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ENVIRONMENT AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
AGENDA
8th Meeting, 2003 (Session 2)
Wednesday 8 October 2003
The Committee will meet at 10.00 am in Committee Room 1.
1. Item in private: The Committee will consider whether to take item 4 in private.
2. Subordinate legislation: The Committee will consider the following negative
instruments—
the Air Quality Limit Values (Scotland) Regulations 2003, (SSI 2003/428)
the Smoke Control Area (Exempt Fireplaces) (Scotland) Order 2003, (SSI
2003/436)
the Pesticides (Maximum Residue Levels in Crops, Food and Feeding Stuffs)
(Scotland) Amendment (No. 2) Regulations 2003, (SSI 2003/445).
3. Petitions: The Committee will consider petitions PE246, PE462, PE463 and
PE464 on the procedure for the designation of Sites of Special Scientific Interest,
Special Protection Areas and Special Areas of Conservation.
4. Nature Conservation (Scotland) Bill: The Committee
arrangements for its consideration of the Bill at Stage 1.

will

consider

Not before 11.30 am
5. Budget process 2004-05: The Committee will take evidence from Ross Finnie
MSP (Minister for Environment and Rural Development).
6. National Waste Plan inquiry: The Committee will take evidence from Ross
Finnie MSP (Minister for Environment and Rural Development).

Tracey Hawe
Clerk to the Committee
Direct Tel: 0131-348-5221
tracey.hawe@scottish.parliament.uk
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The following papers are attached or are relevant to this meeting:

Agenda Item 2
The Air Quality Limit Values (Scotland) Regulations 2003, (SSI
2003/428)

ERD/S2/03/8/2a

The Smoke Control Area (Exempt Fireplaces) (Scotland) Order
2003, (SSI 2003/436)

ERD/S2/03/8/2b

The Pesticides (Maximum Residue Levels in Crops, Food and
Feeding Stuffs) (Scotland) Amendment (No. 2) Regulations
2003, (SSI 2003/445).

ERD/S2/03/8/2c

Extract from the Subordinate Legislation Committee’s 7th
Report 2003

ERD/S2/03/8/2d

Agenda Item 3
A paper from the Clerk is attached

ERD/S2/03/08/3a

Copy of petitions PE246, PE462, PE463 and PE46 4

ERD/S2/03/08/3b

PE246 – background briefing and correspondence

ERD/S2/03/08/3c

PE462, PE463 and PE464 – correspondence and extracts from ERD/S2/03/08/3d
the PPC Official Report of 26 February 2002 and 10 September
2002.
Agenda Item 4
A paper from the Clerk is attached (for members only)

ERD/S2/03/08/4a

Agenda Item 5
A briefing paper from the Committee’s adviser (TO FOLLOW - ERD/S2/03/8/5a
for members only)
An extract from the Scottish Executive draft budget 2004-05 is ERD/S2/03/8/5b
attached
Guidance from the Finance Committee to subject committees is ERD/S2/03/8/5c
attached
An extract from papers by the Finance Committee’s adviser is ERD/S2/03/8/5d
attached.

ERD/S2/03/08/A

Agenda Item 6
Note from the Clerk (for members only)

ERD/S2/03/8/6a

Subordinate Legislation Committee
Extract of 7th Report, 2003
1. At its meeting on 30th September the Committee determined that it did not need
to draw the attention of the Parliament to the instruments listed in the Annexe to this
report on any of the grounds in its remit.
2. The report is also addressed to the following committees as the lead committees
for the instruments specified:
Environment and Rural Development

