
 

SUBMISSION FROM FRIENDS OF THE EARTH SCOTLAND 
 
Friends of the Earth Scotland campaigned strongly for an ambitious Climate Change (Scotland) Act.  We 
have a keen interest in the Report on Proposals and Policies (RPP) and hope to see it strengthened as it is 
scrutinised by Parliament. 
 
Our response is additional to the Stop Climate Chaos Scotland (SCCS) response to which we contributed 
and which we support.  Our response seeks to deal with areas the SCCS response has not touched on, or 
where we have more to add. 
 

 Are there any proposals or policies that are not included which should be? 
 
Transport 
We are concerned that many of the demand management transport measures that appeared in earlier drafts 
have been dropped.
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  In particular parking management measures and a workplace parking levy.  These 

policies not only hold significant carbon saving potential themselves (132ktCO2e is attributed to the 
workplace parking levy and 87 ktCO2e is attributed to parking management by 2020) but are notable for the 
multiplying effect they have on other carbon cutting transport measures. The carbon abatement potential by 
2020 of travel planning, for example, could be badly affected: the figures in the RPP appear to have been 
cut in half after these measures were removed – from 486 to 242 ktCO2e. 
 
As the previous draft stated: “Travel plans without parking restraint are around two thirds less effective at 
cutting car use; this would reduce the predicted abatement from travel plans as a whole by around 50%”.  It 
is disappointing then that such an important „enabler‟ has not been given the opportunity to be fully 
scrutinised by Parliament. 
 
It is also notable that the carbon abatement potential for the transport sector identified in the previous draft 
totalled 3300 ktCO2e by 2020.  The final RPP only identifies 2520 ktCO2e.  We believe consideration should 
therefore be given to what are the other key measures, such as congestion charging, required to make up 
this 780 ktCO2e.  
 
Homes and Communities 
We believe there should be £100-170 million allocated annually to a national retrofit programme.  This aims 
to achieve a 42% cut in emissions from the housing sector by 2020 (as opposed to the RPP‟s 36%); 
contribute to eradicating fuel poverty by 2016; insulate all lofts and cavity walls by 2015 (as opposed to the 
RPP‟s 2020 milestone); and be based on a universal, street by street approach led by local authorities. In 
future years a minimum standards approach should also be introduced in the wider private housing market. 
 
We also believe consideration should be given to a zero-interest, long-payback, loans scheme for 
homeowners. This is particularly important given the Home Energy Saving Scotland loans pilot scheme was 
axed in the summer and the proposed Green Deal is not expected until late 2012/2013.  As things stand 
there is a financing gap for some of the more difficult measures that are none-the-less required in order to 
meet our 2020 target. 
 
Finally the „work planned with social landlords and other stakeholders to consider how best to make 
emissions reductions from social housing, including, if appropriate, development of an energy efficiency 
standard beyond the SHQS‟ (p58) is too equivocal and should be re-worded to ensure that strengthening 
the Scottish Housing Quality Standard (SHQS) goes forward as a proposal. 
 
Land-Use 
While the Government has recognised the carbon abatement potential of peatland restoration, p.118 of the 
RPP suggests waiting for international accounting rules before taking clear action.  Given the clear scientific 
basis for peatlands as a carbon sequester as well as the additional environmental benefits restoration can 
bring, the RPP should commit to restoring 600,000 hectares by 2016.  The IUCN UK Peatland Programme 
have estimated this could save 2700 ktCO2e
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.  This is in the same region as the gap arising within the 

                                                 
1 These measures are detailed in a draft provided during an Autumn consultation with various stakeholders.  Additionally another draft published on the 

Scottish Government website on 17 November contained erroneous paragraphs relating to these measures.  It was later taken down and replaced with the 

final RPP.  

2 IUCN, Peatlands and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Opportunities in Scotland http://www.iucn-uk-

peatlandprogramme.org/sites/all/files/100218Briefing_Peatlands_andGreenhouseGasEmissions.pdf 

2 The RPP estimates (p140) GHG reductions in 2011 from: (i) 'Freight - HGV efficiency improvements', 

 

8 December 2010 

http://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/sites/all/files/100218Briefing_Peatlands_andGreenhouseGasEmissions.pdf
http://www.iucn-uk-peatlandprogramme.org/sites/all/files/100218Briefing_Peatlands_andGreenhouseGasEmissions.pdf


 

 

traded sector from an EU 20%, as opposed to 30%, target. It is already clear that any accounting rules 
adopted will have to take proper account of net changes since 1990, so there is no additional benefit to be 
gained from delaying restoration activity until the rules are adopted. 
  
