
ECCLR/S5/21/4/A 

 
 

ENVIRONMENT, CLIMATE CHANGE AND LAND REFORM COMMITTEE 
 

AGENDA 
 

4th Meeting, 2021 (Session 5) 
 

Tuesday 2 February 2021 
 
The Committee will meet at 8.45 am in a virtual meeting and be broadcast on 
www.scottishparliament.tv. 
 
1. Climate Change Plan: The Committee will take evidence from— 
 

Iain Gulland, Executive Director and Chief Executive Officer, Zero Waste 
Scotland; 
 
Kathryn Dapré, Chair, Sustainable Scotland Network; 
 
Sarah Moyes, Plastic and Circular Economy Campaigner, Friends of the 
Earth Scotland; 
 
Stephen Freeland, Policy Advisor, Scottish Environmental Services 
Association; 
 

and then from— 
 

Professor Pete Smith, Chair in Plant and Soil Science, University of 
Aberdeen; 
 
Andrew Midgley, Senior Land Use Policy Officer at RSPB Scotland on 
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Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee  

4th Meeting, 2021 (Session 5), Tuesday, 2 February 2021 

Climate Change Plan: Evidence sessions with stakeholders 

Introduction 

1. At its meeting on 8 December 2020, the Environment, Climate Change and Land 
Reform Committee agreed its approach to consideration of the Scottish Government’s 
update to the Climate Change Plan. 

2. This paper outlines the background to the Climate Change Plan update (CCPu), the 
agreed approach to Parliamentary scrutiny of the document and the structure of today’s 
evidence sessions with stakeholders. Annexe A contains the SPICe questions paper. 

Background 

3. The Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 requires the Scottish Government to produce 
a plan setting out proposals and policies for meeting future greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions reduction targets. Known as the Climate Change Plan (CCP), it is published every 
five years and generally covers a 15 year timespan. The most recent CCP was published in 
2018, and covers the period out to 2032.  

4. The Climate Change (Emissions Reduction Targets) (Scotland) Act 2019 amends the 
Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 and significantly increases Scotland's GHG emissions 
reduction target (against a 1990 baseline) to net-zero emissions by 2045, with interim targets 
for reductions of: 

• 56% by 2020 

• 75% by 2030 

• 90% by 2040. 

5. Following the adoption of new targets, the Scottish Government undertook to revise 
the 2018 CCP within 6 months of the Act, however this was postponed due to the Covid-19 
pandemic. 

6. In April 2020, the Cabinet Secretary for Environment, Climate Change and Land 
Reform, Roseanna Cunningham MSP, noted that the intended laying date for the CCPu 
(expected later that month) was now ‘no longer a practical option for a number of reasons, 
not least of which are the shock to the economy and the need to focus resources on 
immediate responses to the emergency’ and confirmed later that she expected to ‘lay an 
updated plan before the committee towards the end of this year.’ 

7. The Scottish Government published this updated plan – Securing a Green Recovery 
on a Path to Net Zero: Climate Change Plan 2018–2032 - update – on 16 December 2020. 

8. On 12 January 2021, SPICe published two briefing papers that provide information and 
analysis of the CCPu and associated issues: 

• Draft Climate Change Plan Update – Background Information and Key Issues  

• Draft Climate Change Plan Update – Key Sectors. 
 

 

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Environment/Minutes/ECCLR_2020.12.08_Minutes.pdf
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2009/12/contents
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-governments-climate-change-plan-third-report-proposals-policies-2018/
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/asp/2019/15/contents/enacted
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/116753.aspx
https://www.gov.scot/publications/securing-green-recovery-path-net-zero-update-climate-change-plan-20182032/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/securing-green-recovery-path-net-zero-update-climate-change-plan-20182032/
https://digitalpublications.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefings/Report/2021/1/12/afbd2373-a14f-4a78-af9c-4fc5c775b23d
https://digitalpublications.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefings/Report/2021/1/12/109b01e8-6212-11ea-8c12-000d3a23af40
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Approach to Scrutiny 

A co-ordinated Parliamentary approach  

9. Building on the experience of collaborative scrutiny of the RPP2 and RPP3 (current 
Climate Change Plan - CCP) four Committees agreed a joint approach to reviewing the 
updated Climate Change Plan.  They are: 

• Economy, Energy and Fair Work Committee 

• Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 

• Local Government and Communities Committee 

• Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee 

10. The approach agreed is: 

• each subject committee will take the lead in scrutinising sectors, policies and 
proposals within its remit;  
 

• the committees will issue a joint call for views and will work as collaboratively as 
possible in relation to stakeholder communications, engagement and on media work; 
 

• to maximise the time available for scrutiny, each committee will take evidence and 
report separately to Parliament (on the same date) on issues within their remit; 
 

• committees will seek to lodge a motion in the names of the convenors of all 
committees who scrutinised the updated CCP for the Chamber debate. 

Subjects and themes 

11. The committees have agreed to scrutinise the parts of the report aligned to their remits.  
These are: 

• ECCLR – Overview, development of updated CCP, climate change governance, 
(including monitoring and evaluation), water, resource use, land use (including 
peatlands and land use by the public sector), marine/blue carbon, waste and 
behaviour change. This will also include anything not covered by other committees. 

• EEFW – Electricity generation, reducing energy demand, renewable energy 
(renewable electricity and renewable heat), interconnection and grid issues, and 
industry. 

• LGC – Planning and housing, buildings and fuel poverty. 

• REC – Rural affairs, agriculture, forestry, and transport. 

12. The CCPu also includes an overview section that details the Scottish Government’s 
approach to ‘Green Recovery.’ A green recovery describes the policies and solutions 
designed to recover from the Covid-19 health crisis and build a resilient, sustainable and 
inclusive society. Green recovery crosses all remits and so each committee will explore the 
extent to which the CCPu effectively delivers a green recovery. 

13. The ECCLR committee conducted an inquiry into green recovery from June to 
November 2020 and established a strong foundation of evidence ahead of scrutinising the 
CCPu. The call for views received over 100 responses and the committee held evidence 

https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/116743.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/116746.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/116741.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/116744.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/115470.aspx
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/115470.aspx
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sessions with experts and stakeholders across September and October to explore the 
parameters of a green recovery. The Committee’s report was published on 8 November 
2020. 

Key questions 

14. With scrutiny in the context of a just transition, the four committees agreed five key 
questions: 

1. progress to date in cutting emissions within the sector/sectors of interest and 
implementing the proposals and policies set out in RPP1 – 3.  

2. the scale of reductions proposed within the sectors and appropriateness and 
effectiveness of the proposals and policies within the CCP for meeting the annual 
emissions targets and contributing towards the 75% reduction in GHG emissions 
by 2030 and net-zero by 2045 targets.  

3. the appropriateness of the timescales over which the proposals and policies are 
expected to take effect.  

4. the extent to which the proposals and policies reflect considerations about 
behaviour change and opportunities to secure wider benefits (e.g. environmental, 
financial and health) from specific interventions in particular sectors.  

5. The extent to which the updated CCP delivers a green recovery. 

Call for Views 

15. A joint call for evidence was issued on the 16 December 2020, with a closing date of 
12 January 2021. 

16. The ECCLR Committee received nearly 50 responses from a diverse range of 
stakeholders and individuals. The submissions can be accessed here. 

Timetable  

17. The Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee will consider the 
updated CCP according to the following timescale:   

16 December 2020 Updated CCP published and call for evidence launched 

19 January 2021 Evidence from Scottish Government officials on the overview of 
the plan, development and structure of the plan, climate change 
governance (including monitoring and evaluation), resource use, 
the water industry, public sector, peatlands and land use 

26 January 2021 Evidence from stakeholders on development and structure of the 
draft climate change plan, overall ambition of the plan, 
behavioural change and climate change governance (including 
monitoring and evaluation issues) 

2 February 2021 Evidence from stakeholders on resource use, the water industry, 
public sector, peatlands and land use 

Evidence from the Climate Change Committee 

https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Environment/Reports/ECCLRS0520R12.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/S5_Environment/Reports/ECCLRS0520R12.pdf
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/ccp-update/
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/ccp-update/
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/published_select_respondent
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13067
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13079
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9 February 2021 Evidence from the Cabinet Secretary for Environment, Climate 
Change and Land Reform, Roseanna Cunningham, on the 
overview of the updated Climate Change Plan and evidence 
received/heard 

23 February 2021  Consider draft report (private) 

2 March 2021 Agree draft report (private) and publish alongside the reports of 
other committees on 4 March 

W/C 15 March 2021 Chamber Debate (timing tbc) 
 
Evidence sessions 

18. The Committee held evidence sessions with Scottish Government officials on 19 
January and with three panels of stakeholders on 26 January. 
 
19. At its meeting on 2 February, the Committee will continue to take evidence from 
stakeholders across three panels: 
 
Panel 1: 
 

• Iain Gulland, Executive Director and Chief Executive Officer, Zero Waste Scotland; 

• Kathryn Dapré, Chair, Sustainable Scotland Network; 

• Sarah Moyes, Plastic and Circular Economy Campaigner, Friends of the Earth 
Scotland; and 

• Stephen Freeland, Policy Advisor, Scottish Environmental Services Association; 

Panel 2: 
 

• Professor Pete Smith, Chair in Plant and Soil Science, University of Aberdeen; 

• Andrew Midgley, Senior Land Use Policy Officer at RSPB Scotland on behalf of SE 
Link; 

• Professor William Austin, School of Geography and Sustainable Development, 
University of St Andrews; and 

• Karen Ramoo, Policy Adviser, Forestry, Conservation and Wildlife Management, 
Scottish Land and Estates; 

Panel 3: 
 

• Chris Stark, Chief Executive, Climate Change Committee. 

