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Q1 What are your views on the use of "mountain area" designation and "specific handicap" designation for islands.
If Scotland can use the Article 18 ‘mountain areas’ and ‘Article 20 island designation’ under EC Regulation 1257/1999 there is then the possibility of higher funding from the EU because of the mountain and specific handicap designation which is currently not being taken advantage of and should be explored.

Q2 What are your views on the approach to calculating payments set out in Annex 4? Do you have alternative suggestions?

The current scheme delivers higher level of support payments to the higher stocked livestock units which are located in the more advantaged areas of the current LFA designation in the terms of land capability, location to markets and population.
Consideration should be given to mechanisms which help direct LFA support to the more disadvantaged areas. 

The use of the Macaulay Land Capability for Agricultural Class is an evidence based approach for the calculation of payments and could be used along with the possible re-designation of the Scottish LFA (see Q1).  A more accurate analysis of the cost of ‘disadvantage’ might be achieved by calculating payments using the MacAulay Land Capability and factoring in the additional costs associated with peripherality and the handicap for agricultural production in the most disadvantaged areas. 
There still has to be in place a mechanism to prevent over and under compensation for livestock based agricultural activity, we believe that this could still relate to min & max livestock densities. 

Option (b) (applying the hectare value based on LCA class) would be the most favourably of the two but linked to a stocking density limits to avoid over compensation.
It is noted that the hectare values are still being used from the old scheme. An alternative to this is difficult to ascertain without knowing the merit of these values. 
Q4 Would you be in favour of continuing the current interim scheme with no significant changes?
No.  Apart from providing continuity, to preserve support based on historical data that is out of date cannot deliver the support that is required today for the most disadvantaged areas in the LFA, nor does it offer any support for new entrants or developers.  With the continuing fall in stock numbers it is clear that the cattle vs sheep ratio data is also becoming irrelevant to current agricultural activity on the land.

A considerable amount of the LFA budget is unclaimed and could be diverted to helping new entrants.
Q5 Would you be in favour of continuing the current interim scheme, but with some redistribution of payments? Do you have alternative suggestions?

Yes.  Redistribution of payments is necessary and might be achieved through Article 20, which permits payments up to 250 euros per hectare.  Currently significant areas of croft land receives less than 10 euros per hectare

A move toward area based payments and the re-instatement of the social element to the LFASS measure at EU level would help recognise the contribution that crofting makes to the fragile areas in our off shore islands and the north and west of mainland Scotland

Q6 What are your views on the principle of creating a closer link with livestock-related activity?

A review of the eligibility to receive LFASS payment is essential. It is our view that all LFASS payments must be linked to agricultural activity.  We can no longer continue giving payments to “fireside farmers”, those who do the absolute minimum yet receive payments based on their activities in 2006.

LFASS payments must purchase public benefit and even in the widest interpretation paying farmers and crofters high levels of support based on historic data, many having reduced their ‘activity’ since the historic frozen reference period 2005/2006, cannot be sustained 

Q7 What are your views on the approach set out in paragraphs 6.4 - 6.6 on (i) creating a closer link with livestock-related activity, (ii) helping new entrants and others taking on land that did not attract LFASS in 2006, (iii) re-establishing the cattle-top up link?

1. Linking to livestock activity to SAF08 data would be an improvement but still linked to historic data and as the years progress that data would become outdated.  The data used could continually be updated from the annually submitted SAF and cross checking with BCMS and SAMU could result in adjustments to payments if significant changes to stock numbers are implemented by crofters and farmers.
2. Again using SAF data will allow access to LFASS for new entrants and applications for land that previously did not qualify for LFASS. However this needs to be updated annually using the new SAF data submitted each year.
3. The cattle top up payment needs to be incorporated into the scheme as cattle are important environmental graziers. Without LFA support being targeted to the retention of cattle the incentive to keep the animals against rising cost of feed, transport and bull hire will be lost which will have a detrimental long term effect on biodiversity and landscape.
Q8 How could delivery of environmental benefits be improved?
It is a recognised fact that extensive agricultural practices and high nature value farming systems deliver environment benefits in the form of biodiversity and landscape.  This should be encouraged with direct support through a package of options like a land management environment plan, late fodder conservation and conservation grazing.  This package could be part of LFASS or incorporated into the LMO scheme. 
Q9 What are your views on reallocating a proportion of LFASS money to other measures within the SRDP?
To reallocate money from LFASS to other delivery measures within SRDP would be detrimental to crofters and farmers in the LFA. There are very real issues to move funding from a non competitive scheme to a competitive scheme like Rural Development Contracts Rural Priorities. 

If LFASS is redesigned with the revised designations, MLCA related calculations and a possible environmental package of options, then there is a real case for moving funds from SRDP-RP to LFASS. 

The justification for this is that LFASS would be a better targeted delivery scheme for the accrued environmental and public benefits than RDC-RP.
Q10 Do you have any other suggestions for the second interim scheme?

A second interim scheme is not going to resolve the issues that the current interim scheme has. There has to be a redesigned LFA scheme developed now to address the issues of re-distribution, new entrants/developers, land which has no grazing category and historic frozen livestock activity being used to calculate payments.
Crofters are finding it difficult to access SRDP for funding, more work needs to be done to make RDCs a relevant support stream for crofters. An enhanced LFASS/LMO package would rectify this discrimination in the short term.

General Comment

The LFA scheme on its own is not going to stop the loss of livestock from the most disadvantaged LFA areas. The scheme always has an ‘activity element requirement’ where as Single Farm Payment has no activity requirement. These two schemes are the main source of support to farmers and crofters. Without linking both these delivery schemes to agricultural activity there is little incentive to maintain livestock in the peripheral areas of the LFA. 
