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Executive Summary
The ex-post evaluation of the Scotland Rural Development
Programme (SRDP) 2007-2013 has been commissioned by the
Scottish Government in December 2015.
The evaluation applied a mixed-method approach, but was
predominantly relying on desk-based research utilising the findings
from previous studies and surveys conducted during the course of the
SRDP.
The report is structured in line with the ‘RDP Ex Post Evaluation
Guidelines’ addressing all general and common evaluation questions.
The SRDP intervention logic was considered by most stakeholders to
be appropriate to the needs identified in rural Scotland. The logic was
robust, especially at Programme level. Most Measures were well
chosen to address some of the key weaknesses identified at the
outset and during the Programme period. The consistency of the
SRDP with national rural policy priorities was also confirmed.
The SRDP 2007-2013 spent a public sector budget of €1,425m (99%
of its allocated resources), making a 100% use of its EAFRD
allocations (€678m).
The 2008 Spending Review and a depreciation of Sterling against the
Euro resulted in a significant reduction of financial allocation to the
Programme, which was reduced by a third (33%) of its original public
sector resources. The European Economic Recovery Plan later added
funding to selected Measures to address some of the needs of the
rural economy following the economic crisis. As all available funding
was taken up, the demand for SRDP funding was confirmed and was
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widely felt of having contributed significantly to sustaining employment
in agricultural holdings.
The significant strategic emphasis of the Programme on environmental
interventions (74% of total SRDP spend) was a direct response to the
long-term decline in farmland biodiversity and the condition of many
designated sites and was in close strategic alignment with Scottish
policy direction thereby addressing important current needs.
Through the budget alterations the SRDP experienced a narrowing of
focus on four individual Measures (spending nearly three quarters
(72%) of total SRDP budget). This set clear strategic priorities focusing
on: the modernisation of agricultural holdings; payments to farmers in
areas with handicaps; agri-environment payments; and first forest
afforestation of agricultural land.
Regarding those interventions targeted at improving the rural
economy, the SRDP was largely seen as a vitally important support
mechanism for farm and forestry holdings and rural businesses in
difficult and uncertain times when confidence levels were low.
The inclusion of farm and forestry holdings as well as rural businesses
was relevant and appropriate with a focus on supporting diversification
and growth.
The delivery mechanism of the SRDP utilised a number of established
schemes, but also tried to implement new integrated approaches
through schemes such as Rural Priorities and tried to address
regionalisation of resource allocations through new RPAC bodies.
Although the rationale of the implementation approach to link
established support schemes with an integrated SRDP approach was
good, it proved ambitious in light of the complexity of the online
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application processes in place. The approach could have been
transformational but needed to be much better targeted and more
actively facilitated to achieve this aspiration. At the end, the complexity
of the approach potentially hindered more people from applying rather
than supported a learning process.
Similarly, the RPAC approach was seen as highly beneficial in joining
up agency interventions, but was largely ineffective due to lack of
devolved decision-making powers and weaknesses in the appraisal of
applications.
A further major challenge for the ex-post evaluation was the quality of
the monitoring data sets and particularly the target setting, which was
one of the Programme’s greatest weaknesses. This limited the extent
to which an assessment could be made regarding the Programme’s
effectiveness in achieving its outputs and results effectively and
efficiently.
The calculation of unit costs, for example, demonstrates that in a
number of cases, the SRDP seemed to have changed its original
approach towards supporting more people but in a more light-touch
manner (although other areas of the Programme evidence the
opposite approach particularly in Axis 3 for non-agricultural
businesses).
Despite the weaknesses, there was consensus that the SRDP has
been substantially important to the participating businesses and rural
communities and a number of aspects were thought to have worked
particularly well, including the Programme’s focus on the Food and
Drink sector and the Monitor Farm Programme.
Primary research findings indicate that the aims and objectives of the
SRDP, particularly with regard to introducing innovative approaches
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and helping the agricultural and forestry industries to restructure and
modernise, were achieved successfully by increasing businesses’
capacities and productivity and therefore influencing business
sustainability.
Apart from LFASS the bureaucracy of the SRDP was perceived as a
key obstacle and challenge for most applicants/beneficiaries, raising
questions over the Programme’s efficiency in delivery.
Also with regard to LEADER, the efficiency of the programme suffered
considerably from a heavy policy compliance burden which in turn
placed demands on LAG staff’s capacity to work more intensively with
their rural communities.
In terms of achieving results, the importance of the SRDP in sustaining
and safeguarding jobs was emphasised by respondents throughout
the ex-post evaluation primary research.
Surveys of beneficiaries throughout the Programme period showed
that the majority of respondents reported positive effects on their
business efficiency, output, quality and competitiveness. Much of the
SRDP investment was considered effective in terms of additionality.
The support was relevant to beneficiary needs and the results of the
support were substantial but were not clearly evidenced by the CMEF
indicators as they were unable to capture the range of results
achieved. Over and above performance of LEADER was not added to
the monitoring data, thereby remaining under-reported.
Regarding impact, economic impact assessment estimates that the
SRDP has created or safeguarded between 30,400 to 33,400 jobs and
between £1.03bn and £1.12bn of GVA. The wider primary research
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suggests that the majority of jobs were safeguarded rather than
created.
Axis 1 and Axis 3 interventions had a direct focus on creating and
maintaining economic growth and job impact and have achieved this
with an average cost per job between £11,000 and £11,800 for Axis 1,
and between £18,700 and £21,200 for Axis 3.
In terms of environmental impact, limited monitoring and survey data
availability necessitated to draw from perceptions of stakeholders and
previous studies. Here, it was thought that some agri-environment
options of the SRDP were well used and almost certainly contributed
to species recovery (e.g. Corn bunting). A significant number of new
hedgerows were established. However, the Farmland Bird Index, the
key impact indicator, declined slightly over the period, with some
component species, especially upland waders, faring very badly.
It is also thought that new afforestation will most likely reduce GHG
emissions, but other Axis 2 measures, especially LFASS might
counteract this and may well increase emissions. LFASS was a major
contributor to protecting jobs in remote areas but its environmental
benefits are more questionable. NPIs are likely to have enhanced
water quality in priority catchments. Soil quality remains compromised
by falling soil carbon levels and erosion risk over significant areas.
Regarding targets, one of the main issues was the basis and realism
of the targets, which was acknowledged by the Managing Authority but
never fully resolved. The issue was more about the determination of
targets than the performance itself.
Finally, the conclusions of the ex-post evaluation note, that while there
was little time to address failings during the Programme period, the
evaluation team and stakeholders feel that lessons have been learnt
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and that the new SRDP is currently benefiting from a new system and
better guidance.
The report finishes with a list of ten recommendations.
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1. Introduction, Context and Study Method
This report presents the findings of the ex-post evaluation of the
Scotland Rural Development Programme (SRDP) 2007-2013.
The study was commissioned by the Scottish Government in
December 2015 and was undertaken by EKOS Limited in
collaboration with the Rural Development Company, P&L Cook and
Partners, and Prof. Bill Slee.

1.1 Context and Study Objectives
The European Commission requires Member States to evaluate the
assistance from the European Agricultural Fund for Rural
Development (EAFRD) for the programming period 2007-2013.
The programming period incorporated a number of features, such as a
new EC Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework (CMEF)
which included the intervention logic for each Programme Measure in
relevant Measure Fiches, and an Ongoing Evaluation approach.
The ex-post evaluation was guided by the guidelines for ‘Ex Post
Evaluations of Rural Development Programmes’ 1.
As described in the ‘EC Guidelines for Ex Post Evaluations’:
Ex Post Evaluation is a summative evaluation of a Rural Development
Programme after it has been completed. It is conducted at a point
where it is possible to assess impacts and the added value of the
programme funding. ….Demonstration of the policy achievements,
thus legitimising funding for rural development measures, is important
at European, national and regional levels, especially when budgets
1

Capturing The Success Of Your RDP: Guidelines For The Ex Post Evaluation Of 2007-2013 RDPs, ENRD And
European Commission, June 2014
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are tight. The Ex Post Evaluation also provides the opportunity to see
whether the policy was designed and implemented appropriately to
address the most relevant needs in the programme area.
The key objectives of the ex-post evaluation were to assess a number
of factors, including the:
•

relevance in terms of addressing the most important needs in
the programme area;

•

effectiveness and achievements towards policy objectives;

•

efficiency in terms of receiving best value for money;

•

results in terms of programme achievements within the group of
direct programme beneficiaries;

•

socio-economic impacts in terms of programme contributions to
the change observed in the programme area; and

•

success and failure factors and lessons learned for the future
policy design.

Although the evaluation guidelines include an assessment at Measure
level, the overall impact of the SRDP is assessed at Axis and
Programme level.
In combination with the ex-post evaluation guidance, the CMEF
system provided the basis for the ex-post research design and
assessment criteria.

1.2 Study Method
The study used a mixed-method approach drawing on secondary
research as well as undertaking primary research. The following key
stages were accomplished:
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Stage 1 – Inception: The study commenced with an Inception meeting
with the client at which the study scope and detailed method were
agreed. A short Inception Report was produced and approved by the
client.
Stage 2 – Desk-based Research: A number of comprehensive deskbased reviews of available monitoring information, research studies,
mid-term evaluation (MTE), and ex-ante workshop findings have been
undertaken. Key findings were presented in the first Interim Report in
March 2016.
Stage 3 – Primary Research: The primary research phase
incorporated a comprehensive programme of activities. It was
designed to consult with a range of stakeholders and beneficiary
groups throughout Scotland as well as a range of Scottish
Government officials, Scheme Managers and the Scottish National
Rural Network (SNRN).
The primary research included the following:
•

2 workshops with SRDP Scheme Managers and LEADER
Managers;

•

12 Scheme Managers and strategic stakeholders – 1-to-1
consultations;

•

Postal survey of Measure 321 2 beneficiaries;

•

8 case studies;

•

5 thematic focus groups across Scotland (MAPP method); and

•

A top-up survey of beneficiaries who could not attend the focus
groups.

2

Please see Table 2.1 for Measure Titles
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At the end of Stage 3, a second Interim Report was produced outlining
the key headline findings of the fieldwork.
As the primary research was conducted over the summer period, it
was agreed to conduct the five thematic focus groups by the end of
August delaying the original timeframe of the evaluation by two
months.
Stage 4 – Analysis and Reporting: Following the completion of the
primary research, all desk-based and primary research findings were
analysed and the Topic Guides for each Axis completed. Further
analysis was conducted at the programme level and a detailed impact
assessment was undertaken whereby findings from previous annual
surveys were utilised. Stage 4 assessed the socio-economic impact of
the programme, and the effectiveness and efficiency with which the
SRDP was implemented.
Following the completion and submission of the draft report, we will
hold a learning workshop with the client to reflect on the findings and
draft recommendations following which we will amend the report and
produce the Final Report to the exact specifications of the client.