 

Clerks 
Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform Committee 
 

 

 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13067
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13067
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13079
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Annexe A 

  

Themes for Questioning  

Panel 1 – Waste, the Circular Economy, and the Public Sector 

The Committee will hear from:  

• Iain Gulland, Executive Director and Chief Executive Officer, Zero Waste Scotland 

• Kathryn Dapré, Chair, Sustainable Scotland Network 

• Sarah Moyes, Plastic and Circular Economy Campaigner, Friends of the Earth 
Scotland 

• Stephen Freeland, Policy Advisor, Scottish Environmental Services Association   

Friends of the Earth Scotland (FoES) and Scottish Environmental Services Association 
(SESA) have submitted written evidence 

Waste and circular economy context 
 
Emissions from the waste and resource use sector are a relatively small proportion of total 
domestic emissions (approximately 4%), but more significant in terms of Scotland’s carbon 
footprint, taking into account emissions from imported goods. Significant domestic emissions 
reductions were achieved between 1990 and 2013, but progress has slowed since then with 
emissions fairly static from 2013 to 2018.  
 
There has been progress towards the two policy outcome indicators for waste in the 2018 
CCP - volume of waste landfilled, and number of landfill sites with gas capture - but both are 
described as ‘not on track’ in the CCP 2019 monitoring report in relation to 2018 CCP 
ambitions.  
 
Waste targets for 2025 in the draft CCPu - for reducing landfill and food waste and increasing 
recycling - are broadly the same as the 2018 CCP, with policies to reduce food waste and 
to establish a circular economy upgraded to ‘policy outcomes’. Areas where action is 
committed include to embed circular economy principles across sectors as part of the green 
recovery, a target to end the landfilling of biodegradable municipal waste by 2025 (delayed 
from 2021), to ban problematic single-use plastics, and work with the UK Government to 
reform producer responsibility. 
 
Ambition and key policies and proposals for waste and circular economy 
 
In written evidence Friends of the Earth Scotland (FoES) state that while progress in cutting 
emissions from waste has been encouraging, they are concerned that the emissions 
envelope for waste in the draft plan does not include any projected reductions (below 0.7 
MtCO2e) beyond 2026. Scottish Environment LINK also query this in their evidence.  
 

The Community Resources Network Scotland (CRNS) raise in written evidence that slow 
progress in the sector in recent years shows the challenge of achieving future change:   
 

https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=9173211
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=125828408
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=9173211
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=1059200963
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=771299003
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“Scotland generated more household waste in 2019 that it did in 2018, the recycling 
rate increased by just 0.2% and Scotland is incinerating more waste. If this pattern is 
repeated over the next few years, then that would suggest that there are going to be 
major challenges for the Scottish waste and resources sector to demonstrate that it is 
part of the solution to climate change and not part of the problem. 
 
We are also concerned that key policy deliverables have been postponed or cancelled 
including Circular Economy Bill, Biodegradable Municipal Waste Landfill Ban, Deposit 
Return Scheme implementation due to Covid-19 and other factors.” 

 

Ambition and key policies and proposals for waste and circular economy 
 

1. What are your views on the emissions reduction envelope in the draft plan for 
waste? Is the envelope appropriate and sufficiently ambitious – taking into 
account the fact that emissions reductions have slowed in this area in recent 
years?  

 
2. What are the key policies in the draft plan for achieving significant emissions 

reductions in this sector – is anything missing? 
 

• Some evidence received by the Committee is critical of the lack of targets 
or firm policies, and associated projected emissions reductions for the 
waste sector after 2025 – does the draft CCPu provide enough of a steer on 
the future direction of travel to public authorities and the waste industry to 
enable them to plan for future investments and changes?  

 
 

Waste infrastructure and the 2025 municipal biodegradable waste landfill ban  
 
FoES raise concerns about the delayed biodegradable municipal waste landfill ban, stating 
that the draft plan fails to recognise the increased role that incineration will play in Scotland 
when the landfill ban is introduced how this will affect emissions: 
 

“Research by Friends of the Earth Scotland found that Scotland’s incineration capacity 
is spiralling out of control. It is expected to reach a yearly total capacity of 1,844,000 
tonnes of waste due to six new incinerators opening in the next few years. Therefore, 
we highly recommend that the Scottish Government include a moratorium on the 
building of new incinerators in its CCPu instead working with communities to reduce 
waste and recycle more, and help more people to reuse resources instead.” 

 
Written evidence from the United Kingdom Without Incineration Network states that waste 
policies are creating “incinerator lock-in” and recommend an incineration tax.  
 
The draft CCPu commits to consider measures to ensure new energy from waste plants are 
more efficient and how waste infrastructure can be ‘future-proofed’ for carbon capture and 
storage (CCS) technology. FoES state that the proposal to consider measures to ensure 
new energy from waste plants are ‘future-proofed’ for CCS should be scrapped, because 
CCS is not a developed technology. They state that focus should be diverted away from 
CCS to policies which will reduce waste. 
 

https://foe.scot/press-release/revealed-scotland-to-burn-an-extra-one-million-tonnes-of-waste-a-year/
https://foe.scot/press-release/revealed-scotland-to-burn-an-extra-one-million-tonnes-of-waste-a-year/
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=901399794
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In written evidence, Scottish Carbon Capture and Storage welcome the consideration of 
CCS for waste-to-energy plants, but state that this must be developed alongside measures 
to reduce consumption in line with the waste hierarchy.  
 

Waste infrastructure  

3. What are the key infrastructure or systems changes that need to happen in the 
waste sector to meet the 2025 targets and other changes to waste management 
set out in the plan – in particular to meet the delayed 2025 target to end the 
landfilling of biodegradable municipal waste?  
 

4. Are the commitments in the draft plan to consider measures to make new energy 
from waste plants more efficient, and to consider ‘future-proofing’ for CCS 
appropriate and sufficiently detailed?  

 

• Concerns were raised in written evidence about risks that waste is 
increasingly being diverted from landfill to incineration – what are the 
climate and other environmental risks of diverting waste from landfill to 
incineration and does the draft CCPu address those risks?   

 
Transitioning to a circular economy  
 
The draft CCPu commits to embedding circular economy principles across different sectors 
as part of the wider green recovery, prioritising areas with the biggest opportunities -- 
construction; agriculture/food and drink; energy and renewables; procurement; skills and 
education; and plastics.  
 
Scottish Environment LINK note this commitment in written evidence but state that there is 
a lack of follow-through in the sector chapters, for example stating:  
 

• There is scope in the chapters on electricity and buildings to include consideration of 
materials and approaches e.g. to create demand for low carbon products and materials.  

• There is no mention in the electricity chapter of circular economy principles.  

• In the Industry chapter, there are welcome statements on supporting enterprises who are 
developing low carbon products, but there is a lack of detail.  

In written evidence, FoES raise concerns about a lack of policies to transition to a circular 
economy stating there is nothing in the draft plan to promote reuse and repair. CRNS state 
in written evidence that a stronger focus on moving up the waste hierarchy, beyond recycling 
and instead prioritising reuse, will be essential to meeting targets. Scottish Environment 
LINK also recommend commitments to more action “higher up the waste hierarchy on 
product design, product standards and right to repair.”  
 
More broadly, FoES’ evidence states that the CCPu should re-commit to a Circular Economy 
Bill - for which proposals were consulted on but postponed due to the pandemic.   
The draft CCPu states that it was a “difficult decision” to delay the introduction of a Circular 
Economy Bill but that the Government remains committed to achieving circular economy 
outcomes. Scottish Environment LINK also call for a commitment to a Circular Economy Bill 
to “set a framework for reduced material and carbon footprints”. 

Zero Waste Scotland’s Decoupling Advisory Group published a 2020 report setting out how 
Scotland can use resources sustainably in a wellbeing economy. The Group concluded that 

https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=453739869
https://www.zerowastescotland.org.uk/content/building-back-better
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this means rapidly reducing Scotland’s consumption of goods and materials. Key 
recommendations included: 

• Setting new or expanded targets to reduce consumption emissions.  

• Putting the circular economy at the heart of the public sector and national curriculum 

• Establishing new taxation policies 

• Developing national strategies to secure high-risk and critical materials 

• Banning ecologically destructive products or industrial practices 

• Supporting innovative business models encouraging a wellbeing economy  

Transitioning to a circular economy  

5. How well does the CCPu reflect key opportunities to integrate circular economy 
principles across different sectors as part of a green recovery – in particular in 
the priority areas identified by the Government (construction, agriculture, 
energy, procurement, skills and education and plastics)? 
 

6. A theme of written responses for this sector has been that the draft plan should 
do more to move Scotland up the waste hierarchy, away from disposal and 
recycling and towards more reuse and reducing demand for materials - what is 
your view on that, and what are the opportunities to do this?  

 

• How well does the plan reflect recommendations of Zero Waste Scotland’s 
Decoupling Advisory Group, for example in relation to putting the circular 
economy at the heart of the public sector, or supporting innovative 
business models?  

 
 

UK-wide measures and fiscal reform  
 
Waste is generally a devolved area, but some areas of waste regulation have been pursued 
at UK-level, for example to support the UK internal market through a consistent approach. 
The draft CCPu states that some policies required to drive the transition to a circular 
economy are dependent upon UK-wide action. It says that work on UK-wide reform of 
packaging producer responsibility will be key, and calls on the UK Government to: 
 

• Introduce new fiscal measures to influence behaviour 

• Reduce consumption of unsustainable material 

• Boost the competitiveness of recycled materials; and  

• Bring forward measures to influence global markets and reduce imported emissions. 

The draft CCPu emphasises the importance of fiscal incentives for waste and circular 
economy interventions, and states that “if we are to meet our ambitious targets for 2025 and 
beyond, then further, and likely more far reaching fiscal incentives will be needed”, and that 
a piece of work will be undertaken to examine measures used by other countries. Written 
evidence from a number of stakeholders calls for greater use of fiscal incentives in this area, 
with suggestions including an incineration tax and a plastic tax.  
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UK-wide measures and fiscal reform 

7. The draft plan refers to the importance of UK-wide action in some areas to move 
to a circular economy, for example in relation to fiscal reform and producer 
responsibility. How significant are UK-wide measures for achieving outcomes in 
the plan, and is the plan sufficiently detailed on how the Government will ensure 
UK-wide action aligns with Scottish climate targets?  
 

