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Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 

8th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4), Wednesday, 26 October 2011 
 

Budget scrutiny 
Budget process 
 
1. On 21 September 2011, the Scottish Government published its Scottish 
Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-131. 
 
2. The Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 
(RACCE) is responsible for scrutinising those aspects of the draft budget and 
spending review relevant to its remit, and reporting to the Parliament’s 
Finance Committee. 
 
3. In July 2011, the Convener of the Parliament’s Equal Opportunities 
Committee (EOC) wrote to the RACCE Committee to ask it to submit a short 
report to the EOC, setting out what steps it took to include equalities 
considerations in its draft budget scrutiny and what its findings were.  
 
4. The Scottish Parliament’s Financial Scrutiny Unit published a briefing2 
on the budget and spending review, which summarises the broad trends in 
the document. 
 
Finance Committee scrutiny 
 
5. The Finance Committee has agreed that part of its scrutiny of the budget 
and spending review will focus on the extent to which the Scottish 
Government is encouraging a more preventative approach to public spending 
and how this approach is being implemented and shared across key 
agencies.  
 
6. The Finance Committee also agreed to contact all Community Planning 
Partnerships (CPPs) to request their views on how collaborative working 
actually works in practice, what challenges remain and how best practice is 
being encouraged and shared nationally across key agencies. 

7. Full details of this work, along with published written submissions, are 
available online3.  

                                            
1 Scottish Government (2011). Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13. 
Available at: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2011/09/22135416/0 
2 Financial Scrutiny Unit Briefing (2011). Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 
2012-13. Available at: http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/research/briefings-11/SB11-
72.pdf 
3 Scottish Parliament Finance Committee (2011). Scrutiny of the forthcoming spending review 
and Draft Budget 2012-13: Preventative spending. Available 
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8. The Finance Committee has published a call for evidence on the draft 
budget and spending review, and full details are available on its webpage4. 

9. The Finance Committee has also published guidance for subject 
committees5 to assist with this year’s budget process, and its adviser, 
Professor David Bell, has published a Report on the Draft Scottish Budget 
2012-136. 

RACCE scrutiny 
 
10. At its meeting on 7 September 2011, the RACCE Committee agreed that 
its budget scrutiny this year should focus on how the proposals and policies in 
the Scottish Government’s document Low Carbon Scotland: Meeting the 
Emissions Reduction Targets 2010-2022 – The Report on Proposals and 
Policies7 (known as the RPP) are being funded, and to pursue any other 
issues of concern highlighted by the adviser, the Committee and members. 

11. The Committee agreed to appoint an adviser to assist it with its scrutiny, 
and, at its meeting on 21 September 2011, it agreed that Professor Dominic 
Moran be offered the position. Professor Moran subsequently accepted the 
role.  

12. The Committee issued a call for written evidence8 to allow stakeholders 
the opportunity to submit comments on the draft budget within the 
Committee’s remit. Responses received to date (apart from those made 
earlier, by RSPB Scotland, the Scottish Wildlife Trust and the James Hutton 
Institute, which have already been circulated to members and which can be 
found online9) are attached at Annexe A . Any late submissions received will 

                                                                                                                             
at:http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s4/committees/finance/Inquirypage-
preventativespending.htm 
4 Scottish Parliament Finance Committee. Spending review 2011 and draft budget 2012-13, 
call for views. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s4/committees/finance/Budgetscrutiny2012-13.htm 
5Scottish Parliament Finance Committee (2011). Subject committee guidance. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s4/committees/finance/documents/Subjectcommitteeguidan
ce.doc 
6 Professor David Bell (September 2011). Report on the Draft Scottish Budget 2012-13. 
Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s4/committees/documents/Adviserpaper_draftbudget20122
013.pdf 
7 Scottish Government (2011). Low Carbon Scotland: Meeting the Emissions Reduction 
Targets 2010-2022 – The Report on Proposals and Policies. Available at: 
http://scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/climatechange/scotlands-action/lowcarbon/rpp 
8 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Call for 
evidence on the Scottish Government’s draft budget. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s4/committees/rae/inquiries/DraftBudgetscrutinycallforviews
.htm 
9 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Written 
submissions received on the budget. Available at: 
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be circulated to members ahead of the evidence session with the Minister for 
Environment and Climate Change on 26 October 2011 and placed on the 
Committee’s webpage. 

13. The Committee also agreed to take oral evidence from both the relevant 
Minister and Cabinet Secretary before reporting to the Finance Committee in 
mid-November.  

14. On 5 October, the Committee took evidence from The Cabinet Secretary 
for Rural Affairs and the Environment. The official report of that session is 
available online10. 

15. At its meeting on 26 October, the Committee will take evidence from the 
Minister for Environment and Climate Change. 

16. The breakdown of portfolios meant that the session on 5 October with 
the Cabinet Secretary largely focussed on— 

 Agriculture (inc SRDP); 
 Marine and fisheries; 
 Waste; 
 Broadband; 
 Food and drink; and 
 RPP issues as they related to any of the above. 

 
17. The session on the 26 October, with the Minister, will cover— 

 Climate change; 
 Forestry; 
 Agencies (inc SNH and SEPA) 
 Land reform/strategy (inc land fund); and 
 RPP issues as they relate to any of the above.  

 
18. The Committee agreed to consider a draft report at its meetings on 9 
and 16 November, before sending its final report to the Finance Committee. 
The Committee will subsequently send the text of any relevant sections of the 
report to the Equal Opportunities Committee.  

 
Clerks 

Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 
 

                                                                                                                             
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s4/committees/rae/inquiries/Responsestothecallforviews.ht
m 
10 Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee. Official 
Report, 5 October 2011. Available at: 
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/28862.aspx?r=6454 
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  Annexe A 

Written evidence received by 21 October 2011 

 

Scottish Building Federation 
Submission to Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 

Draft 2012-13 Scottish Government Budget and the Spending Review – Call for Evidence 
 
About the Scottish Building Federation 
 
Founded in 1895, the Scottish Building Federation (SBF) is the lead voice of the construction 
industry in Scotland, an industry which contributes around £10 billion (c.10%) annually to 
Scotland's GDP and – directly and indirectly – provides employment for more than 200,000 
Scottish workers. The overall aim of the organisation is to ensure that the important 
contribution of the Scottish construction industry to Scotland's economy and society is 
recognised and valued, and that industry standards are raised. It does this by working with 
industry, government and the media. 
 
The SBF promotes the interests of the construction industry to a diverse range of 
stakeholders and is the leading employers' federation for the industry, representing over 700 
companies from Orkney to the Borders. 
 
The SBF provides an exclusive range of invaluable support services to a wide range of 
member companies, whether these are small single trade firms or major regional and national 
contractors. The shared objective that all members have in common is their commitment to 
health and safety, skills and integrity, ensuring the delivery of the highest standards of 
performance, professionalism and quality within the industry in Scotland. 
 
Building energy efficiency retrofit programme 
 
The Climate Change (Scotland) Act sets an ambitious target for Scotland to reduce its carbon 
emissions by 42% from 1990 levels by 2020. 
 
Use of the existing built environment is responsible for almost 50% of all carbon emissions in 
Scotland. Research by the Carbon Trust shows that only 1% of building stock each year is 
comprised of new buildings and that around 60% of today’s buildings will still exist in 2050, 
representing 40-45% of total floor space. Furthermore, by 2050, WWF Scotland estimates 
that 85% of existing homes will still be standing and in use as homes for Scottish families.  
 
Meanwhile, the implementation rate for cost-effective energy efficiency measures in existing 
buildings currently stands at less than 40%. 
 
In this context, the Scottish Building Federation (SBF) has long campaigned for a major 
retrofit programme to improve the energy efficiency of the existing built environment as a 
major contributor to meeting the targets set out in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act, while 
also supporting jobs and the development of green skills in the construction industry. 
 
In September this year, SBF joined WWF Scotland, Consumer Focus Scotland, Energy 
Action Scotland, Energy Saving Trust, Camco, Scottish Federation of Housing Associations, 
the Chartered Institute of Housing and the Association for the Conservation of Energy to form 
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the Existing Homes Alliance Scotland 
(www.existinghomesalliance.org.uk/scotland/index.php), with the objective of campaigning for 
improvements in the energy performance of Scotland’s existing housing stock. 
 
As part of the 2011 Spending Review, we therefore welcome the commitment to create a 
warm homes fund, designed to “deliver energy efficiency, district heating, and other measures 
to the fuel poor over the next five years”. For Scotland’s 2.4 million homes alone, the Scottish 
Government has estimated the cost of achieving the carbon reduction targets set out in the 
Act at around £16 billion between now and 2020. 
 
In view of this fact, we consider the £50 million budget currently committed to this fund to be 
extremely modest particularly when compared to the level of cumulative cuts inflicted on the 
affordable housing budget over the spending review period. That said, all efforts to improve 
the energy efficiency of our built environment are to be welcomed. By implementing some of 
the measures to revise capital spending priorities as set out below, we hope that additional 
resources might be found to augment this initiative and provide further opportunity for 
employment and green skills development in the building industry as a consequence. 
 
We note the Scottish Government’s decision to transfer £200 million each year from resource 
spending to support the Government’s capital investment programme. We strongly welcome 
the fact that this transfer has allowed funding for the Scotland’s Schools for the Future 
programme to be protected, with funding for this programme set to fall only marginally over 
the spending review period. 
 
At the same time, we note with concern that the capital budget for health projects is set to fall 
by more than half by 2014-15, while the affordable housing budget faces a cut of 30% over 
the same period. In contrast, one of the principle beneficiaries of the transfer of funds to 
capital spending appears to be investment in the Forth Replacement Crossing, which will see 
a cumulative rise of £322 million over the spending review period. 
 
Our preference would be to see the budget for affordable housing safeguarded (in the same 
way that the Scotland’s Schools for the Future programme has been protected) and the 
schedule for construction of the Forth Replacement Crossing revised and alternative 
mechanisms for funding the project more fully explored. 
 
We note also the Scottish Government’s continuing commitment to provide direct loans to 
Scottish Water with a cumulative value of £440 million over the spending review period. In 
previous submissions, the Scottish Building Federation has consistently argued in favour of 
restructuring Scottish Water as a mechanism for freeing up additional funding for 
reinvestment in the Scottish Government’s capital investment programme. 
 
In view of the significant cuts to capital spending imposed by the UK spending review, we 
would reiterate our strong view that the Scottish Government’s decision to ignore the 
recommendation of Crawford Beveridge’s Independent Budget Review in favour of 
restructuring Scottish Water should be revisited. As well as protecting other priority areas of 
capital investment, we believe the funds saved as a consequence of empowering Scottish 
Water to borrow money on the open market could be partly reinvested towards augmenting 
the funding available for the warm homes fund and for other programmes aimed at 
significantly increasing the implementation rate for cost-effective energy efficiency measures 
in existing buildings. 
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Carplus Briefing Paper 

Developing Car Clubs in Scotland – The Benefits: An Introduction to the Transport Scotland 
Funded Programme 

This briefing paper outlines the progress of the Developing Car Clubs in Scotland (DCCS) 
programme to date and identifies the contribution made by car clubs to reducing transport 
related carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions. 

In November 2010, funding for the DCCS programme was approved by Transport Scotland.i 
This programme is managed by Carplus, an environmental transport NGO with a decade of 
experience of car clubs and car-sharing. It aims to expand the availability of car clubs by 
helping to expand existing provision and kick-starting new car clubs across Scotland as part 
of the Scottish Government’s support for energy efficiency and carbon reduction in Scottish 
transport.  

Car clubs promote behaviour change by complementing other modes of transport such as 
walking, cycling and public transport. Car clubs provide access to fuel efficient, low emission 
vehicles and ensure that household or workplace transport costs are minimised and 
transparent. The DCCS programme aims to develop this alternative to car ownership as a 
convenient option in communities across Scotland by 2020.   

Through the DCCS programme, Carplus is supporting Aberdeen City Council in facilitating a 
new car club in Aberdeen and developing a pilot project in Dundee. Carplus is also supporting 
the expansion of existing car clubs in Glasgow and Edinburgh and supporting the 
development of car clubs utilising council vehicles and reducing council fleet costs (e.g. Fife 
Council and Dumfries and Galloway Council). 

In support of car club developments in small towns and rural areas, the DCCS programme 
has provided funding and technical assistance to develop 5 community car club projects 
including: Anstruther in Fife, Dunbar in East Lothian, Fintry in Stirlingshire, the Isle of Bute in 
Argyle and Bute and Mallaig in the Highlands. 

In addition, Carplus is currently working with a number of rural communities across Scotland 
to develop car clubs, including: Comrie in Perth and Kinross, Creetown and Moffat in 
Dumfries and Galloway, Inverbervie and Laurencekirk in Aberdeenshire and Lochwinnoch in 
Renfrewshire. 