1.3 Study Issues
A small number of study issues were experienced, mainly influencing
the depth to which the ex-post evaluation could analyse data and
beneficiary experience:
•

the ex-post evaluation was commissioned on a limited budget
restricting most beneficiary research to utilising findings from
previous evaluation surveys (with the exception of one postal
survey focusing on Measure 321, and five workshops with a
limited number of beneficiaries participating).
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•

SRDP monitoring data were made available to the study team
on an aggregate basis. Without being able to interrogate and
analysis the raw monitoring data sets, the evaluation team was
unable to analyse the data in detail (type of beneficiary, size of
projects, type of projects).

The above issues placed limitations on the extent to which a number
of the Evaluation Questions and Common Evaluation Questions posed
by the ‘Ex Post Evaluation Guidelines’ could be answered.
The relatively poor quality of the performance indicator targets and/or
missing baselines further impinged on the delivery of a decisive expost assessment as the extent to which the SRDP was effective in
achieving its targets was difficult to assess.

1.4 Overall Structure of the Report
Chapter 1: Introduction, Context and Study Method;
Chapter 2: Description of Programme, Measures and Budget;
Chapter 3: Answers to the Evaluation Questions; and
Chapter 4: Conclusions.
There are six Appendices that accompany the report.
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2. Programme, Measures and Budget
Chapter 2 represents the descriptive part of the Programme including
the budget and performance data and their analysis. The Chapter
finishes with a review of the SRDP Governance structures.

2.1 SRDP Overview
The SRDP was submitted for approval by the European Commission
in June 2007 and approved on 19 February 2008 under Commission
Decision 19/II/2008 (C (2008) 756). The Programme was rolled out
from that date becoming fully operational from June 2008. A number of
modifications to the Programme have been undertaken with
Modification 15 representing the final modifications made and
therefore the final budget allocations of the SRDP 2007-2013.
The Scottish Government’s Rural Directorate (SGRD) was the
Managing Authority for the SRDP (latterly the Scottish Government’s
Agriculture, Food and Rural Communities Directorate) and the Scottish
Government’s Rural Payments and Inspections Directorate (SGRPID)
was the Paying Agency.
The SRDP area included the geographical area of the 2007-2013
Convergence Programme for the Highlands and Islands of Scotland
and the 2007-2013 Competitiveness Programme for Lowland
Scotland.
The Programme sought to achieve five principal outcomes:
•

improved business viability;

•

enhanced biodiversity and landscape;

•

improved water quality;
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•

tackling climate change; and

•

thriving rural communities.

The SRDP was structured in line with the EAFRD intervention logic
and included four Axes under which a total of 28 Measures were
incorporated.
Comprising 75% of the entire SRDP budget (and 72% of the SRDP
spend), there was a strong emphasis on Axis 2 focusing on enhancing
the biodiversity and maintaining the traditional landscape, improving
water quality and tackling climate change.
Axis 1 was the principal means for supporting the outcome of
improved business viability of land-based agricultural and forestry
holdings with the following priorities:
•

encourage restructuring, and new and innovative activities,
generating improvements in product quality and facilitating
collaboration among producers, and encouraging new entrants;

•

increase market focus, encouraging business planning, helping
consumers to understand how their buying decisions can
support sustainable products from well managed countryside
businesses, and helping holdings to reduce costs, exploit new
markets, add value through improved local processing and
develop more integrated supply chains;

•

invest in training, development and knowledge transfer to help
enhance and broaden the capacity and skills of the agriculture
and forestry sectors, and to sustain a skilled and confident
workforce open to new opportunities; and

•

promote an efficient and environmentally sustainable industry
through pollution control and resource management (including
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facilities for the improved handling, storage and efficient use of
manure and slurry to reduce diffuse pollution) and energyefficient plant and renewable energies.
Axis 2 was the principal means for supporting the outcomes of
enhanced biodiversity and landscape, improved water quality and
tackling climate change, it aimed to:
•

maintain traditional agricultural landscapes and encourage high
nature value farming, crofting and forestry systems. Supporting
holdings in upland and remote areas, and ensuring the viability
of land management businesses in these areas for the delivery
of environmental and social benefits;

•

protect and enhance biodiversity, with particular focus on
species and habitats under Natura 2000 and SSSI
designations, and improve landscapes and the historic
environment, recognising their wider role in underpinning the
economic and social activities;

•

tackle climate change and protect communities from other
environmental hazards through woodland creation and land
management practices that mitigate and facilitate adaptation to
climate change;

•

improve water quality by reducing water pollution, and
protecting soil quality, and achieve effective management of
water resources through, for example, the reversion of arable
land to unfertilised grassland and the construction of farm
wetlands to help treat low-level contaminated water; and

•

support animal health and welfare, thereby promoting the social
and environmental performance of the industry (and bringing
economic benefits to producers and the food industry),
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including its contribution to the Scottish landscape, and
enhancing the ability to cope with animal diseases.
Axis 3 supported the outcome of thriving rural communities.
Supporting the diversification of rural enterprise and facilitating
sustainable growth by generating employment opportunities beyond
the land-based industries, to:
•

add wider value to rural goods and services, encouraging the
development of businesses, including tourism, that can
capitalise on the high quality of rural Scotland’s natural and
historic environment;

•

build capacity in local communities, through training and skills
development, and through support for the creation and
development of micro-enterprises and social enterprise service
providers;

•

promote public enjoyment and understanding of the countryside
through raising awareness of countryside activities, assisting
land managers to provide facilities for use by local communities
and visitors, and promoting community involvement in land
management; and

•

support rural services and infrastructure at a local level through
support for local facilities in rural communities.

Axis 4 aimed to increase the capacity of local community and business
networks to build human capital, stimulate innovation and co-operation
locally. Axis 4 represented the mainstreaming of the former
Community Initiative LEADER. Although primarily contributing towards
achieving the objectives of Axis 3, LEADER was expected to
contribute to outcomes under Axes 1 and 2 as well.
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The themes and local strategies were set by Local Action Groups
(LAGs) which brought together community representatives with the
major actors shaping public service and investment.
Tables 2.1 and 2.2 (over) show the SRDP Measures and Schemes.
Table 2.1: SRDP 2007-2013 Measures
Number
111

Measure Title
Vocational training and information actions

112

Setting up of young farmers

114

3

3

Use of advisory services

121

Modernisation of agricultural holdings

122

Improvement of the economic value of forests

123

Adding value to agricultural and forestry products

124

Cooperation for development of new products

125

Infrastructure related to the development and adaptation of agriculture
and forestry

132

Participation of farmers in food quality schemes

212

Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps other than mountain areas

214

Agri-environment payments

215

Animal welfare payments

216

Non-productive investments

221

First afforestation of agricultural land

223

First afforestation of non-agricultural land

225

Forest-environment payments

227

Non-productive investments

311

Diversification into non-agricultural activities

312

Business creation and development

313

Encouragement of tourism activities

321

Basic services for the economy and rural population

323

Conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage

331

Training and information

341

Skills acquisition, animation and implementation

411

Implementing local development strategies - competitiveness

412

Implementing local development strategies - environment/land
management

Measure 114 was closed down via a modification to the programme. The Measure was then not implemented.
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413

Implementing local development strategies - quality of life /
diversification

421

Implementing cooperation projects

431

Running the local action group, acquiring skills and animating the
territory as referred to in Article 59

511

Technical Assistance

Table 2.2: SRDP 2007-2013 Schemes
Abbreviation used in
Scheme Title

the report

Crofting Countries Agricultural Grant Scheme

CCAGS

Challenge Funds

CF

Food Processing Marketing and Co-operation
Links Between Activities Developing the Rural Economy

FPMC
LEADER

Less Favored Area Support Scheme
Land Managers Options
Rural Priorities
Skills Development Scheme

LFASS
LMO
RP
SDS

2.2 Programme Budgets
2.2.1 Allocation at Programme level and Axis level
The SRDP 2007-2013 had a total final budget of €2,133m of which
€1,444m represented the total public sector budget. The Programme
reached an actual total public spend of €1,425m, which was 98.7% of
its budget. The Programme had an average co-financing rate of
47.6% against an original budgeted average co-financing rate of
31.5%. Axis 2 was the main focus of the Programme accounting for
72.2% of its actual spend. Axis 3 accounted for 8.3% of actual spend,
missing the required minimum allocation of 10% set by the EC.
The final agreed budget profile in Euros for the SRDP is presented in
Table 2.3 showing the split between EAFRD, Scottish Government
domestic contribution and the anticipated private sector contributions.
Ex-Post Evaluation of the SRDP 2007-2013 – Final Report: The Scottish Government

11

Table 2.3 is the only table where we have included the anticipated
private contributions, as to the best of our knowledge private
contributions were not routinely captured by the Scottish Government.
The private sector contribution figures were taken from the original
budget of 2008 and as far as we know no changes have been made to
them since then. Following the spending review in 2008, the Scottish
Government reduced its budgeted contribution by 48% with EAFRD
increasing by 0.04% and private sector contributions remaining
unchanged.
Table 2.3: Final Agreed Budget Profile (in €)
Public Sector Budget
Total Budget

Domestic

EAFRD

Anticipated Private
Sector
Contributions

1

329,584,798

65,730,593

99,401,356

164,452,849

2

1,206,938,674

612,175,616

474,933,258

119,829,800

3

170,880,317

64,694,158

55,619,970

50,566,189

4

106,377,506

19,491,829

46,722,114

40,163,563

5

5,365,581

2,797,755

2,567,826

0

1,819,146,876

764,889,951

679,244,524

375,012,401

Axis

Total

Table 2.4 below illustrates the changes to the SRDP total public
contribution from the original budget in 2008 through to the final
agreed budget in 2013 and actual spend. Tables 2.5 and 2.6 show
the split between EAFRD (Table 2.7) and Scottish Government (Table
2.8) contributions.
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Table 2.4: Total Public Spending at Programme and Axis Level
(in €)

Actual Spend

Actual
Spend as %
of Final

Actual
Spend as %
of Original

165,131,949

203,455,137

123%

66%

1,468,678,865

1,087,108,874

1,029,647,607

94%

70%

3

247,767,585

120,314,128

118,718,939

98%

47%

4

107,544,354

66,213,943

68,145,602

102%

63%

5

3,338,592

5,365,581

5,375,686

100%

161%

2,133,281,340

1,444,134,475

1,425,342,971

98.7%

66.81%

Original 2008
Budget

Final Agreed
Budget

1

305,951,943

2

Axis

Total

Table 2.5: EAFRD Allocation by Axis (in €)

Actual Spend

Actual Spend
as % of Final

Actual
Spend as %
of Original

99,401,356

99,221,265

99.8%

102%

463,223,724

474,933,258

474,416,608

99.9%

102%

3

78,146,303

55,619,970

55,570,306

99.9%

71%

4

37,640,524

46,722,114

46,674,654

99.5%

124%

5

834,648

2,567,826

2,560,942

99.7%

307%

676,342,944

679,244,524

678,416,775

99.9%

100%

Original 2008
Budget

Final Agreed
Budget

1

96,497,745

2

Axis

Total

The EAFRD allocation (in real terms) has remained fairly constant
across the final budget and actual spend at Programme level. There
are some variations between Axes, for example Axis 3 spent 71% of
its original EAFRD budget and Axis 4 124%. EAFRD spend on Axis
5 4 was greatly increased, amounting to 307% of the original budget.
The small underspend of €0.2m EAFRD against the final agreed
budget, is reported to arise primarily from recoveries in 2015, which
could not be utilised anymore for other operations. The Scottish
Government see it as a significant achievement to have managed the
SRDP 2007-2013 budget allocations for EAFRD to such a small
margin of difference against the final budget given the significant
4

