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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee  

Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Bill  

SUBMISSION FROM GERARD CHURCH 

To members of the ECCLR 

I am grateful for the opportunity to make this submission to the committee's consideration of 

the proposed Climate Change bill. 

I have lived in Scotland since 1976. Since moving here I have worked as a scientist in the 

NHS, as a biology teacher in Highland schools, as a Forest leader, and have been self 

employed. 

 I have been concerned with environmental issues all my life and became actively involved 

in the late 1980's. For many years I was chair of Highland Cycle Campaign, represented 

Highland Area on the CTC's national council and was a director of Cycling Scotland in its 

early stages. I have also been involved in a number of woodland initiatives. I am currently a 

director of a local community trust with responsibility for active travel. However this 

submission represents my personal view and experience. 

I have read FOES's comments on the bill and support their position. The bill is too weak. 

The 2030 target for climate emissions reduction should be increased as they ask to 77%. 

Also the Scottish government should set a net zero emissions date now. Given the urgency 

of the situation ( if the European, North American and Japanese climate related crises this 

summer do not convince the remaining climate change sceptics in the government of this 

urgency nothing ever will ) . I support FOES's requested target of zero net emissions by 

2040. 

It seems the government does not believe it knows how to achieve this target and will only 

set one when it is “ credible and responsible “. In my view the only credible and responsible 

decision is to act now. Perhaps the  following may help them a little. 

Campaigners have been calling for tough action since the early 1990's and the Rio summit 

but vested interests have delayed action and subverted scientific processes. I think every 

member of the committee should be required to read  long time chair of Scientific advisory 

committee to IPCC, Sir John Houghton's memoir “ The Eye of the Storm “ to understand the  

extent of the subversion by employees of oil rich states. 

For the last 20 years I have been involved in efforts to get  roadside links that would enable 

people in our community to walk and cycle without fear and in safety. To get government ( 

Sustrans ) funds we have to raise 50% ourselves. A number of applications have been 

made over the years, a huge amount of volunteer time consumed and the bids have failed 

through size of fund available, criteria match and excessive competition. Highland Council 

now seem to have little in the way of funds to match Sustrans. 
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During this period we have watched as the Scottish Government has earmarked £3000 

million over 10 years to dual the A9 between Perth and Inverness. By UK standards this is 

an adequate not very busy road. Did the communities between Inverness and Perth have to 

raise £1500 million to match the government's funding? Needless to say you know the 

answer. The result of this expenditure will be to increase motor vehicle travel. Every major 

road widening and new build has had this result and hence increased greenhouse gas 

emissions. 

How does this level of expenditure score on the “ credible and responsible “ scale? How 

can we believe the government is serious about changing travel habits when we have this 

dreadful mismatch in the funding of motor vehicle compared to that for sustainable 

transport. Why does Active Travel have to compete with an array of other projects and 

schemes but the A9 and Forth bridge get 100% funding? 

There is plenty the government could do to remedy the transport contribution to climate 

change. Behavioural change could be stimulated and rewarded through  – reverting to 

100% awards for locally desired Active Travel schemes, producing regional and national 

plans for linked networks, bringing in Presumed Liability legislation, enforcing 20mph urban 

speed limits and increasing the direct funding for Active Travel at least 10 fold by re-

allocation from other road building projects.  

Perhaps it will be argued that the development of electric vehicles will reduce the fossil fuel 

consumption by transport. To some extent this could happen but only if at the same time 

the consumption of travel is reduced as it seems most unlikely that renewable energy will 

be able to replace existing fossil fuel consumption at current levels without causing severe 

ecosystem damage. 

A final tool that the government could use for the purposes of providing a coherent 

nationwide network of active travel routes is the Land reform Bill. The major reason for 

delay and the main contributor to missed funding opportunities that our community has 

experienced has been the intransigence of some local landowners. One project has been 

held up for 9 years because a local landowner refused to give permission for construction of 

a path actually adjacent to a Regional A road! The local government showed no inclination 

to tackle this landowner. The law should be framed to ease the construction of rural shared 

use  roadside paths by giving local government powers to manage roads to a width of 5m 

beyond the carriageway. 

The government should also discourage the habit of air travel, the least sustainable mode 

of transport. MSPs should set the example here by only using air travel when absolutely 

essential and forgoing it in their private lives at the very least for recreational and holiday 

activities. This is not to be moralistic but the population at large would see anything less as 

hypocritical. It was very disappointing that the Westminster colleagues of the SNP 

government did not vote against the extension of the Heathrow runways. 

With regard to Forestry policy the current system of industrial forestry where massive 

acreages are clear-felled, soil systems disrupted and where replanting repeats the cycle, 
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are contributing to greenhouse gas emissions. A continuous cover system should be the 

goal of FCS and strict limits put on extraction. In Germany it is very difficult to get 

permission to fell in excess of 0.2ha ( a small football pitch ). 

Such a system would put an end to the purchase of woodlands as “ an investment or 

pension “  and the bouts of felling as the market dictated. It would open opportunities for 

local ownership and control leading to opportunities for small woodland businesses such as 

sawmills, crofts and craftsmen providing local additional value to the local resources. It 

would reduce greenhouse gas emission and increase biodiversity.  

The Land Reform Act could be used to bring about change in the use of the 400,000 

hectares of grouse moors to native woodlands and also to change the pattern of land 

ownership. Sustainable forestry would provide a very significant increase in the income 

from the land a, a much greater number of jobs and also rural homes. Woodlands again 

should be far more effective in reducing greenhouse gas emissions than the open moorland 

with its attendant heather burning. It should be noted that the late Oliver Rackham 

concluded that it was virtually impossible to start a wildfire in native British deciduous 

woodland. 

In the urban setting in addition to the active travel support mentioned above incentives and 

disincentives should be applied to reduce the destruction of public and private green space. 

In the latter case residents who concrete, pave or gravel over front gardens etc. should pay 

an environmental tax equivalent to the embodied carbon used and the loss of biodiversity. 

Those who return such spaces to green areas should receive grants. 

There should be much more generous provision of grants to improve the insulation of 

homes. The current interest free loan system is completely inadequate for most people. 

There have been good schemes in the past and these should be revived. 

Finally every encouragement should be given to farming that utilises organic methods, 

provides food for the locality and limits soil damage. A shift towards these methods and 

policies entails greenhouse gas reduction and better biodiversity.  

With courage and imagination there is much the government can do to stimulate the type of 

behaviour change it seeks. It will not happen amongst the great majority without a strong 

lead from government in providing major changes to infra structure spending, and land, 

forestry and energy policy. 

  

 


