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COSLA and SOLACE Response to Scottish Parliament Transport, Infrastructure and 
Climate Change Committee call for views on Low Carbon Scotland: The Draft Report on 
Proposals and Policies 
 
COSLA and SOLACE welcome the opportunity to respond to the Local Government and 
Communities Committee’s call for views on the Scottish Government’s the draft Report on 
Proposals and Policies (RPP) and the Draft Budget 2011-12. The questions posed by the 
TICC committee in relation to the Draft Scottish Budget 2011-12 are subject to a separate 
submission but some of the issues raised are referenced in this submission where 
appropriate.  
 
A welcome document 
COSLA and SOLACE welcome the publication of the draft report on proposals and policies as 
a promising start to work on the achievement of the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 
targets and outcomes. The current draft RPP detailing actions up until 2022 is an important 
step in developing further the debate on the potential make-up of a long-term sustainable 
‘roadmap’ to achieve the 2020 and 2050 emissions abatement targets. It will also provide the 
opportunity to clarify where further challenges and barriers exist and in doing so engage and 
build confidence on the ability of Scotland to achieve the ambitious emissions targets we have 
set for ourselves.  
 
However, this is the first document of its type in this process and whilst important, we should 
bear in mind the one year budget the Scottish Parliament is proposing to set. This twelve 
month financial timescale will have implications for the ability of a variety of stakeholders to 
currently commit to the long-term buy-in needed to start delivering outcomes from the outlined 
proposals and policies by 2020. Potentially it might be more appropriate to view this draft RPP 
as a process of highlighting further issues that require to be resolved as and when the setting 
of a longer term budget is undertaken by the Scottish Parliament in 2011. 
 
Further information needed 
On the detailed aspects of the RPP there is a greater need for the abatement potential 
outlined in the summary tables in the back of the documentation to be disaggregated and 
allocated to specific policies and proposals. This would provide the evidence for more in-depth 
discussion of the relative abatement potential of each action and the composition of the final 
RPP. The currently identified emissions abatement scenarios range from a worst case 38% to 
a base case 47% below the 1990 baseline, but may be subject to change especially due to the 
funding constraints that will impact on the public sector ability to intervene in the non-traded 
sector.  
 
In this revised funding context, the draft RPP would benefit from the identification of basic 
information on which agency or sector will lead on the various proposals, policies and 
supporting measures identified. Even the provision of banding information on financial cost, 
based upon some disaggregation of total costs already identified in the document e.g. £8bn 
cost to Government or £900m cost regarding energy supply actions would be welcomed. The 
cost to local government/public sector would also be a useful addition to the draft RPP, to 
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enable a fuller discussion with the public on the provision of climate change policies relative to 
other priorities in the context of the current rationalisation of public services. The inclusion of 
such data would be beneficial especially in the context of a document introduction which 
identifies local government as key delivery partners but does not quantify the implications for 
councils.  
 
Definition of Proposals and Policies 
A final general issue within the draft RPP is the need to be consistently clear throughout the 
document about the specific difference between a policy and a proposal. The current 
presentation in certain sectors lacks clarity between the use of the two terms and the addition 
category of enabling and supporting measures. For example, the landfill bans and supporting 
policies outlined in Chapter 8 could be queried as whether they should be classified as a 
proposal, as the detailed regulatory changes required to implement them are still subject to 
consultation.  
 
Next RPP 
The next Report on Proposals and Policies will be laid before Parliament late next year or 
early 2012 depending on the progress of the annual targets order through the Scottish 
Parliament in 2011 for the period 2023-2027. This could enable greater opportunities for 
detailed commitment to the policy agenda required on the basis of a longer-term financial 
settlement. This could provide a beneficial period of reflection to all stakeholders on the 
proposals and policies to be progressed with funding secured in the context of a new 
Parliamentary session.  
 
Structure of Response 
The structure adopted in this request for evidence on the draft RPP has sought to cover the 
following questions, dealt with on a sectoral chapter by chapter basis, outlined in the call for 
views:  
 

 Are there any proposals or policies that are not included which should be? 

 Does the draft report include proposals or policies that you would like to see removed 
or changed? 

 What are the barriers to delivery of the plans and proposals in the report and does the 
report give enough clarity as to how these will be overcome? 