Through the DCCS programme Carplus has been able to support the expansion car clubs 
across Scotland and there are now 5,670 car club members in Scotland using 123 car club 
vehicles.ii   

In large parts of Scotland the car is often the only practical and convenient transport option. 
95% of Scotland is rural in nature and 18% of Scotland’s population live in rural areasiii where 
access to essential services may be limited and where walking, cycling and public transport 
may not always be practical transport options. Car clubs provide a practical, cost effective 
option for rural communities, recognising the need for access to a car whilst reducing overall 
car use. 

It takes at least two to three years to establish a car clubs with sufficient membership to be a 
viable business that can support itself in the long term. Therefore, if Scotland is to have an 
effective programme that will ensure the successful development of car clubs across 
Scotland, it requires commitment to continued investment. 

Benefits of Car Clubs 
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Scottish car clubs directly contribute to reducing transport related CO2 emissions: 

 Car club vehicles are on average 29% more fuel efficient than the average car and 
therefore save 148 tonnes of CO2 per year in terms of fuel efficiency aloneiv 

 Car clubs reduce the overall number of car journeys – 75% of members drive less 
often than once a week 

 Car clubs reduce the number of cars on Scotland’s roads – an average of 25 private 
cars are taken off the road for every car club car because new members frequently 
sell their own car or put off buying one 

 Car club members are far more likely to walk, cycle, use public transport and share 
car journeys rather than travelling by car alone 

 
Car clubs offer economic benefits to both individual members and their and their local 
community: 
 

 Reducing transport costs, especially where a privately owned car, or a second car, is 
no longer required as a result of car club membership 

 Offering employers an alternative for business travel. 
 Encourage both formal and informal ride sharing as an alternative to single 

occupancy car use 
 
Car clubs support development in rural areas and empower communities: 
 

 Providing improved transport choices in communities where access to public 
transport may be limited or non-existent 

 Encourage rural communities to work together to build social enterprises 
 Supporting local businesses by providing options for business travel and encouraging 

the use of local community resources 
 
Carplus undertakes a survey of all car club members in collaboration with the Transport 
Research Laboratory with support of operators each year. All figures: Carplus Annual Survey 
of Car Clubs 2010/2011, May 2011 unless otherwise stated. 
 
For more information on car clubs, the DCCS programme or Carplus, please contact: 
 
Matthew Eastwood 
Car Club Development Officer (Scotland) 
 
Telephone: 0131 243 2692 / 07572 464 753 
Email: matt@carplus.org.uk 
Web: http://www.carplus.org.uk/ 
Carplus Head Office: Leeds Bridge House, Hun 
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RAIL FREIGHT GROUP  

 
Scottish Government Spending Review – Freight Modal Shift 

 
1.  Introduction 
 
The Rail Freight Group – which represents users and suppliers of rail freight services 
throughout Great Britain – wishes to draw the attention of the Rural Affairs, Climate Change & 
Environment Committee to its concerns about the impact of the Scottish Government’s 
proposed Spending Review on capital grant assistance for freight modal shift from road to rail 
(and sea). 
 
Freight modal shift offers strong benefits in terms of climate change policy, and is identified 
specifically as an important element of the Scottish Government’s plan to meet emissions 
reduction targets between 2010 and 2022. 
 
However, the Spending Review places the long-standing Freight Facilities Grant scheme in 
doubt, and provides no clarity on how the Scottish Government is going to deliver capital 
grant assistance to achieve its freight modal shift targets. 
 
2.  Current position 
 
In the Scottish Government’s draft budget for 2012-13, there is no identified budget for the 
Freight Facilities Grants scheme which over the last 36 years has provided capital grants to 
encourage freight modal shift from road to rail (and more recently, sea) transport. 
 
The Support for the Freight Industry 2012-13 budget of £1.1m will be sufficient only to allow 
continued revenue grant funding of the rail and water freight flows currently supported by 
Waterborne Freight Grant and Mode Shift Revenue Support.   
 
In a 23rd September 2011 letter to industry stakeholders, the Freight and Inland Waterways 
Branch of Transport Scotland indicated that, “No final decision on the budget for Freight 
Facilities Grant in 2012-13 has been made as yet”, and also noted that the budget statement 
incorporated a new ‘Scottish Futures Fund’ covering both a ‘Warm Homes Fund’ and a 
‘Future Transport Fund’, and indicated that, “Funding of the Freight Facilities Grant scheme 
will be considered from the Future Transport Fund element of this.” The Transport Scotland 
letter concluded that, “Once Ministers have decided on how the Future Transport Fund will be 
utilised we will contact stakeholders with details.” 
 
The budget document states that, “The Future Transport Fund will enable us to reduce the 
impact of transport on our environment, reducing congestion and supporting better public 
transport, active travel and low carbon vehicles.” It also states that, inter alia, the Scottish 
Government will, in 2012-13 to 2014-15, “continue to support freight modal shift.” The 
proposed budget for the Scottish Futures Fund is: 

 £6.5m in 2012-13 
 £15.5m in 2013-14 
 £37.5m in 2014-15.  

Thus in 2012-13 it is proposed that just £6.5m will be available to: 
(i) fund Warm Homes 

(ii) develop the low carbon vehicle agenda, including progress to deliver vehicle charging 
infrastructure 

(iii) promote active travel choices, through support for cycling and walking initiatives, and 
(iv) support modal shift through capital grants for rail and sea freight projects. 

In contrast, the Scottish Government’s 2011 document ‘Low Carbon Scotland: Meeting the 
Emissions Reduction Targets 2010-2022: Report on Proposals and Policies’ (RPP) indicates 
that £15m has to be spent annually between now and 2022 on freight modal shift in order to 
deliver on carbon targets. 
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On the evidence currently available, there is no obvious or adequately funded grant 
mechanism for achieving freight modal shift in line with policy objectives for climate change, 
sustainable economic development, environmental protection and road safety.  
 
3.  Freight Facilities Grants and climate change 
 
Since 1975, the FFG scheme in Scotland has offered grant aid up to 75% of the capital cost 
of facilities such as new sidings and loading equipment required to secure mode switch from 
road to rail. The availability of FFG capital grant has been critical to the vast majority of the 
switch from road to rail in the non-coal market in recent decades; it has also secured 
significant mode switch from road to sea, eg for timber on the west coast. FFG has allowed 
33m lorry miles to be taken off Scottish roads annually since 1997, and supports economic 
development through providing a safe, sustainable and resilient alternative to road haulage. 
The methodology behind FFG is based principally on congestion benefits from taking heavy 
lorries off public roads, but also on other public benefits such as climate change, air pollution, 
noise and accidents.  
Rail freight is substantially more energy-efficient than road haulage. Recent research1 by 
Professor Alan McKinnon (the world-renowned logistics specialist at Heriot-Watt University) 
has, for example, shown that in the case of the chemicals industry rail freight produces 
around one third of the carbon emissions per tonne-kilometre of road haulage, even where 
local road collection and delivery is required in addition to the rail trunk haul. Rail freight also 
offers significant advantages over road haulage with regard to most air pollutants, and is a 
considerably safer form of transport in terms of deaths and injuries caused. 
A related point is that rail freight (both through its greater energy efficiency and its ability to 
use electrified railways) offers much greater resilience than road haulage in the face of ‘Peak 
Oil’, the anticipated peaking of global oil production and its inexorable decline thereafter. UK 
oil production peaked in 1999, and the country has been a net importer of oil since 20041. The 
Scottish Government has a programme for rail network electrification, and many of Scotland’s 
key freight railheads are either already served by electric railways (eg Coatbridge and 
Mossend), will be connected by planned schemes (eg Grangemouth through the EGIP 
project), or could benefit from future route electrification schemes (eg Aberdeen and 
Inverness). 
For the overwhelming majority of potential rail freight flows there are no comparably low-
carbon mode alternatives. The technology and availability of hybrid and battery electric lorries 
is developing, but electric vehicles have a relatively limited range due to the low energy 
density of batteries and the relatively long charging time. Their optimum use is likely to be for 
shorter-haul and lighter-weight urban and city region distribution, rather than the typically long 
and heavy hauls where rail freight excels. Ideally electric lorries would serve an extended 
network of regional railheads connected to electric rail routes, minimising the environmental 
impact of local road collection and delivery.  
 
4.  Recent history of FFG 
In part due to the relatively lengthy process involved in preparing and submitting FFG 
applications, the FFG budget of around £7m annually in recent years (until the reduction to 
£2m in the current year) has been under-spent since 2001 (when the Rosyth ferry terminal 
was funded). The average annual spend since then has been around £2.5m, across rail and 
water schemes. 
The FFG scheme was first proposed for withdrawal in the Scottish Government’s draft 2011-
12 budget, but following a cross-party initiative by the rail freight industry and environmental 
groups, the Scottish Government in its February 2011 Budget removed the immediate threat 
to the scheme by providing a £2m fund for projects which could be completed during the 
financial year 2011-12. 
 
When the Scottish Government invited ‘Notes of Interest’ in applying for FFG after the Budget 
announcement, a total of 19 companies registered an interest, for projects which would 
require FFG funding of around £20m – compared to a budget of just £2m. These projects 
were located throughout Scotland – in the Highlands & Islands, the North East, Tayside, the 
South East and South Ayrshire. Due to the short-term nature of the current FFG budget, just 4 
schemes out of the original 19 have been progressing through the FFG process. 
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Amongst the locations across Scotland (with associated baseload traffics) which could benefit 
from a well-funded long-term modal shift grant programme are: Alloa (whisky), Bathgate 
(national distribution), Blackford (bottled water), Borders (waste and timber), Crianlarich 
(timber), Dundee (supermarket supplies), Elgin/Keith (whisky), Girvan (grain and whisky) and 
Leven (whisky). 
 
5.  Supporting freight modal shift to achieve climate change targets 
 
Rail freight potentially has an important role to play in meeting climate change targets, but if 
manufacturers, processors, logistics companies and road hauliers who are interested in the 
opportunities for shifting freight from road to rail are to be persuaded to pursue this interest, 
they urgently need much greater clarity about: 

1. The freight modal shift capital budget. 
2. The criteria for funding specific projects. 
3. The process for applying for funding from the Future Transport Fund. 

 
The Rail Freight Group also has severe doubts that a proposed 2012-13 capital budget of 
£6.5m can adequately cater for the needs of warm homes, low carbon vehicle development, 
walking and cycling initiatives and support for freight modal shift from road to rail and sea 
transport. We recommend that a capital budget of at least £5m in 2012-13 should be devoted 
to freight modal shift, then building up quickly to achieve the £15m annual average required 
by the Scottish Government’s RPP. 
 
David Spaven 
Scottish Representative, Rail Freight Group 
 
13 October 2011 
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RSPB Scotland 

Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13 
Written evidence to RACCE Committee 
Climate Change 
 

                     

 

Summary 
Restoring 600,000ha of peatland would prevent the current loss of carbon from peat bogs and 
lead to an estimated saving in the order of 2.7Mt of carbon annually.  It could boost 
greenhouse gas reduction from the rural land use sector by up to 34%, based on 2009 levels. 
This restoration could provide 26% of the emissions savings still needed to meet Scotland’s 
important 2020 target and 7% of the 2050 target.  It would also meet Scotland’s biodiversity 
targets for this habitat type, and help to secure water quality benefits.  Restoration of this area 
of land has been estimated to cost between £60-120M (spread over 8 years), and peatland 
restoration is cheaper than many other forms of carbon abatementv. It is disappointing that 
the spending review has not included funding for peatland restoration. Whilst awaiting 
international guidance on accounting for peatland gains, there is enough evidence to show 
that early action will reduce future costs and greenhouse gas (ghg) savings can be 
incorporated into budgets when final figures are available.    
 
Funding to farmers and crofters to restore peatlands and manage them sustainably can 
provide local and community benefit through enhancing farm/croft incomes. Modest reforms 
to agricultural support to favour peatlands could contribute greatly to the estimated funding 
required for their restoration.  
 
We strongly urge the RACCE committee to recommend that funding for peatland restoration 
is included in the spending review. If this is not possible, funding should be brought forward at 
the earliest opportunity and should be considered a priority in the context of Scotland’s 
commitment to tackling climate change, and could be included as a measure within climate 
change funding streams. 
 

We support the evidence submitted by Stop Climate Chaos Scotland, of which RSPB 
Scotland is a member.  We focus our own submission on peatlands. RSPB Scotland 
submitted written evidence to the Finance Committee on preventative spending in September, 
in which we encourage the RACCE committee to examine in the context of their scrutiny of 
the spending review and draft budget.  A copyvi is available online.  Investing in the natural 
environment is, by its nature, preventative spend, and will aid our adaptation to, and 
mitigation of, the effects of climate change.  Failing to protect our environment puts this at 
risk, and jeopardises Scotland’s reputation as a country which is taking climate change 
seriously. 

