THE FOLLOWING CONSITUTES THE CROFTERS COMMISSION RESPONE TO THE CALL FOR EVIDENCE INTO THE FUTURE SUPPORT FOR AGRICULTURE IN SCOTLAND.
1. How can financial support to agriculture and rural development be best tailored to incentivise delivery of the Scottish Government’s purpose of sustainable economic growth?
	The Crofters Commission aims are to promote occupancy of crofts, active land use, and shared management by crofters, as means of sustaining and enhancing rural communities. We believe the financial support to agricultural and rural development could potentially have significant benefits for rural communities in fragile areas if it was correctly targeted and developed through three key components. 

Land Use: - Active land use management in the form livestock grazing, especially through a mixed grazing regime creates and sustains biodiversity and the rural landscape objectives for species and habitats as identified in the local regional Biodiversity Action Plan. 

Shared Management: - Research has shown that rural communities are more stable where they work together. In crofting terms this relates to the management of common grazings. This collaboration of managing land has significant social cohesion benefits if funding is directed to promote this activity.

Occupation: - The positive consequence of creating funding opportunities in fragile rural communities is the retention end possible enhancement of the local population.
Furthermore the Crofters Commission believe support the targeting of financial funding through these three key components will enable the delivery of:-
· food security 
· reduction of carbon footprint (food miles)
· mitigation of climatic changes 
We believe the targeted support for these measures will deliver the public benefits sought by Scottish Government.



2.
How can support be best directed to ensure high productivity from Scotland’s natural resources bearing in mind challenges such as the loss of biodiversity?

	A tailored support package linked to the activity of the production but with the safeguards of cross compliance regulations for land protection and the inclusion of compulsory environment conditions i.e. conservation headland and grass margins as part of an arable operation or in the case of an high productivity livestock enterprises a maximum farm unit stocking density based on the MacAulay Land Classification land capability can be used to balance productivity and biodiversity. 
 Where farmer and crofters are under current and historic agricultural-environment schemes and have reduced their stocking density levels as part of the scheme they should be continue to be supported for the income forgone not just for the five year to ten year life of the scheme as this to short a time to gain the full potential of environmental benefits.  Furthermore participants in these schemes should not be penalised under future schemes because of their lower stocking densities otherwise crofters and farmers will restock and any benefits accrued for biodiversity and landscape will be lost through these agri-environment schemes.
Consideration should also be given to reintroduction of set-aside land in high productivity cropping operations for biodiversity benefits.
These proposals would ensure support is directed in relation to high agricultural productivity activity but also balancing environment concerns.



3.
How can support be best directed to help deliver the Scottish Government’s targets on Climate Change?
	In the crofting counties common grazing land has the biggest potential to contribute to climate change and rural sustainability. This is because common grazings have the natural resource of land for forestry creation, renewable energies development such as wind farms and management of moorlands for carbon capture. Common grazing land is unique because of being a shared resource which requires collaboration from shareholders for its management.

. 
Therefore support for projects for measures against climate change should be targeted directly to a shared resource which will not only contribute to SG targets on Climate Change but will also benefit fragile rural crofting communities.



4a. How might Pillar 1 funds (i.e. the Single Farm Payment in Scotland) be best distributed in future, for example between regions of Scotland and/or land types, in order to contribute to the Government’s purpose and vision?
	Pillar 1 and 2 support funds and are vital for the economy of rural fragile areas. When you analyse the distribution of payments the largest majority of these funds are found in the more productive geographical areas of Scotland.

The proposals of Article 68(1) (c) for development and restructuring through 10% top slicing of Single Farm Payment could potentially have significant benefits for communities in fragile rural geographical area if the funds raised through top slicing are correctly targeted and developed through the three key components of land use, shared management and occupation as described in question 1 would contribute to the Scottish Government’s purpose and vision.

Therefore the proposal under Article 68(1) (c) should be revisited to ensure the long term sustainability of agricultural activity in rural areas and the public benefits accrued are secured for the future.



4b.     Should this redistribution start as soon as is practical (i.e. ahead of the post 2013 reforms being known) to enable a long change over period?
	 Agricultural is made up of different types of farming business the sooner redistribution can start the more of an informed decision each business can make in how it will continue to operate which in crofting terms may provide opportunities for new entrants into crofting which could  sustain and enhance population in rural  communities.



5.     What, if any, conditions should be attached to Pillar 1 payments in the future to secure public benefits commensurate with those payments?

	Pillar 1 payments along with all support scheme payments should deliver measureable public benefits through active land management for biodiversity, landscape and carbon capture. Direct support for this type of active land management will deliver wider benefits of sustainable rural communities, food security and economic through tourism.
There is a clear link between land activity and the wider public benefits that are derived from this activity. Therefore support has to be targeted effectively to ensure these benefits are obtained.


6. What should the relationship between Pillar 1 and the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme be?
	Support funding through Pillar 1 and the Less Favoured Area Support Scheme should be more interlinked to land based agricultural activity by land capability through the MacAulay Land Classification. This would create an effective delivery mechanism for support funding to be targeted for the delivery of public benefits.
Also consideration should be given to using Article 18 ‘mountain area designation’ and Article 20 ‘Island designation’ to secure higher levels of support funding from the EU for the most disadvantaged geographically areas of Scotland.