• The draft CCPu refers to the need for ‘far reaching fiscal incentives’ in future 
in order to transition to a circular economy. Does the plan go far enough in 
setting out plans in relation to fiscal reform, and what are your views on 
what key fiscal reforms are needed? 

 
Public sector  
 
The draft CCPu states that Scotland’s public sector bodies have a strong leadership role in 
delivering the transition to net zero and commits “at least £95 million to decarbonise the 
public sector estate”.   
 
Multiple commitments for action in the public sector across the plan include: 
 

• To introduce a Net Zero Carbon Public Sector Buildings Standard in 2021  

• To embed circular economy principles in public sector procurement strategies and 
embed climate considerations in organisational procurement strategies by 2021  

• To decarbonise the public sector car fleet by 2025 

• An expectation that Scottish Water will invest heavily in modernising the waste water 
treatment capability across Scotland and deliver additional heat from sewers projects.  

The key role of public sector organisations such as NatureScot and Forestry and Land 
Scotland is also highlighted in relation to supporting the delivery of policies on land use 
change and delivery of outcomes at a landscape scale – such as peatland restoration and 
piloting new approaches to rural support schemes.  
 

Public sector  
 

8. Does the draft CCPu set out a clear framework for action by public sector 
organisations including what support will be provided? Are there any concerns 
from public sector organisations about the capacity to deliver any of the 
commitments in the plan? 
 

9. What are the key opportunities to drive the transition to net zero and a circular 
economy through public procurement – does the draft CCPu set out a pathway 
for this?  

 

• What governance and leadership will be needed in and across public sector 
organisations to support delivery of the commitments in the draft plan – is 
there anything further that the plan could do to support this?  
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Panel 2 – Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry 

The Committee will hear from:  

• Professor Pete Smith – Chair in Plant and Soil Science, University of Aberdeen  

• Professor William Austin – School of Geography and Sustainable Development, 
University of St Andrews 

• Andrew Midgley – Andrew Midgley, Senior Land Use Policy Officer at RSPB 
Scotland, on behalf of SE Link 

• Karen Ramoo – Policy Adviser, Forestry, Conservation and Land Management, 
Scottish Land and Estates 

 
RSPB Scotland and Scottish Land & Estates have submitted written evidence. 

Context and ambition 

Inventory changes for LULUCF 

As noted in recent weeks, the anticipated emissions pathway for the Land Use, Land Use 
Change and Forestry (LULUCF) sector has changed. LULUCF emissions are now expected 
to rise significantly.  

It appears that the change between 2018 and 2020 (-5.4 MtCO2e to 0.6 MtCO2e, an addition 
of 6 MtCO2e) is due to the addition of peatland emissions to the greenhouse gas inventory1, 
though it is not made clear if this has been done in full, nor if the addition of peatland 
emissions is the only reason for the change. For peatlands, the CCC anticipated that 
peatland emissions would add 6 – 10 MtCO2e; if the increase can be attributed to peatland 
emissions, the increase in emissions for this sector therefore appears to be at the lower end 
of this estimate. 

In 2018, the sector was estimated to be a net carbon sink of -5.3mtco₂e and the amount of 
carbon sequestered by the sector was expected to increase by 26.2% to 2032 - in other 
words, contributing an additional 26.2% to emissions reductions. 

However, in the draft CCPu, over the period 2020-2032 an increase of 283.3% is expected, 
contributing to an emissions increase as opposed to a reduction as previously anticipated.  

It appears that the initial change from a large carbon sink to a small carbon source may be 
due to the addition of peatland emissions, but it is not clear if there have been other changes 
to contribute to the higher baseline from 2020, nor is it clear why emissions from the sector 
are now set to rise from 2026-2032. According to a number of submissions to the 
Committee’s call for views, the reason for this is also not clear to stakeholders.  

Meeting the 2030 target – additional abatement effort 

Though changes to the inventory appear to make the sector a lesser contributor, the 
LULUCF sector is expected to take on additional abatement effort. As the Committee has 
heard previously, additional emissions-reduction effort was allocated to sectors on a pro-

                                                
1 The draft CCPu states on page 251 that “the current modelling makes use of the most recently published 
Scottish greenhouse gas inventory data and best current expectations for known upcoming technical changes 
to the UK inventory in relation to the implementation of new/ updated IPCC guidelines on the inclusion of 
emissions from peatlands, and revisions to the global warming potentials of some greenhouse gases”. 

https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?show_all_questions=0&sort=submitted&order=ascending&_q__text=RSPB&uuId=230836035
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?show_all_questions=0&sort=submitted&order=ascending&_q__text=Stephen+young&uuId=309699998
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-in-scotland-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-emissions-in-scotland-2020-progress-report-to-parliament/
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rata basis in order to meet the shortfall in reaching the statutory target for 2030. However, 
additional effort was not allocated to agriculture or industry. For agriculture, the CCPu states:  

“the emissions envelope of the Agriculture sector was constrained to the level of the 
‘core technical’ TIMES run and the additional annual quantity of emissions reductions 
which would have been allocated pro rata to the Agriculture sector were instead 
assigned to Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry.” 

Policies and proposals 

The overarching policies in this sector on peatland restoration and tree planting remain 
largely unchanged, with some new and “boosted” policies and proposals, particularly in 
relation to peatland restoration. These include, among others: 

• Phase out the use of peat in horticulture by increasing uptake of alternative materials, 
undertaking stakeholder engagement to understand transitional challenges, to 
improve the uptake of alternatives and develop a time-scaled plan. 

• Develop opportunities for private sector investment in peat restoration. 

• To not support applications for planning permission for new commercial peat 
extraction for horticultural purposes. 

• Explore how best to restore all degraded peat in the public estate and also within 
formally designated nature conservation sites, including through statutory mandate. 

• Explore the development of a Peatland Restoration Standard. 

A number of respondents to the call for views noted that many of the proposals lack concrete 
timescales, and are proposals to explore new options, carry out research, or consult with 
stakeholders, without clear next steps on how emissions reduction will be delivered. RSPB 
Scotland noted that  

“refreshing a vision and undertaking a review does not provide any clarity on how these 
actions will actually take things forward. Surely the government already knows what the 
barriers are. What we should be seeing here are the solutions, not yet more 
commitments to reviews and visions. We have nine years to reach the 2030 target; these 
actions of refreshing visions and reviews could take a year to achieve and we will not 
actually be any further forward.” 

Similar sentiments were put forward by other respondents. WWF Scotland noted:  

“…the plan contains few firm decisions on new policy – a missed opportunity – and 
relies too heavily on further consultation and exploring of options. Whilst signalling of 
future policies and proposals is welcome, many are too slow, weak or vague to provide 
confidence that ultimately, they will deliver the required emissions cuts at the speed 
required by the climate emergency.” 

One additional policy outcome has been included in the plan, to “establish pilot Regional 
Land Use partnerships (RLUPs) over the course of 2021.” 

 

 

https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=523578662
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Ambition 

1. In order to reach the 2030 target, additional abatement effort has been allocated 
to each sector on a pro-rata basis, with the exception of industry and agriculture. 
What are the implications of the additional abatement effort that would have 
been allocated to agriculture being allocated to LULUCF instead? 

 

• Several respondents to the call for views noted that many of the policies 
and proposals are not specific, quantified or time-bound, and are proposals 
to explore options, review policies, produce more research, or engage with 
stakeholders. Many note the uncertainties in assessing the ambition and 
emissions reduction associated with these interventions. Do you think 
there are things that the Scottish Government can do to specific policies 
and proposals in the CCPu to reduce these uncertainties?  

 

 
Nature-based solutions 
 
The draft CCPu places greater emphasis on nature-based solutions than the 2018 CCP did. 
The CCPu states:  

“The Scottish Government is committed to deploying nature-based solutions at scale 
and in a sustainable and managed way…Nature-based solutions will form a key part of 
our overall coordinated approach, which aims to bring together climate change, 
biodiversity, infrastructure, planning, land use, marine and economic strategies.” 

Largely, the deployment of nature-based solutions is evidenced by policies and proposals 
on woodland creation and on peatland restoration, maintaining commitments to restore 
250,000ha of peatlands by 2030 and increase tree-planting to 18,000ha by 2024-25. The 
CCC has praised this level of ambition. Speaking to the REC Committee on 20 January 
2021, Chris Stark said:  

“The Scottish Government has done really good things on upping the ambition on new 
forestry, woodland creation and peatland restoration.” 

However, in responding to the call for views, RSPB Scotland question whether the target for 
peatland is sufficient to delivering a step change:  

“…as the CCPu itself says, it is clear that this is not sufficient, and a step change is 
required. There is no reason why we should not be aiming to restore all our peatland to 
good health. This is reflected in changing advice from the CCC. The CCC’s Net Zero 
report in 2019 was based on restoration of 55% of peatlands in the Further Ambition 
scenario, whereas the Sixth Carbon Budget Balanced Net Zero Pathway is based on 
restoration of 100% of upland peat.” 

For clarity, the Sixth Carbon Budget recommends “Full restoration of upland peat by 2045 
(or stabilisation if degradation is too severe to restore) and re-wetting and sustainable 
management of 60% of lowland peat by 2050”. 