Agriculture 
The RPP finds remarkably little potential for on-farm anaerobic digestion (just 16mt by 2020. The CCC 
previously identified much higher potential – up to 130mt by 2020). The RPP should at the very least explain 
why this potential is not considered practical to realize. 
 
Furthermore action in the Agriculture sector generally relies on a voluntary approach, and the use of cross-
compliance is relegated to after 2017. We believe there is much greater flexibility to impose cross 
compliance measures in existing agricultural support, by transferring funding away from single farm 
payments to environmental funds. This approach would be much more productive in ensuring wide adoption 
of low-carbon farming techniques. 
 
Finally, in agriculture, the report overlooks the potential carbon benefits of much wider adoption of organic 
agriculture techniques, identified by the Soil Association
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Waste management 
In the waste management section, the RPP entirely focuses on measures within the Zero Waste Plan for 
Scotland. While this provides a sound basis, it does not incorporate all the measures that have been 
proposed for, or available for, reducing emissions from waste management, including many previously 
enabled by the Climate Change (Scotland) Act. 
 
We believe this section should consider introducing as policies or proposals (or in some cases, enabling 
measures), a series of measures for waste prevention, including consideration of domestic waste charging. 
It should set timetables for implementation of all the additional measures enabled by the Act, such as 
mandatory waste management plans. Furthermore it should explicitly extend proposals for landfill bans to 
incineration bans, as applied in Flanders to promote action higher up the waste hierarchy. 
 
Waste reduction, reuse and recycling, and incineration bans are particularly important measures to reduce 
the net emissions associated with Scotland‟s consumption of goods. While incineration for energy recovery 
might appear to reduce emissions marginally in Scotland and even if waste does replace fossil fuels, 
burning waste that could be reused or recycled means increasing our imports of newly produced 
commodities from overseas, with all the supply chain emissions that generates. 
 

 Does the draft report include proposals or policies that you would like to see removed or changed? 
 
Biofuels 
There are 640 ktCO2e of savings by 2020 attributed to biofuels yet the evidence suggests that biofuels 
increase emissions, inflate the price of food, and push communities off their land.
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Although emissions associated with this „indirect land-use change‟ wouldn‟t  show up in the net Scottish 
emissions account, it is worth noting that they would, or at least should, show up in the consumption 
reporting required by the Climate Change Act. 
 
Carbon Trading 
The Government intends to account for the traded sector by allocating it a share of the UK national 
allocation plan, rather than accounting for actual verified emissions from Scottish installations. While the 
Government has rational reasons for doing so, in that a more stable trajectory gives greater certainty of 
meeting annual targets for example (see p4 and p.7 of technical appendix), it also places it at the mercy of 
the overall ETS ambition. As well as highlighting the often negative and unintended consequences of carbon 
trading schemes, this has significant implications for Scotland‟s targets. 
 

                                                 
3 Soil carbon and organic farming: A review of the evidence of agriculture‟s potential to combat climate 

changehttp://www.soilassociation.org/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=BVTfaXnaQYc%3D&tabid=574 

4 See for example: Friends of the Earth Europe (2010, August). „Africa: Up For Grabs‟ 

http://www.foeeurope.org/agrofuels/FoEE_Africa_up_for_grabs_2010.pdf, as well as the Institute for European Environmental Policy (2010, November) 

„Anticipated Indirect Land Use Change Associated with Expanded Use of Biofuels and Bioliquids in the EU – An Analysis of the National Renewable 

Energy Action Plans‟ – IEEP Launches Analysis of EU Nations Projected Use of Biofuels and their Consequences‟  

http://www.foeeurope.org/agrofuels/FoEE_Africa_up_for_grabs_2010.pdf


 

 

As the RPP makes clears there is a saving of 3046 ktCO2e between an EU 20% and an EU 30% world.  
While this isn‟t detailed as a proposal within the energy section of the RPP (Table 1 is a stand alone box) it 
is, perhaps misleadingly, included within „emissions from all proposals and policies‟ on p.142.   
 
We believe there is an obligation to deliver our 42% target with or without increased action from the EU.  
This means greater action in the non-traded sector: our recent report „42% Better‟ shows that this is 
possible.
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  The RPP must also make clear the trajectory of proposals and policies without an EU 30% target.  