 Does the RPP instil confidence that Scotland can hit its ambitious emissions reduction 
targets? 

 What are your views on the costings element of the draft report? 
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3) Energy Supply 
 
Are there any proposals or policies that are not included which should be? 
 
The Energy Supply chapter discusses the issue of district heating in terms of its current status 
as a supporting measure and outlines actions to promote its development. However, the RPP 
does not highlight the need for additional powers necessary to enable local government and 
other sectors to allow the management of local heat use, and direct producers of excess heat 
to supply district heating networks. These powers would not directly achieve significant 
contributions to emissions abatement in the period covered by this RPP. However, legislation 
will be required to be in place by 2022, if proposals are to be progressed in time to allow 
significant progress towards the Scottish Government’s transformational outcome regarding 
the heat sector by 2030. Therefore, it would be helpful if the RPP recognised the need for 
greater powers to be given to local government to progress district heating networks.  
 
Does the draft report include proposals or policies that you would like to see removed or 
changed? 
 
There is only one policy/proposal in this section to which a carbon abatement figure is 
attached and it is vital to achieving the current 2020 intermediate target that the EU Emissions 
Trading System is revised to a 30% reduction in emissions from a 1990 baseline.  
 
What are the barriers to delivery of the plans and proposals in the report and does the report 
give enough clarity as to how these will be overcome? 
 
The Energy Supply section does highlight the key role for a supportive planning process in 
delivering many of the transformational changes in Scotland’s energy supply. However, the 
role of the detailed local authority spatial frameworks also needs to be recognised as 
contributing to all aspects of this agenda not just the consenting renewable electricity 
generation and transmission. The appropriate resourcing of the local authority planning 
system over the period of the RPP will be an important issue in delivery of the outcomes of the 
RPP. Local government has previously highlighted the need for better cost recovery from the 
processing of planning applications to maintain and improve delivery through the planning 
system of infrastructure required to promote sustainable economic growth in Scotland.  It 
would be welcomed if RPP considered the planning system more holistically than just the role 
of national guidance contained in Scottish Planning Policy.  
 
Another potential challenge to the achievement of RPP is the stimulation of all forms of 
renewable heat. The draft RPP appears to make a distinction between renewable heat and 
heat generated by various energy from waste treatment processes. Although this may be 
unintentional it is the message convened by the current drafting. If the draft RPP sees energy 
from waste processes, in all its forms not just anaerobic digestion of organic wastes but 
incineration of waste, as not a source of renewable heat this could present issues for the 
promotion of these technologies and engagement with local communities on future 
applications and the achievement of the zero waste Scotland vision.  
 
The Sustainable Development Commission Scotland in its review of the potential for 
renewable heat in Scotland, published in 20101, clearly highlighted the significant input and 
pump priming potential energy from waste developments could have in the delivery of the 
Scottish Government’s renewable heat targets. The Zero Waste Plan clearly outlines the role 

                                                 
1
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for energy from waste in Scotland and so should other sectors of this draft RPP when 
discussing renewable sources of heat.  
 
Does the RPP instil confidence that Scotland can hit its ambitious emissions reduction 
targets? 
 
The Energy Supply chapter does highlight quite starkly the need for the EU Emissions Trading 
System to adopt a 30% target for emissions reduction relative to the 1990 baseline for 
Scotland to achieve its ambitious targets. This is to a significant extent outwith the control of 
the Scottish Government and also heavily reliant on other global actors agreeing to more 
ambitious targets. The lack of international agreement at Copenhagen has significantly 
reduced the amount of time available to agree and implement a global framework which would 
allow confident predictions to be made around achieving the 42% by 2020 target, given the 
significant degree of emissions reductions predicated on the traded sector by the draft RPP.  
 
What are your views on the costings element of the draft report? 
 
It is recognised that the costings are difficult to calculate currently but the delivery of clarity 
regarding costing and which agencies/organisations are to achieve what, would be useful to 
identify at the earliest possible stage.  The draft RPP estimates a cost £0.9bn to Government 
for energy supply policy and it is recognised as a significant barrier. The chapter also identifies 
a cost of between £70 – 160m for renewable heat implementation.  
 