 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13073
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13073
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-carbon-budget/
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Delivering multiple benefits 

In addition, a number of respondents, as well as the CCC, note that the plan lacks clarity on 
how nature-based solutions will deliver for other objectives, such as biodiversity and 
recreation. Chris Stark told the REC Committee on 20 January 2021 that: 

“Although I speak from the perspective of the Climate Change Committee and my 
interest is in carbon and how much can be stored in woodland in the future through such 
commitments, it is really important that we do not forget about nature and biodiversity 
along the way. The woodland that we are creating should be in tune with nature and the 
environmental conditions in Scotland as much as possible. That means that we need to 
grow some species other than the fast-growing trees that are typically used for timber 
and rapid carbon storage. Those things tend to take longer, which means that getting a 
strategy in place early is a good thing. The Scottish ministers ought to be congratulated 
for getting that right; they get a lot of praise from me on the forestry stuff.” 

Beyond peatland restoration and tree planting 

Furthermore, some respondents were concerned that the plan does not go beyond nature-
based solutions in terms of peatland restoration and tree planting. The Scottish Wildlife Trust 
noted: 

“It is lacking in the scale of commitment to nature-based solution that is required to meet 
these targets. It has been estimated that just over a third of near-term climate mitigation 
could be achieved ‘through protection, improved management, and restoration of 
ecosystems, as we increase overall ambition’. In addition to pursuing decarbonisation 
across every sector, we need to restore natural carbon sinks. The CCPu needed to go 
beyond existing commitments to peatlands and forestry and deliver a suite of nature 
based solutions that also includes native woodland, and the urban and marine 
environment.” 

In this vein, the Scottish Rewilding Alliance made recommendations for nature-based 
solutions, including natural flood management activities for both mitigation and adaptation, 
including riparian woodland (woodland along waterways) restoration, reversing artificial 
straightening of rivers, and using the National Planning Framework to require buffer zones 
around waterways and transport corridors, to protect carbon stores in marine environments, 
and marine spatial planning to support restoration of kelp and seagrass beds. 

In addition, several respondents among individuals and eNGOs commented on the omission 
in the plan of action to manage existing carbon stores in woodlands and peatlands, 
particularly in relation to native woodland. Confor, the forest industry body, also advocated 
for policies to bring native woodland into good management as part of their response. 

Woodland Trust Scotland noted: 

“With reference to land use, progress on issues such as looking after existing woodlands 
and peatland restoration has been inadequate. While targets for forestry are being met, 
native woodland cover is disproportionate compared to the commercial conifer 
plantations cover…The focus on tree planting only, and not utilising natural regeneration 
of woodlands where appropriate, is also a big omission from current land use and 
forestry policy. The permanence of woodlands (woodland ecosystems existing in 
perpetuity continuing to store and absorb carbon) is also an important issue in policy 
design yet RPP3 has no such policy or proposal.” 
 

https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=954435722
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/gcb.14612
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/gcb.14612
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=315759466
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/published_select_respondent
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=867432819
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=29479969


ECCLR/S5/21/4/1 

14 

Woodland Trust Scotland, along with a number of eNGOs propose that a policy should be 
introduced to ensure that native species make up 50% of new woodland planting. 

Phasing out horticultural peat  

Several respondents also commented on the commitments on horticultural peat. The CCPu 
states:  

“We will therefore accelerate work towards our 2019-2020 Programme for Government 
commitment to seek to phase out the use of horticultural peat by increasing uptake of 
alternative growing materials, including undertaking research to understanding the 
issues around transitioning to alternatives.” 

It also commits in 2021 to a “delivery plan and timetable for phasing out horticultural peat 
developed and produced following engagement with stakeholders.” 

Some witnesses have been critical of this, and feel that the Scottish Government have 
already had a long time to consider this and that the targets are not specific or time-bound. 
In a written submission, Dr Janet Moxley stated:  

“I do not feel that the proposal to protect peatlands from commercial peat extraction goes 
far enough. The proposal is that the new National Planning Framework will "not support 
applications for planning permission for new commercial peat extraction for horticultural 
purposes." This is inadequate, as it would not protect peatlands for continued extraction 
at existing sites or repeated time extensions being granted to consents at these 
sites…This has to stop - peat extraction site operators have had decades to diversify 
their businesses into non-peat growing media and have failed to do so. As well as a 
presumption against granting planning consent for new peat extraction sites, there must 
be a presumption against granting time extensions for extraction at existing sites.” 

Dr Moxley recommended that the Scottish Government introduce measures to reduce the 
demand for peat products and more clearly label peat products, and to ensure no peat 
products are sourced in public procurement. 

The Scottish Rewilding Alliance has urged the Committee to press Scottish Ministers to set 
a date to start phasing out permission to extract peat, and a date by which the phase-out will 
be concluded.  

Funding 

The draft CCPu commits to private sector investment in peatland restoration and aims to 
“integrate public and private funding for woodland creation and peatland restoration and 
management through better coordination between the Woodland Carbon Code, Peatland 
Code and government grants to our delivery partners.” 

Scottish Land & Estates commented on this as part of their submission. The organisation 
noted: 

“One of the key elements of rapidly increasing both tree planting and peatland 
restoration is private finance being used in the shape of carbon trading. Currently the 
woodland carbon code is predicated on the income received being essential for the 
project to be carried out. This means that there is limited scope for a commercial decision 
to be made and the income expectation and purchase price is low. Given the contingent 
liability inherent in forward selling of a product there needs to be greater reward and a 

https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=866978318
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recognition of what is being sold. It is not simply a piece of paper but a guarantee that 
the sequestration will occur. In order to do that there is a degree of maintenance required 
as well as risk to the landowner. Therefore, the market must return a suitable margin to 
justify this risk. In turn this would stimulate more activity in both tree planting and 
peatland restoration.” 

Nature-based solutions 
 
2. Are the Scottish Government’s commitments and associated resources for 

peatland restoration feasible, realistic, and sufficient to achieve emissions 
reductions at the scale required? How can peatland restoration be further 
supported? Going beyond restoration, are there any policies and proposals for 
peatland that are missing? 
 

• The CCPu commits to seek to phase out the use of horticultural peat. What 
is your view of this commitment, and on how it should be carried out to 
avoid offshoring emissions? Can Scotland do this on its own? What about 
existing permissions to extract peat for commercial purposes? 
 

3. Several respondents to the call for views noted the breadth of nature-based 
solutions and land management options beyond peatland restoration and 
woodland creation. Should other nature-based solutions be deployed in the 
plan? What are they? 

 

• The CCPu commits to nature-based solutions as a “key part of our overall 
coordinated approach, which aims to bring together climate change, 
biodiversity, infrastructure, planning, land use, marine and economic 
strategies”. Do you see evidence of this coordinated approach in the nature-
based solutions proposed in the plan? 

 
 

 

Strategic land use 
 
RSPB Scotland notes in its response that there is a lack of evidence of strategic 
management of land use change: 
 

“The Land Use Strategy has a critical role to play and fails to appear because the Scottish 
Government has itself failed to fully integrate the LUS into its ways of working. This is a 
huge oversight. There are many changes in land use implicated in the CCPu. There is a 
reduction in agricultural land, woodland expansion, a growth in agroforestry, an expansion 
of bioenergy crops, expansion of onshore renewables and new infrastructure. This 
change needs to be strategic rather than approached piecemeal.” 

 
Other respondents have also noted the need for a just transition in land use change. For 
example, Dr Janet Moxley commented: 
 

“Policy will need to be carefully tailored to ensure a “just transition” in land use for tenants 
and landowners, and land managers will need support to enable them to adapt to new 
land uses.” 

 
A number of respondents have also noted their disappointment at what is perceived to be a 
regression in the commitment to regional land use partnerships (RLUPs). The Committee 
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heard from Scottish Government officials on 19 January that RLUPs are a key delivery 
mechanism for managing land use change. Scottish Land & Estates noted: 

“Regional Land Use Partnerships have been widely accepted as a vehicle to accelerate 
change in this area. It is disappointing to see a reversion from full roll out of these 
partnerships to further pilots. There is however also a concern if the full suite of 
incentives is not available to each partnership from the beginning. It has been mooted 
that they would begin by working to enhance peatland and forestry, worthy as these are, 
there is a danger that the makeup and uptake of the RLUPs is slanted from the start in 
these areas and that those with an interest in agriculture and other land uses may feel 
they are not catered for and not engage with the partnerships, similarly the partnerships 
would naturally have greater representation from these sectors, creating further division 
between land uses, counter the purpose of greater integration of thinking and planning.” 

A policy to encourage the development of regional land use partnerships has been set out 
since 2016 in the second Land Use Strategy. Two pilots – one in Aberdeenshire and one in 
the Borders – have already been carried out and evaluated. 
 
In addition, several respondents expressed concern regarding the use of bioenergy with 
carbon capture and storage (BECCS), and the implications this will have on land use and 
the potential for causing environmental impacts abroad.  
 
Submissions from Biofuelwatch and Friends of the Earth Scotland highlight potential 
negative impacts:  
 

• Where biomass is sourced from unsustainable sources abroad, there is a risk of 
exporting emissions and impacting biodiversity elsewhere. Submissions highlight that 
biomass is currently being sourced from abroad. 
 

• Pressures on land use leading to negative impacts on biodiversity and competition 
between growing crops for food and for fuel. 
 

Speaking to this Committee on 26 January 2021, Professor Dave Reay also highlighted that 
there is potential for competition for land. When asked about whether Scotland should have 
a Plan B for if BECCS is not able to deliver the intended emissions reductions, he noted that 
there should be a plan given current uncertainty, for example if finite land is found not to be 
able to support the level of biomass production.  
 
Finally, respondents highlighted the omission of policies to support dietary change to enable 
large-scale land use change.  
 
