
RD/01/11/A

1 qz

RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

AGENDA

11th Meeting, 2001 (Session 1)

Tuesday 24 April 2001

The Committee will meet at 2.00 pm in Committee Room 1.

1. Committee business: The Committee will decide whether to take item 7 in
private.

2. Petition 272: The Committee will take evidence on PE272, calling for the
Scottish Parliament to amend the Disease of Fish (Control) Regulations 1994,
from—

Scottish Executive officials and
The National Farmers’ Union of Scotland.

3. Budget Process 2002-03: The Committee will consider written evidence.

4. Report on the Inquiry into Fuel Prices into Remoter Rural Areas: The
committee will hear from reporters on the outcome of  this inquiry.

5. Foot and Mouth Disease: The committee will consider the latest update from
the Executive.

6. Subordinate Legislation: The committee will consider the following instruments
under the negative procedure—

The Sea Fishing (Enforcement of Community Quota and Third Country
Fishing Measures) (Scotland) Order 2001 (SSI 2001/117)

The Import and Export Restrictions (Foot-and-Mouth Disease) (Scotland)
Amendment (No.2) Regulations 2001 (SSI 2001/127)

7. Timetabling of committee meetings: The committee will consider a paper on
timetabling of meetings.

8. Land Reform (in private): The committee will consider a draft report.

Richard Davies
Clerk to the Committee
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The following papers are attached or are relevant to this meeting:

Agenda item 2 RD/01/11/01

Paper by the Clerk

Extract from the Official Report

copies of the petition

Parliamentary Briefing from NFUS, and an Executive memorandum

Agenda item 3 RD/01/11/02

Paper by the Clerk

Executive memorandum

Consultation responses from East Ayrshire, Angus and Shetland Councils.

Agenda item 4

Report by the Enterprise & Lifelong Learning Committee (published, and available
from Document Supply)

Agenda item 5 RD/01/11/03

Latest update on Foot-and-Mouth disease from the Executive

Agenda item 6

The Sea Fishing (Enforcement of Community Quota and Third Country Fishing
Measures) (Scotland) Order 2001 (SSI 2001/117)

The Import and Export Restrictions (Foot-and-Mouth Disease) (Scotland)
Amendment (No.2) Regulations 2001 (SSI 2001/127)

Agenda item 7 RD/01/11/04

Private papers for members only

Agenda item 8

Private papers previously issued for members only

http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/official_report/cttee/enter-01/elr01-04-01.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/official_report/cttee/enter-01/elr01-04-01.htm
http://intranet/speir/services/spice/Temp Foot and Mouth notes/note4_18-04.doc
http://www.scotland-legislation.hmso.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2001/20010117.htm
http://www.scotland-legislation.hmso.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2001/20010117.htm
http://www.scotland-legislation.hmso.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2001/20010127.htm
http://www.scotland-legislation.hmso.gov.uk/legislation/scotland/ssi2001/20010127.htm
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parl_bus/petitions/pe272.pdf
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/official_report/cttee/rural-01/ra01-0602.htm#Col1733


RD/01/11/01

RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

Petition PE 272: submitted by the National Farmers’ Union of Scot

Description

1. This petition calls for the Scottish Parliament to amend the Disea
(Control) Regulations 1994 to include compensation payments, right
and access to scientific data.

2. The petition proposes three reforms:

•  the introduction of a compensation scheme for those who suffe
result of the imposition of Slaughter or Containment Orders unde
regulations;

•  the introduction of right of appeal upon a party who becomes s
Slaughter or Containment Order under the 1994 regulations; and

•  the introduction of a right for those affected by a Slaughter or C
Order under the 1994 regulations to gain access to scientific da
and data on which the orders purport to be based.

3. An alternative objective of the petition is to extend the existing te
Animal Health Act 1981 to allow the compensation scheme establis
Act to apply to all farmed salmon stocks affected by infectious salmo
(ISA).