Generally there is concern that district heating networks will not be delivered by the currently 
proposed funding models. Implementing district heating networks and supplying heat is 
expensive and risky. The possibility of securing commercial funding for it is a significant 
concern and potential barrier to progressing such policy proposals.  
 
The costings presented in this chapter are on the basis of a spend to save argument in the 
long-term, 2030 and beyond, as the RPP advises that they will cost more to achieve than the 
ETS carbon price in 2020. This highlights the need for continuation of financial incentives such 
as Renewables Obligations and Feed-in Tariffs to make such changes in energy supply 
possible.  
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4) Homes and Communities 
 
Are there any proposals or policies that are not included which should be? 
 
Since policy guidance is currently included in the table of supporting and enabling measures, 
COSLA and SOLACE believe that consideration should also be given to highlighting the 
requirement in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 Section 72 for Development Plans to 
include policies requiring all development in the local development plan area to be designed 
so as to ensure that all new buildings avoid a specified and rising proportion of the projected 
greenhouse gas emissions from their use, calculated on the basis of the approved design and 
plans for the specific development, through the installation and operation of low and zero-
carbon generating technologies. This would have direct relevance to the Sustainable Places 
agenda and supporting and enabling measures described in paragraphs 4.42 – 4.43.  
 
Does the draft report include proposals or policies that you would like to see removed or 
changed? 
 
The chapter highlights as a supporting and enabling measure a policy package relating to 
Local Housing Strategies and the Scottish Government producing joint guidance with COSLA 
on local authority coverage of climate change in LHS documents. COSLA have questioned 
this policy in other Low Carbon Scotland documents as COSLA doesn’t author guidance but 
would be happy to consider or endorse the guidance through it various political structures. 
However, it is requires additional resources, COSLA and SOLACE would need to know what 
resources we would be provided with and if it would be additional resource or simply a 
redistribution of existing resources.  
 
What are the barriers to delivery of the plans and proposals in the report and does the report 
give enough clarity as to how these will be overcome? 
 
The Homes and Communities section makes numerous references to encouraging energy 
efficient behaviour, promotion and maximisation of the up-take of energy efficiency measures, 
and incentivisation schemes, and many of these fall under the heading of supporting and 
enabling measures for reducing emissions from homes and communities. While 
encouragement, promotion and incentivisation are all useful in terms of improving energy 
efficiency there are various issues surrounding such actions. For instance encouragement 
does not guarantee energy efficient behaviour will actually take place. Likewise while 
promoting the uptake of energy efficiency measures may be beneficial it is difficult to measure 
what is actually done, and any reductions that do occur. Connected to this is the potential for 
the Scottish Government to consider regulation of the energy performance of houses, and a 
report will be published on this by the end of March 2011. Given current financial 
circumstances, imposition of further regulatory burdens would not be well received. 
 
Another issue is incentive schemes can stem from either UK or Scottish level and as such it 
can be difficult to assess the applicability of some schemes to Scotland, particularly when 
current UK proposals have yet to be finalised. Connected to this is the funding available for 
schemes and whether funding will continue. For instance the Climate Challenge Fund runs 
until 2011, and it needs to be acknowledging that much funding may be time limited or funding 
will end. 
 
The Homes and Communities section also encourages the transfer of greater regulatory 
powers to Scotland to ensure that energy policy and regulations were better aligned to deliver 
the annual emissions targets. Again given the current situation where much of this regulation 
is reserved, this again calls into question the viability and achievability of the targets if the 
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regulatory powers are out-with the control of the Scottish Parliament and Scottish 
Government. 
 
The chapter covers the proposed new energy standards for new houses. For the social rented 
and some affordable homes it will be the public purse that bears the cost. The introduction of 
more stringent standards is welcomed, especially with regard to the fuel poverty agenda. 
However, this policy does need to be realistic about the burden of additional costs to the public 
sector and the rapidly decreasing amount of funding available for social rented or affordable 
homes delivered by the public sector. This will need to be taken into account in any budget set 
to avoid it being a choice between expanding affordable homes provision or delivering carbon 
emissions abatement.  
 
Does the RPP instil confidence that Scotland can hit its ambitious emissions reduction 
targets? 
 
While ambitious targets are important and challenging, many of the issues raised in this 
chapter which would contribute to the emissions reduction targets are not finalised, or within 
the control of or financed by Scotland or the Scottish Government. Therefore this makes it 
very difficult to ascertain the contribution this will make to emission reduction targets as 
contained in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. 
 