Helping nature to help us 

Across the world, large scale degradation of peatlands is causing serious environmental and 
social  
impactsvii.  A Scottish Government studyviii suggests that Scotland’s deepest peats store 
around ten times as much carbon as that stored in the whole of the UK’s forest biomass, yet 
our peatlands have suffered massive degradation through drainage, extraction for 
horticulture, and inappropriate afforestation.   
 
Restoration and protection of peatlands provides cost-effective carbon sequestration and 
associated  
benefits to people of tackling climate change.  Peatland restoration is cheaper than many 
other forms of carbon abatement with the added benefit that a single expenditure can 
result in indefinite carbon abatement and provide a long term sequestration 
opportunity.   Another benefit of a healthy functioning peatland is that it helps ensure the 
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quality of water supply, which can reduce the need for costly water treatment further along the 
system.  It is welcome that peatlands are enjoying a prominent place in the debate about 
climate change.  That said, peatlands were only in included in the Government’s Report on 
Proposals and Policies (RPP)ix as a ‘Supporting and Enabling Measure’ which means that 
currently it is not a funded policy of Government. 
 

Peatland restoration aims to put right damaging activity and stop the current emissions from 
peatlands, and also protect the existing stores of carbon within the deep peat soils. In 
addition, restoration provides other benefits such as improved habitats and local water quality. 
Estimates of the carbon benefits of peatland restoration vary considerably but the IUCNx 
calculates that restoring 600,000 hectares of peatlands could save 2.7 Mt CO2e per year.  
 
Government policies to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from the Agriculture and Related 
Land Use sector are few, and rely on voluntary uptake of measures by farmers. By comparing 
Scotland’s reported emissionsxi with the estimated savings from the RPP a number of 
conclusions can be drawn. The RPP policies are calculated to reduce emissions by only 3.2% 
(on 2009 levels) and will see this sector’s share of Scotland’s emissions actually increase.  If 
peatland restoration was completed before 2020 the 2.7Mt CO2e saving would boost the 
3.2% reduction from the RPP’s agriculture and land use policies to a 33.7% reduction. This 
would also reduce the sector’s share of Scotland’s emissions to 17%.  Peatland restoration 
could provide 26% of the savings needed now (based on 2009 levels) to meet the 2020 
annual target and 7% of the savings needed to meet the 2050 annual target.  Restoring 
600,000ha of peatland has been calculated to cost £60–120Mxii. In addition to preventing 
large-scale carbon loss this spending would also ensure Scotland meets its biodiversity target 
for this habitat and help to improve water quality.  It is particularly disappointing that the 
spending review has not allocated any funding specifically for restoration of peatlands, given 
the important role our peatlands can play in reducing our carbon emissions.  Whilst it is true 
that further research on specific ghg gains of restoration is required, there is enough scientific 
evidence to demonstrate that restoration should be supported, not least because of urgent 
biodiversity targets but also because the longer we delay, the more costly the restoration and 
the more emissions will be released. International guidance for accounting on peatlands is 
expected soon, and any early action can be incorporated as progress against a 1990 
baseline.   
 
Many of Scotland's peatlands and carbon-rich soils are found in areas of High Nature Value 
farming, which is often supported through the SRDP's Less Favoured Areas Support Scheme 
(LFASS). LFASS payments must be adapted to protect peatlands and encourage 
restoration. Agri-environment schemes, also within the SRDP, can pay for peatland 
management but uptake of measures to benefit peatlands has been generally low and may 
be due to a number of factors including the level of the payments available. 

To receive direct support through the Single Farm Payment, farmers have to comply with 
basic standards to prevent environmental harm (cross compliance). Certain cross compliance 
measures can be beneficial for peat management, e.g. measures on soil management, 
grazing practice, muirburn and permanent pasture. LFASS pays for maintaining grazing 
livestock but is not linked to the carrying capacity of the land, nor its ecological requirements. 
Indeed the land grazed with high stocking densities in the past, continues to receive the 
greatest levels of support.  Peatland restoration should be regarded as a high priority for the 
next SRDP and receive increased funding. Payments available for peatland restoration 
should be reviewed to ensure they incentivise restoration activities which are currently not 
financially attractivexiii. 

 While direct support continues, it should provide a baseline of protection for peatland and 
carbon-rich soils through strengthened cross compliance requirements and the addition 
of environmental top-ups, such as a permanent pasture requirement.  
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 The Scottish Government should be seeking an increased share of EU Rural 
Development funding in order to pay for the activities such as peatland restoration 
through the SRDP. 

 Peatland restoration should be regarded as a high priority for the next SRDP and receive 
increased funding. Payments available for peatland restoration should be reviewed to 
ensure they incentivise restoration activities which are currently not financially attractive. 

 

We note that the transition to a low carbon economy has become a new strategic 
Government priority.  In tandem with this must come the protection and restoration of natural 
habitats that are significant natural stores of carbon, such as our internationally important 
peatlands. The Government should be pushed on their commitment to take action to protect 
and restore peatlands, as stated in the SNP’s manifesto.         We strongly urge the RACCE 
committee to recommend that funding for peatland restoration is included in the 
spending review. If this is not possible, funding should be brought forward at the 
earliest opportunity and should be considered a priority in the context of Scotland’s 
commitment to tackling climate change, and could be included as a measure within 
climate change funding streams.  

For further information please contact: 

Jim Densham, Senior Land Use Policy Officer (Climate) or Kelsie Pettit, Parliamentary 
Assistant 

RSPB Scotland, Ground Floor, 2 Lochside View, Edinburgh Park, Edinburgh  EH12 9DH  Tel: 
0131 317 4100 

Email: jim.densham@rspb.org.uk  or  kelsie.pettit@rspb.org.uk  

Registered Charity England and Wales Number 207076, Scotland Number SC037654. 
October 2011 

RSPB Scotland is part of the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds, the UK-wide charity 
which speaks out for birds and wildlife, tackling the problems that threaten our 

environment.
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Spokes   -   The Lothian Cycle Campaign 
 
17 October 2011 
 
Scottish Draft Budget 2012-13 
 
Submission to the Scottish Parliament ICI and RACCE committees 
     
Contents of this submission 
1. Cycling policy background 
2. Draft budget 2012-13 
3. Spokes annual cycle-funding survey 
4. Spokes proposals for the 2012-13 budget 
Appendix 1 – The government cycle-use target/RPP milestone of 10% of trips by bike in 2020 will 
not be met 
Appendix 2 – Calculation of the likely impact of the draft budget on active travel investment 
 
Note – to keep this submission to 3 pages we have... 
a. Covered budget 12-13 only, although much will also be relevant to the whole spending review 
period 
b. Included some detailed evidence as appendices.  Wider evidence is in our 2011-12 submission1 
to TICC. 
c. Used combined active travel (walk/cycle) figures rather than trying to separate out cycling - 
although in fact most active travel investment benefits both cycling and walking. 
 
 
1. Cycling Policy Background 
 
1.1 In this document we take as read the arguments for increasing cycle use for everyday 
journeys.  These include sustainable economic growth, energy security, public health, resilient 
communities, local accessibility, and reduced congestion and pollution – much evidence on such 
issues is available from Sustrans and other sources.   Furthermore, in setting its ambitious target 
that 10% of trips should be by bike in 2020, the Scottish Government has in effect accepted such 
arguments.  The 10% 2020 target is included in CAPS, the government's Cycling Action Plan for 
Scotland1, it is a milestone in RPP, the Report on Proposals and Policies1 [RPP section 2.6, p29] 
approved by Parliament as a pathway to meeting statutory emissions targets, and it is often referred 
to by  Ministers.  
 
1.2 In our budget submission last year1, Spokes showed convincingly that the 10% target/milestone 
could not be met under current funding levels.  We repeat that evidence here in Appendix 1.  Yet 
Ministers blithely continue, without giving any justification, to repeat a target which the evidence 
shows cannot be met under current funding levels. Whilst CAPS is called a plan, it is in fact a 
collection of worthy initiatives - not an evidence-based, costed and funded  path to meeting the 
government's own target.  We recommend that the Committee calls on Ministers to produce an 
evidence-based, costed – and funded - plan to achieve the CAPS target/ RPP milestone. 
 
1.3 In its 2011 manifesto, the now-majority SNP promised to “increase the proportion of transport 
spending on … active and sustainable travel.”   This commitment is shattered by the draft budget, as 
shown in section 2 below. 
 
 
2. Draft Budget 2012-13 
 
Note:  Cycle/walk investment is not specified in the budget, being at a too low level, so the figures 
below are our best estimate based on relevant budget lines.  See Appendix 2 for our calculations 
and assumptions.  Very briefly, our £14m estimate (2.1 below) for active travel investment in the 
draft 12-13 budget comprises £5m from the SAT budget line, £1m from the Future Transport Fund, 
£6m CWSS and £2m trunk-road cycling facilities. 
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2.1  Our estimates (as above and in appendix 2) suggest that the draft budget cuts active travel 
investment from around £17.5m in 11-12 to some £14m in 12-13, and as a proportion of total 
transport spend from an already meagre 0.97% to around 0.74%.  Given the policy background 
in (1) above, and the rising overall transport budget, any cut in active travel, and specifically cycling 
investment, is astonishing.  Moreover our estimate may be highly optimistic since in the worst 
case the CWSS fund could be scrapped in the December Local Government settlement, and we 
have recently heard that the longstanding trunk-road cycling initiative is also under threat. 
 
2.2 This drastic cut in active travel investment comes in a budget which increases total transport 
spending from £1804m in 11-12 to £1884m in 12-13 and, within that, increases motorway and 
trunk road spending by a staggering 17% from £558m to £655m.  It is notable that, under 
the draft 12-13 budget, total active travel investment, around £14m at best, would be less 
than one-fifth the increase in trunk road spending.  Yet government supposedly intends 
the cycling mode to provide 10% of all journeys in just a few years time. 
 
2.3 The government argues that capital projects are crucial to jobs and to 
infrastructure to serve the economy – yet small scale capital investment, specifically cycle 
projects, is likely to be more labour-intensive and to provide infrastructure for greater 
populations than large-scale, localised, capital-intensive schemes like trunk road widening. 
For the equivalent of one small/medium £20m trunk road scheme in one part of Scotland, 
there could literally be multiple cycle projects in every local authority, creating more jobs 
during construction and maintenance1,1 including jobs suitable for unemployed young people, 
and providing safe and welcoming transport infrastructure for tens of thousands of people on 
everyday trips to work, shops, leisure and school1. The government does not appear to 
have compared the impact on jobs and on infrastructural benefits of such alternative 
investment models: we recommend that the Committee calls on Ministers to provide 
this evidence, and to take it into account when making investment decisions. 
 
 
3. Spokes annual cycle funding survey 
 
3.1 For 15 years Spokes has conducted an annual survey of all mainland local authorities and 
other bodies which provide significant funds for cycle infrastructure/projects.  SPICe, the 
Scottish Parliament Information Centre, call our survey “the most comprehensive analysis of 
funding for Scottish cycling projects from all sources1.” 
 
3.2 Our 10-11 survey will be published shortly. Whilst cycling investment levels are still well 
below European levels, or the levels needed to achieve the government's cycle use target, 
10-11 was, in the context of previous years, very encouraging.  First, after being cut badly 
during the early years of the SNP minority government, total cycle project investment (from all 
sources including local authority) recovered in 10-11 to the levels when the SNP first took 
office, 1.2% of total transport spend, and somewhat over £4 per head of population. 
 
3.3 Even more encouraging for 10-11 (and, we suspect, 11-12), however, is that two new 
rules introduced by the Scottish Government (thanks to their excellent Sustainable Transport 
Team) and Sustrans appear to be generating a growing network of awareness and initiative 
by local authorities across the country.   The first rule is that a minimum % of the CWSS fund 
should be invested in cycle projects (many of which are shared cycle/walk).  In 10-11, for the 
first time ever, every Scottish authority thus took steps to encourage and cater for cycling as a 
form of transport.  Perhaps even more important the second rule was that grants from 
Sustrans to local authorities would require 50% cash match-funding.  Our survey suggests 
that this encouraged and enabled councils to become more pro-active in seeking additional 
funds, such as from ERDF, trusts, lottery projects, developers, other council budgets such as 
planning, and even some one-off Scottish Government grants as contributions to specific 
major schemes (major in cycling terms!) funded from multiple sources. 
 
3.4 Any cut in basic cycle project funding, particularly Sustrans and CWSS funds, will 
impact seriously on this growing network of skills, experience and effort, and on the 
multiplied-up match-funding. 
 