Technical Assistance
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range of variables including exchange rates, co-financing rates and
recoveries over a seven year period 5.
Table 2.6: Scottish Government Allocation by Axis (in €)

Actual Spend

Actual Spend
as % of Final

Actual
Spend as a%
of Original

65,730,593

104,233,872

158%

49%

1,005,455,140

612,175,616

555,231,000

90%

55%

3

169,621,282

64,694,158

63,148,633

98%

37%

4

69,903,831

19,491,829

21,497,949

110%

30%

5

2,503,944

2,797,555

2,814,745

100%

112%

1,456,938,396

764,889,951

746,926,199

98%

51%

Original 2008
Budget

Final Agreed
Budget

1

209,454,199

2

Axis

Total

Whilst the EAFRD has remained relatively constant conversely, there
have been considerable changes to the Scottish Government’s
contribution as detailed in Table 2.8. At Programme level actual
spend was close to the final budget of the SRDP at 98%, however this
only represented half of its original budget (51%) due to the Spending
Review of 2008.
Table 2.6 shows that the budget cuts were significant across all Axes.
However, some cuts were later revised to offer further support to the
rural economy. In some cases the final budget was significantly
exceeded, most notably for Axis 1 (158%).
Similarly, Axis 4 having experienced the largest reduction of its original
budget (31%), had a final actual spend 10% higher than its final
budget.

2.2.2 Allocation at Programme level and Axis level
The EC Rural Development Regulation provides a framework which
requires Member States to operate within a fixed minimum allocation
5

Report by Head of Finance to CAP Strategic Board, May 2016
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of EAFRD under each Axis. The tables below show the breakdown of
allocation between each Axis of Total Public Spending level and
(Table 2.7) EAFRD (Table 2.8) and Scottish Government contribution
(Table 2.9).
The tables highlight the dominance of Axis 2 (75% of the Final SRDP
budget) in comparison to the other Axes. In addition, the tables show
the increase in Axis 2 and the reduction in Axis 3 allocations between
the original and final budgets.
Table 2.7: Allocation of Total Public Spend between Axes (%)
Axis

Original budget

Final Budget

Actual Spend

1

14.3%

11%

14%

2

68.8%

75%

72%

3

11.6%

8%

8%

4

5%

5%

5%

5

0.2%

0.4%

0.4%

Total

100%

100%

100%

Table 2.8 shows the required minimum EAFRD per Axis and
compares it to the original budgeted allocation from 2008, the final
budget as per Modification 15 in 2013 and the actual spend for the
completed Programme.
Table 2.8: Allocation of EAFRD between Axes (%)
Required
Minimum

Original
Budget

Final Budget

Actual Spend

1

10%

14%

15%

15%

2

25%

68%

70%

70%

3

10%

12%

8%

8%

4

5%

6%

7%

7%

5

NA

0.1%

0.4%

0.4%

100%

100%

100%

Axis

Total
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Budget allocations and actual spend for Axes 1 and 2 remained quite
similar. Allocations to Axes 4 and 5 increased, and the allocation to
Axis 3 significantly reduced (in fact to under the required minimum
10% for the Axis).
Table 2.9 below shows the changes of Scottish Government
contributions in percentage terms from the original budget to final
budget and actual spend. This shows that there were much greater
changes between budgets and actual spend than there was for
EAFRD. The actual spend for Axis 2 was higher at 74% than originally
budgeted (69%) and the actual spend for Axis 3 lower at 9% than
budgeted (12%). The actual spend was also lower for Axis 4 at 3%
than originally budgeted (5%).
The budget cuts, therefore, created a proportionately increased focus
on the agri-environmental Axis (from 69% to 80%) while all other Axes
were reduced in their proportionate budget share of the Final Budget.
However, actual spend in Axis 1 was higher than expected, reducing
the emphasis of Axis 2 for the benefit of initiatives supporting the
modernisation and restructuring of the rural economy (Axis 1
interventions).
Table 2.9: Allocation of Scottish Government Contribution at Axis
Level (%)
Axis

Original budget

Final Budget

Actual Spend

1

14%

9%

14%

2

69%

80%

74%

3

12%

9%

9%

4

5%

3%

3%

5

0.2%

0.3%

0.4%

Total

100%

100%

100%

Table 2.10 shows the co-financing rate of EAFRD as part of public
spending by Axis. Because of the budget cuts in domestic
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expenditure, the co-financing rates increased significantly to ensure
full draw down of EAFRD allocation. The reason the overall
Programme co-financing rate was as low as 48% is due to the large
size of the Axis 2 budget (€474m, 75% of SRDP budget) and the
relatively small budget of Axis 4 (€46m) which had a considerably
increased co-financing rate of 69% of actual spend. Co-financing
rates were varied many times during the Programme as a tool to
manage currency fluctuation and maximise the drawdown of EAFRD.
Table 2.10: Co-financing rate of EAFRD to Total Public Spending
by Axis (%)
Axis

Original budget

Final Budget

Actual Spend

1

32%

60%

49%

2

32%

44%

46%

3

32%

46%

47%

4

35%

71%

69%

5

25%

48%

48%

Total

32%

47%

48%

2.2.3 Financial allocations by Measure
In Table 2.11 (over) we present the original and the final agreed total
public budget of the SRDP on a Measure by Measure basis.
The co-financing rate indicates the percentage of EAFRD that is
included in the total public spending figures. The actual spend as a
percentage of the final budget is shown to assess the extent to which
Measures have met their budgeted allocations.
We have applied a traffic light approach to highlight the extent to
which those budgets were achieved within or out-with a given range of
their target values. Green = on target or above; Amber = 75%
achieved or more; Red = under 75% achieved.
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Table 2.11: Financial Allocation and Spend by Measure (in € and %)

Measure
Code

Original Total
Public 2008
SRDP Budget

Final Agreed
Total Public
Budget

Final as
Percentage of
Original
Budget

Vocational training and
information actions

54,760,549

3,610,825

Setting up of young farmers

14,600,507

Measure / Axis

Actual Total
Public Spend

Percentage of
Actual Spend
of total Axis
Spend

Co-financing
rate (%) on
Actual Spend

Actual Spend
of Final
Budget

7%

3,741,425

2%

54%

104%

1,367,895

9%

1,367,897

1%

65%

100%

4,000,740

-

0

12,633

0%

98,110,644

126,877,056

129%

152,803,221

75%

50%

120%

5,110,176

283,291

5%

290,771

0%

49%

103%

Axis 1
111
112
114

6

Use of advisory services

121

Modernisation of agricultural
holdings

122

Improvement of the economic
value of forests

123

Adding value to agricultural
and forestry products

79,062,988

23,582,126

30%

35,120,594

17%

42%

149%

124

Cooperation for development
of new products

21,367,742

957,096

4%

1,677,087

1%

33%

175%

125

Infrastructure related to the
development and adaptation...

24,264,405

4,563,542

19%

4,544,073

2%

62%

100%

132

Participation of farmers in food
quality schemes

4,674,193

3,890,118

83%

3,897,435

2%

51%

100%

305,951,943

165,131,949

54%

203,455,137

100%

49%

123%

Total for Axis 1
6

Measure 114 was closed down via a modification to the programme. The Measure was then not implemented.
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Original Total
Public 2008
SRDP Budget

Final Agreed
Total Public
Budget

Final as
Percentage of
Original
Budget

Actual Total
Public Spend

Percentage of
Actual Spend
of total Axis
Spend

Co-financing
rate (%) on
Actual Spend

Actual Spend
of Final
Budget

212

Payments to farmers in areas
with handicaps other than
mountain areas

623,441,661

518,075,058

83%

520,247,823

51%

46%

100%

214

Agri-environment payments

371,143,510

228,572,543

62%

197,279,895

19%

47%

86%

215

Animal welfare payments

8,569,730

16,150,046

188%

16,273,069

2%

43%

101%

216

Non-productive investments

97,490,317

75,706,337

78%

63,124,671

6%

53%

83%

221

First afforestation of
agricultural land

120,504,617

149,655,698

124%

150,720,105

15%

44%

101%

223

First afforestation of nonagricultural land

120,504,617

66,608,947

55%

55,273,469

5%

45%

83%

225

Forest-environment payments

64,242,231

11,147,114

17%

8,936,147

1%

56%

80%

227

Non-productive investments

62,782,181

21,193,131

34%

17,792,428

2%

47%

84%

1,468,678,865

1,087,108,874

74%

1,029,647,607

100%

46%

95%

Measure
Code

Measure / Axis

Axis 2

Total for Axis 2

Ex-Post Evaluation of the SRDP 2007-2013 – Final Report: The Scottish Government

19

Measure
Code

Measure / Axis

Original Total
Public 2008
SRDP Budget

Final Agreed
Total Public
Budget

Final as
Percentage of
Original
Budget

Actual Total
Public Spend

Percentage of
Actual Spend
of total Axis
Spend

Co-financing
rate (%) on
Actual Spend

Actual Spend
of Final
Budget

Axis 3
311

Diversification into nonagricultural activities

40,064,516

21,846,300

54%

25,104,518

21%

49%

115%

312

Business creation and
development

37,393,547

8,888,589

24%

12,557,272

11%

43%

141%

313

Encouragement of tourism
activities

91,614,187

59,332,901

65%

50,612,959

43%

39%

85%

321

Basic services for the
economy and rural population

49,181,142

13,974,442

28%

14,138,030

12%

56%

101%

323

Conservation and upgrading of
the rural heritage

14,823,870

16,253,747

110%

16,270,582

14%

62%

100%

331

Training and information

9,348,388

18,149

0.2%

23,720

0%

69%

131%

341

Skills acquisition,
49%

118,718,939

100%

47

99%

Total for Axis 3

247,767,585

120,314,128
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Original Total
Public 2008
SRDP Budget

Final Agreed
Total Public
Budget

Final as
Percentage of
Original
Budget

411

Implementing local
development strategies competitiveness

29,438,020

20,736,945

412

Implementing local
development strategies environment/land
management

29,438,020

413

Implementing local
development strategies quality of life / diversification

421

Implementing cooperation
projects

431

Running the local action
group, acquiring skills and ...