What are your views on the costings element of the draft report? 
 
Page 32 indicates that it is not possible to show whether costs would be met by the Scottish 
Government, the broader public sector, businesses or individuals, as this would depend on 
exactly how a proposal was to be implemented. Clearly this is a concern in that it is not 
evident who will be responsible for delivery or funding of proposals. This therefore brings into 
question the viability of proposals, and in turn the meeting of the ambitious targets, as it 
cannot be assumed that funding, resources or capacity does or will exist across government, 
the broader public sector, or from businesses or individuals to carry out the proposals. 
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5) Business and the public sector 
 
Are there any proposals or policies that are not included which should be? 
 
We need to consider the effects of the proposals in they way they might limit transport, 
internationally and internally.  Connectivity needs to be managed in a way that doesn’t result in 
us having a disadvantage with our competitors.  It is noted that the Scottish Government has 
achieved some savings in air travel, but again this needs to be considered in perspective.  Half 
a million miles is probably going to result in a saving of 110 tonnes of carbon (notwithstanding 
that the flights will have gone with the seats occupied or not anyway). This highlights the need 
for the RPP to identify policies and proposals to target the supply of activities as well as seek 
to reduce demand.  
 
Our biggest concern is the need to recognise the different ways that resources can be 
directed, when we do not have the ability to raise additional money.  In the main part the next 
version of the RPP should more directly approach the matter of local government powers, 
including potentially simplified arrangements that would allow local government to exercise 
such powers.  What we have in mind here are matters that were raised in the Sustainable 
Glasgow report.   These included a potential ban on the use of resistive electricity heating in 
non domestic heating, and an ability to require those with surplus heat to provide it to local 
district heating networks where appropriate.   
 
Does the draft report include proposals or policies that you would like to see removed or 
changed? 
 
It might be useful to emphasise here that the Carbon Reduction Commitment does not apply 
to schools, hypermarkets, offices and hotels individually, but their holding companies or parent 
bodies (such as councils) were their combined use of electricity is in excess of 6,000 
megawatt-hours (MWh) a year, and relates only to electricity consumption.  It would be useful 
if the positions of councils were more explicitly recognised.  All are involved in the Carbon 
Trust’s Carbon Management Programme.  This goes beyond buildings and covers all aspects 
of our direct emissions.    
 
What are the barriers to delivery of the plans and proposals in the report and does the report 
give enough clarity as to how these will be overcome? 
 
COSLA and SOLACE would also like to emphasise the role of local government here in the 
inspection and enforcement of buildings energy efficiency performance. There is little doubt 
that action will be needed to see the energy performance increased through action of the 
buildings owners (with respect to ACEP), both in terms of the heat performance of the 
buildings and the way they are used.  While this will not be an immediate issue, the point will 
come when the cheapest abatement activities will be exhausted and, particularly in older 
buildings, serious retrofitting will be needed that will result in the shorter term activities being 
voided.   
 
Does the RPP instil confidence that Scotland can hit its ambitious emissions reduction 
targets? 
 
Further work is needed if we are to be confident that the emissions can be achieved for this 
sector.  A fuller breakdown of who is expected to do what would be helpful so that appropriate 
measures can be built into the next comprehensive spending review.  Despite many of the 
inspection and enforcement activities being funded through fees, local government will still 
need to plan to develop the necessary human resources.  
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COSLA and SOLACE both recognise the potential carbon reduction savings that could be 
achieved through procurement.  But, some caution and recognition of the technical work 
required to underpin this is needed.  While some areas of specification will be fairly straight 
forward – for instance in buying low carbon fleets, when carbon has to sit alongside other 
equally pressing issues there will need to be a robust, easy way of assessing carbon that can 
be agreed and used by contractors.   
 
What are your views on the costings element of the draft report? 
 
It would be useful if there was a strong commitment by the Scottish Government and 
Parliament to take control of the CRC monies that are raised in this country.  They are 
apparently intended to fund carbon reduction activities across the UK.  As you will know our 
experience in accessing CERT money has not been as good as we would have hoped.  It 
might be useful if the matter was raised during the Calman discussions, to ensure that the 
money remains within the country and available for the necessary work here. 
 