SSI 2003/428

Instruments subject to annulment
The Air Quality Limit Values (Scotland) Regulations 2003 (SSI 2003/428)
Background
1.
The Committee raised five matters with the Executive on this instrument.
Question 1
2.
The Committee asked the Executive to explain why, when Article 15(1) of the
Directive provides that Member States were to implement the provisions of the
Directive by 9 September 2003, the Regulations will not come into force until
2 October 2003.
Answer 1
3.
This Directive is technical and complex. Preparation of the transposition
Regulations, which are a consolidation, took some time. The Executive was unable
to complete the instrument before the summer recess and would have breached the
21-day rule by laying it during the recess for commencement on 9th September 2003.
This instrument was therefore laid as soon as could be arranged after recess and
commencement was delayed for a short period in order to respect the 21-day rule.
The Executive has made every endeavour to transpose this Directive in good time
but in the circumstances a slight delay in transposition was unavoidable. The
Executive’s response is reproduced at Appendix 1.
Report 1
4.
The Committee recalls that the Executive has on previous occasions cited as
justification for breaches of the rule the need to implement Community legislation in
good time. The Committee observes that there is an evident inconsistency to be
addressed in arguing both for late implementation of Directives in order to avoid
breaches of the 21-day rule and, at other times, justifying breaches of the 21-day
rule as necessary to avoid late implementation.
5.
Without wishing to encourage breaches of the 21-day rule, it seems to the
Committee that, in view of the continuing doubt as to the effect of section 57(2) of the
Scotland Act on breaches of provisions in such legislation imposing deadlines for

implementation, every effort ought to be made to ensure that such deadlines are
met.
6.
In the present case, the Committee notes that the Regulations were in part a
consolidation and, although in terms of the Directive, the new Community provisions
have to be incorporated into domestic law by 9 September, it would appear that the
relevant provisions will not have full force and effect for some time. In addition, the
Committee acknowledges that the delay in implementation is very short.
7.
In all the circumstances, therefore, the Committee simply draws the
Executive’s response to the attention of the lead committee and the Parliament
as providing the information requested.
Question 2
8.
The Committee noted that, in Part II of Schedule 2 (the table headed “Target
Values for Ozone”) on page 14, there are two entries in column one that read “Target
value for the protection of human health” and asks whether one of these entries
ought not to read “Target value for the protection of vegetation” (as referred to in
Part II of Annex III to the Directive).
Answer 2
9.
The Executive understands that the Committee is referring to the table
contained in Part 2 of Annex I of the Directive, and not Part 2 of Annex III of the
Directive. The second entry in the table headed up “Target values for ozone” in
Part 2 of Schedule 2 should, as the Committee has noted, read “Target value for the
protection of vegetation” and not “Target value for the protection of human health”.
The Executive is grateful to the Committee for pointing out this error, and confirms
that it will bring forward an amending instrument to rectify it as soon as is possible.
Report 2
10.
The Committee acknowledges the erroneous reference. However, the
Executive has taken the point correctly and accepts that the provision in question is
defectively drafted. The Committee therefore reports the instrument to the lead
Committee and the Parliament on the ground that it is defectively drafted in the
above respect, acknowledged by the Executive. The Committee also draws
attention to the Executive’s undertaking to bring forward an amending
instrument to correct the error.
Question 3
11.
The Executive was asked to explain why in paragraph 1.1(c) of Schedule 3
on page 16 a footnote appears to be missing from the heading to the table
“Particulate Matter”. This provision is a consolidation of a provision contained in
paragraph (c) of Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the 2001 Regulations and does not appear
to have been subsequently amended to remove the footnote.
Answer 3
12.
The Executive is grateful to the Committee for pointing out that the footnote
does not appear after the heading of paragraph 1.1(c) of Schedule 3. The Executive
notes however, that the footnote does not form part of the Instrument. The Executive
will ensure that this omission is rectified in the Annual Volume.