The CCC recommends a reduction of consumption of the most carbon-intensive foods (e.g. 
beef, lamb, dairy) of “at least 20% per person and reducing food waste by 20%.” Their report 
on land use states that: 
 

“These measures imply a shift towards current healthy eating guidelines and can drive 
sufficient release of land to support the necessary changes in tree planting and 
bioenergy crops. Alongside expected population growth, they imply around a 10% 
reduction in cattle and sheep numbers by 2050 compared with 2017 levels. This 
compares with a reduction of around 20% in the past two decades”  

 
In other words, the CCC highlights that a reduction in meat and dairy consumption enables 
the land use change required to meet emissions targets. In the same report, the CCC also 

https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/strategy-plan/2016/03/getting-best-land-land-use-strategy-scotland-2016-2021/documents/00497086-pdf/00497086-pdf/govscot%3Adocument/00497086.pdf?forceDownload=true
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/strategy-plan/2016/03/getting-best-land-land-use-strategy-scotland-2016-2021/documents/00497086-pdf/00497086-pdf/govscot%3Adocument/00497086.pdf?forceDownload=true
https://www.webarchive.org.uk/wayback/archive/20170401094110/http:/www.gov.scot/Topics/Environment/Countryside/Landusestrategy/regional
https://www.webarchive.org.uk/wayback/archive/20170401094110/http:/www.gov.scot/Topics/Environment/Countryside/Landusestrategy/regional
https://yourviews.parliament.scot/ecclr/bb64a809/consultation/view_respondent?uuId=896896516
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13079
https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/land-use-policies-for-a-net-zero-uk/
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emphasises that agricultural emissions should not be off-shored, the balance should not shift 
in favour of imported food, and that their analysis prioritises food demands from land. The 
recommendation to reduce consumer demand for meat and dairy at the same time as supply 
from Scotland’s livestock production is slightly reduced to free up land for carbon 
sequestration is made to ensure that substitute meat and dairy products with a potentially 
higher carbon footprint are not imported to fill a gap in reduced domestic supply so that 
offshoring is avoided.   
 
The Committee heard from Rachel Howell on 26 January 2021 that the dietary changes that 
would be required are in line with healthy eating guidelines and this would achieve both 
objectives. 
 

Strategic Land Use 
 
4. The draft CCPu proposes large-scale land use changes. Is there evidence 

within the policies and proposals for how this process will be managed? If not, 
how can the management of land use change be strengthened? 
 

• Several respondents have suggested that the commitment on Regional 
Land Use Partnerships has regressed. What is your view on this, and 
what progress on regional land use partnerships would you have liked 
the CCPu to set out? 
 

5. The CCPu places a considerable emphasis on the deployment of bioenergy and 
Negative Emissions Technologies including BECCS from 2029. Are the 
assumptions and expectations in the CCPu credible and realistic?  

 

• What are the implications for Scotland’s land use strategy, biodiversity 
and potential wider supply chain sustainability issues of this level of 
bioenergy deployment?  
 

• Is your understanding that the biomass required will need to be met from 
domestic sources? Is this realistic? 
 

6. The CCC has recommended a 20% reduction in consumption of meat and dairy 
products, in order to support freeing up land for carbon sequestration. What is 
the relationship between dietary change and large-scale land use change? 
What are the risks and opportunities for Scotland’s farmers from 
recommending dietary change? 

 

 
 
Deer management 
 
The final report of the Deer Working Group (The Management of Wild Deer in Scotland) 
highlighted the role of deer management in ensuring the success of climate change 
mitigation measures, particularly for forestry:  
 

“The Scottish Government’s SFS [Scottish Forestry Strategy] is intended to deliver a 
wide range of economic, environmental and social public benefits, and has added 
significance because of its role as part of the Scottish Government’s climate change 
mitigation measures. The [Deer Working] Group considers, however, that the 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13079
https://www.gov.scot/groups/deer-working-group/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/management-wild-deer-scotland/
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difficulties in implementing the SFS due to the numbers and damaging impacts of wild 
deer, exemplify the shortcomings in the current statutory and non-statutory 
arrangements for the management of wild deer in Scotland that are discussed in this 
Report.” 

 
The group noted that “The [National Woodland Survey of Scotland], which was published in 
2014, assessed 311,153 hectares of native woodland or around 20% of Scotland’s woodland 
area…The survey found that deer were a significant presence in 73% of the native woodland 
areas and that 33% of the woodland area had high or very high browsing impacts that are 
considered too high for the woods to be able to survive by natural regeneration.” 
 
The Deer Working Group (DWG) also made a number of climate-related points and 
recommendations in their final report. Among others, these include:  
 

• A recommendation to remove references to deer from the Muirburn Code, end 
financial support for muirburn for wild deer through the Scottish Rural Development 
Programme and amend the Hill Farm Act 1946 to make it an offence to carry out 
muirburn for wild deer without a license. 
 

• Highlighting the need to consider the role of deer as ruminants, alongside other 
methane-emitting livestock such as cattle and sheep.  
 

• Highlighting concerns from NatureScot (at the time SNH) over “significant issues over 
current funding and the existing statutory framework for deer management, 
concluding that ‘it is unlikely that the present approach to deer management will be 
able to make a significant contribution to addressing the specific challenges, such as 
habitat restoration and improved ecological connectivity ...which underpins the 
Government’s ambitions for the natural heritage’” 
 

• A recommendation that SNH should adopt 10 red deer per square km as a maximum 
acceptable density over large open areas in the Highlands. 

 
The Scottish Government is yet to respond to the group’s recommendations. 
 
The role of deer management has long been recognised, including as part of NatureScot’s 
2015-2020 deer strategy – Wild Deer: A National Approach, which set out activities that 
needed to be done to carry out work to mitigate against, reduce and adapt to the effects of 
climate change, including increasing “the contribution made by local deer management to 
delivering the woodland expansion target” and “Prevent degradation of peatland to enhance 
carbon storage and control soil carbon loss in carbon rich soil”. 
 
The omission of deer management from the draft CCPu was raised in a number of responses 
to the call for views, emphasising the role of deer management in achieving forestry and 
peatland targets, and in good management of existing carbon stores in woodlands and 
peatlands.  
 
Several respondents (e.g. WWF Scotland, Woodland Trust Scotland, as well as individuals) 
raised the potential of natural regeneration of forests as an alternative to more intensive 
planting methods, where questions remain about the amount of soil carbon released through 
cultivation. Though as highlighted above, natural regeneration is challenging where there is 
high pressure from deer.  
 

https://www.nature.scot/professional-advice/land-and-sea-management/managing-land/upland-and-moorland/muirburn-code
https://www.nature.scot/sites/default/files/2020-01/Scotland%27s%20Wild%20Deer_%20A%20National%20Approach%202015-2020%20Priorities.pdf
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Deer management 
 
7. Several respondents to the call for views noted the omission of deer 

management from the draft CCPu. Why is this important, and what policies, 
funding and statutory mechanisms should be included in the plan to support 
this? 

 

• Would you have expected to see some of the recommendations from the 
Deer Working Group report reflected in the plan? E.g. removing references 
to deer from the Muirburn Code and removing financial incentives for 
muirburn for deer, or a reflection of the role of deer management in enabling 
the role of woodlands as a climate change solution.  

 

 
Blue Carbon  
 
Current emissions statistics do not account for carbon sequestration (or potential emissions) 
from marine or coastal habitats such as saltmarsh, kelp forests, or maerl beds – so called 
blue carbon ecosystems. Scotland’s coastlines are highly productive regions – a report 
commissioned by Nature Scot estimates that every year algae (both microscopic and 
macroscopic) sequester around 225 megatonnes of CO2-equivalent from the atmosphere. 
For comparison, the Forestry Commission estimates that living trees sequester 3.79 
megatonnes of CO2-equivalent per year.  
 
There is also an emerging evidence base indicating that significant amounts of carbon are 
stored in Scotland’s coastal, offshore and sea loch sediments. These carbon stores are on 
the equivalent order of magnitude as terrestrial stores such as woodlands and peatlands 
and have been accumulating carbon for thousands of years. As yet there exists no policy for 
the management of these stores. A report commissioned by Nature Scot in 2017 indicates 
that Marine Protected Areas contain only 2.5% of Scotland's blue carbon stores. 
 
Interconnectivity between marine and terrestrial blue carbon stores are also important. 
Research has suggested that up to 40% of carbon in coastal sea loch sediments comes 
from the terrestrial environment, transported by rivers. 
     
Blue carbon remains an area of ongoing research. The Scottish Blue Carbon Forum was 
launched in 2018 as a collaboration between Marine Scotland, NatureScot and a number of 
universities. The forum aims to understand how marine and intertidal habitats sequester and 
store carbon and the effects of human activities on these habitats in order to inform policy.  
 
The draft CCPu highlights the commitment of £570,000 to the Scottish Government's Blue 
Carbon Research Programme. No specific policies or proposals are set out to maintain or 
increase carbon sequestration and storage in the marine environment.  
 
The draft CCPu focuses instead on the Scottish Government's upcoming Blue Economy 
Action Plan, announced in the 2020-21 Programme for Government. The draft CCPu states 
that the Blue Economy Action Plan will:  
 

‘provide leadership through collaboration and innovation, maximising the impact of 
public investment and developing better regulation to help manage the shared use of 
the seas by Scotland’s marine sectors, communities and ecosystems. We will 
optimise opportunities in order to unlock the significant inclusive growth potential of 
Scotland’s marine space whilst supporting a transition to net zero.’  

https://www.nature.scot/naturescot-commissioned-report-761-assessment-carbon-budgets-and-potential-blue-carbon-stores
https://www.nature.scot/naturescot-commissioned-report-761-assessment-carbon-budgets-and-potential-blue-carbon-stores
https://www.nature.scot/naturescot-commissioned-report-761-assessment-carbon-budgets-and-potential-blue-carbon-stores
https://www.forestresearch.gov.uk/documents/7778/Ch4_Carbon_FS2020.pdf
https://www.forestresearch.gov.uk/documents/7778/Ch4_Carbon_FS2020.pdf
https://www.nature.scot/snh-commissioned-report-761-assessment-carbon-budgets-and-potential-blue-carbon-stores-scotlands
https://www.nature.scot/snh-commissioned-report-761-assessment-carbon-budgets-and-potential-blue-carbon-stores-scotlands
https://www.nature.scot/naturescot-commissioned-report-957-assessment-blue-carbon-resources-scotlands-inshore-marine
https://www.nature.scot/naturescot-commissioned-report-957-assessment-blue-carbon-resources-scotlands-inshore-marine
https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2017JG003952
https://agupubs.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/full/10.1002/2017JG003952
https://www.bluecarbon.scot/
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The draft CCPu refers to upcoming policy documents such as the strategy on future fisheries 
management, sectoral offshore wind plan and Scottish Marine Assessment 2020.   
 
