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RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

AGENDA

22nd Meeting, 2001 (Session 1)

Tuesday 23 October 2001

The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in the Hub, Castlehill, Edinburgh

1. Petitions: The Committee will consider the following petitions—

PE372 by Mr Robert Epps calling for the Scottish Parliament to ensure that a
revised Less Favoured Area Support Scheme be introduced by 2002, giving
priority to those farming in the most severely disadvantaged areas of
Scotland.

PE384 by Mr Eddie Nicol calling for the Scottish Parliament to take measures
to redress the injustice of the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme.

and will take evidence thereon from Ross Finnie MSP, Minister for the
Environment and Rural Development.

2. Budget Process 2002-03: The Committee will take evidence on Stage 2 of the
Budget process from—

Ross Finnie MSP, Minister for the Environment and Rural Development.

3. Subordinate Legislation: The Committee will consider the following instruments
under the negative procedure—

The Highlands and Islands Agricultural Programme and Rural Diversification
Programme (Scotland) Amendment Regulations 2001 (SSI 2001/319)

The Farm and Conservation Grant Amendment (Scotland) Regulations 2001
(SSI 2001/321)

The Feeding Stuffs and the Feeding Stuffs (Enforcement) Amendment
(Scotland) Regulations 2001 (SSI 2001/334).

4. Amnesic Shellfish Poisoning: The Committee will consider an interim paper
from the reporter, Rhoda Grant.

Richard Davies
Clerk to the Committee



The following papers are attached or are relevant to this meeting:

Agenda item 1

Note by the Clerk on Petitions on Less Favoured Area Support Scheme 
(RD/01/22/1)

PE 372 (RD/01/22/2)

PE 384 (RD/01/22/3)

Members Briefing from the Public Petitions Committee (RD/01/22/4)

Letter from CRPM (RD/01/22/5)

Executive response to PE372 (RD/01/22/6)

Letter from Minister to Convener: Less Favoured Support Scheme Analysis
(RD/01/22/7)

Agenda item 2

A copy of Chapters 12 & 13 of the Scottish Executive Draft Budget is attached for
reference (RD/01/22/8)

Letter to Minister on the draft budget (RD/01/22/9)

Members should also bring papers issued for the meeting on 2 October.

Agenda item 3

The Highlands and Islands Agricultural Programme and Rural Diversification
Programme (Scotland) Amendment Regulations 2001 (SSI 2001/319) and Executive
note. (RD/01/22/10)

The Farm and Conservation Grant Amendment (Scotland) Regulations 2001 (SSI
2001/321) and Executive note. (RD/01/22/11)

The Subordinate Legislation made no recommendation on these instruments in its
34th report.

The Feeding Stuffs and the Feeding Stuffs (Enforcement) Amendment (Scotland)
Regulations 2001 (SSI 2001/334) and Executive note. (RD/01/22/12)

Agenda item 4

Paper from Rhoda Grant (RD/01/22/13)

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parl_bus/petitions/pe372.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parl_bus/petitions/pe384.pdf
http://www.scotland-legislation.hmso.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2001/20010319.htm
http://www.scotland-legislation.hmso.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2001/20010321.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/official_report/cttee/subord-01/sur01-34-01.htm
http://www.scotland-legislation.hmso.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2001/20010334.htm
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Rural Development Committee

Petitions on the Less Favoured Areas support scheme

 1. Purpose

The purpose of this paper is to provide the Committee with information to enable it to
decide on a course of action for Petitions PE 372 and PE 384.

2. Background

Petition PE 372 was submitted by Mr Robert Epps, on behalf of a group of farmers
and crofters from the islands of Islay and Jura, calling for the Scottish Parliament to
ensure that a revised Less Favoured Area Support Scheme be introduced by 2002,
giving priority to those farming in the most severely disadvantaged areas of
Scotland.

Petition PE 384 was submitted by Mr Eddie Nicol, on behalf of those involved in the
agricultural industry in the Shetland Islands, calling for the Scottish Parliament to
take measures to redress the injustice of the current Less Favoured Area Support
Scheme.

Both of these petitions were originally referred to the Rural Development Committee
for information only, and copies were circulated to members in September (circulars
37 and 38).   At its meeting on 2nd October the Public Petitions Committee
considered responses from the Scottish Executive and from the Conference of
Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe.  It agreed to refer the petitions formally to
the Rural Development Committee for consideration of the issues involved, with the
strong recommendation that the European Committee should be consulted in
relation to the consideration of re-negotiating relevant EU agreements relating to
LFA support schemes.