Measure
Code

Measure / Axis

Actual Total
Public Spend

Percentage of
Actual Spend
of total Axis
Spend

Co-financing
rate (%) on
Actual Spend

Actual Spend
of Final
Budget

70%

21,124,443

31%

65%

102%

4,145,518

14%

4,280,588

6%

73%

103%

29,438,020

30,809,716

105%

32,307,323

47%

72%

105%

8,279,709

2,328,210

28%

2,310,573

3%

67%

99%

10,950,586

8,193,554

75%

8,122,675

12%

62%

99%

107,544,354

66,213,943

62%

68,145,602

100%

69%

100%

3,338,592

5,365,581

161%

5,375,686

100%

48%

100%

3,338,592

5,365,581

161%

5,375,686

100%

48%

100%

2,133,281,340

1,444,134,475

68%

1,425,342,971

48%

99%

Axis 4

Total for
Axis 4
Axis 5
511
Total for
Axis 5
Overall
Total

Technical Assistance

Ex-Post Evaluation of the SRDP 2007-2013 – Final Report: The Scottish Government

21

Axis 1 - Green
The budget for Axis 1 reduced by 46%, between the original and final
budget, with substantial reductions being made to Measures 111
Vocational training (93%), 112 Young Farmers (91%), 122
Improvement in economic value of forests (95%) and 124 Cooperation
for new products (96%). Only Measure 121 Modernisation of
agricultural holdings received an increase (29%). Reasons for the
transfer of funds were recorded in Annual Reports as being the result
of slow up take in the affected Measures, with reasons for this
including low interest rates (affecting interest rate relief to young
farmers Measure 112) and relatively low grant co-financing rates of
50% for Measure 122 and difficulties in accessing match funding in
Measure 124. The allocation to Measure 121 was increased greatly in
2013 (Modification 14) to help support economic recovery and offset
increases in prices and lower consumer consumption via increased
efficiencies in production. Measure 123, with 17% of Axis spend, was
the second biggest Measure of Axis 1. The average co-financing rate
for Axis 1 was 49%, with this varying between Measures from 33% for
Measure 124 to 65% for Measure 112. All Measures in Axis 1 met or
exceeded their budgeted spend, with the Axis as a whole reaching
123% of actual spend to final budget. Measures 123 and 124 in
particular exceeded their final budget by 149% and 175% respectively.
Measure 121 also exceeded its budget with actual spend being 120%
of its final budget.

Axis 2 - Amber
Axis 2 saw the lowest decrease between its original and final budget,
with a reduction of 26%. However, the budget of two Measures;
Animal welfare payments (Measure 215) and First afforestation
(Measure 221) were increased quite substantially, 188% and 124%
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respectively. The biggest reductions were to Forest Environment
payments Measure 225 (83%) and Non-productive investments
Measure 227 (66%). The dominant Measures in Axis 2, and the whole
Programme, were LFASS Measure 212 accounting for 51% of the Axis
actual spend and Measure 214 Agri-environment payments which
accounted for 19% of spend. Together these two Measures had 50%
of the total SRDP budget representing the strongest strategic priorities
of the SRDP. The average co-financing rate for the Axis was 46%
with less variation between Measures than Axis 1. Rates varied from
43% in Animal welfare payments Measure 215, to 56% in Forest
environment payments Measure 225. Overall Axis 2 did not achieve
its actual spend to budget target, reaching 95%, however, three out of
the eight Measures achieved or exceeded their final budget. The
lowest performing Measure was 225 which spent 80% of its budget
and featured the highest co-financing rate.

Axis 3 - Amber
The Axis 3 budget saw the biggest decrease from original to final
budget with a reduction of 51%. Measure 331 was the most
dramatically reduced from €9m to just €18k which is a reduction of
99.7%. Other Measures that were substantially reduced included
Measure 312 Business creation and development (76%) and Measure
321 Basic services (72%). Measure 321 was transferred to LEADER
during the Programme. Measure 323 Conservation and upgrading of
rural heritage, was the only Measure to have its allocation increased
(by 10%). The two dominant Measures in Axis 3 were Encouragement
of tourism activities Measure 313, accounting for 43% of the Axis
budget and Diversification into non-agricultural activities, Measure
311, accounting for 21% of the Axis budget. The actual average cofinancing rate for the Axis was 47% with rates varying from 39% for
Measure 313 to 69% for Measure 331. With the exception of Measure
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313 which achieved 85% of actual spend to budget, all other
Measures either met or exceeded their budget, with the overall actual
spend to budget being 99% for the Axis as a whole.

Axis 4 - Green
Axis 4 funding was reduced by 38% from original to final budget, and
would have been greater had the Measure 321 Basic Services budget
not been transferred to LEADER. The biggest reductions in budgets
occurred in Measure 412 Implementing local development strategies,
environment and land management (86%) and Measure 421
Cooperation projects which was reduced by 62%. Implementing local
development strategies, Quality of life Measure 413, increased by 5%.
In reality the split between Measures 411, 412 and 413 was less well
defined as LEADER usually funded multi sectoral projects. The two
dominant Measures in Axis 4 were 413 and 411 which represented
47% and 31% of Axis spend. The Cooperation Measure 421
accounted for the smallest spend at just 3% of the Axis, followed by
Measure 412 at 6%. This may reflect the lower priority that was given
to cooperation and the environment in LEADER in this programme.
Measure 431, which encompasses the running and management
costs of the 20 Scottish LAGs, accounted for 12% of the Axis
expenditure. The overall co-financing rate was 69% at Axis level
which is by far the highest co-financing rate of all the Axes. This
varied from 62% in Measure 431 Running LAGs to 73% in Measure
412 Implementing local development strategies, environment and land
management. Overall Axis 4 achieved 100% spend to budget with
Measures 421 and 431 being very close to target at 99%.
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Axis 5 - Green
The budget for Axis 5 Technical assistance rose substantially (by
61%) from the original budget to final budget. The actual spend in
Axis 5 met its target with an intervention rate of 48%.

2.2.4 Summary of financial allocations
The overall budget for the SRDP reduced by 32% from an anticipated
public spending value of €2.133 billion when approved in 2008 to
€1.425 billion. Whereby, the Scottish Government contribution was
reduced by 52%, while the EAFRD budget remained almost
unchanged with an increase of 0.03%.
The drastic reduction of the overall SRDP budget left the internal
distribution of funding across the four Axes fairly intact, with only Axis
5 seeing an increase. Within Axes, however, the review impacted
quite differently across the Measures, whereby a number of areas
originally identified as in need of development, such as training
(Measures 111 and 331), Setting up of young farmers (Measure 112),
and Co-operation for development of new products (Measure 124),
Economic improvements and payment in forestry (Measures 122 and
225) took significant cuts to a sixth and below of their original budget
value. In contrast, some of the bigger Measures including
modernisation (Measure 121) and first afforestation (Measure 221)
received increases to their original budget.

2.3 Programme Performance Indicators
The Performance Indicator framework of the SRDP was created in
direct alignment with the CMEF as part of the EAFRD requirements.
Output, result and impact indicators formed the three groups of
performance measurement whereby data for output and result
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indicators were captured via project reporting (in the case of the GVA
result indicator data capture was undertaken via a number of
evaluation surveys) and impact indicators assessed and calculated
through evaluation.

2.3.1 Performance targets
While quantitative targets were identified for the output and result
indicators, the SRDP did not have any targets regarding their
anticipated impacts.
Throughout the SRDP and supported by the ongoing evaluation, there
was a strong focus on improving the data capture to inform reporting
of the performance indicators. This work has been more successful
with the output indicators than with the result indicators. In the
majority of cases, the budget reductions made were not ‘translated’
into changing the performance targets which remained largely
unaffected. Although recommended by the evaluations of the SRDP
throughout, the decision not to change was based on a number of
reasons partly relating to the difficult and unresolved issues of
gathering performance data across the various schemes and their
different reporting systems, and partly due to a focus on the future, i.e.
it was considered more important to look to the new Programme and
learning lessons for it.
‘Target Setting’ has been one of the weaknesses of the SRDP and
despite repeated calls from the PMC for greater detailed information
on outcomes from the Programme, the focus of managing the
Programme remained on the financial rather than physical aspects. It
is therefore problematic to assess the extent to which the SRDP
actually achieved against its targets (outputs and results
performance), particularly as there also is a wide range in
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achievement (both, significantly over, or significantly underperforming).
The following sections and tables seek show what has been reported
in terms of targets and achievements. The efficiency and unit costs
indicators are presented in Section 3.8.15.

2.3.2 Programme output indicators
In Table 2.12 below, we have applied a traffic light approach to
indicate how closely Measures achieved their target values. Green =
on target or above; Amber = 75% achieved or more; Red = under 75%
achieved.
Overall in Axis 1 performance met or exceeded targets for six
indicators, one Measure (125) performed within 75% of its target and
seven achieved less than 75% of their target. There are some
extremes, for example Measure 111 exceeded its target eight fold,
whilst at the same time seeing its budget reduced by 93%. Measure
121 was one of the most highly financed Measures in the Programme
with 10.7% of SRDP budget but only achieved 58% of target of farm
holdings supported with an average grant of €26,142. Adding value to
products, Measure 123 achieved 152% of target for supported
businesses and spent 149% of its final budget with a high average
grant of €161,103. Participation of farms in food quality schemes
(Measure 132) retained 83% of its original budget with targets only
reducing fractionally, but achieved only 41% of its targets. Measure
122 Improving economic value of forests proved unpopular due to
complex scheme rules and lower grant rates and only attracted 14
forest holders against a revised target of 37 (38%).
In Axis 2 performance met or exceeded targets for seven indicators,
four of which achieved multiple times their targets. Five Measures
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performed within 75% of their targets and four achieved less than 75%
of their target; for two Measures (214 & 225) the Physical area
supported (Ha) was not available.
Axis 2 was where the main focus of spending was in the SRDP with
Measures 212, 214 and 223 together representing over 50% of the
total Programme’s spend. Performance in relation to the number of
holdings and beneficiaries assisted in these three Measures were
exceeded or nearly met, however the area of land supported in each
Measure fell below target. In the output tables Measures 221 and 223
are combined as the Scottish Government were not able to
disaggregate the output data, although they have separate budget
lines in Table 2.11 above.
It was recognised by the Scottish Government that there was an overestimate in the actual average size of private woodlands in Scotland
when setting the targets for Measure 225 (Forest environment
payments) which may explain why, although the Measure greatly
exceeded the number of forest holders supported of 1,020 against a
target of 119 (857%), it only achieved 26% of its targets for total area
of forest supported. The Animal welfare payments Measure (Measure
215) saw its budget increased by 88% from original to final budget,
however it only achieved 44% of its targeted beneficiaries while over
achieved its number of contracts (128%). This would suggest that
there was reported low uptake of the Measure due to its complexity,
those that did take it up received multiple contracts.
In terms of output achievements against targets, Axis 3 was the
poorest performing of the four main Axes. Seven Measures performed
below 75% of target with six of these performing below 50% of target,
and two of the six reporting achievements in single percentage figures.
Two indicators achieved more than 75% of target (although as TVI
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indicators these cannot be verified) and the one Measure that did
exceed its target did so more than six fold. These extremes suggest
that target setting for this Axis was particularly problematic, particularly
for Measures 323 and 331. In Measure 323, Conservation and
upgrading of rural heritage, the budget was increased between original
and final by 10%, at the same time the targets were reduced from
1,000 to 564. The indicator Number of actions supported achieved
689% of its revised target with an average grant of €4,186, supporting
a much higher number of smaller projects than originally anticipated.
In Measure 331 Training and information the original budget dropped
from €9.3m to a final budget of €18k, a reduction of 99.8%, however
the targets only dropped from 500 to 330, of which a total of only 25
beneficiaries were supported (8%).
Axis 4 output indicators appear to be closer to target with six meeting
or exceeding their target, with one meeting over 75% of its target and
one below 75% of target. The indicators in Axis 4 are quite general,
counting number of LAGs and area and populations of LAGs. Axis 4
exceeded its support to beneficiaries but failed to meet its target on
cooperation projects (only 36% was achieved). This reflects the
perceived lower importance placed upon cooperation in the 2007-2013
LEADER Programme and barriers that some LAGs felt they
encountered when trying to establish cooperation projects.
It is also problematic to comment on the Total volume of investment
(TVI) indicators as to the best of the Evaluators’ knowledge,
beneficiaries’ private contributions were not recorded by the Scottish
Government and they are one of the components required in the
calculation of TVI.
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Table 2.12: Output Indicators – Targets and Actual Achievements
Original Target
Values