 RACCE/S4/11/8/1 

 16  

 

3.5 Finally the less costly Smarter Choices1 approach, largely through Cycling Scotland, also 
funded from the SAT budget line, is also sharing in the picture of growing skills and networks.  
Of course, long term cycle use is only likely to grow through Smarter Choices where 
infrastructure allows cyclists to feel safe and welcome. 
 
 
4. Spokes proposals for the Scottish budget 
 
4.1 As a very minimum, and in the context of a rising total transport budget, we urge that 
cycle-project funding, including the SAT budget line and the CWSS fund1, is maintained at its current 
proportion of total transport funding.   We stress strongly [see Appendix 1] that this will absolutely not 
be sufficient for the government to achieve its CAPS cycle-use target and its RPP cycle-use 
milestone.  Furthermore, it will not quite meet the SNP manifesto commitment [1.3 above].  
Nonetheless, it will at least maintain the above network of skills, experience, enthusiasm and 
success, and the growing ability of councils to increase basic funding by finding partners for match-
funded cycle projects. 
 
4.2 However, if government is serious about the CAPS target, the RPP milestone and its own 
manifesto commitment, then the transport budget needs restructured to give proper attention to 
active travel.  Appendix 1 shows that to have any hope of meeting these aims, an absolute minimum 
of £50m a year investment is required – compared to investment now likely to fall in 12-13 to £14m 
or maybe much less [see 2 above and appendix 2 below].   
 
4.3 We stress that £50m a year is far from an outrageous sum – indeed, it is less than half 
what the government itself proposed for active travel in the RPP document approved by 
Parliament last year!  The RPP proposed £1.32bn for 'cycling and walking infrastructure' over an 
11 year period [RPP tables 10 and A2] – averaging £120m per year.  Our suggested £50m cycling 
investment is less than half that, and could be accompanied by similar walking investment.  
Furthermore, the RPP proposed that the £1.32bn investment be weighted towards the early years - 
presumably to allow usage to build up before the 2020 target/milestone year. 
 
4.4 How would £50m be used and administered?  We suggest that the bulk is through the 
government's Sustainable and Active Travel team, who have so effectively worked on the 
improvements mentioned in (3) above. We propose the following for the first two years, pending 
future changes in the light of experience... 
 
 £10m p.a. CWSS fund [renamed Cycle/Walk only1] ensuring basic active travel work in 
every council. 
 £10m p.a. allocated to Sustrans, Cycling Scotland, Bike Station, etc. 
 A new £30m p.a. fund, quality-assured and open to bids over a certain level by any relevant 
body, such as local authorities, Transport Partnerships, ScotRail, BWB, business bodies, multi-
partner projects and so on.  This would enable enthusiastic councils and others with ideas, plans 
and expertise, to progress rapidly with substantial projects to raise cycle use – projects which 
currently have no realistic funding source.   
 
 
Dave du Feu 
for Spokes, 17 October 2011 
 
 
Appendix 1:  The government CAPS target & RPP milestone of 10% of trips by bike in 2020 
cannot be met under current funding levels (let alone those in the draft 2012-13 budget) 
 
The biggest weakness of the government's CAPS document is that it does not discuss the level 
of funding necessary to reach its target – a truly remarkable omission!!  CAPS does however 
include a  government promise of “continued funding support to communities, local authorities 
and key delivery bodies in order to achieve our vision of a 10% modal share by 2020” [CAPS p31]. 
Cycling England, whose Chief Executive Philip Darnton gave evidence to TICC in 2010, 
conducted extensive research (based on the English cycle demonstration towns and on European 
experience) into the minimum funding required to achieve significant and ongoing growth in 
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everyday cycle use, and concluded that the minimum requirement is £10 per head per annum – 
ongoing over the years.  Evidence from the English towns (which invested around £10 per head 
for a number of years) suggests this could double cycle use every 3-4 years.  At the most optimistic 
assumptions this could perhaps raise cycle use at a sufficient rate to reach the 2020 target, and so 
we conclude that … 
For Scotland to have any real hope of reaching its 2020 target, the Cycling England £10 per 
head figure implies a minimum ongoing annual investment of around £50m per year – 
compared to the current ~£20m. 
Finally, the £50m is required to meet the cycling target.   Although much of this investment would 
substantially benefit walking a higher sum would be needed to take account of full active travel.  We 
note that active travel should be allocated not 2.5% but 10% of total transport spend according to the 
report Action on Active Travel1 by the Association of Directors of Public Health, and supported by 
over 100 transport, medical and other professional, expert and interested bodies.  For the future, 
Spokes supports the 10%, but it is not politically realistic in this budget. 
 
Appendix 2:  The likely impact of the draft budget on total cycling investment - calculations 
 
The Sustainable and Active Travel (SAT) budget line [table 13.07] is cut from £25.1m in 11-12 to 
just £16.0m in 12-13.  In 11-12 approximately £8m (32%) of this goes to active travel, the rest to park 
& ride, low carbon motor transport, etc.  On that 32% basis, SAT cycle/walk investment would fall 
from ~£8m in 11-12 to ~£5m in 12-13.  This cut will impact dreadfully on Sustrans and on 
Cycling Scotland, both of whom get the bulk of their funding (for work with councils and 
others across Scotland) from SAT.  The impact on cycling investment of the Sustrans cut will 
be worse than the raw figures suggest, given that Sustrans requires its project partners to 
provide 50% match-funds. 
The new Scottish Futures Fund allocates £6.5m for Warm Homes and Future Transport 
funds (let us assume 50% each) in 2012-13, the latter covering public transport, low carbon 
vehicles and active travel.  Perhaps active travel therefore will receive 1/3 of the 
transport fund, i.e. £1m. 
The Cycling, Walking and Safer Streets Fund [CWSS] is allocated to councils on a 
population basis - without it some councils would invest zero in cycling, as our survey and 
comments from council cycle officers make very clear.  From £9m in 10/11, CWSS was cut to 
£7.5m in 11-12.  The draft 12-13 budget [table 16.03] leaves its future to be announced in the 
December Local Government Finance 2012-13 Circular, depending on discussions with 
COSLA.  However local authority capital allocations are being cut 19% from £691.8m in 11-12 
to £563m in 12-13, so let us assume CWSS will be retained but cut in line with that – i.e. from 
£7.5m in 11-12 to ~£6m in 12-13. 
Some £2m p.a. is invested in cycle facilities from the trunk roads budget.  Although we 
include this in total cycle project investment, we note much is for long-distance tourist routes 
[e.g. the A9 cycleroute] rather than the local utility trips vital to government aims and targets.  
We assume investment remains at £2m in 12-13.  However, that is very optimistic given 
rumours that the trunk-road cycle initiative (which provides this £2m) may be scrapped; and 
that the big rise in trunk road spend is due to the new Forth Road Bridge which has no 
cycle/walk facilities. 
Adding up the above contributions, our best estimate for total active travel investment 
in the 2012-13 draft budget is £5m+£1m+£6m+£2m=£14m (far less if CWSS and the trunk 
road cycling initiative are both scrapped).  This compares to approximately 
£8m+£7.5m+£2m=£17.5m in the 2011-12 budget. 
Note 1 – Our figures can only be a best estimate – the budget documents do not contain 
enough detail to give a certain figure.  We could be £2m-3m too low or £2m-£3m too high (far 
worse if CWSS is scrapped).  However the overall picture of a significant cut in the proportion 
of  transport spending going to active travel is clear. 
Note 2 – There are also minor contributions to cycling and walking investment from other 
budget headings (such as the Climate Challenge Fund).  These provide well under £1m 
cycling investment and have not changed much between 11-12 and 12-13, so make little 
difference to the overall picture above. It is the allocation of funds within the overall 
transport budget which is the overwhelming issue, followed closely by the future of 
CWSS. 
cut in the proportion of  transport spending going to active travel is clear. 
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TRANSFORM SCOTLAND  

Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13 

RACCE Committee call for viewsxiv 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Transform Scotland is the national alliance for sustainable transport, bringing together 
organisations from the private, public and voluntary sectors. We campaign for a more 
sensible transport system, one less dependent on the car, the plane and road freight, 
and more reliant on sustainable modes like walking, cycling, public transport, and 
freight by rail or sea. We are a membership organisation bringing together rail, bus and 
shipping operators; local authorities; national environment and conservation 
organisations; local environment and transport campaign groups; and individual 
supporters. 

1.2 We welcome the opportunity to present our evidence for the Committee’s attention. As 
our organisation’s interest is in the promotion of sustainable transport, our comments 
are primarily limited to matters relating to transport. We intend to raise more detailed 
comments on the transport spending proposals in the Draft Budget and Spending 
Review with the Infrastructure and Capital Investment Committee. 

1.3 We are a member of Stop Climate Chaos Scotland (SCCS), assisted in the preparation 
of its evidence, and as such are fully in accordance with the views that SCCS has 
presented to the RACCE Committee. For the avoidance of doubt, we will repeat some 
of the evidence contained in the SCCS submission.  

2. Our views 

2.1 The Draft Budget fails miserably to fund the Government’s climate change ambitions 
for reducing emissions from the transport sector 

2.1.1. Transport is the second largest emissions sector and, crucially, the one where recent 
trends have continued to see increases in emissions. So it is critical that urgent action 
is taken to reverse trends in the transport sector. Unfortunately, what we see in the 
Government’s plans represents a dismal failure on its behalf to act upon its rhetoric on 
climate change. Transport is the basket case of climate policy — and yet the 
Government has decided to cut funding for areas which would deliver emissions 
reduction.  

2.1.2. We are fully in accordance with, and endorse, the commentary presented in the SCCS 
evidence paper: 

The draft budget for 2012-13 provides at most 6% of the funding for transport 
measures required by the RPP. This 6% figure is probably generous. We have looked 
at all the budget lines which could fund items in the transport section of the RPP: 
Vessels and Piers; Support for Freight Industry; Support for Sustainable and Active 
Travel; Travel Strategy and Innovation; Warm Homes and Future Transport Funds.xv 
We have, in an attempt to analyse the budget as positively as possible from a climate 
change perspective, assumed that the entirety of these budget lines will be spent on 
RPP measures. Together, these budget lines add up to just £30.65m, as compared 
with a required spend of £487.5m as set out in the RPP. This is a reduction of more 
than 25% compared with the £41.2m in the current 2011-12 budget. 
 
The picture is not much better when considering the entire three year spending review 
period. Of the £1,226m required by the RPP to be spent on transport measures, only 
£120.35m is allocated by the Government’s spending plans, a mere 10%. The £69mxvi 
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for low carbon transport stated in the spending review is even lower than we calculated 
above, so despite our attempts to analyse as positively as possible, evidently not all 
spending from the relevant budget lines will go to RPP measures. 
 
The RPP includes both the public and private funding required for relevant activities, so 
clearly not all funding is expected to come from the Government. However, in the case 
of transport, it is totally unrealistic to expect the over 90% funding shortfall to come 
from the private sector, especially in the absence of any regulatory polices designed to 
secure private investment. 
 
In addition to the above concerns, the few specific RPP transport measures in the 
previous year’s budget have been vastly reduced or cancelled in the draft 2012-13 
budget: 
 
•  The ‘Sustainable and Active Travel’ fund is slashed by more than a third, and 
with new demands made on it leaves only £5m to fund Sustrans, Cycling Scotland, 
Energy Savings Trust and other sustainable transport initiatives; 
•  There is no commitment to fund the ‘Cycling, Walking, and Safer Routes’ fund; 
•  The Freight Facilities Grant is cancelled – for decades this has been critical in 
moving freight from road to rail. 
 
To support local jobs, improve health and boost the economy, the Government should 
increase investment in paths for cyclists and walkers. Active travel infrastructure is 
typically built by small civil engineering contractors and local authorities, with the 
materials used sourced locally. In contrast, the main contracts for many of the 
Government's road-building programmes, including the Second Forth Road Bridge, are 
being given to foreign construction companies. 
 
The focus on road-building undermines the Scottish Government’s own ambition to get 
people across Scotland to reduce their own carbon footprints, as set out in its Public 
Engagement Strategy. It is unreasonable for the Government to focus investment of 
public funds in carbon-intensive areas while asking people to do the opposite and make 
changes in their own lives to help reduce emissions. 
 
It is irresponsible for the Government to significantly cut funding for sustainable and 
active transport, instead of increasing these budget lines at least in line with the 
requirements of the RPP. To have any chance of meeting Scotland‟s climate targets, 
the budget and spending review must see a major increase funding for low carbon 
transport, including a significant proportion of the £487.5m required by the transport 
proposals in the RPP for 2012-13. 
 