There should be an insertion to p.142 detailing this. 
 
Transport 
While many of the transport measures are welcome (although demand management measures should be 
reinstated), we have a concern that the milestones identified are focused on the wrong end of the transport 
hierarchy.  The milestone are both around technology change – new cars to have high levels of fuel 
efficiency and the formation of electric vehicle charging infrastructure. Yet reducing the need to travel should 
be the first priority followed by shifting the mode in which people do travel.  Only then should we look at 
technology change.  
 

 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? 

 
Funding/the Draft Budget 
Although the RPP sets out estimates of the public funding needed for each measure, year by year, the 
itemization does not match the line items in the Scottish budget. It is therefore difficult to assess whether the 
measures are adequately funded. Sadly there are several indicators that in fact the Budget does not provide 
the funds necessary. For example the Budget proposes cuts in the funding for Cycling, Walking and Safer 
Streets, and in the Freight Facilities Grant, while the RPP foresees increases in the outputs that such 
funding was intended to support.  
 
Parliamentary Scrutiny 
Linked to the Budget, there is a need to ensure that parliamentary scrutiny of the RPP helps inform the 
Budget considerations, not the other way around.  Any spending review in 2011 must have implementation 
of the RPP as a key goal.  In addition consideration should be given to bringing forward the RPP to earlier in 
the parliamentary cycle (January – summer recess) to ensure that it is borne in mind by Ministers and 
parliamentarians when the Budget is considered. 
 
Regulation 
We are concerned that the RPP misguidedly steers away from regulation.  It states: „The Government aims 
to keep the regulatory burden to a minimum, and where regulation is deemed necessary it will consult on 
proposals with those who it will affect‟ (p.24).  
 
This is a worrying cultural obstacle. Hard learned lessons about the weaknesses of voluntary measures (low 
compliance, enabling „cowboy‟ businesses to undercut responsible ones) appear to have been forgotten. In 
too many sections of the RPP (housing, waste, transport, and agriculture) there is an explicit aversion to 
regulation. In some areas, for reasons of equity and public buy-in, funded incentives will of course be 
needed first, housing improvement for example. Yet in all areas a more systematic assessment of the pros 
and cons of voluntary, financial and regulatory measures is essential. 
 
Powers 
The RPP, and our own analysis, shows that we can meet our targets with the powers that we have.  It is 
possible that greater powers could make it easier to meet or exceed our targets.  Greater control over 
energy for example could allow Scotland to tailor an incentivising regime to promote areas where we have a 
natural renewable advantage.  Yet there are areas where greater powers may have the opposite effect. 
Devolution of fuel duty for example could lead to more people driving and less of a focus being paid to 
sustainable transport options and reducing the need to travel in the first place. 
 
Politicians must demonstrate willingness to utilise powers in a manner that would contribute to achieving our 
targets. 
 

                                                 
5 http://foe-scotland.org.uk/42percent_better_RPP 



 

 

Social Justice 
Tackling climate change will require public support.  It will also require a cohesive society based on values 
of participation and solidarity.  The Spirit Level

6
 has demonstrated how more equal societies do better on 

environmental and sustainability measures. When the full range of benefits are accounted for, many of the 
measures in the RPP will support the poorest in our society.  Our 42% Better report details much of this (the 
additional benefits of home improvements and active travel measures for example).  But if the RPP is to be 
successful it will need to have social and environmental justice at its heart – both in its messaging and in its 
implementation. 
 
Local Government/COSLA 
Local authorities will be crucial partners in delivering climate targets.  We are therefore concerned that 
COSLA, while acknowledging the role of local authorities, seem to be making negative noises about the 
achievability of climate targets. Many local authorities have made great strides forward on this agenda (Fife 
Council on waste management for example) but many others have not fully engaged.  As 42% Better makes 
clear tackling climate change isn‟t just good for the environment, it is good for people too. 
 
Yet this is not just a question for local government.  Tackling climate change must be central to the 
relationship between central and local government.  The RPP talks of the „political leadership‟ that has been 
shown through signing up to the climate change declaration.  Yet some councils don‟t even report on the 
climate change declaration, despite signing up to it.  Clearly, this isn‟t fair on councils that do report.  
Government must make clear through the guidance they will give to public bodies on their climate change 
duty in January that Councils must set targets; report on progress towards these targets; and that this 
progress will be scrutinised. 
 