4. The petitioners indicate that, from May 1998 onwards, a large 
Slaughter and Containment Orders were issued by the then Secretary
Scotland.  In cases of confirmed outbreaks, Orders were issued re
slaughter of entire stocks of salmon held at sites, whether or not s
were shown to have been infected by ISA.

5. In cases merely of suspected infection, Orders were issued to p
movement of fish by any person into, or out of, large areas of ma
across the West of Scotland and Shetland.  They point out that any 
acts in breach of such Orders is subject to criminal prosecution.

6. The petitioners are of the view that since May 1998, millions of salmon
culled under Scottish ministerial Orders, and that of the culled stocks
proved to be entirely free of the ISA virus. They state that the effe
Orders on the Scottish salmon growing industry has been devastating.

Previous consideration

7. This petition has been referred under rule 15.6.2 (a) to the R
Committee alone for consideration. The Committee previously cons
petition on 31 October 2000. At this meeting the Committee agre
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further information from the Executive and the NFUS. This information was
received and considered by the Committee on 6 March 2001. At this meeting the
Committee agreed to take evidence from Executive Officials and the petitioners
to clarify apparently conflicting evidence from the two parties. The Official Report
is attached for members information.

Options for the Committee

The Committee is requested to express a view on the petitioner’s requests and
decide whether it wishes to note, reject, or support the terms of the petition.

Tracey Hawe
Senior Assistant Clerk
February 2001
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2002/03 BUDGET: STAGE 1

CONSIDERATION OF WRITTEN EVIDENCE

In the first stage of the annual budget process, subject committees a
consider and report by the end of May on the future spending prio
Scottish Executive.  Those priorities and provisional expenditure plans 
have been set out in the Rural Affairs Department’s annual expenditure
Scottish Budget”, which was published at the end of March.

The Finance Committee issued guidance on the questions which 
committees might wish to consider when examining the relevant chap
annual expenditure report.   These questions are attached in appendix 1.

The Rural Affairs budget differs by being largely driven by European p
detailed spending requirements.   In the light of this, the committee ag
March to seek views from interested organisations on two questions—

1. Broadly, the impact that the Scottish Executive is having on the
environment and lifestyle in rural areas, and whether their spending p
appropriate; and

2. more specifically, whether appropriate emphasis is being given t
fisheries and agricultural services.

Attached to this paper are an explanatory note by the Scottish Executive
follows up questions raised during an earlier informal briefing on the b
responses from those organisations which have responded to the 
request for views.

The Committee is asked to consider the relevant chapters of the Scottis
the light of the attached papers and identify issues to explore further with 
when he attends the committee on 8 May.  If clarification is required on is
by consultees, the committee may also wish to invite other persons to at
day.

Richard Davies
Clerk to the Committee
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Appendix 1

GUIDANCE ISSUED BY THE FINANCE COMMITTEE ON MATTERS WHICH
SUBJECT COMMITTEES MAY WISH TO CONSIDER IN THE BUDGET
DOCUMENTS

A. General

1) How does the annual expenditure report compare with last year’s budget
documentation, Investing in You and Making a Difference for Scotland, in terms
of—

a) Readability and cohesiveness
b) Robustness of expenditure figures (for year on year comparisons)
c) Adequacy of explanations for substantial changes in funding allocations and

exceptional changes in departmental performance

2) What consultation has the Department undertaken in compiling its chapter of the
annual expenditure report?  Have the results of any consultation been made
available to the Committee?

3) Is the Committee satisfied that there is clarity on the effect of departmental
policies for men and women?  What progress has the Department made in
equality-proofing its policies?

B. Departmental Performance

4) Is the Committee content with the strategic direction of the Department as a
whole (and its component divisions/ agencies)? Is the Committee satisfied that
the Department’s key aims for policy outcomes are set out in the Annual
Expenditure Report?

5) Does the Committee concur with these aims?