2.1.2.1. We do not accept that funding is unavailable to meet the Scottish Government’s RPP 

plans for transport. The Spending Review sets out large increases for spending on 
new, polluting road-building at the expense of the most sustainable modes. While the 
large trunk roads budget sees a further increase of 25%, the already modest budget for 
sustainable and active travel has been cut by 25%.xvii 

2.2 We are critical of the removal (or threatened removal) of funding from key areas 

2.2.1. ‘Sustainable and Active Travel’ budget / ‘Cycling, Walking & Safer Streets’ (CWSS) 
budget 

2.2.1.1. We note the report of the Scottish Parliament’s then Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee’s Report on its Inquiry into Active Travel (2009), which 
concluded, inter alia, that “active travel has huge potential to benefit the health of the 
people of Scotland as well as contributing to meeting Scotland’s ambitious climate 
change targets” but that this won't be achieved without “ambitious increases in 
resources.”xviii 
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2.2.1.2. We note that the Draft Budget instead reports a significant reduction in the 
‘Sustainable and Active Travel’ budget, while the ‘Cycling, Walking & Safer Streets’ 
(CWSS) budget is indicated as being “tbc”. This latter fund has proved essential in 
allowing Sustrans Scotland to receive match-funding from local authorities for delivery 
of cycle infrastructure. Should ringfencing be removed from fund, or its scale reduced, 
then we would see no prospect of delivery of the targets contained in the Government’s 
Cycling Action Plan for Scotland.xix 

2.2.1.3. We understand that detailed evidence on this area has been submitted by a number 
of our member groups. We would flag to Committee members the evidence submitted 
by Spokes, the Lothian Cycle Campaign, and the evidence due for submission by 
Living Streets Scotland and Sustrans Scotland, amongst others. 

2.2.2. ‘Support for Freight Industry’ budget 

2.2.2.1. We are deeply concerned by the decision to close the Freight Facilities Grant (FFG) 
scheme. This fund, which has been in operation since 1974, has been successful in 
delivering modal shift from road to rail and sea. The budget saving seems trifling in 
comparison with the benefits. Since 1997 alone, 37 awards of FFG, totalling £68.9 
million (including funding of £10.9 million from DfT) have been made to projects in 
Scotland – taking over 33 million lorry miles off Scottish roads annually. 

2.2.2.2. We understand that detailed evidence on this area has been submitted by a number 
of our member groups. We would flag to Committee members the evidence submitted 
by the Rail Freight Group, amongst others. 

2.3 We are disappointed that the Scottish Government has made no progress in 
implementing a meaningful  carbon assessment mechanism to the Budget process 

2.3.1. We see absolutely no progress in the Carbon Assessment of the 2012-13 Draft 
Budget.xx Its methodology is essentially useless as it tells us nothing about ‘second-
round’ emissions (see p.3, paragraph 4). As such, sustainable transport spending is 
calculated as being emissions-generating (see the tables on p. 17) rather than, as 
would be expected for (most of) this type of intervention, emissions-saving. The 
analysis presented is so limited in scope that the document could be used to make a 
case (albeit a ludicrous one) for closing down bus and rail services – ignoring their 
wider role of reducing journeys by private car – on the basis that they generate 
emissions. 

2.3.2. We do not understand why there has been no progress on applying the carbon 
assessment mechanism. In the RPP, the Government presents more rounded 
calculations of the impact of applying various policy interventions. The Government has 
also published the Carbon Account for Transport which, whilst itself somewhat crude 
and open to criticism, at least does also present figures on the expected emissions 
impacts of a series of transport projects. 

3. Summary 

3.1 The Government has manifestly made no effort to fund the transport component of its 
own climate change action plan (the RPP). It is perverse for the Government to draw 
up plans to tackle climate change and then not to fund and implement them. 

3.2 In order for the Government’s climate change targets to be met, all of the transport 
Proposals in the RPP must be funded. Funding is available: if the Government can 
afford a 25% increase in spending on new, polluting road-building across the period of 
the Spending Review, then it will not be credible for it to then claim that funds are not 
available to meet its climate change commitments for the transport sector. 

••••• 
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UNISON  

Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13 
Response to the Call for Views from the Scottish Parliament Rural Affairs, Climate 
Change and Environment Committee 
 
The UNISON Scotland Submission to the Scottish Parliament’s Rural Affairs, Climate 
Change and Environment Committee  

 
October 2011 

Introduction 

UNISON Scotland welcomes the opportunity to respond to the call for evidence from the 
Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee regarding the Scottish Spending 
Review and Draft Budget 2012-13. UNISON has more than 160,000 members, the vast 
majority of whom work in the public and voluntary sectors. UNISON is part of the Stop 
Climate Chaos Scotland (SCCS) coalition. 

Climate Change  

This submission will look mainly at the climate change aspect of the Committee’s remit. We 
also support the SCCS submission to this Committee’s Call for Views1. 

Last month UNISON Scotland submitted evidence2 to the Scottish Parliament Finance 
Committee in relation to scrutiny of the Spending Review and Draft Budget 2012-133. As 
members know, the Finance Committee was focusing on preventative spending. UNISON 
also supported SCCS’s evidence4 to the Finance Committee, which stressed that tackling 
climate change is one of the most important pieces of preventative spending that Scotland – 
and the rest of the world - must make. Although the Spending Review does acknowledge this 
fact, it fails to deliver on climate change. 

We wrote in August to the Cabinet Secretary for Finance, Employment and Sustainable 
Growth John Swinney, Climate Change Minister Stewart Stevenson, and to other Ministers, 
urging them to fully fund the measures set out in Low Carbon Scotland: The Report on 
Proposals and Policies5 (the RPP). Without this essential funding commitment, Scotland is 
very unlikely to meet the next 12 annual emissions reduction targets. 

We were disappointed when the Spending Review and Draft Budget was published, to see 
that Ministers had chosen not to fund even their own RPP measures to reduce emissions. In 
particular, public transport spending is being cut and there is totally insufficient investment in 
cycling and walking (both of which improve physical and mental health). The SCCS 
submission to this Committee quantifies the shortfall against the RPP requirements.  SCCS 
makes the point that the focus on road-building, as well as undermining the world-leading 
ambitions of Scotland’s climate change legislation, also undermines the Scottish 

                                            
1 To be published on www.stopclimatechaos.org/scotland  

2 www.unison-scotland.org.uk/response/preventative%20spendingresponseSept11.pdf  

3 www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358356/0121130.pdf  

4 www.stopclimatechaos.org/financecommittee‐sept2011.pdf  

5 http://scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/346760/0115345.pdf  
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Government’s aim in its Public Engagement Strategy of getting people to reduce their own 
carbon footprints. It is unreasonable to focus public funds in carbon-intensive areas while 
asking people across Scotland to do the opposite and make changes in their own lives to 
help reduce emissions. 

 

We would ask the Committee to make the strongest possible representations to the Finance 
Committee that the RPP measures should be funded in full to ensure Scotland meets the 
targets in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. The Act was passed unanimously by the 
Parliament, and politicians of all parties have professed commitment to the targets. Now it is 
time to ensure the policies to deliver on the targets will be funded. 

Stewart Stevenson told an earlier meeting of the Committee that “every minister must be a 
climate change minister”6. UNISON strongly agrees with that, but the RACCE Committee 
members have a critical responsibility to the Parliament in reminding ministers of their climate 
change responsibilities on behalf of us all.  

As a minimum, these responsibilities must include fully funding the RPP. 

UNISON Scotland would also urge Committee members to ensure that proper funding and 
resources are allocated to support the implementation and monitoring of the public bodies 
climate change duties, which are key to the public sector leading by example. 

Climate change spending benefits other policy priorities 

Spending on climate change mitigation now can have significant future knock-on social and 
economic benefits, including thousands of new jobs in energy efficiency, health savings from 
reduced obesity, improved mental health and reduced respiratory disease, and social 
inclusion gains from reductions in fuel poverty. 

We believe that effective scrutiny of the Spending Review and Draft Budget should also be 
based around what the Scottish Government plans will do to reduce poverty and inequality 
and to reduce the harm they do while they continue to exist. Efforts to tackle climate change, 
not just in Scotland but internationally, fit well with this as a priority,  

Taxation  

As Committee members would expect, UNISON has a vision for a better society and a better 
way7 to achieve the kind of society we want, one which prioritises tackling poverty and 
inequality. Raising more money is essential and the wealthy need to pay their fair share. 
Taxing the super rich makes society fairer by both providing resources to pay for services and 
by reducing the wealth inequalities that cause so much harm. While many of the tax levers 
remain outwith the Scottish Government’s control, ministers still have the power to act. 

The Scottish Government needs to bring forward plans for a fairer tax for local government. 
UNISON believes a property-based tax is the best way to fund local services. We also note 
that there is little evidence that cutting taxes on business creates new jobs. If there is a link, it 
is marginal and there are more cost effective ways of using the same money to create more 

                                            
6 http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s4/committees/rae/or‐11/ru11‐0202.htm  

7 http://thereisabetterway.org/  
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jobs. Most of the savings are likely to go into big company profits and shareholders pockets. 
The Scottish Government needs to find ways of getting more money rather than tax cuts.  

Raising Families’ Income / Fuel savings / Just Transition/Green Workplace 

Increasing the income of the bottom end of the income scale is essential if we are to reduce 
inequality. An area of committee scrutiny should be how government plans will create jobs, 
such as in energy efficiency schemes, how to maximise the number of jobs from investment 
in tackling climate change, and whether these jobs will pay a living wage. The RPP said that 
there are ‘significant opportunities associated with the transition to a low carbon economy’ 
including: the potential for low carbon activity to grow to 10% of the Scottish economy by 
2015; 130,000 jobs in the low carbon sector by 2020; savings for consumers totalling £8.5 
billion in their fuel bills by 2050; and £464 million efficiency savings for farmers by 2022. The 
Scottish Government should ensure that the living wage of £7.20 should be the minimum 
across the public sector and use procurement rules to spread this to the private and voluntary 
sectors.  

We look forward to further progress on the 2009 STUC/Scottish Government Climate Change 
Communique8 in this Session, noting that the Government has established a new strategic 
priority – Transition to a Low Carbon Economy. The Communiqué stressed the importance of 
greening the workplace and how worker involvement is the key to culture change. We urge 
the Committee to support the principles of ‘Just Transition’, ensuring that the costs and 
benefits of the transition are shared fairly across society, and to promote negotiated green 
workplace agreements with recognised trade unions as an integral part of climate change 
action and an important contribution to budgetary efficiency. 

Renewables/Energy 

UNISON strongly supports investment and support for renewable energy, but believes in a 
balanced energy mix and has concerns about how realistic the ambitious target of achieving 
the equivalent of all Scotland’s energy needs from renewables by 2020 can be. We condemn 
the UK Coalition Government’s appalling  failure to back the planned Carbon Capture and 
Storage (CCS) project at Longannet – a decision that is disastrous for Scottish energy 
strategy. 

Conclusion 

The Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13 acknowledges (p23) that it will 
cost far less to take action now on global warming than to respond to its effects. This was the 
message of the Stern Review. However, we do not believe that the Scottish Government is 
promising sufficient action or investment now. In the case of transport priorities, it is going in 
the wrong direction altogether. It is essential that the RPP is fully funded if Scotland is to 
deliver on its ambitious world leading legislation and to help protect the planet for future 
generations. 

                                            
8 www.stuc.org.uk/news/643/stuc‐and‐scottish‐government‐issue‐joint‐communique‐on‐climate‐

change  
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Kay Sillars  k.sillars@unison.co.uk 
Fiona Montgomery f.montgomery@unison.co.uk  
Mike J Kirby  
Scottish Secretary 
UNISON Scotland 
UNISON House 
14, West Campbell Street, 
Glasgow   G2 6RX 
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WWF SCOTLAND 

Scottish Draft Budget 2012-13   -   evidence to the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and 
Environment Committee, October 2011 

Summary 

WWF Scotland welcomes the opportunity to brief the Committee on the Draft Budget. The 
Budget and Spending Review are very important levers in securing a transition to a low 
carbon economy and the delivery of Scotland’s Climate Act commitments.  Spending 
decisions made now about both capital infrastructure and investment programmes will impact 
directly on Scotland’s climate emissions for decades ahead, locking us into specific 
development pathways and behaviour.  A low carbon budget must be seen as an 
investment in the wellbeing of our country, supporting green jobs, more comfortable 
homes, cleaner energy, active travel and more efficient public transport.   

Summary 

 The Draft Budget and Spending Review make a welcome commitment to supporting 
a low carbon economy and the need to help achieve Scotland’s climate change 
targets.  However, disappointingly, the spending proposals do not appear to 
adequately fund key measures set out in the Government’s Report on Policies and 
Proposals (RPP) as necessary to deliver Scotland’s Climate Change Act emission 
reduction targets. 
 