The update goes on to state that:   
 

‘Over the next 6-9 months we will engage widely across government and the wider 
public sector to develop a strategic approach to marine-related policies and actions. 
We will also undertake engagement with key marine industry and environmental 
sectors to ensure that they can meaningfully input into the development of [a Blue 
Economy] Action Plan that adds value and gains traction.’  

 
It is not clear what these interventions are expected to deliver in terms of protection or 
enhancement of blue carbon stocks.  
 

Blue Carbon  
 
8. Given the emerging evidence base, should the CCPu include specific policies 

and proposals to protect blue carbon stores? If not, when will the evidence be 
sufficient? Where there are gaps in scientific evidence, are current commitments 
for research funding by the Scottish Government sufficient to address these?  

 

• Given that typically only a small proportion of research is publicly funded, 
does this level of commitment do enough to give confidence to the private 
sector to invest in blue carbon research, especially when contrasted to 
what is being invested into peatland restoration (£250 million over 10 
years)? 

 
9. A report commissioned by Nature Scot in 2017 indicates that Marine Protected 

Areas contain only 2.5% of Scotland's blue carbon stores. Should blue carbon 
stores be included in assessment criteria for Marine Protected Areas and wider 
spatial management of marine activities?  

 

• Up to 40% of carbon in coastal sea loch sediments comes from the 
terrestrial environment, transported by rivers. Does the CCPu do enough to 
recognise and address the interconnectivity of carbon stores in terrestrial 
and coastal environments, using an ecosystem approach?  

 

 

Green recovery 

Respondents to the call for views have highlighted that it is difficult to determine whether the 
plan maximises the potential for a green recovery. In particular, a number of respondents 
highlighted where additional jobs could be created through delivering nature-based 
solutions.  

RSPB Scotland highlights that: 

“Specific actions needed include: 

https://royalsociety.org/~/media/policy/projects/investing-in-uk-r-and-d/regional/factsheets/research-innovation-scotland.pdf
https://www.nature.scot/naturescot-commissioned-report-957-assessment-blue-carbon-resources-scotlands-inshore-marine
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• “Building capacity amongst contractors in rural areas to deliver peatland restoration. 
Clear direction about the future of rural payments and policy with a transition to 
nature- and climate-friendly farming by 2027 

• “Clearer commitment to deliver a significant expansion in Scotland’s native 
woodlands annually, within the increase planting targets. We strongly agree that tree 
planting should be a core component of a green recovery. However, as outlined 
previously in this response, to ensure it delivers for nature and climate, it is critical 
that all new planting is sited appropriately and, at a minimum, 50% of new planting is 
of native tree species, which could include productive species. 

• “Clarity about what proportion of £100m Green Jobs Fund, £60m Youth Guarantee 
and £25m National Transition Fund will go towards rural nature-based jobs.” 

RSPB Scotland also provided an idea of the potential for job creation in delivering nature-
based solutions:  

1. Restoring Scotland’s peatlands: 2,270 jobs. A £51 million per year investment in the 
restoration of blanket bog and £2.9 million investment in lowland raised bog over 10 years 
could create 770 FTE jobs directly and 1500 FTE jobs indirectly. 

2. Restoring and expanding native woodlands: 4,000 jobs. Annual creation of 8,000 – 
12,000 hectares and restoration of 23,500 hectares of native woodland could support 
1800 – 2000 FTE jobs directly and 1800 – 2000 FTE jobs indirectly per year for the next 
ten years. 

3. Tackling deer management: 1,270 jobs. Sustainable deer management could create an 
additional 670 FTE jobs directly and a further 600 FTE jobs indirectly. 

4. Linking up wild places by delivering a Scottish Nature Network: 528 jobs. £15 million 
annual investment in restoration and expansion of other priority habitats, in addition to 
native woodlands and peat, could create 214 FTE jobs directly and the same number of 
FTE jobs indirectly. Designing and delivering the Scottish Nature Network could support 
a further 100 FTE specialist roles across the 32 local authorities. 

5. Supporting climate- and nature-friendly farming: 460 jobs. Good quality, tailored advice 
is essential to help farmers deliver nature and climate outcomes. Effective rural advice 
requires an estimated £20 million investment each year, which could support 
employment of 460 FTE advisors across Scotland. 

Similarly, Woodland Trust Scotland emphasised that employment is available through deer 
management, as well as opportunities for a stronger venison industry. 

WWF Scotland also highlights 

“In the forestry sector, while some welcome forestry jobs will be created by policies in 
the plan, it misses opportunities to support jobs in native woodland expansion and 
management. Beyond tree planting, too, resourcing skills development is needed more 
broadly to create nature-based jobs, particularly given commitments in the plan to 
produce guidance on sustainable food and to accelerate action on peatlands. This is 
confirmed by NatureScot’s 2020 Green Recovery Jobs Report, which considers the 
opportunities and barriers for nature-based jobs and identifies skills shortages, access 
to trainings, and a need for more stability in the sector. Supporting these would help 
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grow valuable nature-based jobs, which already represent around 7.5% of Scotland’s 
workforce, including in many rural and island economies in need of such opportunities.”  

Green Recovery 

10. Responses to the call for views have suggested that the draft CCPu is not 
maximising the potential for green job creation, particularly in terms of 
delivering nature-based solutions. What actions would you propose in order to 
address this? 
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Panel 3 – Climate Change Committee 

The Committee will hear from Chris Stark; Chief Executive.  

Context 

The Climate Change Committee (CCC) has published several relevant reports in recent 
months. 

Most recently, as part of the Sixth Carbon Budget, the CCC published a letter to the Cabinet 
Secretary for Environment, Climate Change and Land Reform giving advice on Scotland’s 
2030 emissions reduction target of 75%.  

This assessment set out that CCC modelling had not identified a pathway to deliver 
Scotland's 2030 emission reduction target which “goes beyond any of our five scenarios for 
emissions reduction by that date”, and made the following key points: 

The rapid emissions reductions required for a 75% reduction by 2030 may not be 
feasible without extreme implications for cost and/or required changes in behaviour. 

[…] 

Our ‘Tailwinds’ scenario is a highly optimistic scenario that would be extremely 
challenging in a wide range of areas and goes beyond the current evidence in others. 
It aims to achieve Net Zero as early as possible. Even this scenario does not meet 
the legislated 2030 target for Scotland. 

Nevertheless, the CCC noted that it’s a “statutory target and must be met”. Therefore, new 
scenarios were proposed:  

• Earlier start to engineered greenhouse gas removals (up to approx. 3 MtCO2e) 

• Early decarbonisation of the Grangemouth cluster (up to approx. 2 MtCO2e) 

• Accelerated scrappage of high-carbon assets 

• Additional retrofit of hybrid heat pumps. 

The draft CCPu itself identifies that their TIMES modelling scenarios did not meet the 
statutory emission targets.   

Furthermore, the CCC’s advice on Supporting a Green Recovery set out the following key 
principles: 

• Use climate investments to support economic recovery and jobs 

• Lead a shift towards positive, long-term behaviours 

• Tackle the wider ‘resilience deficit’ on climate change  

• Embed fairness as a core principle  

• Ensure the recovery does not lock-in greenhouse gas emissions or increased risk  

• Strengthen incentives to reduce emissions when considering tax changes.  

The CCC’s 2020 Progress Report to the Scottish Parliament set out some priority areas for 
the Scottish Government to take action on to deliver net zero.  These include: 

• Set out a vision for the future of low-carbon heating in Scotland’s homes and other 
buildings, integrated with UK Government decisions on the future of the UK gas grid 
and energy taxation 

https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/sixth-carbon-budget/
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Lord-Deben-CCC-Letter-to-ECCLR-CabSec.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/12/Lord-Deben-CCC-Letter-to-ECCLR-CabSec.pdf
https://www.theccc.org.uk/2020/05/06/take-urgent-action-on-six-key-principles-for-a-resilient-recovery/
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• Develop a new rural support scheme that builds towards Scotland’s climate goals 

• Make it easy for people to walk, cycle, use public transport, and work from home in 
Scotland, and ensure electric vehicle charging infrastructure and other enabling 
measures are in place to eliminate the need to buy a petrol or diesel car in Scotland 
by 2032 at the latest 

• Lead a strong cross-government response to the most urgent national climate change 
risks set out in the third UK Climate Change Risk Assessment due to be published in 
summer 2021 

• Accelerate investments in low-carbon and climate adaptation infrastructure to 
stimulate Scotland’s economy, build long-term productive capacity and improve 
climate resilience 

• Engage with people and businesses in Scotland to develop skills for the net- zero 
transition, help people understand what the transition means for their lives, and make 
it easy to make low-carbon choices. 

Ambition, Balance of Effort and Key Assumptions 

Oral evidence to ECCLR has noted that the draft CCPu is “work in progress”, but as a 
headline statement of ambition, it has broadly been positively received, with a strengthened 
focus on cross-sectoral working and a more coordinated approach. 

In oral evidence to the Rural Economy Committee on Wednesday 20 January, Chris Stark 
stated: 

[…] we are confident about a path for Scotland to get to net zero by 2045 that meets 
the interim target for 2040, the 2030 target is particularly difficult. […] we do not have 
in our scenarios a path that meets that target without departing from some of the key 
principles of our own work—for example, not stranding assets and not moving too far 
away from the UK path as a whole.  

