seen some fantastic LEADER projects 
and that we need to recognise the importance of the staff providing these 
programmes and what happens to them should funding be reduced or removed, and 
we need to ensure that we take on board the lessons and recommendations 
highlighted by the research projects. 

 David Tollick noted that quite a lot of the statistics shown in Nigel Miller’s presentation were 
‘per capita’ as a result of the underlying population dataset.  

o Nigel Miller explained that most of the data is at UK level, especially for the industry 
output data, so we need to be mindful of this.  

 

Emma Harper MSP noted that presentations will be uploaded to the web page for this meeting 
along with the meeting minutes.  
 
 
4. AOB 
 
The dates for the 2019-20 meetings of this group were confirmed:  

o Tuesday 29th October 2019 
o Tuesday 10th December 2019 
o Tuesday 24th March 2020 
o Tuesday 9th June 2020 

 
The topics for each meeting will be confirmed shortly.  
 
 
5. Next meeting 
 
Tuesday 29th October 2019 focusing on place-based approaches to addressing demographic 
change.  
 
Emma Harper MSP thanked the speakers for their presentations and contributors for their 
questions and comments, and closed the meeting. 
 