It is recognised that the costings are difficult to arrive at, at this stage.  It will be important that 
the most cost effective abatement activities are worked on first, on the assumption that these 
will not act as barriers to future action, or be voided by them in the future, before savings are 
realised.  This weakness will need to be addressed in either the final version of this RPP, or in 
the next one expected within the next two years.  As detailed above, the availability of such 
figures will assist in the financial planning leading to the next comprehensive spending review.  
An area that shouldn’t be too difficult to arrive at a sum is the CRC, probably likely to cost LAs 
in the order of £12m a year, this represents an additional burden to councils.  
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6) Transport 
 
Because of the Scottish Government’s Mitigating Transport's Climate Change Impact 
in Scotland: Assessment of Policy Options study2, this section is one of the better ones in 
describing the abatement costs.  This is welcome, but needs to be applied across the areas 
that the RPP touches on.  The report itself suggests some proposals that have not been 
picked up in the RPP.  It is clear that road charging goes against the grain of the removal of 
tolls, but it might be a matter that has to come back on the table in future years.   
 
Are there any proposals or policies that are not included which should be? 
 
It would be interesting to see powers coming to councils so that they directly influence the use 
of parking spaces in their areas.  This is likely to be an issue for urban areas where short 
journeys are common, and where we might wish to see more active travel and the use of fuel 
efficient public transport.  If the Scottish Government was to gain powers on Vehicle Excise 
Duty, it might be something that could be devolved to councils to collect and use, as means of 
influencing local car ownership.   
 
This chapter as currently drafted also significantly underplays the transport issues of rural 
Scotland. Many of the proposals and policies will work in urban settings but walking and 
cycling as a primary transport choice is not often an option in ruralareas. It would be useful if 
the finalised RPP detailed more measures on improving accessibility rather than promoting 
mobility.  
 
Does the draft report include proposals or policies that you would like to see removed or 
changed? 
 
No.   
 
What are the barriers to delivery of the plans and proposals in the report and does the report 
give enough clarity as to how these will be overcome? 
 
There are a number of significant barriers affecting councils.  Electric vehicles are still 
exceedingly new.  The Public Sector Low Carbon Vehicle Procurement Scheme was, from our 
point of view, a very welcome supporting initiative from the Scottish Government, allowing 
community planning partners to put the vehicles through their paces.  The funding has been 
used to offset the significant additional costs of the new vehicles.  It is too early to say at this 
stage what the performance results of the assessment will be.  This, the differential costs of 
the electric vehicles, the tight funding of councils, and the particular geographical features of 
local authority areas will determine the extent and pace of any roll out.  It is felt likely that until 
we can get a good critical public sector mass of electric vehicles on the roads, along with the 
supporting charging infrastructure, there will be only a few early adopters who will get 
engaged.   
 
The drop in new infrastructure investment available to councils and the significant backlog of 
road repairs, makes it difficult to know when the changes envisaged will take place.  While 
painting in new cycling routes may appear straight forward, it presupposes the presence of a 
good well maintained road underneath it.  This is increasingly becoming difficult to be certain 
of.  
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Major infrastructure investment likely to be proposed in the Ferries Review is to be welcomed.  
However, the investment required, however it is achieved, will be considerable and long 
lasting.  The RPP suggests that a saving of 30% emissions could be achieved in the next 
generation of ferries.  With an average working life of 30 years, these could be with us until 
nearly 2050, at a point when we are hoping to see carbon emissions down to about 20% of the 
1990 levels.  Future RPPs will need to address where the slack from this and other initiatives 
will be taken up.   
 
Does the RPP instil confidence that Scotland can hit its ambitious emissions reduction 
targets? 
 
Much of what can be achieved in vehicular carbon reduction will happen as the EU 
requirements of car manufacturers continue to see greater fuel efficiency. As with all parts of 
this joint response we are concerned that the time frame for achieving any significant changes 
in carbon is considerably larger than the one year of the current budget.  Further work on the 
current draft RPP, or a future one will need to feed into a future three year or more 
comprehensive spending review. 
 
What are your views on the costings element of the draft report? 
 
COSLA and SOLACE appreciate the need for financing models that will be needed to deliver 
the charging infrastructure and behavioural change.  It is clear that these are largely absent 
from the Draft Budget, and in the absence of a three year comprehensive spending review , 
means that little of the work that is required is likely to start in the financial year, where the 
resources are expected to come from the public sector. 
 