Final Agreed Target
Value

Actual Achieved

Achieved / Final
Target Value (%)

Number of participants in training

10,000

2,820

24,789

879%

Number of training days received

10,000

9,400

30,737

327%

500

23

51

222%

69.00

11.55

1.75

15%

Number of farm holdings supported

10,000

10,038

5,845

58%

Total volume of investment (€m)

158.00

384.895

160.00

42%

400

37

14

38%

23.00

0.957

0.59

62%

500

143

218

152%

166.00

79.609

88.54

111%

200

58

31

53%

Number of operations supported

3,800

1,145

864

75%

125

Total volume of investment (€m)

34.00

10.288

11.42

111%

132

Number of farm holdings supported

20,000

19,861

8,099

41%

Measure Code

Measure / Axis

Axis 1

111

Number of assisted young farmers
112

121

Total volume of investment (€m)

Number of forest holdings supported
122

Total volume of investment (€m)
Number of enterprises supported

123

Total volume of investment (€m)

124

Number of cooperation initiatives supported

Ex-Post Evaluation of the SRDP 2007-2013 – Final Report: The Scottish Government

30

Measure Code

Original Target
Values

Final Agreed Target
Value

Actual Achieved

Achieved / Final
Target Value (%)

13,000

13,976

13,251

95%

3,370,000

3,623,032

2,824,628

78%

4,500

5,590

8,952

160%

2,000,000

2,484,462

1,917,861

77%

20,000

24,845

NA

6,000

8,075

10,341

128%

Number of farm holdings supported

n/a

3,494

1,534

44%

Number of contracts

n/a

3,494

4,480

128%

4,500

6,242

2,772

44%

194.00

142.212

126.25

89%

500

582

1,921

330%

60,000

69,266

41,692

60%

500

119

1,020

857%

700,000

167,034

43,927

26%

<700,000

16,703

NA

Number of contracts

500

119

1,820

1529%

Number of forest holdings supported

147

191

817

428%

106.00

19.958

15.64

78%

Measure / Axis

Axis 2
Number of holdings supported
212

UAA supported (Ha)
Number of holdings supported
Total area supported (Ha)
Physical area supported (Ha)

214

215

Number of contracts

Number of holdings supported
216

Total volume of investment (€m)
Number of beneficiaries

221 & 223

Area of afforested land (Ha)
Number of forest holdings supported
Total forest area supported (Ha)
Physical forest area supported (Ha)

225

227

Total volume of investment (€m)
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Measure Code

Measure / Axis

Original Target
Values

Final Agreed Target
Value

Actual Achieved

Achieved / Final
Target Value (%)

1,400

2,693

284

11%

68,000

71,122

63.25

89%

Axis 3
Number of beneficiaries
311

Total volume of investment (€m)

312

Number of micro-enterprises supported

600

1,759

102

6%

Number of new tourism activities supported

600

3,444

901

26%

34.00

96.777

52.01

54%

350

1,007

475

47%

148.00

27.017

21.08

78%

Number of actions supported

1,000

564

3,886

689%

Total volume of investment (€m)

15.00

24.7

35.32

143%

Number of economic actors supported

500

330

25

8%

331

Number of training days received

500

330

73

22%

341

Number of actions supported

NI

NI

NI

313

Total volume of investment (€m)
Number of actions supported

321

323

Total volume of investment (€m)
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Measure Code

Original Target
Values

Final Agreed Target
Value

Actual Achieved

Achieved / Final
Target Value (%)

at least 13

20

20

100%

at least 65,000

65,000

73,629

113%

900,000

900,000

1,509,709

168%

Number of projects financed by LAG

n/a

1,690

1,650

98%

Number of beneficiaries

n/a

15,225

28,028

184%

Axis 1 - 10 projects in
Scot, Axis 2 - 5
projects in Scot, Axis
3 - 80 projects in Scot

255

91

36%

Measure / Axis

Axis 4
Number of LAGs
2

Total size of the LAG area (km )
Total population in LAG area

411, 412, 413

Number of cooperation projects supported
421

Number of cooperating LAGs

at least 13

20

20

100%

431

Number of actions supported

n/a

348

877

252%

NI – not implemented (Measure 341 transferred to LEADER and not captured discreetly); n/a – not available
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2.3.3 Programme results indicators
To assess the extent of achievement against targets is difficult for the
Result indicators and may be to an extent problematic as there are
concerns that the target setting itself was problematic. Table 2.13
presents the Results targets and shows the Measures contributing to
the achievement of the targets. It highlights anomalies as where
results have been achieved, they are multiple times higher than their
target values and the majority of results have not achieved their target
value. In total two results indicators (R1 for Axis 1, No. of participants
[who] successfully ended training and R4 Value of agricultural
production under [a] recognised quality label) have met and exceeded
their target values, with partial achievement of target values in in three
other indicators (R6 the Agri-environment indicator, R10 Population in
rural area benefiting from improved services and R12 (for Axes 3 and
4) participants that successfully ended a training activity). Four of the
Result indicators (R2 Increase in Gross Value Added (GVA) in
supported farms, R3 Holdings introducing new products and/or
techniques, R7 Increase in non-agricultural GVA and R9 Additional
number of tourists) achieved less than 75% of their targets.
The MTE and the ongoing evaluation contracts focused on trying to
improve data collection for Result indicators. However, there is no
clear evidence in the final monitoring data that substantial
improvement had been achieved. The shortfall in this result indicator
may have come from difficulties in accurately recording the changes or
increases in numbers of tourists.
The GVA and employment result indicators were captured through a
number of surveys undertaken throughout the programme period
regarding indicators R2, R7 and R8 presented in the Table below
(Appendix A provides the details how CMEF formulas were applied).
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We are not clear how the survey findings were transferred into the
reported monitoring data sheets, as evaluation findings noted for most
relevant Measures that the survey findings were not sufficiently robust
at Measure level.
The findings of the ex-post evaluation combined calculation of the
GVA result indicator are presented below, after the table.
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Table 2.13: Results Targets

Result
Indicator

Title of Result

Applicable Measures

Original
Target
Value in
2007 AIR

Final
Agreed
Target
Value

Actual
Achieved

Achieved /
Final
Target
Value (%)

8,500

2,397

12,395

517%

69

3.19

NA

174

50

35.02

25

1.14

NA

180

8.83

5.67

64%

Axis 1
R1

R2

R3

R4
R5

Number of participants that successfully
ended a training activity related to
agriculture and/or forestry

Increase(Change) in Gross Value
Added in supported farms (€m)

Number of holdings/enterprises
introducing new products and/or
techniques
Value of agricultural production under
recognised quality label (€m)
Number of farms entering the market

111

Vocational training and information actions

112

Setting up of young farmers

121

Modernisation of agricultural holdings

122

Improvement of the economic value of forests

123

Adding value to agricultural and forestry products

124

Cooperation for development of new products

40

1.2

0.04

3%

125

Infrastructure related to the development / adapt…

37

3

-2.75

-92%

121

Modernisation of agricultural holdings

5,000

4,974

1,902

38%

122

Improvement of the economic value of forests

NA

38

7

18%

123

Adding value to agricultural and forestry products

500

143

95

66%

124

Cooperation for development of new products

200

58

16

28%

132

Participation of farmers in food quality schemes

NA

2

643

32,150%

Not programmed

NP

NP

NP

NP
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Result
Indicator

Title of Result

Applicable Measures

Original
Target
Value in
2007 AIR

Final
Agreed
Target
Value

Actual
Achieved

NP

NP

100,000

107,992

829,761

0

0

Achieved /
Final
Target
Value (%)

Axis 2

R6

R6

R6

Areas under successful land
management contributing to
biodiversity

Areas under successful land
management contributing to water
quality

Areas under successful land
management contributing to
mitigating climate change

212

Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps

214

Agri-environment payments

215

Animal welfare payments

216

Non-productive investments

221*

First afforestation of agricultural land

223*

First afforestation of non-agricultural land

225

Forest-environment payments

227

Non-productive investments

212

Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps

214

Agri-environment payments

215

Animal welfare payments

216

Non-productive investments

221*

First afforestation of agricultural land

223*

First afforestation of non-agricultural land

225

Forest-environment payments

227

Non-productive investments

212

Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps

214

Agri-environment payments

215

Animal welfare payments
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768%

No target

NA

62,340

31,269

50%

15,033

11,214

75%

1,335

NA

NP

NP

239,981

733,399

0

0

No target

NA

69,266

31,269

NP

NP

NP

NP

6,000

162,869

0

0

306%

45%

2714%

37

R6

R6

R6

Areas under successful land
management contributing to soil
quality

Areas under successful land
management contributing to
avoidance of marginalisation & land
abandonment

Total for Indicator:
Areas under successful land
management contributing to
biodiversity, water quality, mitigating

216

Non-productive investments

No Target

NA

221*

First afforestation of agricultural land

69,266

41,692

223*

First afforestation of non-agricultural land

225

Forest-environment payments

NP

NP

227

Non-productive investments

NP

NP

212

Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps

NP

NP

214

Agri-environment payments

95,992

723,250

215

Animal welfare payments

0

0

216

Non-productive investments

No Target

NA

221*

First afforestation of agricultural land

6,927

NA

223*

First afforestation of non-agricultural land

225

Forest-environment payments

NP

NP

227

Non-productive investments

0

NA

212

Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps

3,370,000

3,623,032

2,824,628

214

Agri-environment payments

NA

NA

NA

215

Animal welfare payments

NA

0

0

216

Non-productive investments

No Target

NA

221*

First afforestation of agricultural land

6,927

NA

223*

First afforestation of non-agricultural land

225

Forest-environment payments

NP

NP

227

Non-productive investments

0

NA

212

Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps

3,370,000

3,623,032

2,824,628

78%

214

Agri-environment payments

100,000

449,965

2,449,279

544%

215

Animal welfare payments

NA

NA

NA
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60%

753%

78%

38

climate change, soil quality and
avoidance of marginalisation & land
abandonment

216

Non-productive investments

100,000

NA

NA

221*

First afforestation of agricultural land

60,000

227,065

104,230

38%

223*

First afforestation of non-agricultural land

225

Forest-environment payments

700,000

15,033

11,214

75%

227

Non-productive investments

5,500

3,892

NA

100,000

186,700

872,244

467%

Water Quality

No target

309,247

764,668

247%

Mitigating Climate Change

No target

75,266

204,561

272%

Soil Quality

No target

165,258

723,250

438%

3,370,000

3,629,959

2,824,628

78%

Biodiversity

R6

Totals by Area of Land Management

Avoidance of marginalisation and land
abandonment
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Result
Indicator