6) Are there (timed) objectives and targets to underpin these aims?  Where a
timeframe has been expressed which goes beyond 2001/02, has an interim target
been stated?

7) In light of the extra funding resulting from the Comprehensive Spending Review
last year, what evidence is there that this has resulted in the Department’s
objectives being raised?

8) Does the Committee consider that the achievement of objectives and targets
listed in the annual expenditure report will result in the intended policy outcome
being achieved?  Is the Committee satisfied it understands why and how
departmental targets were arrived at?  What modifications, if any, does the
Committee wish to recommend in terms of the objectives and targets?
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9) Is the Committee content that adequate mechanisms are in place to monitor
whether the objectives and targets are being met?

10) How did the Department perform in relation to the targets that were included in
Investing in You?  Where targets have not been met, is the Committee satisfied
why this is the case?  What measures has the Department put in place to
address the situation?

C. Funding Allocations

11) If the Committee is content with the aims and objectives of the Department but is
not confident that the funding allocation is adequate for the aims and objectives
to be met, what changes in funding allocation for 2002/03 does the Committee
recommend?

12) Similarly, if the Committee recommends that the Department should alter its aims
and objectives, how should resources be allocated in 2002/03 to meet these
proposed revisions? The Committee should make it clear whether it considers it
is possible to revise the funding arrangements and keep to the proposed total
departmental figure.

13) The Committee should state which areas of the Department would benefit most
from any additional expenditure that may become available, either during
2001/02 or for 2002/03.
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Dda010328.doc 1

FIRST STAGE OF 2002-03 BUDGET PROCESS: EXPLANATORY NO
FOR THE RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE

Background

1.   The publication of the 2001 Annual Expenditure Report (AER) at the end
March marked the start of the Budget process, which will lead to Parliament’
consideration of the Executive’s 2002-03 Budget proposals. This note explain
number of changes to the presentation of SERAD expenditure in the Budget a
particular, touches on the complex interaction between domestic and Europea
funding of a range of EU Agenda 2000 Rural Development measures.

Changes

2.   In last year’s AER and in the 2000-01 Budget Documents the relevant SE
spending was spread across 6 so-called Level 2s, as follows:

•  CAP Market Support (showing planned spending on the CAP on farm p
schemes, entirely funded from the Guarantee Section of the European Gu
and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) )

•  Structural and Agri-environmental Measures (showing the domestic, U
share of spending on a range of Agri-environmental measures)

•  CAP Accompanying Measures (showing the EU share of spending on A
environmental measures)

•  Agricultural Services (showing provision for a wide range of miscellane
schemes and services but mainly support for bodies such as the 5 Scottish
Agricultural and Biological Research Institutes, Scottish Agricultural Col
Royal Botanic Garden)

•  Agencies (showing provision for SERAD’s three Executive Agencies – S
Fisheries Protection Agency (SFPA), Fisheries Research Services (FRS) a
Scottish Agricultural Science Agency (SASA) )

•  Fisheries (showing provision for fisheries grants)

This structure, including its associated nomenclatures, was effectively inherit
the format of the pre devolution Westminster Supply Estimates and reflected 
particular classifications of all UK public expenditure in HM Treasury’s publ
expenditure database.

3.   In view of comments from the Committee on last year’s AER the structur
appearing in this year’s AER has been rationalised, with a reduction from 6 to
number of Level 2s, as follows:

•  CAP Market Support - where there is no change
Agenda item 3
Rural Development

Committee

23 April 2001
TE

 of
s
s a
nd, in
n

RAD

ayment
idance

K,

gri-

ous

lege and

cottish
nd

ed from
also the
ic

e
 4 in the



RD/11/03/02

Dda010328.doc 2

•  Rural Development  - a new title for a Document which brings together in the
one place the domestic and European elements of funding for a range of measures
previously covered in two Documents (the Structural and Agri-environmental and
CAP Accompanying Measures Level 2s). The new title reflects the fact that the
range of measures covered includes all of those in Scotland’s EU Agenda 2000
Rural Development Programme, together with those, entirely domestically
funded, discretionary rural development measures.