Report 3
13.
Although a footnote is formally part of an instrument and may have
interpretative value as, indeed, the Executive itself has acknowledged on previous
occasions, the Committee agrees that, as a rule, errors in footnotes are not as
serious as errors in the substantive text and may be corrected in the way suggested.
The Committee therefore reports the instrument on the grounds of defective
drafting acknowledged by the Executive though not affecting the validity of the
instrument.
Question 4
14.
The Committee asked whether in respect of paragraph 1.1 of Part 1 of
Schedule 5 on page 21 the heading in the first column of the table ought to read
“Population of agglomeration or zone”. The Committee noted that this provision has
been consolidated and was originally contained in Part 1 of Schedule 4 where the
word “agglomeration” is used, however, there has been no amendment removing
this word. Further, the word is defined in the current regulations and is also used in
the heading to Column 4 of the table.
Answer 4
15.
The Executive notes that in paragraph 1.1 of Part 1 of Schedule 5 the words
“agglomeration or” should have been included in the heading, as noted by the
Committee. This was a typing error and the Executive is grateful to the Committee
for pointing it out. This item will be included in the amending regulations that are to
be prepared.
Report 4
16.
The Executive has again acknowledged that the provision is
defectively drafted and the Committee reports it to the lead committee and the
Parliament on that ground.
Question 5
17.
The Committee noted that the definition of “public” in regulation 14(15) has
been restricted to that regulation when it appears from regulation 2 that it is to have
that meaning for the purposes of every relevant regulation. The Committee therefore
asked why the term was not simply defined in regulation 2 alone.
Answer 5
18.
The Executive notes the Committee’s comments. The Executive considers
that provisions will have the intended legislative effect, and this to be a matter of
style. It will, however, bear this point in mind for future regulations.
Report 5
19.
The drafting of these two provisions seemed confusing to the Committee
although the meaning is not affected. Whilst, strictly, it could be considered to
be defective drafting, as the error does not appear to go to the substance of
the instrument the Committee considers it sufficient to report the instrument
for failure to follow proper legislative practice in this respect.

Appendix 1

THE AIR QUALITY LIMIT VALUES (SCOTLAND) REGULATIONS 2003
(S.S.I. 2003/428)
On 23 September the Committee asked the Scottish Executive the following
questions in respect of the above Instrument —
1.
“The Committee asks the Executive to explain why when Article 15(1) of the
Directive provides that Member States were to implement the provisions of the
Directive by 9 September 2003 the Regulations will not come into force until
2 October 2003.
2.
The Committee notes that in Part II of Schedule 2 (the table headed up
“Target Values for Ozone”) on page 14 there are two entries in column one that read
“Target value for the protection of human health” and asks whether one of these
entries ought not to read “Target value for the protection of vegetation” (as referred
to in Part II of Annex III to the Directive).
3.
The Executive is asked to explain why in paragraph 1.1(c) of Schedule 3 on
page 16 a footnote appears to be missing from the heading to the table “Particulate
Matter”. This provision is a consolidation of a provision contained in paragraph (c) of
Part 1 of Schedule 2 to the 2001 Regulations and does not appear to have been
subsequently amended to remove the footnote.
4.
The Committee asks whether in respect of paragraph 1.1 of Part 1 of
Schedule 5 on page 21 the heading in the first column of the table ought to read
“Population of agglomeration or zone”. This provision has been consolidated and
was originally contained in Part 1 of Schedule 4 where the word “agglomeration” is
used, however, there has been no amendment removing this word. Further, the
word is defined in the current regulations and is also used in the heading to
Column 4 of the table.
5.
The Committee notes that the definition of “public” in regulation 14(15) has
been restricted to that regulation when it appears from regulation 2 that it is to have
that meaning for the purposes of every relevant regulation. The Committee therefore
asks why the term was not simply defined in regulation 2 alone.”.
The Scottish Executive responds as follows:
First question
This Directive is technical and complex, and preparation of the transposition
Regulations, which are a consolidation, took some time. The Executive was unable
to complete the instrument before the summer recess, and would have breached the
21 day rule by laying it during the recess for commencement on 9th September 2003.
This instrument was therefore laid as soon as could be arranged after recess, and
commencement was delayed for a short period in order to respect the 21 day rule.
The Executive has made every endeavour to transpose this Directive timeously, but
in the circumstances a slight delay in transposition was unavoidable.

Second question
The Executive understands that the Committee is referring to the table contained in
Part 2 of Annex I of the Directive, and not Part 2 of Annex III of the Directive. The
second entry in the table headed up “Target values for ozone” in Part 2 of
Schedule 2 should as the Committee has noted, read “Target value for the protection
of vegetation” and not “Target value for the protection of human health”. The
Executive is grateful to the Committee for pointing out this error, and confirms that it
will bring forward an amending instrument to rectify it as soon as is possible.
Third question
The Executive is grateful to the Committee for pointing out that the footnote does not
appear after the heading of paragraph 1.1(c) of Schedule 3. The Executive notes
however, that the footnote does not form part of the Instrument. The Executive will
ensure that this omission is rectified in the Annual Volume.
Fourth question
The Executive notes that in paragraph 1.1 of Part 1 of Schedule 5 the words
“agglomeration or” should have been included in the heading, as noted by the
Committee. This was a typing error, and the Executive is grateful to the Committee
for pointing it out. This item will be included in the amending regulations that are to
be prepared.
Fifth question
The Executive notes the Committee’s comments. The Executive considers that
provisions will have the intended legislative effect, and this to be a matter of style. It
will, however, bear this point in mind for future regulations.