Title of Result

Applicable Measures

Original
Target
Value in
2007 AIR

Final
Agreed
Target
Value

Actual
Achieved

Achieved /
Final
Target
Value (%)

700,000

15,033

11,214

75%

5,500

1,335

NA

Axis 3 and Axis 4

R7

R8

Increase in non-agricultural gross
added value in supported
businesses (€m)

Gross number of jobs created

225

Forest-environment payments

227

Non-productive investments

313

Encouragement of tourism activities

NA

81

17.82

22%

311

Diversification into non-agricultural activities

140

1,618

183

11%

312

Business creation and development

60

1,262

150

12%

313

Encouragement of tourism activities

60

2,811

136

5%

411

Implementing local development strategies

TBC

1,670

1,491

89%

421

Implementing cooperation projects

TBC

50

NA

313

Encouragement of tourism activities

150 bed
spaces

168,757

22,525

13%

R9

Additional number of tourists

R10

Population in rural areas benefiting
from improved services

321

Basic services for the economy and rural population

100,000

335,713

23,750

7%

323

Conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage

100,000

94,000

194,300

207%

R11

Increase in internet penetration

321

Basic services for the economy and rural population

NA

NP

NP

NP

331

Training and information

425

529

13

2%

341

Skills acquisition, animation and implementation…

40

NP

NP

NP

411

Implementing local development strategies

TBC

4,399

57,853

1,315%

431

Running the local action group, acquiring skills and ...

TBC

261

1,265

485%

R12

Number of participants that
successfully ended a training activity

* 221 and 223 are combined
NA – Not available
NP – Not Programmed
TBC – To be confirmed once LAG Business Plans approved
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2.3.4 GVA and employment result indicators
As explained earlier, the CMEF incorporated three result indicators
regarding the change in GVA in supported businesses and
employment:
•

change in GVA in supported agricultural and forestry holdings
(R2);

•

change in GVA in supported non-agricultural holdings (R7);
and

•

number of jobs created (R8).

Not all Axes and Measures are included under the above three
indicators which related specifically to the following:
•

change in GVA in supported farms:
o 112

Setting up of young farmers

o 121

Modernisation of agricultural holdings

o 122

Improvement of the economic value of forests

o 123

Adding value to agricultural and forestry products

o 124

Cooperation for development of new products

o 125

Infrastructure related to the development and

adaptation of agriculture and forestry
•

•

change in GVA in supported non-agricultural businesses:
o 225

Forest-environment payments

o 227

Non-productive investments

o 313

Encouragement of tourism activities

gross number of jobs created:
o 311

Diversification into non-agricultural activities

o 312

Business creation and development

o 313

Encouragement of tourism activities
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o 411

Implementing local development

strategies/competitiveness
o 421

Implementing cooperation projects

The targets for the two GVA result indicators have been drastically
reduced between the original and final budget stages and generally
performed poorly in actual achievement. In contrast, most targets for
the Gross Number of Jobs indicator have been increased
substantially between the original and final budget stages, but the
rationale for these changes is not clear. It is interesting to note, that
only for Measure 313 (Tourism) a connection between GVA change
and employment is made by the CMEF, all other Measure either
report on GVA or on employment, not both.
In order to arrive at more robust information, these data were also
captured through survey activity throughout the Programme period.
The responses were then analysed and the change in GVA was
calculated in line with the CMEF guidelines (the prescribed way in
which change in GVA is calculated is explained in Appendix A).
The results of the analysis regarding gross change in key business
growth characteristics, such as turnover, employment and GVA is
presented in the following sections.

Change in GVA in supported businesses
Table 2.14 presents the grossed-up change in GVA across supported
businesses over a period of two years by agricultural and nonagricultural businesses that participated in the various surveys.
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Table 2.14: Change in GVA in Supported Businesses Over Two
Years
Change in
GVA (£)

No of
Respondents

Population

Margin
of error

£2.3bn

£274m –
£296m

568

7,009

+/- 3.94

£132m

£22m £25m

216

1,762

+/- 6.25

Year 1

Year 3

Axis 1 –
agricultural
holdings

£2bn

Axis 3 –
nonagricultural
holdings

£109m

Overall, there has been a positive change / increase of £296m to
£321m in GVA over two years across all supported businesses in Axis
1 and Axis 3, broken down by:
•

agricultural businesses – £274m to £296m; and

•

non-agricultural businesses - £22m to £25m.

Gross impacts of the survey sample
In comparison to the GVA Result Indicator which measures change in
general, the Gross Impact indicates the increase and safeguarding of
jobs and GVA which has been brought about as a direct consequence
of SRDP investment. GVA impacts are higher than the result indicator
GVA change, primarily due to the inclusion of safeguarded job impacts
(generally safeguarded jobs maintain the same level of GVA), which
are not captured in the result indicator for GVA measuring change.
Tables 2.15 reports the gross impacts attributable to the support
based on direct feedback from surveyed businesses.
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Table 2.15: Gross impacts of the survey sample
Jobs

GVA

At the time of
survey

Future

At the time of
survey

Future

121

690

450

£17.6m

£13m

123

850

410

£28.2m

£10.3m

214

30

-

£1m

-

311

160

160

£2.2m

£2.9m

Axis 1

1,600

900

£59m

£30m

Axis 2

100

-

£3m

-

300
2,100

300
1,200

£4m
£67m

£4m
£34m

Axis 3
Programme

The total gross impacts 7 that have been created by SRDP
investment between 2007 and 2014 and are expected to be created in
the future (as a consequence of the investment), captured through our
survey of 1,239 beneficiary businesses are:
•

gross additional impacts created/safeguarded at the time
surveyed:
o 2,100 gross jobs created/safeguarded
o £67m gross GVA per annum generated/safeguarded;
and

•

gross additional impacts predicted in the future:
o 1,200 gross jobs created/safeguarded
o £34m gross GVA per annum generated/safeguarded.

7

Turnover and GVA rounded to the nearest £0.1m
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2.4 SRDP Governance
2.4.1 Managing Authority
From 2012 following a sequence of internal reorganisations the
Scottish Government's Agriculture, Food and Rural Communities
Directorate (SGAFRC) was the Managing Authority (MA) for the
SRDP 8. Scottish Government’s Rural Payments and Inspections
Directorate (SGRPID) was the Paying Agency for the SRDP.

2.4.2 Programme Monitoring Committee
The PMC was responsible for overseeing the management and
strategic direction of the Programme and was chaired by the Director
Rural and Environment, Scottish Government. The PMC had a broad
membership encompassing the wide range of rural stakeholders’
interests which the SRDP integrated. External representatives
included Scottish Lands and Estates (SLE), LEADER Local Action
Groups (LAGs), Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (CoSLA),
European Commission (EC), Confederation of National Forest
Industries (CONFOR), Scottish Environment Protection Agency
(SEPA), National Farmers Union Scotland (NFUS), Scottish Enterprise
(SE), Forestry Commission Scotland (FCS), Scottish Council for
Voluntary Organisations (SCVO), Highlands and Islands Enterprise
(HIENT), Scottish Tenant Farmers Association (STFA), Scottish
Environment LINK, Scottish Crofting Federation (SCF), Scottish
Environment LINK, South of Scotland Local Authority Economic
Development Group and Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH).

8

The MA started off as Scottish Government’s Rural Directorate (SGRD). In 2010 AIR it changed to the Scottish
Government’s Rural and Environment Directorate (SGRED). Then in 2012 AIR it became the Scottish Government’s
Agriculture, Food and Rural Communities Directorate (SGAFRC).
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There was no differentiation made between members with regard to
gender, although it was seen by some that there was a greater
dominance of men, which may reflect the industry in Scotland as a
whole. The PMC did not include any representatives of age specific
organisations and there were no members representing young people
(including Young Farmers), which may have been a missed
opportunity given the demand from the agricultural sector to push for
structural and succession changes in farming and crofting. The
interests of rural communities were mainly represented by SCVO and
HIE.
There were eighteen meetings of the PMC in total between April 2008
and December 2013. There were two meetings in 2008, three
meetings in 2009, four meetings in 2010, three meetings in 2011 and
2012 and in 2013. Attendees and apologies for each of the meetings
were recorded in the minutes. Attendance varied between meetings,
latterly the numbers attending the meetings became smaller and more
limited to the ‘core’ members. Towards the end of the 2007-2013
Programme a technical committee, the Rural Development
Operational Committee (RDOC) was convened to provide expert
knowledge to the Joint Programme Monitoring Committee, which was
formed under the Partnership Agreement for the 2014-2020 ESI funds.
The membership of the RDOC reflected and expanded the 2007-2013
PMC and it was agreed that during the period of transition between
the old and new programmes, the RDOC would assume the duties of
the SRDP 2007-2013 PMC.
Full minutes were taken of the majority of the meetings with
accompanying papers presented by contributors giving fuller details,
where and when appropriate. The evaluators have not had sight of all
the accompanying papers so are not able to comment on these in any
detail. Summaries of the minutes of each of the meetings were posted
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on line, although this did not always include all the accompanying
papers. The full minutes provided a running commentary on
discussions that took place in the PMC meetings with it being noted
that some decisions were made by correspondence following fuller
information being presented to members.
A few key issues encountered during the Programme implementation
are detailed below. Decisions have taken account of the various
reviews and evaluations that took place throughout the life of the
Programme:
•

bringing forward £15 million over two years from the later years
of the programme into 2010 to support hill farmers in Scotland’s
most fragile and very fragile areas through changes to the
LFASS;

•

reallocating funding of £10m from future years to 2010 and
2011 to bolster business development support under Measure
121;

•

introducing the changes in the CAP Health Check for business
development including increasing the allocation of EAFRD for
Measure 214 by €2.9m to take account of the European
Economic Recovery Package funding and increasing the
intervention rates for a number of measures including Slurry or
Manure Storage/Treatment by 10%;

•

increased co-financing rates over 2008 levels to offset the
depreciation of Sterling against the Euro. This increased cofinancing rates across the SRDP to 50% for all axes and
regions, thus increasing the budget to allow more funds to be
committed;
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•

reallocating some €1 million from Axis 2 to LEADER for
improving rural broadband services as announced by the
Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and the Environment on 10
June 2009;

•

increasing uplift in CCAGs for farmers under 40 by 10% in
2011;

•

January 2011 saw a tightening of the SRDP budget and the
PMC was invited to make suggestions as to how and where
priorities should be identified and targeted. Consideration had
to be given to meeting the minimum percentage spends across
the Axis, relevant to Axis 1 & 3;

•

a fast track approval process was implemented in May 2011 for
agri-environment projects up to £50,000 in Sites of Special
Scientific Interest and Natura Sites;

•

in order for RP to best deliver value for the remainder of the
Programme, a cap of £100,000 was placed on Axis 1
applications for the June 2012 assessment round; and

•

there were major shifts in allocation between Measures under
Modification 14, to target allocations in underperforming
Measures to help support economic recovery. For example the
budget for Measure 121 was increased from €203.4m to
€450.1m and reduction of budgets in a number of Axis 3
Measures.