•  Agricultural and Biological Science and Other Agricultural Services – a new
title which better reflects the significance of science spending in what was
previously the “Agricultural Services” Level 2. The substantive change is the
addition to the scope of the new Document of provision for the Scottish
Agricultural Science Agency. By moving provision for the other two Agencies
(SFPA and FRS) into the Fisheries Level 2 we can remove the separate Level 2
for Agencies, while brigading provision for each of the Agencies with the related
spending programmes.

•  Fisheries – which, as noted above, now has added provision for the SFPA and
FRS.

These changes to the AER presentation have been anticipated in the structure of the
2001-02 Budget Documents published in January 2001 and accompanying the Budget
(Scotland) (No 2) Bill which also show rather more detail of spending within each of
the four new Level 2s. That detail is carried through into the AER presentation for
2002-03 and 2003-04.

Domestic/European Contributions towards Rural Development Budget Document
spending

4.   During an informal briefing from SEF officials Committee Members showed
particular interest in the interaction between domestic and European funding in the
Rural Development Level 2. While it was clearly understood that CAP Market
Support expenditure was funded entirely from the Guarantee Section of the EAGGF,
the position on partly EU funded Rural Development spending was recognised as
being very complex.

5.   The Rural Development Level 2 makes provision for the following measures
(those marked with an asterisk are partly domestic and partly Guarantee funded, while
those with no asterisk are entirely funded from domestic resources):

Less Favoured Areas Support Scheme*  (2002-03 planned provision £60m)
Environmentally Sensitive Areas Scheme* (£11m)
Countryside Premium Scheme* (£10m)
Organic Aid Scheme* (£4m)
Rural Stewardship Scheme* (£6m)
Closed Agri-environmental measures* (Less than £1m)
Farm Woodlands Schemes* (£7m)

Rural Partnership Fund (£3m)
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Farm Business Development Scheme (£9m)
Agricultural Business Development Scheme (£5m)
Marketing Development Scheme (£1m)
Marketing and Processing Grants (£3m)
Crofting Grants and Loans (£6m)
Farm Waste Grant Scheme (£2m)
Other miscellaneous measures (£4m)

The move from cash to Resource Budgeting from 2001-02 has had the effect of
removing from the Budget Documents for 2001-02 details of the sums of European
contribution towards Rural Development spending. It would clearly be helpful,
therefore, to set out here the framework within which the sum of EU Guarantee
funding has been determined and the contribution which that funding makes to the
gross resources shown in the 2002-03 annual Budget and in the AER.

The EU Context

6.   The current EU budget for use of Guarantee Section resources on Rural
Development measures was established in the context of its Agenda 2000 Rural
Development Regulation. The Regulation sets the framework for Member State
actions over the 7-year period 2000 to 2006 contained in Rural Development
Programmes approved by the Commission. The Regulation provided a menu of
possible actions, including things like early retirement schemes, less favoured area
support, afforestation and agri-environmental measures. Of the possible elements of
RDPs only agri-environmental measures were compulsory.

7.   In making its Guarantee Section allocations to Member States the Commission
proceeded on the basis of historic shares of spending. Using this formula, the UK was
allocated about £100m a year for the duration of the 7-year RDP period (subject to
annual uprating for inflation). Using the same formula, Scotland’s share of the UK
allocation was established as some £17m a year.

8.   Up until the Agenda 2000 Regulation the EU contribution towards payments of
Hill Livestock Compensatory Allowances (HLCAs and the predecessor to the Less
Favoured Area Support Scheme) was funded from the Guidance Section of EAGGF.
The new Regulation saw that funding moved from Guidance to Guarantee. Since the
2000 HLCA/LFASS scheme year, therefore, any EU contribution towards the scheme
has to come from within Scotland’s £17m a year allocation of RDP Guarantee funds.