 Does the RPP instil confidence that Scotland can hit its ambitious emissions reduction targets? 
 
Trajectories/Ambition 
The RPP currently sets out three trajectories:  

a) Emissions after policies excluding EU move to 30% 
b) Emissions after policies including EU move to 30% 
c) Emissions from all proposals and policies (includes EU move to 30%) 

 
The first trajectory misses all the annual targets between 2010-2022.  The second trajectory misses all the 
annual targets bar three (2013, 2019 and 2020). Only the third trajectory meets all the annual targets, yet it 
relies on the hypothetical EU shift to 30%. 
 
We believe the RPP is missing a fourth, most important, trajectory: 

d) Emissions from all proposals and policies (excludes EU move to 30%). 
 
We have attempted to map this on the following graph (red line) 
 

                                                 
6 www.foe-scotland.org.uk/spiritlevel-podcast 



 

 

 
It is clear that there is a significant gap between emissions from all proposals and policies (excluding EU 
move to 30%) and the statutory annual targets - 1,630 ktCO2e in 2020 for example.  Yet our initial analysis 
(not mapped onto the graph) suggests that the 2020 target could still be met, without relying on the EU 
move to 30%, if various measures are strengthened. This would require the return of certain transport 
measures, such as the workplace parking levy, to achieve 3,300 ktCO2e abatement from the transport 
sector as well as greater ambition in the homes and communities section to meet the ambition of the CCC 
recommendations.  This analysis doesn‟t even include peatland restoration which could potentially 
contribute 2700 ktCO2e between now and 2016. 
 
Such an approach would give real confidence that we will meet our targets with or without an EU move to 
30%.  It would also have the added advantage of gaining a windfall benefit if and when the EU does up its 
targets, and allow Scotland the opportunity to contribute to a genuinely „fair and safe‟ cumulative budget that 
the Act requires but that the UKCCC and Ministers have so far failed to set out. 
 
Optimistic Assumptions and Compliance  
There are, however, some potentially over-optimistic assumptions in the analysis.  For example the 
proposals for new domestic and non-domestic building standards for 2013, while welcome, assume 100% 
compliance.  We therefore have to question the 92 and 45 ktCO2e estimated to be saved from these policies 
by 2020.  Greater enforcement of building standards and greater support for low-carbon building skills could 
help rectify this. 
 
Energy Intensive Business 
We seek clarification about why no abatement potential for the „Energy Intensive Business‟ has been 
identified between 2010-2013.  Given this package includes the climate change climate change levy and 
other programmes which have been operating for some time we would have expected to see abatement 
from this before 2013 (on p.76 the policy package details 162 ktCO2e by 2020, yet p.139 shows that this will 
all come in 2013). 
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 What are your views on the costings elements of the draft report? 
 
Multiple Benefits 
We believe there should be a more developed approach to costs.  This must incorporate the various 
ancillary benefits that climate measures can bring.  While some quantifiable benefits are set out on p.12-13 
of the RPP, these are mainly economic and do not seem to be not fully integrated into the RPP (many are 
taken from the Low Carbon Economic Strategy).  Similarly p.14 sets out some of the very real social 
benefits in terms of improved air quality, reduced fuel poverty, active health benefits etc; yet these are not 
quantified and it is unclear how much they help inform the proposals and policies put forward in the RPP.  
Our 42% Better report attempts to quantify some of these social benefits, for example: 
 

a) by eliminating fuel poverty home improvements could prevent 180,000 cases of anxiety and 
depression each year and create 100,000 person years of employment between now and 2020. 

b) through increasing cycling rates to prevent obesity and improve health outcomes, active travel 
measures could accrue annual economic value of up to £2 billion to the Scottish economy. 

 
This is not just a presentational matter, in which wider public support can be obtained, although it should 
also serve that purpose. It also has important impacts on the mix of policies and even the total level of 
abatement which is seen as desirable. 
 
If these benefits were incorporated the net marginal cost of such policies would fall, justifying a higher level 
of use, and greater total abatement at any given shadow carbon price. As a result such policies should 
receive greater attention than the RPP currently provides. 
 
A more developed approach to costs should be put in place in order to help the decision making process 
and inform the proposals and policies that are taken forward within this, and future, RPPs and Budgets. 
 
Housing Standards 
We would be interested in clarification of the £1.4 billion cost attributed to energy standards for new homes 
between 2011 and 2022 (p.61). 
 