It is worth saying at the outset that many of the issues that we might discuss this 
morning are made difficult by how stringent the target for 2030 is. It looks as though 
some of the ambitions in the Scottish Government’s climate change plan update are 
heavily influenced by the need to meet that target over the next 10 years. 

Ambition 

1. Does the CCPu describe a credible pathway to achieving the 2030 target – not 
least in the context that neither the Scottish Government TIMES modelling or 
CCC scenarios showed a pathway to the 2030 emissions target? 

• Does the CCPu adequately reflect the CCC’s advice for a 2030 target e.g. 
in relation to early deployment of negative emission technologies, 
scrappage of high carbon assets and deployment of hybrid heat pumps? 
How credible are these commitments? 

• Where do the greatest risks lie in implementing the CCPu? 

 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13073
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The following image shows the sectoral ambition for the lifetime of the draft CCPu:2

 

N.B. For both the Electricity and Industry Sectors, Negative Emissions Technologies (NETs) 
contribute significantly – without, there would be a 100% reduction in GHG emissions from 
electricity, and a 43% reduction from industry.  

Land Use, Land Use Change and Forestry (LULUCF) emissions are not shown above – they 
are expected to rise significantly (283%), partly due to the addition of emissions from 
peatlands. 

The draft CCPu apportions expected emissions reductions via sectoral envelopes, but not 
in any further detail for example in relation to the relative significance of Policy Outcomes.  

The draft CCPu states the “envelopes produced by the TIMES model for this scenario 
resulted in total emissions which exceeded the statutory targets during the period of the 
Plan”. In other words, the TIMES model was unable to identify a set of emissions pathways 
for each sector that were consistent with the overall targets set by the 2019 Climate Change 
Act. 

In relation to the balance of effort between policies and proposals in different sectors, and 
the relatively low number of new policies announced in several sectors (e.g. electricity, 
waste, agriculture), compared to the relatively high number of new proposals (e.g. in 
electricity, industry and agriculture). 

Annex C of the draft CCPu (page 251), sets out that the envelopes produced by the TIMES 
model did not meet statutory emissions reduction targets. Therefore, the necessary 
additional effort was allocated to sectors, outwith TIMES, on a pro-rata basis. Two 
exceptions were made to this:  

• no additional emissions were allocated to the Industry sector, said to be “consistent 
with the approach to avoid carbon leakage”; and  
 

• the additional emissions reductions which would have been allocated pro rata to the 
Agriculture sector were instead assigned to LULUCF. 

                                                
2 MtCO2e – Million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent 
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Oral evidence to ECCLR has noted that jobs are likely to be lost in some industries, 
regardless of whether there is a just transition, therefore it is better to plan on the basis that 
it is needed.  

In particular, in the agriculture sector, witnesses were not clear on why agriculture had been 
protected, with Andy Kerr noting that by protecting agriculture from a swifter transition, there 
was a risk of “ossifying” it, and Stop Climate Chaos Scotland noting that there was potential 
for a “deferred collapse situation”.  

There was a broad understanding of how carbon leakage might impact upon the industrial 
sector, but no significant evidence to date on how it might affect agriculture. 

In oral evidence, Scottish Government officials noted that emissions reductions from specific 
policies have not been calculated; stating:  

“the judgement that we came to was that there are risks to the industrial sector if it 
becomes less competitive on a cost basis and that that would happen if Scottish 
industries are required to decarbonise at a faster pace than their competitors.”  

Balance of Effort 

2. Is the balance of effort between sectors spread fairly - in particular the CCPu 
suggests 68% cut in buildings by 2032 compared to a 24% reduction in the 
agriculture sector? 

3. What are your views on the approach taken to exempt the agriculture and 
industry sectors from being attributed their share of additional abatement 
effort required to meet the targets beyond that derived from TIMES? 

• Some of the outcomes in the CCPu are specific, quantified and time 
bound – others are not. Does it provide a sufficient indication of the 
relative significance of the policy outcomes in achieving the emission 
reduction targets? 

 

Emissions statistics for Scotland are published every year and each publication covers 
emissions up until two years prior. In other words, emissions statistics published in 2018 
accounted for 2016 emissions; statistics published in 2020 accounted for 2018 emissions.  

The most recent emissions statistics show that Scotland produced 41.6 MtCO2e in 2018, 
and the draft CCPu uses this as the baseline for 2020 emissions, however there are some 
notable differences within the sectors, with unprecedented reductions assumed from 2018 
to 2020; for example: 

• Electricity emissions will have dropped by 23%  

• Buildings emissions will be 23% lower  

• Transport will be 26% lower. 

In oral evidence to the Rural Economy and Connectivity Committee, on the subject of 
whether transport emissions are likely to have dropped in 2020, Chris Stark stated: 

[…] we do not have the numbers. The major issue is that, given the current conditions, 
we are being encouraged not to use public transport too much. That is the big 

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13079
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13079
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13067
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scottish-greenhouse-gas-emissions-2018/pages/0/
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uncertain condition that, I hope, will resolve itself this year. From our perspective, we 
should gather the numbers, because I think that a change will come out of it. At the 
moment, however, it is highly uncertain, because public transport provision numbers 
are thin, as you would expect. I suspect that we have an over-inflated private car use 
number at the moment. I hope that it will settle down later this year, when we can start 
to compile the data. We have a kind of lost year that we will have to write off. Let us 
look at the numbers pre and post-pandemic. 

Oral evidence to ECCLR highlighted the profile of emissions reductions by sector and noted 
that transport emissions are expected to drop by 41% between 2020 and 2028 and are then 
static through to 2032. Similarly, emissions in the buildings sector are forecast to drop by 
68% by 2029, and are then static through to 2032. 

Key Assumptions 

4. Is it realistic to expect such significant reductions in emissions between 2018 
and 2020, particularly when trends have been going in the opposite direction? 

5. Is there a reason why emissions in buildings and transport should plateau 
towards the end of the CCPu period?  

• What are the implications for the 2045 target of this plateau in emissions 
reduction? 

 

Negative Emissions Technologies and Industrial Decarbonisation 

Negative Emissions Technologies (e.g. using biomass to generate electricity, coupled with 
Carbon Capture and Storage) are expected to start permanently removing carbon dioxide 
from the atmosphere by 2029, and to significantly ramp up emissions removal in the 
electricity and industrial sectors from 2030 onwards; equivalent to 23.8% of gross emissions 
by 2032.   

Whilst these technologies have been proven in test facilities and at small scales, they do not 
currently exist at scales necessary to remove significant volumes of carbon. Timescales for 
developing and commissioning are therefore exceptionally tight. Proposals include: a 
feasibility study to identify specific sites, followed by support for commercial partners; work 
with the UK Government; investment in research and development, demonstrator projects, 
and integrating negative emissions technologies with carbon capture and storage 
infrastructure.  

A key part of developing NETs will be to understand the implications, scale and pace with 
which bioenergy resources should be focused. The draft CCPu recognises these challenges. 

Recent research by the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research on the Role of Fossil 
Fuel Based Carbon Capture and Storage in the Energy System has been cited by Stop 
Climate Chaos Scotland in oral evidence and has noted the following:  

• Global operational CCS capacity is currently 39MtCO2 per year, this is about 0.1% of 
annual global emissions from fossil fuels.  

https://foe.scot/resource/report-carbon-capture-storage-energy-role/
https://foe.scot/resource/report-carbon-capture-storage-energy-role/
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• There is no operational CCS capacity in the UK yet the CCC project CCS capacity of 
up to 176MtCO2 by 2050. This would mean that the UK would require quadrupling 
the entire current global CCS capacity.   

• G8 committed to launch 20 large scale projects by 2010, IEA committed 100 projects 
by 2020, only 5 materialised, two £1bn UK competitions have failed to deliver any 
demonstration projects.   

This research has been criticised by academics, engineers and geologists who have 
insisted:  

[…] that such schemes are vital weapons in the battle against global heating and warn 
that failure to set up ways to trap carbon dioxide and store it underground would make 
it almost impossible to hold net emissions to below zero by 2050. 

Whilst oral evidence has highlighted mixed opinions on the need for and desirability of NETs, 
there was broad agreement on the following issues: 

• There does not appear to be a back-up plan in case these technologies do not 
become available commercially and at an adequate scale  

• It is not credible to expect these technologies to be operating at an adequate scale 
by 2029 in Scotland 

• There are significant implications for clashes in land use 

• There is a lack of focus on the potential for using wood in construction, which is an 
alternative to biomass, and a valid way to store carbon in the long term.  

Negative Emissions Technologies 

6. Given the challenges and dependencies associated with developing NETs 
how realistic is it for these technologies to be operating by 2029 and at 
significant scale by 2030? 

• What are the weaknesses and risks to relying on NETs to sequester 
nearly 24% of gross emissions by 2032? Are there alternative 
investments that might offer better value e.g. using the wood for 
construction and investing in natural capital? 

• What scale of investment is required to deliver a viable CCS/NETS 
industry in Scotland?  How should these costs be borne? What should 
the balance between public and private sector investment be?  

7. Is the assumption that the biomass will be entirely supplied by the domestic 
market? What are the implications of ramping up domestic supply on the 
Land Use Strategy?  

• If there is to be an international supply chain, how can the sustainability 
of the biomass be assured? Is there a risk of creating a market that 
cannot be supplied ethically and from managed sources, which might 
lead to the loss of high carbon forests?  

 

https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2021/jan/16/carbon-capture-vital-meeting-climate-goals-scientists-cut-emissions
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Emissions from the Industry sector have fallen by 45% since 1990. Much of this reduction 
can be explained by the total disappearance of some major polluting industries, such as 
steel, coal mining and paper production. Between 2015 and 2018 (the most recent data 
available) industrial emissions increased by 6%. 