Scottish Executive
25 September 2003
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ERD/S2/03/8/3a
PETITION PE246
PE246 Petition by Kildaton and Oa Community Council, Kilarrow and
Kilmeny Community Council and the Kilchoman and Portnahaven Council, and
Councillors J Findlay and R Currie, calling for the Scottish Parliament to
request Scottish Natural Heritage, the Scottish Executive and the Scottish
Ministers, as appropriate not to proceed with the designation of the South-East
Islay Skerries Special Area of Conservation.
Progress of the Petition
1. On 12 September 2000 the Public Petitions Committee (PPC) agreed to
copy the petition to the Minister for Transport and Environment asking
for the petition to be considered as part of the consultation process on
the South-East Islay Skerries Special Area of Conservation (SAC).
2. On 24 October 2000 the PPC agreed to pass a copy of a letter received
from Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) to the Scottish Executive
requesting that it inform the Committee of the outcome of the
consultation on the SAC designation. The Committee also agreed to
seek the Minister for Transport and Environment‘s views on various
issues raised by members during the meeting.
3. Following further correspondence with the Scottish Executive on points
raised by members, the PPC agreed on 27 March 2001 to pass a copy
of the petition and associated correspondence to the European
Committee and seek its views on whether there should be a right of
appeal against designation of a SAC and on how the views of local
communities can be taken into account during the designation process.
4. On 11 September 2001 the European Committee agreed that, in the
light of a letter from the Scottish Executive outlining the reasons for
designation in advance of any deliberations from them, no further action
could be taken in respect of this Petition. Copies of relevant
correspondence are attached.
5. On 21 May 2002 the PPC agreed to link and further consider petition
PE246 with related petitions PE462, 463 and 464.
6. Following evidence from SNH, and the Advisory Committee on Sites of
Special Scientific Interest (ACSSSI) and further written evidence from
the Scottish Executive, on 25 June 2003 the PPC agreed to refer
petition PE246 to the Environment and Rural Development Committee
for further consideration.
7. On 10 September the Environment and Rural Development Committee
considered the petition, noted that the area of South-East Islay Skerries
has now been designated a SAC and agreed to take any issues of
general principle raised by the petition into account as part of Stage 1
scrutiny of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Bill.

PETITIONS PE462, PE463 AND PE464
PE462 Petition by Mrs Margie Currie, calling for the Scottish Parliament to ask
Scottish Natural Heritage (a) to provide the original data sheets for all alleged
hen harrier sites on Arran for the purpose of verification and (b) to give details
of the changes in data collection and presentation procedures which it
proposes for all Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) designations in future
to ensure adequate corroboration.
PE463 Petition by Councillor Donald Manford, calling for the Scottish
Parliament (a) to ask Scottish Natural Heritage why it allegedly published
erroneous information about local public opinion on the Sound of Barra
consultation that it carried out for the Scottish Executive and (b) to verify that
SNH’s general procedures for consultations of this sort comply with the duty
imposed on it by Sections 3(1)(e) and (f) of the Natural Heritage (Scotland)
Act.
PE464 Petition by Robert Cunyngham Brown, calling for the Scottish
Parliament to ask Scottish Natural Heritage to provide (a) scientific justification
for the list of raingoose Special Protection Areas it has classified or is in the
process of classifying and (b) details of the measures it took when compiling
that list, to satisfy the statutory duty to take account of the interests of
landowners, crofters and local communities.
Progress of the Petitions
1. The petitions were initially considered on 26 February 2002 by the Public
Petitions Committee (PPC) which took evidence from the petitioners and,
on 10 September 2002, from SNH and the Advisory Committee on Sites of
Special Scientific Interest (ACSSSI). Extracts from the Official Report of
these meetings are attached. The PPC also considered further written
evidence from the Scottish Executive. A copy of the letter from the
Countryside and Natural Heritage Unit is also attached, together with a
summary of written responses.
2. In February 2003 the PPC agreed to refer the petitions to the Transport and
the Environment Committee with the request that the petitions be
considered together due to similarities in subject matter. It also requested
that the Committee take a view as to whether its successor committee
should be invited to consider conducting a review of SNH’s consultation
procedures and whether the remit of the ACSSSI should cover appeals on
the scientific validity of Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and Special Areas
of Conservation (SACs).
3. At its meeting on 18 March 2003 Transport and Environment Committee
agreed to refer the petitions back to the PPC on the grounds that a suitable
opportunity to consider the issues raised by the petitions was likely to arise
as part of the scrutiny of the Nature Conservation Bill.