Car clubs have required public sector and local government support in particular.  Some of this 
is in the form of buying membership so that the vehicles are used when private use is at a low 
ebb.  On top of this are the real costs of setting up parking bays for the vehicles.  This is not 
cheap, and could become significantly more expensive if these are also to include rapid 
charging points.  In the longer term it would be anticipated that the car club companies would 
fully meet the costs, but in the meantime we do need to know what Scottish government 
funded support could be made available to get these off the ground in areas which have, up till 
now, been more difficult for them to establish themselves in. 
 
The success of cycling initiatives in countries such as Sweden, Germany and Belgium are 
worthwhile highlighting. Also though, is important to remember that the tax base for his country 
is a somewhat healthier than that in the United Kingdom.  
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7) Rural Land Use  
 
Are there any proposals or policies that are not included which should be? 
 
No 
 
Does the draft report include proposals or policies that you would like to see removed or 
changed? 
 
No 
 
What are the barriers to delivery of the plans and proposals in the report and does the report 
give enough clarity as to how these will be overcome? 
 
The Rural Land Use section highlights the complex nature of greenhouse gas emissions from 
the rural land use sector in terms of biological processes and activities and also the potential 
of rural land use activities to absorb CO2 from the atmosphere. The interrelated and 
interdependent nature of rural land use activities are also emphasised, but also the heightened 
scientific uncertainty in terms of estimating emissions from rural land use and predicting the 
effects of changing practices. It also makes reference that the Scottish Government’s 
approach is to begin with seeking the maximum uptake of voluntary actions which both reduce 
avoidable emissions and improve farm performance. There is also emphasis put on Peatland 
restoration and the need for greater powers.  
 
These issues are all of concern in terms of delivery of the plans and proposals and how these 
will be overcome. The interdependent nature of land use activities coupled with scientific 
uncertainty about emissions estimates and changing practices makes it challenging to 
measure the impact of emission reductions in this sector. 
 
Likewise while maximising the uptake of voluntary actions to reduce emissions and improve 
farm performance may be beneficial this does depend on voluntary actions being undertaken 
by individuals, meaning there is no guarantee of uptake, and therefore no guarantee of 
emissions being reduced. 
 
The Rural Land Use section of the document refers to peatland restoration and the key role 
that Scotland’s soil and in particular its peatlands can play in retaining and sequestering 
carbon. Again as with emissions in relation to land use in general, the effects of restoration on 
greenhouse gas emissions are complex and uncertain in terms of scale and timing, and data 
is lacking in relation to some of these issues. As such although peatland restoration may 
contribute to reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, its impact is not clear and nor are the 
financial implications, therefore this may have a knock on effect in terms of achieving the 
emission reduction targets. 
 
As with other sections of the document emphasis is placed on the need for greater powers, 
and this brings into question the viability of actions to reduce emissions if decisions are outwith 
the control of the Scottish Government, this is particularly in relation to influencing EU 
negotiations. 
 
Does the RPP instil confidence that Scotland can hit its ambitious emissions reduction 
targets? 
 
While ambitious targets are important and challenging, it remains unclear whether the RPP 
instils confidence that Scotland can hit its emissions reduction targets. This is due to the fact 
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that many of the issues raised in this chapter and throughout the document which would 
contribute to the emissions reduction targets are not finalised or their affects remain unclear, 
they may not be wholly within the control of the Scottish Government or financed by Scottish 
Government. Therefore this makes it very difficult to ascertain the contribution this will make to 
emission reduction targets as contained in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009. 
 
 
What are your views on the costings element of the draft report? 
 
Page 32 indicates that it is not possible to show whether costs would be met by the Scottish 
Government, the broader public sector, businesses or individuals, as this would depend on 
exactly how a proposal was to be implemented. Clearly this is a concern in that it is not 
evident who will be responsible for delivery or funding of proposals. This therefore brings into 
question the viability of proposals, and in turn the meeting of the ambitious targets, as it 
cannot be assumed that funding, resources or capacity does or will exist across government, 
the broader public sector, or from businesses or individuals to carry out the proposals. 
 