2.4.3 Evaluative reflections regarding governance
The PMC had a role in reviewing the effectiveness of the SRDP,
taking into account the regional and scheme analysis of expenditure.
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This regional targeting was seen to make sense in theory to achieve
the most relevant results, however the quality of delivery varied across
the country lacking in sufficient clarity between local and regional
interventions 9.
There was a dominance in the discussions on RP and lesser attention
on some of the smaller and more niche schemes, for example FPMC
and CF.
According to the minutes and feedback from members of the PMC that
the MA informed the PMC about the running of the Programme, rather
than it having an influence over the direction of the Programme. For
some members the PMC was seen mainly to have a listening role;
they were informed rather than being enabled to help the MA
understand what was happening in practice and adjust the
Programme accordingly. According to findings from the stakeholder
consultations, the financial performance of the SRDP and achieving
spend were the main focus of the MA, whereby concerns about the
SRDP’s physical performance, monitoring of achievements and
measuring of results were less frequently discussed.
A constraint of the PMC’s more strategic role was the lack of
monitoring data allowing them to make assessments of the progress
the Programme was having. This was asked for by a number of PMC
members on several occasions. In the early stages of the Programme
a lot of data was not captured, although the recommendations of the
ongoing evaluations sought to rectify this. Latterly processes were put
in place to capture the majority of the required information but the
PMC minutes do not reveal that this type of information was passed on
to the PMC on a regular basis. The MA were not able to routinely
provide management information in a timescale that would allow
9

Final Report of the Rural Economy Working Group
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proactive action to be taken to shift the direction of the Programme,
although there was a desire to be more proactive.

2.5 SRDP Delivery Mechanisms
The SRDP was implemented and promoted through a total eight
delivery schemes with a mixture of multi-measure and single Measure
schemes. The use of these schemes, including a number linked to the
previous period, was intended to make SRDP support more
approachable and recognisable from a beneficiary perspective. The
schemes (particularly RP and LMO) allowed them to package multiple
Measures together with the aim that the combination of Measures
would achieve the required policy outcomes set out in the Strategic
Plan, the main driver for the SRDP 2007-2013. Schemes were also
designed to complement other domestic forms of development
support.
In this ambitious approach Rural Development Contracts were
identified as the key mechanism for ensuring the effective delivery of
these policy outcomes. The aim here was to implement a strategic
approach to business and land management planning. SRDP
Measures were therefore packaged under RP and LMO to illustrate
(particularly for applicants) how a combination of complementary
Measures is often required to achieve policy outcomes or how they
may contribute to more than one outcome. The aim of SRDP was to
provide integrated packages of support at holding or larger level
addressing regionally defined priorities rather than individual
interventions through single Measures. Regional Programme
Assessment Committees (RPAC) were established for RP to identify
local priorities and assess applications against these priorities.
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The eight delivery schemes were:
•

Rural Priorities (RP), the largest scheme in the SRDP covering
nineteen Measures and three Axes;

•

Land Managers Options (LMO) covered thirteen Measures and
three Axes;

•

Food Processing Marketing and Cooperation (FPMC) covered
two Measures;

•

Challenge Funds – Woodlands in and Around Towns (WIAT)
and Forests for People (F4P) incorporated two Measures each;

•

Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS) was a single
Measure scheme;

•

Skills Development Scheme (SDS) was a single Measure
scheme;

•

Crofters Community Agricultural Grant Scheme (CCAGS) was a
single Measure scheme; and

•

LEADER which was designed to contribute to the objectives of
the three Axes and although not required to could in theory
implement any of the Measures.

Further information on each of the SRDP schemes is provided in
Appendix B.
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3. Answers to Evaluation Questions
3.1 Introduction
Chapter 3 addresses all relevant Programme-level evaluation
questions including the Common Evaluation Questions (CEQ) and
draws on primary research and desk-based research findings.
The various topics are discussed on an axis-by-axis basis where
appropriate (further detail can also be obtained by the appended Topic
Guides for each Axis in Appendix C).

3.2 Relevance of the Programme Interventions
3.2.1 Relevance - Axis 1
The rationale for Axis 1 interventions, particular with regard to the
need to modernise and add value to agricultural and forestry products
was maintained throughout the SRDP implementation period.
In terms of financial allocation, modernisation and adding value to
agricultural and forestry products were the most dominant Measures in
Axis 1 (together accounting for 92% of all Axis 1 public spend). This
focus demonstrates the strategic relevance put on supporting
transformational change and improving the sustainability of agricultural
and forestry holdings. This emphasis on modernisation and
restructuring was felt to have been vitally important in supporting rural
businesses through difficult and uncertain times when confidence
levels were low. In this context, stakeholders observed that supported
rural businesses were able to develop better because of SRDP
funding than those not supported.

Ex-Post Evaluation of the SRDP 2007-2013 – Final Report: The Scottish Government

52

Axis 1 Measures also sought to bring about positive environmental
effects (water quality, slurry management, energy preservation and
others), while relevant, it was difficult to attribute the extent to which
the SRDP actions contributed to the positive developments that were
experienced in view of other, more prominent support schemes (Feed
in Tariffs (FiT)), none the less, in principle Axis 1 and Axis 2
interventions complemented each other in these areas.
Axis 1 was taken up and spent by more than the expected numbers of
beneficiaries, demonstrating that the Programme was designed to
meet demand. In addition, the relevance of a number of schemes such
as CCAGS and SDS were commended for their demand-based and
industry-driven design.
Nevertheless, many believed that the SRDP was still too driven by the
desire to disburse financial resources and lacked focus to help rural
businesses, farm and forestry holdings to adapt to change, increase
their business viability and self-sufficiency. One of the biggest
challenges was considered the difficulties in accessing the SRDP,
particularly through one of the largest schemes, the RP. Because the
application process was so difficult, stakeholders felt that mainly those
rural businesses with the sufficient expertise and capabilities and/or
financial means to pay for agents to do the application for them were
actually able to access funding. This was widely reported and must
have affected the Programme’s strategic relevance regarding smaller
farm and forestry holdings and other micro rural businesses in the
Programme area.
Although Training (Measure 111) and Setting up of young farmers
(Measure 112) were identified as key weaknesses in rural Scotland,
the budgets for these Measures were drastically cut following the
Government Spending Review and instead of 500 only 51 young
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farmers were set up thereby missing out substantially on the originally
intended positive change. Thus the strategic relevance of the SRDP
on encouraging young farmers was significantly reduced.
In the case of Training (Measure 111), the original rationale was based
on delivering in-depth training presumably to achieve lasting impact on
abilities and capacities. However, monitoring data show that the
Measure was implemented with a significant number of beneficiaries
accessing a minimal amount of training. It is questionable how this
light-touch approach could have achieved lasting change. However,
stakeholders did report positive impacts from the Monitor Farms and
that relevant information was disseminated to a wide range of people.
Lower than expected up-take of some Axis 1 interventions, particularly
by rural businesses was widely explained by economic factors, such
as the recession, economic uncertainty and risk-averse financial
lenders. Although the farm and forestry sectors were less negatively
affected by this during the earlier years of the SRDP, during the later
years product price volatility and rising fuel prices led to substantially
falling income levels and increased need for support. While these
developments emphasise the continued relevance and need for SRDP
support, the positive change that had been generated by the
Programme was reduced to some extent by global market
developments.

3.2.2 Relevance - Axis 2
The objectives and Measures in Axis 2 were an appropriate response
to widely recognised environmental problems in relation to rural land in
Scotland.
There has been a long term decline in farmland biodiversity mostly as
a result of more intensive farming practices and loss of fringe and
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semi-natural habitat, but occasionally as a result of abandonment,
which could, for example, have influenced the decline of some
moorland waders. More widely evident but less well targeted by the
SRDP has been a diminution in landscape quality as a result of
degeneration of e.g. shelter belts and poor field boundary
maintenance, especially of drystone dykes. These landscape features
also provide habitat connectivity.
With LFASS, the largest Measure of Axis 2 (€520m spend
representing 75% of Axis spend), the SRDP continued with a long
established and popular funding scheme. LFASS comprised an
income transfer to farmers on poorer land but it was thought of as
lacking in directing SRDP monies more directly towards intended
activities. Without monitoring in place to inform about any effects of the
investment, this is a distinct area of missed opportunity to monitor and
assess change created. Grieve et al. 2016 highlights that a number of
key stakeholders questioned the Scheme’s utility as it was regarded
as too blunt and ineffectual as an environmental policy tool.
Notwithstanding this, LFASS was part of the support of High Nature
Value (HNV) farming (Type 1 HNV regarding rough grazing).
Water and soil can both be adversely affected by farming and forestry
practices. Remediation strategies are well known with respect to
water and normally entail better protection of watercourses through
fencing and buffer strips, reduced and more timely fertiliser application
and better manure storage and more timely application. Manure
storage was covered under Axis 1, but other water-related Measures
were found in Axis 2. Soil quality has been compromised by intensive
cropping and erodible soils are still used for intensive crops with
resultant high levels of soil loss in some catchments. Water quality,
driven by commitments towards water quality improvements in the
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Water Framework Directive, was much more effectively targeted in the
2007-2013 SRDP than soil quality.
Animal health and welfare Measures could only contribute a little to
headline environmental problems associated with land use and the
Scottish environment with the exception that better livestock health will
almost certainly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions per unit of
output.
In relation to forestry, there is an evident lack of a farm forestry
tradition in Scotland compared to continental Europe and a legacy of
rapid often mono-cultural afforestation by the state and private
foresters in the 20th Century when major state or grant-aided private
afforestation occurred primarily for strategic reasons. The SRDP
2007-2013 provided substantial funds for afforestation on farm and
other land and for environmental enhancement of forestry. Over the
funding period and in response to major flooding events, some
authorities argued for afforestation to mitigate flooding and pilot
projects have been established.
The major environmental needs confronting the rural land use sector
were largely recognised in the SRDP 2007-2013. The major gaps
were with respect to soil protection and enhancement, flood mitigation
where land use was implicated as a causal factor and in relation to
[the lack of] any strategy in the SRDP to address farm level GHG
emissions. Because the environmental problems associated with rural
land use are highly varied over space, the use of targeting can be
seen to enhance policy impact. LFASS and some biodiversity
Measures were targeted, as were water quality-related Measures, but
the degree of targeting as a whole was limited with consequential loss
of impact.
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To a considerable extent, many of Scotland’s environment-related
problems associated with land use were addressed by the SRDP
2007-2013. The principal changes have been with respect to
successful engagement with recovery strategies for some bird species
such as corncrake, chough and corn bunting and with addressing
water quality issues in priority catchments. The desired changes in
forestry were arguably already moving in the right direction. HNV land
has been mapped in this policy period, but the procedures lacked the
sophistication of procedures in many other EU countries and provided
little support for associated targeted interventions.
The activities and outputs of Axis 2 were broadly consistent with the
strategic objectives of the Programme, although there are still
significant outstanding needs to be addressed in relation ensuring high
nature values are maintained in HNV farming areas; supporting
biodiversity enhancement, protecting water quality, protecting soil and
addressing land-based GHG emissions.