 Budget amendments on transport and homes are required to ensure that Scotland is 
on track to deliver our emission cuts as set out in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act. 
Amendments in these areas provide considerable scope to realise green job 
opportunities and support a preventative spend agenda. 

 

 On homes, the Draft Budget for 2012-13 proposes £65m for energy efficiency and 
fuel poverty. While greater than current funding (£48m), this is less than allocated in 
2009-10 (£65.9m) and 2010-11 (£70.9m) and far short of £100m that we believe is 
required to meet our climate and fuel poverty targets. 

 

 On transport, the Draft Budget and Spending Review proposals remain at odds with 
the need to cut emissions from this sector.  While the proposals include welcome 
commitments to support some key public transport initiatives, spending on motorways 
and trunk roads is set to increase by 25% by the end of the Spending Review period. 
Subject to any firm commitment to fund the ‘Cycling, Walking & Safer Routes Fund’ 
spending on active travel has been cut potentially by 50% from £32.5m in 2011-12 to 
just £16m in 2012-13.  As a proportion of the total transport budget proposals to 
support walking and cycling equate to less than 1% of the budget. 

 

WWF Scotland acknowledges the current constraints on public expenditure and believes that 
effective spending decisions can support long-term solutions that deliver multiple economic, 
social and environmental benefits and ensure that a ‘One Planet’ Scotland becomes a reality. 
By thinking in an integrated way, public spending can deliver better outcomes for less.  

Background 

WWF Scotland welcomes the commitment to support the transition to a low carbon economy 
as one of the priorities set out for the Scottish Draft Budget and Spending Review.  The 
explicit recognition that the Draft Budget and Spending Review needs to help ‘achieve our 
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world-leading climate change targets, under the Climate Change (Scotland) Act’ and that 
‘helping to tackle climate change is an exemplar of preventative spend’ is welcome.  Despite 
these commitments, the Draft Budget and Spending Review fall short of giving WWF Scotland 
confidence that Scottish Government spending plans are compatible with delivering the 
Climate Change (Scotland) Act targets, supporting Scotland realise the low carbon job 
opportunities available and reflecting the scale of preventative spend opportunities available 
through pursuing a low carbon future.   

The RPP includes both the public and private funding required for relevant activities and we 
recognise that not all funding is expected to come from the Government.  However not only 
will many policies and proposals rely heavily on Government funding but this funding itself 
can be used to both lever in funding from elsewhere and provide confidence for investment by 
the private sector. 

Homes 

With homes responsible for a quarter of Scotland’s climate emissions and a third of 
Scotland’s households suffering from fuel poverty, investment to improve the energy 
efficiency homes is critical. 

The Spending Review includes a commitment to invest just under £200m in fuel poverty and 
energy efficiency programmes over the coming three years, with specific reference to 
supporting the ‘Energy Assistance Package (EAP), Universal Home Insulation Scheme 
(UHIS) and Boiler Scrappage Scheme.’  Since the Draft Budget and Spending Review 
announcement, the Government has confirmed that the breakdown on energy efficiency and 
fuel poverty spend will be £65m, £66m, and £66.25m for each consecutive year. Whilst this 
constitutes a greater spend than the current year (£48m) it is still less than the 2010-11 
budget (£70.9m) and 2009-10 (£65.9m). Given that the numbers of people in fuel poverty are 
rising, it is disappointing to see the level of investment in these schemes diminishing, not 
increasing. 

This level of funding is inconsistent with delivering the emissions abatement attributed to 
domestic building energy efficiency in the RPP or the statutory Government target to 
eradicate fuel poverty by 2016: 

 

 The RPP highlights a doubling of carbon abatement between 2011 and 2012 from 
home energy efficiency policies (CERT, CESP, EAP and UHIS), yet spending 
commitments do not reflect an increase in government funding commensurate with 
this abatement. 

 

 Recent analysis of the emission reductions achieved from current EAP and UHIS 
programmes (upon which the RPP is heavily reliant) highlights annual emissions 
reduction equivalent to just a small fraction of the abatement attributed to domestic 
building energy efficiency policies for 2012 onwards.  We therefore have serious 
concerns that the level of funding for EAP and UHIS will deliver the abatement 
attributed to domestic energy efficiency in RPP. 

 

 Energy Action Scotland have calculated that an investment of at least £170m per 
year is required in order to meet the 2016 fuel poverty eradication targeted. The 
Scottish Fuel Poverty Forum Annual Report 2008 report stated that "We do not 
believe that this Package (EAP) alone will take us to the 2016 target. That requires a 
step change in investment, as soon as is reasonably practicable".  
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We note that an additional £50m is set to be allocated through the Warm Homes Fund, 
though it is unclear what measures this will support.  The spending profile of this Fund is also 
skewed towards later years, with £6.5m allocated for 2012/13 to be divided between the 
Warm Homes and Future Travel Fund.  

Transport 

Road transport is the second biggest single contributor to greenhouse gas emissions, 
accounting for over 18% of Scotland's total emissions in 2008 and emissions from road 
transport have risen by 8% since 1990.  The transport sector has one of the greatest 
abatement potential for carbon emissions in Scotland. However, whereas the RPP 
acknowledges the need for a ‘step-change in devolved policy action’, this transport budget 
remains at odds with the need to cut emissions from this sector.  In order to meet the 
emissions reductions required from the transport sector, many of the most effective 
interventions in financial terms will be those which require least in the way of expensive 
infrastructure – for example, the widespread introduction of travel planning, active travel, the 
introduction or increase in parking charges and reductions in road speeds.   

Public transport: The Draft Budget continues to support investment in public 
transport for projects such as the Edinburgh–Glasgow Improvement project and Borders 
railway, which is welcome. 

Active travel: Spending on walking and cycling in the Draft Budget falls well short of 
the level required to cut emissions commensurate with the RPP.  The Sustainable and Active 
Travel budget line has been reduced significantly from £25.1m to just £16m in 2012/13.  The 
Draft Budget and Spending Review proposals do not currently allocate any funding to the 
ring-fenced Cycling, Walking & Safer Routes (CWSS) budget and are listed as ‘tbc’.  The 
2011/12 budget allocates £7.5m in 2011-12 (reduced from £9m in 2010/11).   Current funding 
proposals therefore equate to a 50% reduction in financial support for sustainable and active 
travel, and means that a mere 1% of the total transport spend is allocated to support greener 
transport options such as walking and cycling.  

Roads: Spending on motorways and trunk roads is set to increase by 25% by the end 
of the Spending Review period, as a result of financial support that includes spending on to 
support the Forth Road Bridge, Aberdeen Western Peripheral Route and M8 upgrade. This 
increase in funding for motorways and trunk roads between 2011/12 and 2012/13 alone 
equates to five times the total budget for sustainable and active travel. 

Freight: The Draft Budget cuts ‘Support For Freight Industry’ and makes no mention 
of the Freight Facilities Grant Scheme – a successful scheme with an explicit environmental 
purpose to encourage modal switch from road to rail, despite reinstating the scheme in the 
last Budget. Attempts to abolish this scheme will limit any further road to rail switch and is 
likely to increase climate pollution as a result.  

The RPP identifies that the proposals of ‘eco-driving’, ‘LCV infrastructure provision and 
procurement’, ‘Travel planning’, ‘Car clubs’  and ‘Cycling and walking infrastructure 
investment’ alone require funding of £313m, £230m and £171m for 2012, 2013 and 2014 
respectively.  The Draft Budget and Spending Review does not seem to provide even 1o% of 
this.  

Preventative Spend 

The Draft Budget and Spending Review proposals acknowledge that tackling climate change 
constitutes an important preventative spend. However the proposals fail to fully reflect this 
opportunity.  It is disappointing that there is insufficient recognition that applying a 
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‘preventative spend’ approach would offer considerable long term savings by avoiding the 
costs associated with impacts of climate change whilst stimulating green job opportunities.  

Spending on home insulation prevents people from having to live in cold, damp homes, 
incurring numerous health and social problems.  According to the Fuel Poverty Advisory 
Group for England, for every £1 spent on fuel poverty, 42p is saved by the NHS.  The group 
also reported that tackling fuel poverty will improve local economic activity, particularly in 
deprived areas where money not spent on fuel bills will find its way into the local economy.9 
Similarly, spending on greener transport options such as active travel will support local jobs, 
improve health and boost the economy.   
Conclusion 

Housing and transport are two sectors of the Scottish economy that are responsible for more 
than 40% of our annual emissions.  WWF Scotland urges Ministers to strengthen the Draft 
Budget and Spending Review to ensure that it adequately reflects Scotland’s commitment to 
secure a low carbon future. 

Contact Eva Groeneveld, egroeneveld@wwfscotland.org.uk 01350 728200 
Dr Dan Barlow, dbarlow@wwfscotland.org.uk 01350 728200 

 

                                            
9 Poverty Advisory Group, eighth annual report, http://bit.ly/rbBKzE  
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STOP CLIMATE CHAOS SCOTLAND (SCCS ) 

Budget evidence to Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee  

October 2011 

Introduction 

Stop Climate Chaos Scotland (SCCS) welcomes this opportunity to provide written evidence 
to the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee on the Scottish Spending 
Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13.  

 SCCS is a diverse coalition of over 60 organisations campaigning together on climate 
change, including environment, faith and development organisations, trade and student 
unions and community groups.  We worked together to inform the debate around the Scottish 
Climate Change Act when it went through Parliament in early 2009.  Since then we have 
continued our engagement with Parliament to ensure that Scotland meets the ambitious 
targets in the Act.   

Recommendations: 

 SCCS believes that this budget must, as a minimum, be amended to ensure it fully funds 
all of the measures set out in the Government’s own plans to meet our climate change 
targets, Low Carbon Scotland: The Report on Proposals and Policies (RPP). 

 In order to meet the Government’s climate targets, a step-change needs to be seen in 
the funding of energy efficiency in homes and particularly in sustainable, low carbon 
transport. 

 Where the Government has not matched the level of funding it states is required in the 
RPP, the Government should set out how it will lever in relevant private sector 
investment. 

 

The draft budget fails to fund even the Scottish Government’s own plans to meet the legally-
binding climate change targets which are set in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009.  
Without this minimum level of investment, Scottish Ministers cannot realistically deliver the 
RPP and therefore meet those targets.  In short, the budget fails to enable the requirements 
of the Act to be met.  Scotland’s world-leading climate legislation counts for little if the 
necessary action does not follow.  In its current form, this budget puts us on a path for 
embarrassing failure.    

We have focussed our evidence on two areas of policy that must see a step-change in 
funding in order to meet the Government’s climate targets: home energy efficiency and 
sustainable, low carbon transport.  
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Table 1: Comparison of funding provided in draft budget and requirements of 
Government climate plan 

Measures/ 

Funding per 
year  

Funding 
in 2011-
12 
budget 
(£million) 

Funding 
in 2012-
13 
budget 
(£million) 

RPP 
funding 
requireme
nts10 for 
2012-1311 
(£million) 

RPP funding 
requirement
s included 
in 2012-13 
budget (%) 

Funding 
in 
Spending 
Review 
(£million) 

RPP funding 
requirement
s for 
Spending 
Review 
period 
(£million) 

RPP funding 
requirement
s included 
in Spending 
Review (%) 

Fuel Poverty 
and Energy 
Efficiency 
Programmes 
(continuation of 
UHIS & EAP) 

48  65.0 79.82 81% 196.25 232.612 84% 

Low Carbon 
Transport 
spend13  

41.2 30.65 487.5 6% 120.35 1,226 10% 

Warm Homes 
and Future 
Transport Funds 

- 6.5 - - 59.5 - - 

Motorways and 
Trunk Roads  

557.6 655.4  - - 2,020 - - 

We welcome the Spending Review’s acknowledgement that ‘helping to tackle climate change 
is an exemplar of preventative spend’14, and the inclusion of ‘transition to a low carbon 
economy’ as a central component of the new Government Economic Strategy.  Committing 
public finances to help meet our emissions reduction targets creates positive opportunities for 
job creation and better health.  We have considered these positive impacts further in our 
evidence on preventative spending to the Finance Committee.  While the draft budget offers 
partial acknowledgement of this opportunity on energy efficiency measures, it fails miserably 
to fulfil the potential offered by supporting cycling and walking.  

Transport  

                                            
10 To account for differences between calendar years stated in the RPP and financial years stated in the budget, this is 

calculated by taking 3/4 of the funding required in 2012 and 1/4 of the funding required in 2013, as contained in p142-145 of RPP. 

11 This figure is calculated on the basis of the emissions reduction attributed to the budget spend for HIS and EAP 
over 2011-12 by the RPP and the emission reduction required by the RPP from these same polices for the following 
years. 