Additionally with regard to land use, agriculture and forestry Scottish policy must work within 
the bounds of the EU Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), and this must be borne in mind in 
terms of the costing elements of the report. 
 
Likewise the rural land use section highlights that taxation has a fundamental influence on 
land use decisions, and emphasises that greater flexibility to define a fiscal regime for 
Scotland would help align taxation regimes with Scotland’s economic and environmental 
priorities. As such the report must continue to acknowledge that some decision making and 
funding decisions are out-with the control of the Scottish Government and this may have an 
impact upon some of the decisions that can be made in terms of reducing emissions in the 
rural land use sector. 
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8) Waste 
 
Are there any proposals or policies that are not included which should be? 
 
There is a general requirement within the draft RPP to specify a clear distinction between a 
proposal and a policy and a specific example within the waste chapter. The as-yet 
unimplemented proposals regarding landfill bans and supporting policies is included in the 
relevant tables as a policy and not as a proposal. However, the summary bullet points in the 
technical appendix highlight there are policies and proposals in the Waste sector. This adds to 
the lack of clarity in fully considering this section of the draft RPP.  
 
Any proposal for landfill bans and source separated collection should be linked to the Zero 
Waste Plan proposal to investigate extended producer responsibility and generally prevent 
waste from occurring in the first instance. This could reduce the burden on public funds if 
through coordination producers were responsible for materials displaced from landfill. 
Infrastructure costs for the Zero Waste Plan, as outlined in SQW report3 could be £1 – 1.5 
billion over current spend, would be the responsibility of the producers and recovered through 
the polluter pays principle, giving greater purity to the application of the waste hierarchy and 
avoid public funds being used inappropriately. Market risk would be removed from the public 
sector.  
 
Accelerating the Zero Waste Plan proposed investigation of producer responsibility to enable 
implementation of appropriate policy and measures could stimulate increased interest in back-
haul logistics, reusable/returnable packaging and end-of-life products with net benefits of 
carbon and waste reduction. Extended producer responsibility would help mitigate the current 
expectation of steep increases in councils waste management costs over the next decade. 
 
The draft RPP highlights the ongoing work on the carbon metric for recycling which it is 
proposed, in Annex A of Zero Waste Plan, will enable the future waste tonnage targets to be 
translated and measured against carbon-based targets by 2013. It would be helpful if this 
intention was clarified in relation to the Zero Waste Plan supporting measures and targets line 
in Table 16 and also its relationship to the Carbon Accounting Scheme (Scotland) Regulations 
2010. Furthermore, it is proposed that this approach should not be used in isolation to other 
waste activities and should be applied to all waste activities and used to determine optimum 
waste management services.  
 
The supporting and enabling measures for reducing emissions from Waste currently misses 
explicitly the link to communication and awareness initiatives and the unstated requirement for 
behavioural change to underpin the changes outlined in Tables 15 and 16.  
 
Does the draft report include proposals or policies that you would like to see removed or 
changed? 
 
The supporting text within the chapter identifies a number of dates for the implementation of 
the landfill bans and supporting policies requirements but these have yet to be confirmed 
through the statutory consultation process. Therefore, in this context it would seem 
appropriate to suggest that the Zero Waste Plan and Landfill Bans waste policies in Table 15 
should be identified as proposals rather than policies until the details and scope of any 
regulations are agreed. These could then be identified as policies in subsequent versions of 
draft RPPs once the detail of the regulations has been resolved.  
 

                                                 
3
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The proposal to separately collect and treat food waste would benefit from further analysis. 
There is concern over the level of participation and material capture being optimistic. The 
proposal as currently articulated could result in the creation of over capacity of Anaerobic 
Digestion because other forms of treatment capacity for a high organic content will be 
necessary regardless of having separate food waste collection to capture the remaining high 
organic content of the residual waste stream.  
 
The reference to the secondary legislation outlined under the supporting and enabling 
measures should be removed as it currently clearly states that the Government does not 
intend to use them. If this position were to change in future this measure or policy could be re-
introduced into the next RPP scheduled for draft publication in late 2011. Whilst the 
Government’s desire to pursue voluntary measures at present is noted, there are only two 
examples of voluntary agreements given whereas there are six sets of powers currently 
proposed to be unutilised.  
 