3. Other considerations

At its meeting on 27 March 2001, the Rural Development Committee considered the
Less Favoured Areas Support Scheme (Scotland) Regulations 2001, SSI 2001/50,
and took evidence from the industry and from officials of the Scottish Executive Rural
Affairs Department.    The Committee reported to the Parliament that—

The Committee wishes to draw the attention of the Parliament to the evidence it
has received on this matter, which (was) attached for information. This evidence
has identified a number of unresolved issues, and the Committee notes the
widespread dissatisfaction with the current scheme, and the lack of agreement
between witnesses as to how the difficulties with the current scheme might best
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be resolved. Therefore, while the Committee has not sought to annul this
Instrument, it intends to return to this matter at a later date and take further
evidence, with a view to making recommendations regarding potential
amendments to this scheme.

(5th Report 2001, SP paper 308)

On 11 September the Scottish Executive’s Minister for the Environment & Rural
Development wrote to the Convener (copied to members in circular 37) with an
analysis of the out-turn of the 2001 Less Favoured Areas scheme and the estimated
effects of amendments to the scheme for 2002.   In this letter the Minister referred to
his intention to seek a repeat of the 90% safety net arrangements for a further year,
and the Department has been asked to provide a briefing note on the progress on
this matter.

5. Recommendation

The Committee is invited to consider the contents of the attached papers and reach
a conclusion as to whether or not anything further should be done under these
Petitions.  In reaching a conclusion, members are asked to bear in mind the Public
Petitions Committee’s recommendation that the European Committee should be
consulted on the question of renegotiating the relevant regulations with the European
Commission, and the processes that would need to be followed.

Richard Davies
Clerk to the Committee

The following papers are attached:

� PE 372
� PE 384
� Briefing note for the Public Petitions Committee
� Letter from CPMR (Conference of Peripheral Maritime Regions of Europe)
� The Scottish Executive Environment and Rural Affairs Department  response to

PE372
� Letter from Ross Finnie MSP, Minister for the Environment & Rural Development
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Rural Development Committee

Interim Report into Amnesic Shellfish Poisoning (ASP)

Paper from Reporter

1.  Background

On 19 June 2001 the Committee appointed me as reporter to monitor
developments on ASP. Since then I have continued to meet with representatives
of industry, the Food Standards Agency (FSA) and Ministers. As reporter to the
Committee on ASP I felt that I should give a brief interim report on the
situation for information purposes.

Outbreaks of ASP have continued to occur this year, however the extent of the
outbreaks (and therefore the closure of fishing grounds) is more limited than in
previous years. Therefore the foremost issue of concern to the industry at
present is the FSA Consultation on a tiered testing regime.

2.  Current Developments

The EU Standing Veterinary Committee was asked to look into a system of tiered
testing by the Scallop Industry and the FSA.  They set up an Expert Working
Group which has now reported to them. The proposed system of tiered testing is
currently out to consultation through the Food Standards Agency.  The Expert
Working Group met on 26 September 2001, and will report to the Standing
Veterinary Committee at the end of October on the implementation of the
proposed system.

3.  Issues of Concern

There is concern that the proposed system will be unnecessarily restrictive.
However, both a tiered-testing regime and an end-product testing system require
further study in the future to clarify how they can be pitched at the correct level to
provide rigorous public health protection and also to be proportionate.

Trigger Levels
The 'trigger level' is a statistical measure designed to ensure that, allowing for
inter-animal variability, an extremely high percentage of animals would not
exceed the EU action level at the point of harvesting. When the action level is
exceeded in the whole animal, under the Commission's proposals, the tiered
approach can be operated, thereby allowing the harvesting and marketing of
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edible parts of the scallop which would otherwise not be accessible, i.e. the roe
and the white meat (provided they are below the trigger level at the point of
harvesting). End product testing of every batch will also be required to further
ensure that no product placed on the market exceeds the action level.

Such public health controls may significantly reduce the value of catches
depending on what level of the tiered system is applicable to the batch in
question.  However, it will mean that most Scottish waters will remain open for
harvesting scallops for much of the year.

The trigger level proposed by the European Commission is 4.6 micrograms per
gram of flesh. This is very much lower than the action level of 20 micrograms.
The level set for the trigger level is crucial in determining the extent of restrictions
on scallop fishing grounds.

Bureaucracy
Some of the systems mentioned require clear traceability of products, and
therefore will lead to hugely increased bureaucracy.  This is also costly when
every batch requires to be tested.  Costs will also be dependant on the size of
batch that is agreed.

Health Warning
Consultations on whether all scallop products should carry a health warning are
clearly a cause for concern.  This would be off-putting to consumers and would
have no function if the other tests in place were agreed as adequate for providing
protection of public health.

4. Recommendation

The Committee is asked to note the current position, refer this report to the
Health & Community Care Committee, and agree, if appropriate, to continue the
appointment of a reporter.

Rhoda Grant MSP
18 October 2001