12
 This is a generous understatement, as the RPP also requires that over the spending review period an additional 

£706m is levered into energy efficiency programmes through the UK Green Deal and Energy Company Obligation. 

13 From all the budget lines which include items in the Transport section of the RPP: Vessels and Piers, Support for 
Freight Industry, Support for Sustainable and Active Travel, Travel Strategy and Innovation, Warm Homes and 
Future Transport Funds. 

14 Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13, p20 
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The draft budget for 2012-13 provides at most 6% of the funding for transport measures 
required by the RPP.  This 6% figure is probably generous.  We have looked at all the budget 
lines which could fund items in the transport section of the RPP: Vessels and Piers; Support 
for Freight Industry; Support for Sustainable and Active Travel; Travel Strategy and 
Innovation; Warm Homes and Future Transport Funds15.  We have, in an attempt to analyse 
the budget as positively as possible from a climate change perspective, assumed that the 
entirety of these budget lines will be spent on RPP measures.  Together, these budget lines 
add up to just £30.65m, as compared with a required spend of £487.5m as set out in the 
RPP.  This is a reduction of more than 25% compared with the £41.2m in the current 2011-12 
budget.   

The picture is not much better when considering the entire three year spending review period.  
Of the £1,226m required by the RPP to be spent on transport measures, only £120.35m is 
allocated by the Government’s spending plans, a mere 10%.  The £69m16 for low carbon 
transport stated in the spending review is even lower than we calculated above, so despite 
our attempts to analyse as positively as possible, evidently not all spending from the relevant 
budget lines will go to RPP measures.  

The RPP includes both the public and private funding required for relevant activities, so 
clearly not all funding is expected to come from the Government.  However, in the case of 
transport, it is totally unrealistic to expect the over 90% funding shortfall to come from the 
private sector, especially in the absence of any regulatory polices designed to secure private 
investment.   
In addition to the above concerns, the few specific RPP transport measures in the previous 
year’s budget have been vastly reduced or cancelled in the draft 2012-13 budget: 

3.3 The ‘Sustainable and Active Travel’ fund is slashed by more than a third, and 
with new demands made on it leaves only £5m to fund Sustrans, Cycling Scotland, 
Energy Savings Trust and other sustainable transport initiatives; 

3.4 There is no commitment to fund the ‘Cycling, Walking, and Safer Routes’ 
fund; 

3.5 The Freight Facilities Grant is cancelled – for decades this has been critical in 
moving  
freight from road to rail. 
 

To support local jobs, improve health and boost the economy, the Government should 
increase investment in paths for cyclists and walkers.  Active travel infrastructure is typically 
built by small civil engineering contractors and local authorities, with the materials used 
sourced locally.  In contrast, the main contracts for many of the Government's road-building 
programmes, including the Second Forth Road Bridge, are being given to foreign construction 
companies. 

The focus on road-building undermines the Scottish Government’s own ambition to get 
people across Scotland to reduce their own carbon footprints, as set out in its Public 
Engagement Strategy.  It is unreasonable for the Government to focus investment of public 
funds in carbon-intensive areas while asking people to do the opposite and make changes in 
their own lives to help reduce emissions. 

It is irresponsible for the Government to significantly cut funding for sustainable and active 
transport, instead of increasing these budget lines at least in line with the requirements of the 
RPP.  To have any chance of meeting Scotland’s climate targets, the budget and spending 
review must see a major increase funding for low carbon transport, including a significant 
proportion of the £487.5m required by the transport proposals in the RPP for 2012-13. 

                                            
15 We’ve assumed 50% is for transport in any given year 

16 Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13, p23 under ‘Prioritising low carbon spend’ 
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Homes  

Housing is responsible for around one quarter of Scotland’s emissions, and reductions in this 
sector are vital to deliver our climate change targets.  At the same time, fuel poverty in 
Scotland continues to rise, with around one third of households now affected.  Despite this, 
the Draft Scottish Budget and Spending Review falls short of the step change in investment 
required.  Funding allocated for fuel poverty and energy efficiency is £65m for 2012-13 with a 
limited and unspecified additional amount allocated to the Warm Homes Fund.  
  
Over the Spending Review period, just under £200m is allocated to fuel poverty and energy 
efficiency.  Not only is this short of what the RPP states is needed, the rate of emissions 
reduction the RPP assumes to arise from the combination of UHIS and EAP is greater than 
that actually achieved in the period 2010-11.  In other words, in practice these policies have 
not delivered the emissions reduction the RPP expects of them.  Furthermore the RPP places 
a massive reliance on the forthcoming UK Green Deal and Energy Company Obligation to 
provide almost £700m funding to deliver energy efficiency to Scotland’s homes.  However, the 
details of these schemes have yet to be finalised and it is not clear how the Scottish 
Government plans to maximise funding from these sources.  
 
It is estimated that around 10,000 new jobs could be created through improving the energy 
efficiency of the housing stock.  There is strong evidence that action on domestic energy is 
one of the most effective ways of delivering wider economic, social, health and environmental 
goals.  According to research on fuel poverty17, for every £1 spent on reducing fuel poverty, 
42p is saved by the NHS.  The failure to invest properly in domestic energy is a wasted 
opportunity that will lead to greater public costs in future. 
  
SCCS believes that, as a minimum, the Scottish Government should commit to funding for 
home energy of £100m per annum for each year of this Spending Review.  The Government 
should set out in detail how it intends to use the money allocated to fuel poverty and energy 
efficiency and how it intends to lever in the additional capital required to meet the RPP 
targets.  

Summary 

The Government has said that to deliver the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009, “every 
minister must be a climate change minister”18.  On the evidence of this budget, it would 
appear that message has not been received by all parts of Government, particularly in 
housing and transport.  These two sectors of the Scottish economy are responsible for almost 
40% of our annual emissions and must be fully addressed in the final budget. 

The Committee should recommend the following to the Finance Committee: 

 This budget must, as a minimum, be amended to ensure it fully funds all of the measures set 
out in the Government’s own plans to meet our climate change targets, Low Carbon Scotland: 
The Report on Proposals and Policies.  

  

                                            
17 Fuel Poverty Advisory Group for England, eighth annual report, http://bit.ly/rbBKzE 

18 RACCE Committee meeting 22/06/11, http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s4/committees/rae/or-11/ru11-0202.htm  
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For more information contact: 

Gail Wilson, Stop Climate Chaos Scotland Co-ordinator  

Ground Floor, 2 Lochside View, Edinburgh Park, Edinburgh, EH12 9DH 

Tel: 0131 317 4112 Email: gail@stopclimatechaosscotland.org 

www.stopclimatechaos.org/scotland  

Stop Climate Chaos Scotland is a charity, registered in Scotland, no SC039643 
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IUCN UK Committee Peatland Programme 
 

Written evidence to RACCE Committee 
Climate Change and the Budget 
October 2011 
 
 
Summary 
Peatlands have been identified as vitally important in the global carbon cycle and could 
potentially have a significant role in national greenhouse gas (ghg) targets. Scotland supports 
the majority of the UK’s deep peat and much of this is in a damaged state, resulting in stored 
carbon being lost to the atmosphere.  
 
Peatland restoration is an urgent biodiversity priority.  Restoration action is a form of 
preventative spend, contributing to carbon targets and biodiversity objectives for the one cost.  
It is also cost-effective in reducing carbon emissions compared to the price of carbon and 
other carbon abatement technologies. Early spending avoids higher costs later on by avoiding 
the need for more expensive repairs as peatland degradation becomes more extreme.   
 
There has been limited peatland restoration under current funding structures, mainly through 
SRDP.  Identifying a specific peatland restoration fund under an enhanced climate change 
budget would signal leadership in delivering action and help lever in other resources.   
 
Increased spending on peatlands under the 2012-13 budget will ensure Scotland is well 
placed to make the most of proposed international accounting guidelines for including 
peatland restoration in national ghg reporting. 
 
The IUCN UK Peatland Programme welcomes this opportunity to provide written evidence to 
the Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee on the Scottish Spending 
Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13.  
 
A recent IUCN UK Commission of Inquiry on Peatlands has been completed and the findings 
will be presented at the Scottish Parliament in November 2011.  The evidence and reports for 
the Inquiry are available at: 
www.iucn-ukpeatlandprogramme.org/resources 
 
“Restoration of peatlands is a low hanging fruit, and among the most cost-effective 
options for mitigating climate change.” Achim Steiner, UN Under-Secretary General and 
Executive Director, UN Environment Programme (UNEP) 
 
Internationally, peatlands have been identified as a priority for action in relation to 
climate change mitigation and adaptation under the UN Convention on Biological Diversity, 
and the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. The UK is among the top ten 
countries in the world for its peatland extent, with Scotland holding over 70% of the UK’s deep 
peat soils19. The best available evidence suggests that the majority of Scotland’s peatlands 
are not peat forming, with over a third of blanket bogs in an eroded state.  Even in the best 
protected sites, around 40% of blanket bog is in an unfavourable condition. When damaged, 
peatlands become major sources of carbon emissions.  Restoring peatlands reduces these 
losses.  Even taking account of temporary high methane emissions in some rewetting work, 
the benefits of restoration clearly outweigh the carbon losses from damaged peatlands.  
Research is ongoing to quantify these gains for different peatland restoration circumstances; 
however, indicative figures are available from recent research in the UK and Europe.   
 

                                            
19 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page‐5861#download 
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Guidance on accounting for the greenhouse gas savings from peatland restoration is being 
developed through the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change20. In the meantime there 
is sufficient evidence to demonstrate that conserving and restoring peatlands provides climate 
change benefits. Investing now in peatland restoration is a ‘no regret’ option.  Early action will 
provide ongoing emissions reductions which will be available to contribute towards Scotland’s 
climate change targets, even if they are not included in this current year’s greenhouse gas 
accounting. There are also the additional benefits of making progress against biodiversity 
targets to restore 600,00ha of blanket bog in Scotland; required by 2020 to meet the EU 
Biodiversity Strategy. For the one cost, peatland restoration can help deliver these two sets of 
objectives. Delaying spending on peatland action will result in higher annual costs, as the time 
available to deliver the required level of restoration get shorter the closer we get to 2020. 
 
Peatland restoration and conservation is cost effective.  Blanket bogs are worth £226 
million per year to the UK economy in terms of climate regulation and other services21.  The 
cost of restoring peatlands (£6 to £13/tonne CO2e for drain blocking) compares favourably 
with other carbon abatement measures such as anaerobic digestion, forestry sequestration 
and renewable biomass or biogas heat generation22. Delaying restoration action after a 
peatland has been damaged results in further deterioration, eventually leading to severe 
erosion, with a tenfold increase in restoration costs. Eroded peatlands also incur greater costs 
on society with higher levels of carbon loss and more severe problems for drinking water 
quality, which requires expensive treatment to resolve. 
 
Current public funding for peatland management in Scotland is estimated to amount to 
between £2 million and £4 million per year, largely through payments under the Common 
Agriculture Policy, SRDP23.  Even applying mid range restoration costs (£250 per ha), this 
would only deliver around 15,000ha of peatland restoration per year.  This is around a quarter 
of what would be required annually to meet 2020 targets.  A total spend of nearer £15 million 
per year would be more realistic. Investment in promoting peatland restoration elements of 
the SRDP and making them more accessible would help increase uptake. 
 
Not all of the funding would have to come from the SRDP, as for example money for peatland 
restoration may also be available under the Scottish Water Sustainable Land Management 
fund (£3 million pa from 2010-2015).  The opportunity for private investment under carbon 
markets is still in its infancy for peatlands and will require some form of peatland code, 
standards and protocols to be developed.  In the meantime, public funding for peatland 
restoration combined with effective monitoring of the carbon benefits will help inform the 
developing private markets, as well as national accounting. 
 
Assuming that improvement to the take-up of payments under the SRDP resulted in a 
doubling of spend and that public bodies could contribute another £2 million pa would leave a 
shortfall of around £5 million pa that would be needed to deliver peatland restoration targets.  
Creating a specific peatland fund under an enhanced climate change budget could support a 
variety of activity aimed at ensuring the right level of partnerships and capacity to speedily 
implement restoration. 
 

                                            
20 http://www.iucn‐uk‐peatlandprogramme.org/resources/146 

21 http://archive.defra.gov.uk/temp/sffsd0702‐economic‐valuation‐uk‐bap.pdf 

22 http://www.iucn‐uk‐peatlandprogramme.org 

23 http://www.iucn‐uk‐

peatlandprogramme.org/sites/all/files/Review%20Public%20Funding%20of%20Peatland%20Manage

ment%20and%20Restoration,%20June%202011%20Final_0.pdf 
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“Peatland conservation is a prime example of a nature-based solution to climate 
change but we urgently need to switch from aspiration to action to secure the benefits 
that peatlands provide” Julia Marton-Lefevre,  IUCN Director General. 
 