Options for action
On 10 September the Environment and Rural Development Committee agreed
to consider issues raised by the petitions as part of Stage 1 scrutiny of the
Nature Conservation (Scotland) Bill.
The Committee is invited to consider how it wishes to incorporate
consideration of these four petitions into the Stage 1 scrutiny of the Nature
Conservation (Scotland) Bill.
Option A
The Committee may consider that the evidence which the petitioners have
already given to the PPC is sufficient to enable the issues to be taken forward
during Stage 1. In this case the Committee may decide to conclude the
petitions and pass a copy of the Official Report of the Committee discussion to
each of the petitioners.
Option B
The Committee may wish to seek further written submissions from the
petitioners, both on the questions raised in the open call for evidence, and also
on the extent to which they believe the changes proposed by the Bill address
their general concerns. In this case the Committee may either decide to
conclude the petitions and pass a copy of the Official Report of the Committee
discussion to each of the petitioners, or to defer further consideration of the
petitions until such written evidence has been received.
Option C
The Committee may agree to invite the petitioners to give oral evidence during
Stage 1 of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Bill. In this case the Committee
may wish to defer further consideration of the petitions until such evidence has
been heard.

Background
PE246 Petition by Kildalton and Oa Community Council, Kilarrow and Kilmeny
Community Council and the Kilchoman and Partnahaven Council,
Councillors J Findlay and R Currie, calling for the Scottish Parliament to
request Scottish Natural Heritage, the Scottish Executive and the Scottish
Minister, as appropriate not to proceed with the designation of the SouthEast Islay Skerries Special Area of Conservation.
12/09/2000 The Public Petitions Committee agreed to copy the petition to the Minister
for Transport and Environment asking for the petition to be considered as part
of its consultation process on the South-East Islay Skerries Special Area of
Conservation. In addition the Committee agreed to draw the Minister’s attention
to the Official Report of the meeting and to the views expressed by its members
and that local opinion on this matter should be taken into consideration.
24/10/2000 The Public Petitions Committee agreed to pass a copy of a letter received
from Scottish Natural Heritage to the Scottish Executive requesting that it
inform the Committee of the outcome of the consultation on the SAC
designation. The Committee also agreed to seek the Minister for Transport and
Environment‘s views on various issues raised in the letter from Scottish Natural
Heritage by members during the meeting.
23/01/2001 The Public Petitions Committee considered a response from the Scottish
Executive and agreed to seek its further comments on various points raised by
members.
27/03/2001 The Public Petitions Committee considered a response from the Scottish
Executive and agreed to pass a copy of the petition and associated
correspondence to the European Committee and seek its views on whether
there should be a right of appeal to designation of a SAC and on how the views
of local communities can be taken into account during the designation process.
The Committee also agreed to pass copies of the correspondence to the
petitioners.
08/05/2001 The European Committee considered the contents of the petition and
tasked the Clerk with seeking further information on this issue to enable more
detailed consideration at a future meeting.
19/06/2001 The European Committee agreed that no further action be taken by them at
this stage with respect to the general principles of the petition and that the
Public Petitions Committee be instructed accordingly. However, John Home
Robertson MSP agreed to liaise with the Clerk to examine how procedures in
relation to such issues are handled and to seek access to further information
held within the Scottish Executive and other agencies on the designation of this
area.
11/09/2001 The European committee agreed that in the light of the Scottish Executive’s
letter outlining the reasons for designation in advance of any deliberations from
them, no further action could be taken in respect of this Petition. However, it
was agreed that a letter be written to the Convener of the Public Petitions
Committee noting the Committee’s concerns in relation to processes for
consideration of petitions.
21/05/2002 The Public Petitions Committee considered responses from the Executive,
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) and the Advisory Committee on Sites of
Special Scientific Interest (ACSSSI) in relation to the issues raised in petitions
PE462, PE463 and PE464. The Committee agreed to invite SNH and the