Modulation

9.   The process of Modulation allows Member States to release additional sums of
Guarantee Section resources to fund RDP measures.  Such a facility makes no
additional call on the aggregate EU budget for Guarantee expenditure because the
sums raised through Modulation are effectively top sliced from payments which
would otherwise be made to arable and livestock producers under the range of CAP
Market Support schemes.   The Minister for Environment and Rural Development
announced last year that CAP Market Support payments would be subject to
Modulation from 2001. The sums raised were matched by equivalent sums of UK
Exchequer provision, agreed outside the Block arrangements in Spending Review
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2000. The amounts forecast to be modulated are £7m/£11m/£13m in the three years
beginning 2001-02. The Executive’s spending plans for its Rural Development Level
2 Budget include these sums, together with the matching Exchequer funding.

RDP Spending Plans

10.   Provision made in the Executive’s Rural Development Level 2 Budget reflects
the judgements made by Scottish Ministers, following consultation last year, on the
priorities for spending under the 7 year Programme now agreed with the Commission.
The financial tables accompanying the approved Plan set out the intended use both of
Scotland’s £17m a year call on the Guarantee Fund (let us call that our “baseline”
budget) and of the sums to be modulated. Commission rules require that, for the
duration of the 7 year Plan, individual measures should be funded only from one
source of Guarantee funding – that is, Member States cannot start off funding a
measure from baseline provision and then switch to funding from Modulation, or vice
versa. Also, modulation resources may be used only to fund new measures or new
beneficiaries under existing measures.

11.   Looking at the Rural Development Level 2 plans for 2002-03 therefore, of an
aggregate of some £131m, about £17m will be drawn down from the Guarantee Fund,
effectively to fund ongoing expenditure on existing measures. An additional £11m of
Guarantee funding is estimated to come from modulation of CAP on farm payments.
So, some £28m of gross spending of £131m will be attributable to the Guarantee
Fund. Of course, about £33m of the aggregate planned expenditure is attributable to
measures which enjoy no Guarantee contribution (see paragraph 5 above). The co-
funded elements of the Rural Development Level 2 Budget amount to £98m of the
£131m total, so that element of the Budget is funded £70m from domestic resources
and £28m from Guarantee Fund resources.

12. The EU rules for operation of RDPs include detailed provisions on financial
management. There are provisions to carry forward to future years sums obtained
through modulation in one year but not spent on related RDP measures in the same
year. There are provisions also to carry forward underspends from “baseline”
Guarantee allocations. For agri-environment programme measures (the only
mandatory component of RDPs) there are mandatory Guarantee contribution rates
(75% in Objective 1 areas and 50% in non-Objective 1 areas). The agreed Scottish
RDP respects these rules and, effectively, assumes that any balance in our Guarantee
Fund drawing rights for the year remaining after these mandatory reimbursements
have been claimed is used in support of spending under the Less Favoured Area
Support Scheme (LFASS).

13.   Given that Member States are not bound to maintain a fixed ratio between the
domestic and European contributions towards the costs of the LFASS it follows that
gross spending on the scheme is not automatically affected by the availability, in any
year, of more or less Guarantee Fund resources. Scottish Ministers have set out their
plans for gross spending on the LFASS during the three-year transitional period
agreed with the Commission - payments to producers of £59m/£56m/£51m for the
three scheme years beginning 2001 (Note: the sum shown in paragraph 15 above for
the 2002-03 Budget provision for the LFASS is a resource rather than cash number
and is for the financial year rather than scheme year). Ministers keep closely under
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review the position of livestock producers in the hills and uplands and future plans for
this or indeed any other area of spending may change. Any change to LFASS
spending plans will, however, be driven mainly by Ministers’ perception of spending
priorities and by what is achievable within EU legislation rather than the availability,
from one year to the next, of contributions from the Guarantee Fund.

Scottish Executive Finance
April 2001