Peatlands are included in the Government’s Report on Proposals and Policies (RPP) 24as a 
‘Supporting and Enabling Measure’. While there is ongoing discussion about how and when 
to include the carbon savings from peatland restoration in the Scottish ghg budget, spending 
now on peatlands will speed up the process of delivery when an official accounting process is 
put in place.  Identifying a core fund for peatland restoration would help support the rapid 
development of peatland restoration partnerships to prepare for action and enable the 
structure to be put in place to make best use of the range of other funds available, including 
attracting EU grants.  Early investment in restoration pilots together with a coordinated 
programme of research to quantify the benefits for carbon, water and biodiversity, will also 
allow more accurate accounting at an early stage.  In this way Scotland can show leadership 
beyond aspiration, by announcing clearly funded action on peatlands.  This would be a 
welcome and powerful signal for other peatland nations to follow.  
 
 
Recommendations 
 

 Early action on peatland restoration should be supported through 
core Scottish Government funding, in the order of £5million, under an enhanced 
Climate Change budget for 2012-13.  
 

 Peatland funding under SRDP and other potential sources from 
Scottish water, SEPA and SNH should be maximised and coordinated to ensure 
delivery against peatland restoration targets. 
 

 Peatland restoration pilots should be supported with funding to allow 
effective partnerships at project level, national coordination through a peatland 
stakeholder hub and research/monitoring to better quantify the benefits of 
peatlands. 

 
For further information contact: 
 
Clifton Bain, Director IUCN UK Peatland Programme  
Email: Clifton.bain@iucn.org.uk   
 

                                            
i Grant of £200,000 provided in 2010/11 and £350,000 provided in 2011/12. 
ii Figures from Scottish car club operators and pilot projects, October 2011. 
iii Figures from Scottish Government website: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/farmingrural/Rural, 
accessed 13th October 2011. 
iv Calculated based on direct emissions from combustion of fuel based on estimated distance travelled 
using UK DEFRA/DECC average emission factors and data for company reporting August 2011. 
Calculations available upon request. 
 
v http://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/  

vihttp://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/RSPB_Scotland_written_evidence_to_Finance_Committee_o
n_preventative_spending_Sep2011_tcm9-289734.pdf 
vii Assessment on Peatlands, Biodiversity and Climate Change, 2007.  http://www.peat-
portal.net  

viii ECOSSE: Estimating Carbon in Organic Soils – Sequestration and Emissions: Final Report 
(2007) http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2007/03/16170508/0  

                                            
24 http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2011/03/21114235/0 
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ix http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2011/03/21114235/0  
x  http://www.iucn-uk-
peatlandprogramme.org/sites/all/files/100218Briefing_Peatlands_andGreenhouseGasEmissio
ns.pdf 
xi http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2011/09/05094939/0  
xii http://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/  
xiii http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/Microsoft%20Word%20-
%20Realising%20the%20benefits%20of%20peatlands_tcm9-282611.pdf 
 
 
xiv  <http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/42831.aspx> 
xv  We’ve assumed 50% is for transport in any given year 
xvi  Scottish Spending Review 2011 and Draft Budget 2012-13, p23 under “Prioritising low carbon spend” 
xvii  The overall spend on 'Motorways and Trunk Roads' increases from £557.6m to £700.2m over the course 
of the Spending Review period, while the spending for 'Sustainable and Active Travel' decreases from £25.1m to 
an average of £18.7m over the three-year period of the Spending Review. 
xviii  <http://archive.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/ticc/reports-10/trr10-04.htm>. 
xix  We further note that the RPP, by contrast, suggests a significant increase in spending on ‘Cycling and 
walking infrastructure investment’. 
xx  Scottish Government (2011) Carbon Assessment of the 2012-13 Draft Budget. Available at 
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/358384/0121134.pdf 
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Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 

8th Meeting, 2011 (Session 4), Wednesday, 26 October 2011 
 

Woodland Expansion Advisory Group 
 
Policy background 
 
Forestry Commission and forestry strategies 
1. The Forestry Commission Scotland was established in 2003 as the 
Scottish Government’s forestry directorate, advising on and implementing 
forestry policy and managing the national forest estate. That includes 
delivering the Scottish Government’s Scottish Forestry Strategy1. 
 
2. The Strategy was first produced in 2000, and was then updated in 2006, 
following an extensive review and consultation process2. An implementation 
plan for the Strategy for 2011-14, together with a progress report for 2010-11, 
was recently published by the Forestry Commission3. 
 
3. In 2009, the Scottish Government published its Rationale for Woodland 
Expansion4 document.  

 
Climate change mitigation 
4. These documents were used to inform the Scottish Government’s 
document – Low Carbon Scotland: Meeting the Emissions Reduction Targets 
2010-2022, The Report on Proposals and Policies (known as the RPP)5. 

 
Planting targets 
5. All of these documents articulate the Scottish Government’s desire to 
increase Scotland’s woodland cover. The Government has an aspirational aim 
to increase Scotland’s woodland cover from the current level of 17% to 25% 
by 2025. To achieve this, Ministers have pledged to plant 100 million trees by 
2015, aiming for a yearly planting rate of 10,000 hectares a year. The RPP 
contains this as a policy, but also lists a proposal of increasing that planting 
rate further, to 15,000 ha/yr. 

                                            
1 Scottish Government (2006). Scottish Forestry Strategy. Available at: 
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/infd-6aggzw 
2 Scottish Forestry Strategy Review, 2005-2006. Available at: 
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/infd-6c3d4g 
3 The Scottish Forestry Strategy: Implementation Plan (2011-14) and Progress Report (2010-
11). Available at: 
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/pdf/SFSIMPLEMENTATIONPLAN20112012v5.pdf/$FILE/SFSIMP
LEMENTATIONPLAN20112012v5.pdf 
4 The Scottish Government's Rationale for Woodland Expansion (2009). Available at: 
http://www.forestry.gov.uk/woodlandexpansion 
5 Scottish Government (2010). Low Carbon Scotland: Meeting the Emissions Reduction 
Targets 2010-2022, The Report on Proposals and Policies. Available at: 
http://scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Environment/climatechange/scotlands-action/lowcarbon/rpp 
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Land use strategy 
6. Earlier this year, the Scottish Government published its document, 
Getting the best from our land - A land use strategy for Scotland6. In terms of 
forestry, the strategy states— 

 
“The Government has committed to increasing the rate of woodland 
expansion, so as to realise a range of benefits such as carbon 
sequestration. Such expansion would take Scotland's woodland cover 
to 25 per cent by 2050. In achieving this, we must continue to ensure 
that the right trees are planted in the right places - avoiding, for 
example, areas of deeper peat soil where the carbon losses from soil 
disturbance could outweigh the gains in climate change mitigation. In 
addition, it is important to protect the woodlands that we already have, 
and so woodland removal will only be permitted where it will result in 
significant additional public benefit. In some cases, new trees may 
need to be planted on site or elsewhere to compensate for those 
removed, as described in our Policy on Woodland Removal.” 

 
7. The strategy contains a list of specific proposals, which includes the 
intention to publish an action plan in due course. The proposal relating to 
forestry states that the Scottish Government are going to— 
 

“Identify more closely which types of land are best for tree planting in 
the context of other land-based objectives, and promote good practice 
and local processes in relation to tree planting so as to secure multiple 
benefits.” 

 
Woodland Expansion Advisory Group evidence 
 
8. To take this work forward, the Scottish Government has established a 
Woodland Expansion Advisory Group, and the Group have provided a briefing 
for the Committee on its membership and remit, which is attached at the 
Annexe A. 
 
9. On 13 October 2011, WEAG issued a call for evidence, a copy of which 
can be found at Annexe B. 

 
10. At its meeting on 26 October 2011, the Committee will take evidence 
from the Chair of the Group, Dr Andrew Barbour. The purpose of the session 
is to give Mr Barbour the opportunity to update the Committee on the work of 
the Group, and how it will proceed with its work, and to give members the 
opportunity to ask any questions.  

 
Clerks 
Rural Affairs, Climate Change and Environment Committee 

                                            
6 Scottish Government (2011). Getting the best from our land - A land use strategy for 
Scotland. Available at: http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Publications/2011/03/17091927/0 
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 Annexe A 
WOODLAND EXPANSION ADVISORY GROUP 

REMIT AND MEMBERSHIP 

The task of the Group is: 

“To provide advice to the Cabinet Secretary, by June 2012, on identifying 
more closely which types of land are best for tree planting in Scotland, in the 
context of other land-based objectives; and on promoting good practice and 
local processes in relation to tree planting so as to secure multiple benefits.” 

The Advisory Group is chaired by Dr Andrew Barbour who farms in 
Perthshire and is also a woodland adviser to Atholl Estates.  The members of 
the Advisory Group are: 

Nigel Miller: NFUS. 
Jonnie Hall: NFUS. 
Angus McCall: Scottish Tenant Farmers’ Association. 
Dr Andrew Midgley: Scottish Land and Estates. 
George McRobbie: UPM Tilhill. 
Hamish Macleod: Director BSW and Chair of FC Scotland’s National 
Committee. 
Simon Pepper: SNH Board member and former director WWF. 
Stuart Goodall: CONFOR 
George Milne: National Sheep Association. 
Vicki Swales: RSPB Scotland. 
Professor Jeff Maxwell: Former Director of Macaulay Land Use Research 
Institute and recent Chair of Tenant Farming Forum. 
Ian Ross: Highland Council and Chair of Planning, Environment and 
Development Committee. Mr Ross also chaired the Forests for People 
Advisory Panel. 
David Barnes: Scottish Government Rural and Environment Directorate. 
Jo O’Hara: Scottish Government Rural and Environment Directorate. 
Bob McIntosh: Director, Forestry Commission Scotland. 
Susan Davies: Scottish Natural Heritage. 
Mark Aitken: Scottish Environment Protection Agency. 
 
The group’s work plan is still being developed, but is likely to include a call 
for views and evidence in autumn 2011 and public meetings in the spring.  
The group will provide its advice to the Cabinet Secretary in June 2012. 
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Annexe B 

WEAG call for evidence – 13 October 2011 

As you may know, the Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and the 
Environment, Richard Lochhead MSP, has established a Woodland 
Expansion Advisory Group. The background to this was the recognition that in 
Scotland we face competing demands for the use of land.  Food, timber and 
energy production; nature conservation; carbon storage; employment and 
recreation are just some of the many services that we require.  

To help find a constructive and balanced way forward I was asked to chair the 
Woodland Expansion Advisory Group. This 18-strong group of farmers, 
foresters, conservation, community and land experts will be working together 
over the coming months to identify which types of land are best suited for tree 
planting in Scotland and how such an expansion of our woodland cover 
should be taken forward.  

Our terms of reference are “To provide advice to the Cabinet Secretary on 
identifying more closely which types of land are best for tree planting in 
Scotland, in the context of other land-based objectives; and on promoting 
good practice and local processes in relation to tree planting so as to secure 
multiple benefits.” Further details, including membership of the group are 
available at www.forestry.gov.uk/weag. 

To do this job properly, we need your help. This is why I am writing to ask 
whether you have any views or experience that you think it would be helpful to 
share with us.  We are particularly interested to hear about: 

(a) Where you see opportunities for woodland expansion that are not 
currently being taken up.  What do you think is stopping such woodland 
expansion? 

(b) Examples of where woodland expansion comes into conflict with 
other land management objectives.  We are particularly interested to hear 
where current regulatory and consultation mechanisms do not seem able to 
prevent such conflict. 

(c) The way that conflicts between woodland expansion and other 
land management objectives could be better resolved in future.  We are 
looking for practical and constructive suggestions which respect the diversity 
of land uses in Scotland. 

To inform our deliberations, we will need to receive your input by Friday 6th 
January 2012.   
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Please send your submission to: 
 
Woodland Expansion Advisory Group Secretariat 
c/o Forestry Commission Scotland 
Silvan House, 231 Corstorphine Road 
Edinburgh EH12 7AT 
 
Or by email to: weag@forestry.gsi.gov.uk 

We will publish all submissions on the Forestry Commission Scotland website, 
unless you specifically ask us to keep either the whole submission, or your 
name and contact details, confidential.   

The information that you send us will help us to develop our thinking, and we 
plan to test our emerging conclusions in a series of stakeholder meetings 
around the country in early Spring.  More details of the dates and locations of 
these meetings will be published on the website (www.forestry.gov.uk/weag) 
in due course. 

I look forward to hearing from you. 

Yours sincerely 

Andrew Barbour 
Chairman, Woodland Expansion Advisory Group 
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