ACSSI to appear before the Committee to present their views and to hold an
additional meeting for this purpose before the summer recess. The Committee
also agreed to link and further consider the related petition PE246 with these
petitions.
06/06/2002 The Public Petitions Committee agreed to the Convener’s proposal to defer
further consideration of petitions PE462, PE463, PE464 and PE246 until after
the summer recess when the Advisory Committee on Sites of Special Scientific
Interest would be available to give evidence to the Committee.
10/09/2002 The Public Petitions Committee took evidence from—
Mr Ian Jardine, Chief Executive, SNH
Mr John Markland, Chairman, SNH
Mr Simon Fraser, Chairman, SNH’s North Areas Board
Professor W Ritchie, Chairman, ACSSSI
Professor Donald Davidson, ACSSSI
Professor Bob Furness, ACSSSI
Ms Sue Bell, Secretary, ACSSSI
The Committee agreed to write again to the Scottish Executive seeking
clarification on a number of issues.
25/02/2003 The Public Petitions Committee considered a response from the Scottish
Executive in relation to the issues raised in the three petitions and agreed to
ask the Transport and Environment Committee for a view on whether its
successor committee should be invited to consider the merits of conducting a
review of SNH’s consultation procedures and extending the remit of the
ACSSSI.
25/06/2003 The Public Petitions Committee agreed a paper on referrals to other
committees of the Parliament. The Committee agreed to refer petition PE246
to the Environment and Rural Development Committee for further
consideration.

Agenda item 5
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ENVIRONMENT AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Scottish Executive Draft Budget 2004-05
Guidance from the Finance Committee to Subject Committees
1. The budget process this year has been truncated because of the May
elections. There has been no Annual Expenditure Report, although
Committees had some opportunity to discuss strategic priorities prior to
the 2002 Spending Review.
2. This means that no spending recommendations have been made at Stage
One for Ministers to consider, and that as this is the midway point between
Spending Reviews, there is only limited scope for adjusting the budget at
the margins.
There is, therefore, no need to ask for spending
recommendations in the event of additional funding becoming available, as
last year. Rather, the Committees should consider whether the pattern of
expenditure within its portfolio is acceptable, or whether it wishes to
recommend transfers between programme budgets.
3. Thirdly, it appears from messages emerging from the Treasury that next
year’s Spending Review will bring the first tight settlement since
devolution. The Finance Committee, therefore, advises the subject
committees to be forensic in their questioning of Ministers, with a view to
obtaining the best available supplementary evidence on the financial and
policy assumptions underpinning the draft budget, so that they can begin
to develop a systematic and rigorous ranking of their own spending
priorities for the Spending Review 2004.
4. With these comments in mind, the Finance Committee would welcome
responses from the subject committees on the undernoted key questions:
a) Is the committee satisfied that any outstanding issues from last year
have been addressed in the budget proposals (where appropriate)?
b) Is the committee content with the additional funding proposals
made by the Executive under the Partnership Agreement, or would
it suggest alternative uses of such funding? (This relates to the
new resources section.)
c) Does the committee wish to recommend a spending priority for use
of unallocated EYF funding in its portfolio?
d) Does the committee wish to recommend any specific changes to
programme budgets within the portfolio. If so, where should
programmes be increased, and where should compensatory
reductions be made?

e) Does the committee feel that the portfolio priorities are appropriate
and are reflected in the budget proposals?
f) Is the committee satisfied with the performance information
contained in the chapter, and does it feel that the links between
aims, budgets and targets are properly integrated?
g) Does the committee have any comment on the sections covering
the cross-cutting issues of closing the opportunity gap; sustainable
development and equality?
h) Further to the above, each chapter contains a new section of
specific initiatives under equality. Does the Equal Opportunities
Committee have a view on the utility of the information in this
section, and does it wish to make any comments or
recommendations regarding specific spending proposals to
enhance equality?