7.
How should payment levels reflect farming activity?
	Payment levels should relate to public benefits directly or derived from the activity. Therefore payments should be assed on the measureable benefit attained i.e. A large forestry creation on crofting common grazing land as a carbon sink would deliver more public benefit than a crop of spring barley or a low intensive mixed livestock grazing regime on a croft will again be delivering more public benefit environmentally and to the economy of that rural community compared to a larger intensive agricultural enterprise located nearer to a larger population density
The payment levels need to reflect public benefits at a meaning full level based on the geographical location of the activity. 




8.      Should future schemes cater for agricultural holdings currently outside the Single Farm Payment scheme and for new entrants to farming?

	Agricultural land with no SFP entitlement should be able to apply for future schemes and a National Reserve created for new entrants in agricultural. The one proviso would be any new land and/or entrant applying for funding support should be able to clearly demonstrate measurable public benefit for the activity to be embarked on to gain this support funding.



9.      It is generally expected - due to pressure on the EU budget – that the Single Farm Payment budget will be much smaller after 2013.  How should the prospect of diminishing budgets be factored into future schemes?

	Any future scheme needs to show direct public benefit from the support it delivers not only in quantity but also in terms of quality. This will mean a more tailored design for a delivery mechanisms taking into account more specific criteria to ensure funding are targeted and public benefits delivered. 



10.      In an ideal world what should the future balance between Pillar 1 and Pillar 2 of the CAP in Scotland be?

	Support funding from both Pillar 1 and 2 needs to be more interlinked and relative to the activity that is supported for the accountability of what the funding delivers.  Possible consideration should be given to a single funding stream in the future but the pros and cons of this need to be carefully thought through.


11.    Should future support be targeted to encourage transformational change to agricultural businesses, collaboration and engagement between businesses in the different stages of the production chain, and if so how?

	With food security issues being a real public concern collaboration and engagement with all parties involved in the food production chain. Support funding could be targeted in establishing primary (store producers) and secondary (finisher producers) supplier groups, along with sponsored engagement with market buyers. 
Funding should also be targeted to public engagement with agricultural food and drink production events.



12.    What should the Scottish priorities be in future negotiations on agricultural support schemes with the United Kingdom authorities and at EU level?

	The future negotiations need to clearly demonstrate the link between targeted support to the most disadvantaged area of Scotland and the fragile rural communities in these areas which without agricultural support lessens their sustainability further.



13.    Do you have any other relevant evidence on issues which relate to the questions above or additional issues relevant to the future support of agriculture?

	The current direct support schemes like SFP, LFASS and SCBS favour the more productive geographic areas of Scotland where the largest proportion  of these schemes payments are found because these schemes are relative to quantity in the format of numbers and area which is down to the actual design of these schemes.
What needs to be recognised is the high nature value of agricultural activity in the poorer land quality in the more fragile rural areas of Scotland. The current design of these direct support schemes does not take account of this extensive activity which is resulting in the demise of livestock in the fragile rural areas.
This demise of livestock from rural fragile area of Scotland has the knock on effects of the loss environmental land management and possible sustainability in rural communities both in terms of population and the rural economy.
Proposal
An alternative all inclusive pillar 1 and pillar 2 funding support scheme which will take the form off a menu of standard packages with ‘bolt on extras’ for additional delivery of public benefits.
The bolt on extras could be along the line of cross compliance requirements exceeded, higher levels of climate measures attained and additional levels of environment conditions achieved.




Additional comments from the Crofters Commission:

The Crofters Commission has serious concerns as to the extent to which reforms of agricultural support over the past decade have predominantly been detrimental to the uplands and islands. An example of this was the introduction of LFASS, as a replacement the original HLCA support scheme. The stated intent was to convert a headage payment into a decoupled support payment. The result was that LFASS became a frozen historical headage payment, and at the same time, a budget which was previously around 65% for the HIE area and 35% the other areas became the exact reverse as the scheme design favoured more productive units in less disadvantaged areas. We would wish to see some movement towards redressing this resource shift as this was originally a support funding source for agricultural activity in the most disadvantaged areas.
The danger of livestock production disappearing from the hills and glens is very clear and imminent through the detailed survey work done which shows how near to a critical “tipping point” we have come. The vital infrastructure for agricultural activity such as vets, hauliers and agricultural suppliers will cease to find it economic to operate given the demise of the livestock population. This infrastructure will cease or withdraw, making it more difficult for the remaining producers to stay in business. 

These disadvantaged agricultural areas are a vital link in the agricultural supply chain by producing store lambs and future breeding animals which are clean disease free stock for breeders and finishers. The very production of these store animals brings the environment benefits of biodiversity and landscape in these rural areas and the economic benefits to a rural community, hence supporting sustainable economic development in a livestock system which is, and always has been an integrated one, between the hills and the lowlands

Sustainable rural communities is one of the Scottish Governments objectives which can be met through the targeted support funding to disadvantaged agricultural activity which will deliver the objective and measurable public benefits.
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