The largest single geographical source of emissions in Scotland is the cluster of industry in 
and around Grangemouth, which accounted for over 30% of industrial emissions in Scotland. 
Natural gas combustion is the biggest source of industrial emissions, followed by the use of 
internal fuels (i.e. industry by-products generally burned on-site and with limited or no 
alternative use) within the oil and gas and petrochemical industries. 

The draft CCPu aims for a 43% reduction in industrial emissions between 2018 and 2032 
(52% if NETS are included). This is considerably more ambitious than the 21% reduction set 
out in the 2018 Climate Change Plan. 

The CCPu outlines four main ways in which industrial processes can be decarbonised: 
through electrification, hydrogen, CCUS and energy efficiency. The decarbonisation of some 
industrial processes will be especially difficult, given that they require intense heat or when 
a particular hydrocarbon feedstock is used in a chemical process. 

Much of the Government’s optimism appears to be based on - or at least affirmed by - the 
findings of research commissioned from Element Energy showing that emissions from 
Scotland’s large industrial sites "could feasibly reduce by 80% or more by 2045, while 
maintaining output". 

This research – with inputs from Ineos Chemicals, Petroineos, the Scotch Whisky 
Association and some other big industrial players – finds that a combination of electrification 
and hydrogen fuel-switching would be the quickest and most cost-effective pathway to 
decarbonisation. Energy efficiency advances alone are unlikely to lead to big reductions 
(although food and drink is identified as a sector where improved efficiency could have a 
major impact). 

A number of funds have been announced to support this decarbonisation; including: 

• Energy Transition Fund for the North East - £62 million funding package available to 
support Net Zero projects 

• Low Carbon Manufacturing Challenge Fund - £26 million support to a broader group 
of manufacturers and their supply chains 

• The Strategic Innovation Challenge Fund aims to support investment in R&D; it is 
not clear how much this fund is worth 

• The Scottish Industrial Energy Transformation Fund, worth £34m over 5 years to 
support the development of NETs demonstrators  

• The Emerging Technologies Fund, worth £180m over 5 years, to help integrate NETS 
projects with CCS infrastructure. 

Oral evidence to date has suggested that whilst these investments are welcome, they 
amount to “seed-corn funding”, and alone will not be sufficient to decarbonise the sector. 

N.B. The Industry Sector is being covered in detail by the Economy, Energy and Fair 
Work Committee. 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/deep-decarbonisation-pathways-scottish-industries/
https://www.gov.scot/news/gbp-62-million-fund-for-energy-sector/
https://www.gov.scot/policies/energy-efficiency/scottish-industrial-energy-transformation-fund/
https://www.gov.scot/news/steering-scotlands-pathway-to-net-zero/#:~:text=the%20launch%20of%20a%20%C2%A3,of%20Negative%20Emissions%20Technologies%20(NETs)
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13079
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Industrial Decarbonisation 

8. How should industrial decarbonisation be supported so that risks and 
rewards can be shared and balanced between government, industry and 
consumers? Are the funds that have recently been announced adequate to 
secure the necessary investment? 

9. Whilst Scotland has significant advantage in terms of engineering expertise 
and geological storage (for CCS), there is also competition, e.g. from 
Teeside/Humberside. How can Scotland capture the economic and just 
transition benefits? 

• What are the implications for Scotland’s economy and for a just 
transition if the industrial sector is slow to decarbonise? How can the 
Scottish Government better engage with this sector to ensure that all of 
the potential benefits are captured? 

 

Strategic Land Use Change 

As outlined above, the CCPu proposes major land use changes such as large-scale peatland 
restoration, forestry planting, and potential for land use change as a result of growing biofuel 
crops. Stakeholders have raised the need to manage major land use changes to avoid risks.  

Land Use  

10. The plan highlights the need for large-scale land use changes – from 
agriculture to other land uses such as forestry and large-scale peatland 
restoration, or from growing food to growing bioenergy crops. What are the 
risks involved if these changes are not managed?  

• What is the role of dietary change in land use change? Does dietary 
change bring with it risks of offshoring emissions, or is it required to 
avoid offshoring emissions? Are there risks or opportunities for 
Scotland’s farmers and crofters in dietary change? 

 

Behaviour Change – engendering positive choices 

In oral evidence to ECCLR (February 2020), on the subject of the challenges and 
engagement necessary to support significant behavioural change, Chris Stark made the 
following points: 

• How to engage citizens in what needs to be done to get to net zero lies at the heart 
of whether we will have a successful transition – to date there has not been a lot of 
engagement, and a fundamentally different approach is needed 

• The term “behaviour change” is not particularly helpful, because it implies that there 
is poor behaviour – we need to be more creative about the ways in which we push 
people towards positive outcomes  

http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12544
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=12544
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• There is a lack of good evidence on what changes people’s diets – however reducing 
the consumption of red meat and dairy is a critical element of the overall strategy for 
land use, and (whilst politically unpopular) needs addressed. 

Behaviour Change 

11. Does the Draft Public Engagement Strategy set out a “fundamentally different 
approach” and does it adequately address the ‘implementation gap’ – where 
individuals and organisations know what to do, but don’t do it? what’s the 
best way to get over such a behaviour gap??  

• How can the Scottish Government expect to convince, incentivise or 
encourage people to change their behaviours when only one third of 
investment under the new infrastructure investment plan is on low 
carbon infrastructure? 

• Do the Scottish Government proposals adequately support the 
nurturing of climate leadership across society? 

 
Promoting and Embedding Positive Action in Key Sectors 

The CCC’s Sixth Carbon Budget has suggested reducing consumption of high-carbon meat 
and dairy products by 20% by 2030. We know that transport is a particularly stubborn area 
for emissions reductions.   

Oral evidence to date has noted the following: 

• There is a lack of ambition on dietary change 

• Systemic change has to be planned for, with a clear public understanding of the 
reasons for this 

• There is a need to make private car use less attractive 

• Behaviour change happens more quickly when societal tipping points are reached, 
leading to positive feedback effects and behaviour shifting away from the old norm 

• These opportunities need to be seized 

• Better information and data in relation to carbon emissions of private transport and 
red meat and dairy consumption can help to embed positive behaviour. 

Promoting and Embedding Positive Action in Key Sectors  

12. To what extent does the CCPu and other documents reflect opportunities to 
lock in positive behaviours that have arisen as a result of the lockdown and 
mitigate the potential for bounce-back to ‘business as usual’? 

• Reducing demand is the logical first step before working out how to 
meet residual demand – particularly on travel, but across other policy 
areas too – but such steps can be politically sensitive. In a finite planet, 
what’s the way through this conundrum?   

• How should potentially contentious issues such as changing travel 
behaviours be approached to ensure there is a degree of consensus 
building, and to avoid conflict over “poor behaviour”? 
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• Whilst systemic change e.g. investment in active travel and public 
transport can support shifting norms, a need to make private car use 
less attractive is also considered to be necessary; Does the CCPu do 
this? What levers are needed to make this happen?  

• What are the key societal tipping points in relation to climate positive 
behaviours?  

• Should more information be provided, and data collected to support 
change and to monitor behaviour? What should this be? 

 

Green recovery 

The CCC has recommended six principles for green recovery (outlined above).  

A number of other organisations, including the Just Transition Commission have also 
produced specific recommendations for immediate action that can help build a fairer, greener 
economy: 

• Boost investment in warmer homes 

• Back buses and support the supply chain 

• Help the rural economy by helping Scotland’s nature 

• Maintain and create new jobs for oil and gas workers 

• Align skills development – for young and old – with the net-zero transition 

• Give a clear sense of direction and attach conditions to funding 

In oral evidence, the 2050 Climate Group noted that young people are facing mass 
unemployment, and that their prospects had been disproportionately affected by the 
pandemic. 

Green Recovery 

13. How well does the CCPu incorporate the six principles for a green recovery 
recommended by the CCC? 

• Are there any areas where the CCPu could be stronger in relation to 
green recovery? 

• Does the CCPu adequately provide for a green recovery for those 
specific sectors of society that have been disproportionately affected? 

 

Governance and Scrutiny 

The draft CCPu recognises the importance of COP26 for climate change action and 
governance, and to “showcase the world-leading work we are doing in Scotland”. 

ECCLR’s Green Recovery Report stated: 

The Committee considers governance structures that ensure policy coherence will be 
critical. Ensuring that governance arrangements across Scotland are sufficient to 

https://www.gov.scot/publications/transition-commission-advice-green-recovery/pages/2/
http://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=13079
https://www.parliament.scot/parliamentarybusiness/CurrentCommittees/115470.aspx
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deliver a wellbeing approach, secure a green recovery and meet the net zero targets 
will be challenging […]. 

In September 2020 the Institute for Government published Net zero How government can 
meet  its climate change target, whilst this focuses primarily on Westminster, key 
recommendations are also relevant to Holyrood: 

• Parliamentary scrutiny needs strengthening 

• Committees struggle to focus on net zero amid other priorities 

• Achieving net zero is a cross-government task – to mirror that, parliament must create 
a powerful net zero committee. 

Governance and Scrutiny 

14. Is there evidence in the plan of a truly collaborative, cross-government and 
cross-sectoral approach to tackling climate change and are current 
governance arrangements and political and administrative structures and 
processes sufficient to achieve this? 

• Are the Scottish Parliament’s structures and processes sufficient to 
ensure adequate scrutiny of climate change evidence, policy and 
progress? Could scrutiny be approached and structured differently in 
the next Parliament to ensure that the climate emergency is 
mainstreamed and to demonstrate coherence for COP26? 

 

Alasdair Reid, Anna Brand, Alexa Morrison 
SPICe Research 
28 January 2021 

Note: Committee briefing papers are provided by SPICe for the use of Scottish 
Parliament committees and clerking staff.  They provide focused information or respond 
to specific questions or areas of interest to committees and are not intended to offer 
comprehensive coverage of a subject area. 
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