Professor Arthur Midwinter
September 2003
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ENVIRONMENT AND RURAL DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
Scottish Executive Draft Budget 2004-05
The Key Trends and Issues
EXTRACTS from papers by the Finance Committee’s Budget Adviser
1. In this report, the focus is on the key trends and issues from a strategic perspective in the
departmental chapters of the Draft Budget published on 11 September.
Environment and Rural Development
2. This chapter shows modest decreases from last year’s document, which may simply be
accounting changes. The increase from £1137m to £1153m in the net budget is 1.5% less than inflation. A similar change is planned for 2005-06.
3. There will be new resources of £8.6m in the current year, rising to £9.4m in 2004-05.
These are Barnett consequentials of transferring the landfill tax credit scheme to a public
scheme.
4. Under closing the opportunity gap, however the department simply describes several
activities which will assist the rural dimension of this cross-cutting issue. It offers no
explanation as to how these activities will do so in practice, nor any indication of
additional resources being provided for this purpose. This should be pursued with the
Minister in Committee. For sustainable development, the department highlights waste
management reform by reducing landfilling as its main contribution.
5. By contrast, the equality section highlights two programmes which provide support for
people with disabilities, and the Green Space for Communities initiative for areas of
urban deprivation. In general, there is too much inference that core programmes benefit
all, including disadvantaged groups, rather than specific initiatives.
6. Waste Initiatives are the major growth area, nearly trebling in real terms over SR2002 –
with a further £14m per annum contributing to flood defence works in local authority
finance.
7. Big increases are planned for the Countryside Premium Scheme, and the Rural
Stewardship Scheme (both of which are partly funded by the EU) and also the Farm
Business Development Scheme, (housed in the Rural Development Programme). Other
Level 2 programmes are broadly in line with Draft Budget 2003-04, but there are
significant reductions in CAP Market Support from £377m to £348m for 2004-05 and
2005-06 – reflecting EU Reforms of CAP. I have asked Finance Coordination to confirm
that these are real reductions.

Table 1: Budget Increases 2003-04 to 2005-06

Portfolio
1.Justice
2.COPFS
3.Education and Young People
4.Tourism, Culture and Sport
5.Health and Community Care
6.Food Standards Agency
7.Enterprise and Lifelong Learning
8.Communities
9.Transport
10.Environment and Rural Development
11.Finance and Public Services
12.Capital Modernisation Fund
13.Administration
14.Scottish Parliament and Audit Scotland
15.Contingency Fund

%
10.0
5.2
44.4
28.8
17.6
59.0
8.9
8.5
17.5
3.7
10.1
n/a
4.0
n/a
+50

Total Budget

+12.3

Table 2: GAE Provision for Key Services (£m)

Education
Social Work
Police
Fire
Roads and Transport
Leisure and Recreation
Miscellaneous
Total GAE

2003-04
3409
1629
889
233
426
269
850

2004-05
3686
1740
938
248
442
280
790

7703

8124

2005-06
3852
1815
998
262
458
291
816
8492

Table 3: New Resources in Draft Budget 2004-05 (£m)

1. Justice
2. COPFS
3. Education and Young People
4. Tourism, Culture and Sport
5. Health and Community Care
6. Food Standards Agency
7. Enterprise and Lifelong
Learning
8. Communities
9. Transport
10.Environment and Rural
11.Finance and Public Services
12.Administration
Totals

Professor Arthur Midwinter
September 2003

2003-4
0.5
1.0
12.0
20.0

2004-5
13.5
0.4
29.0
1.0
36.5
10.0

2005-6
25.0
0.7
49.0
14.0
32.0
15.0

15.0
5.0
8.6
62.6
-

n/a
36.7
9.4
36.1
-

45.0
43.0
9.4
41.2
-

124.7

172.6

274.3