What are the barriers to delivery of the plans and proposals in the report and does the report 
give enough clarity as to how these will be overcome? 
 
The 2011-2012 budget settlement and the significant reduction in available capital will either 
significantly change the timescales or remove the possibility that local government can directly 
invest in alternative forms of treatment for waste other than disposal via landfill. The draft RPP 
and associated technical appendix both highlight that landfill tax and landfill bans provide 
opportunities for cost avoidances for councils. However, this is only the case if infrastructure to 
provide a competitive marketplace is operational to meet present and future requirements for 
waste treatment. It is welcomed that the draft RPP recognises this barrier. 
 
If the waste policies and proposals presented require councils to spend money on both the 
construction of infrastructure and taxation for landfill disposal, this could delay the timescales 
identified in this chapter. The delivery of zero waste infrastructure was initially predicated on 
the continuation of the funding centrally to councils and availability of funding commercially to 
build merchant facilities. Both public and private funding/borrowing has been constrained 
recently and had a resulting impact on the pace infrastructure delivery needed to achieve the 
proposals and policies set out for the waste sector.  
 
The landfill tax was a financial incentive to reduce landfilling and the associated methane 
emissions abatement. It would require significant changes to promote appropriate 
environmental outcomes in the context of the RPP in terms of increased recycling and 
resource use rather than its current blunt intervention. The tax was to divert material disposal 
with a policy environment where there was no constraint on recovery via energy from waste, 
so an appropriate outcome would have been movement up the waste hierarchy to recovery 
facilities. In the context of the new Zero Waste Plan targets, such large scale movement to 
recovery would not deliver the right outcomes.  
 
Local authorities will struggle to access funding internally for waste management 
infrastructure given the currently competing capital demands to deliver other priorities. This 
leads to a situation, where councils continue to be faced with mounting landfill tax bills, have 
limited ability to avoid these costs because there is limited alternative treatment infrastructure, 
that they can access partly because of lack of council funding/anchor tonnage for 
infrastructure to enable it to be commercially viable and get constructed in the first instance.  
 
The potential for Landfill Tax to become a devolved responsibility following the proposals of 
the Calman Commission could be highlighted within the RPP as having potential to deliver 
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more appropriate outcomes in regard to resource utilisation and general emissions abatement 
in association with other Zero Waste Plan policies and proposals.  
 
Does the RPP instil confidence that Scotland can hit its ambitious emissions reduction 
targets? 
 
The Zero Waste Plan is the first National Waste Management Plan for Scotland to take an all 
waste streams approach when setting national strategy. However the concentration in certain 
parts of the Chapter on the tax levels and costs of managing local authority managed waste 
does cause concern over the significant costs for other waste streams and why these wider 
societal costs and benefits are not holistically framed within the text of the chapter. It is seems 
contrary to the all waste vision set out in the Zero Waste Plan to solely concentrate on the 
financial implications for one sector.  
 
What are your views on the costings element of the draft report? 
 
It was highlighted at the time of the publication of the SQW report, on which a majority of the 
costings in the waste chapter are based, that it did not account for non-market benefits and it 
was suggested that perhaps an analysis including externalities could be undertaken. Analysis 
of proposals and policies can’t be solely based on cost relative other waste measures, but 
demonstrate emissions abatement relative to one another and the cost of expenditure on other 
abatement measures. Also the key theme through all of the scenarios of the SQW report is 
that a zero waste Scotland will cost more for local government whatever the scenario pursued. 
 
Indeed the do nothing option outlined in the draft RPP might enable investment of possibly 
limited availablilty capital funds in other forms of actions which could deliver higher abatement 
activity in other sectors or start necessary progress towards the transformational outcomes 
needed in other areas. Waste has made significant progress on emissions abatement and it 
should be considered whether the costs of further emissions abatement could achieve better 
outcomes if redirected to other sectors.   
 
The SQW report did conclude by advising the Scottish Government that whilst technically 
possible and potentially lower cost, high levels of high quality source segregated recycling 
might not be possible without significant continuing awareness, engagement and behavioural 
interventions. In future budget funding for such activities may significantly reduce, diminishing 
the potential for these measures to achieve the required outcomes. These potential barriers 
should be highlighted in the draft RPP as further context to the presentation of such 
hypotheticated cost information.  
 
  
 