3.2.3 Relevance - Axis 3
The main focus and primary objective under Axis 3 was to achieve
thriving rural communities and support aimed to achieve this by
diversifying rural enterprise, facilitating sustainable growth in the rural
economy and generating employment opportunities beyond the landbased industries. The overall approach to the Axis was therefore
integrative, encouraging applicants to address rural issues from
different angles in support of each other. It was originally designed to
pursue four identified priorities. These were to:
•

add wider value to rural goods and services, including tourism;

•

build capacity in local communities;

Ex-Post Evaluation of the SRDP 2007-2013 – Final Report: The Scottish Government

57

•

promote public enjoyment and understanding of the
countryside; and

•

support rural services and infrastructure at a local level.

The central focus on rural tourism and other rural enterprises is
reflected in the final budgetary allocations; Measure 313,
Encouragement of tourism activities being allocated almost half of the
final budget for Axis 3 (49%) with complementary business
development support, Measures 311 Diversification and 312 Business
creation accounting for a further 26% of the final Axis budget
allocations.
The intervention logic underpinning this was to address the identified
weaknesses in rural tourism by seeking to improve the attractiveness
of the rural area and thereby encourage tourism activity. In so doing
the dual focus of the Axis on diversifying the rural economy and
improving the quality of life could be linked and addressed in tandem.
No significant changes in rural development policy affecting the logic
for Axis 3 are recorded in the Annual Reports other than a renewed or
strengthened focus at Scottish and European levels for supporting
economic growth and sustainability.
The SRDP First Stage Review and the MTE confirmed the continuing
policy relevance and strategic fit of Axis 3 with no major changes
suggested. In addition, stakeholders and SRDP beneficiaries
consulted during this ex-post evaluation strongly confirmed the
ongoing relevance of the focus of support and stressed the importance
of the availability of such support to rural businesses when facing the
uncertainties and challenges which emerged through the Programme
period.
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The Spending Review and adjustments to Sterling following the 2008
financial crisis saw changes to the Axis 3 allocations by Measure and
an overall Axis level reduction to 49% of the original budget. As noted
in Chapter 2 the final total public expenditure for Axis 3 failed to meet
the 10% minimum specified in the EAFRD Regulation and possibly
suggests a lessening of the strategic importance accorded to the Axis.
The changes in budgetary allocations within the Axis demonstrated a
proportional strengthening of focus on tourism and diversification
through Measures 313 and 311 and the economic recovery outcomes
sought. There were also significant shifts within elements of the
Quality of Life objectives in particular in strengthening the focus on
conservation and upgrading of the rural heritage.
The subsequent achievement of spend against the allocations
suggests that Axis 3 was meeting demand from the targeted sectors.
With the exception of Measure 313 (85%) all exceeded 100%. This
suggests that programming had targeted clear development needs.
The increases in the number of beneficiaries or interventions targeted
under Axis 3 Measures were in line with the shift in Scottish
Government policy towards targeting smaller businesses.
As a result, the way in which support was delivered perhaps did not
reflect the limited effects of the economic crisis on land owners /
managers, the influence of other sectoral factors and the changing
realities of the rural tourism sector and market. Those able to access
and absorb support were relatively well established businesses. This
appears to be reflected in the uptake of Measure 313 in terms of
number of activities supported which remained very low at 26% of its
target although the Measure achieved 85% spend of its budget. There
was a risk the approach to support under the Axis was demand, input
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and output led (and spend focused) rather than strategically driven by
the outcomes sought.
As in Axis 1, the delivery mechanism, RP in particular, had difficulty in
reaching the targeted beneficiaries whilst other, much smaller
Schemes were much more popular in implementing activities in the
area of conservation and basic services. Taken at face value these
figures are contradictory with the allocation of the Axis 3 budget and
could suggest that the logic was not appropriate to the needs of the
rural area.
In retrospect stakeholders and beneficiaries consulted suggest that
although the Axis intervention logic remained sound, the adjustments
to allocations and targets were more a response to uptake and
demand considerations rather than policy shift or proactive redirection
to identified needs. The logic as designed was sound but not as
delivered. In particular prioritisation through the RPAC approach could
have been stronger.
In reality the key contribution required became more about sustaining,
improving and extending existing enterprises and rural tourism
provision, businesses and employment rather than creating new
enterprises or activities. A number of stakeholders felt that the
approach should have focused more overtly on contributing to the
resilience and adaptability of the rural business sector and the
contribution of this to thriving rural communities.
There was also some lack of clarity amongst stakeholders and
beneficiaries over the respective roles and focus of LEADER and the
Axis 3 Measures. This was also reflected by the Ex ante working
groups for the new Programme which identified Axis 3 as overlapping
with LEADER (Final Report of the Rural Economy Working Group
p.10). There were 20 LEADER local development strategies all of
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which addressed the intervention logic of Axis 3 to some extent.
However, rural stakeholder’s awareness that LEADER funding was in
fact SRDP funding was often low (primary research findings).

3.3 Effectiveness and Achievements
An overview of achievements are presented in Chapter 2, highlighting
that more than the anticipated number of people benefited from
accessing the Programme. One of the key challenges of the SRDP
was target setting and monitoring to clearly assess the effectiveness in
which the Programme’s aims were achieved. Primary research
undertaken throughout the Programme period has helped, but was
usually narrowly focusing on the GVA results indicator and economic
impact assessment. To improve the lack of data capture for agrienvironmental interventions, a number of studies were commissioned
(see below regarding Axis 2).
The Programme sought to achieve five principal outcomes:
•

improved business viability;

•

enhanced biodiversity and landscape;

•

improved water quality;

•

tackling climate change; and

•

thriving rural communities.

Consultations with stakeholders found that the SRDP was perceived to
have contributed positively to the five principal outcomes – albeit that
for outcomes such as climate change and water quality it was
impossible to identify the extent of the Programme’s contribution due
to a multitude of other initiatives taking place at the same time (climate
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change) and legislative regulations having a substantial impact on
positive change (Water Directive). At the same time, it was felt that the
SRDP investments played an important and relevant part in supporting
and complementing other actions.
Findings further found that across the various Axes that SRDP
investment had a positive effect on improving the business viability as
well as the sustainability of rural communities (specifically through
LEADER supporting better partnership working and integrated action).
In terms of supporting an improved regionalisation of SRDP
interventions to enhance the focus on local needs and encourage
collaborative action (water quality, waste management, and slurry
storage), the SRDP made a positive attempt by the creation of RPAC
regions working across the various Axes of the Programme. However,
due to only limited decision making power, the RPACs were largely
regarded as ineffective mechanisms and were not carried forward into
the new Programme.
Regarding the Programme’s efficiencies in meeting client
expectations, Appendix D presents the various satisfaction levels of
beneficiaries with the SRDP in more detail. For example the LMO
application process was considered easier than that of the RP. Those
schemes consistently scoring well included: CCAGS, FPMC, LFASS,
LMO and SDS. (Appendix D, p. 2).
The desire to create an online application system for all areas of the
SRDP was achieved to only a limited extent and often thought as
overly ambitious. This was particularly so in the context of RP where
the sheer number of options plus the required computer literacy of
applicants proved too demanding and potentially excluded some of the
less IT literate potential applicants.
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3.3.1 Effectiveness and achievements - Axis 1
The key outcome pursued by the SRDP relating to Axis 1 was to
improve the business viability of farm and forestry holdings. The
SRDP put substantial focus on the modernisation (75% of all SRDP
investment of Axis 1 was dedicated to support restructuring and
diversification). In this context, primary research findings confirmed
that the schemes such as RP, FPMC, as well as CCAGS have made
positive contributions in creating and safeguarding jobs. It was agreed
by most stakeholders throughout the Programme period that SRDP
was instrumental in sustaining employment in the agricultural holdings
in particular.
Other aims identified for Axis 1 were substantially reduced during the
Programme period and only attracted limited numbers (young farmers)
or implemented through more light-touch engagement with participants
(training).
Some of the services originally anticipated to be delivered by the
SRDP (Advisory Service) were removed from the Programme. In the
view of a number of stakeholders it might have been more effective to
keep or re-model the SRDP advisory services particularly in view of
up-take issues early on in the Programme implementation period.
A number of stakeholders felt that the SRDP could have been more
effective particularly by linking training events better with business
needs and explaining better how economic actions can relate or
contribute to environmental actions. This would have supported the
integrative approach in rural development better. Here, it was believed
that either better advisory services or the requirement for a business
plan could have improved the effectiveness and targeted approach of
the Programme.
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Although generally the effectiveness of the SRDP in targeting key
sectors (food and drink) and business needs was regarded as good,
there were continuing needs particularly in widening the definition of
young farmers and to make future applications less complicated where
interest rate relief was concerned.

3.3.2 Effectiveness and achievements - Axis 2
The objectives relating to Axis 2 were partially achieved. There were
some areas where clear environmental benefits arose from
interventions. However, the ability to assess whether the Programme
objectives were achieved is compromised by the weak baseline data,
the absence of counterfactuals and the highly interconnected nature of
many of the Measures which could easily have had impacts on targets
in several Axes.
Over and above the achievements with respect to individual
Measures, key stakeholders were strongly of the opinion that the
drawing together of SNH’s Natural Care Scheme, with afforestation
support and prior SRDP approaches into an integrated package
created greater coherence in the delivery of environmental services
with respect to rural land use.
As mentioned before, LFASS should have had a stronger and
monitored environmental emphasis. The assertion that LFASS
supports farming and thereby biodiversity and cultural landscapes in
generally disadvantaged land types areas was reasonable, but over
the period of the SRDP, the farmed area declined, as measured by the
area in receipt of Measure 212.
It is extremely difficult to argue for the preservation of semi-natural
habitat without acknowledging that land that passes out of agricultural
production still delivers ecosystem services related to semi-natural
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vegetation cover (for a wider discussion of LFASS issues see Grieve
et al. 2016) 10.
The extremely large application menu of possibilities (options)
regarding biodiversity and the highly variable uptake led to some
species being significantly better protected, while others were little
better protected. Indeed, a growing area of concern is the plight of
upland waders that are dependent on farmland. 11 It would appear
likely that a number of factors such as ease of engaging with the
actions, prior engagement with agri-environmental Measures,
presence of advisory support and actual levels of support mediated
levels of uptake.
The number of holdings drawing down animal welfare payments
(Measure 215) was less than half that of the target, though the number
of contracts was much higher and exceeded targets. Enterprises’
performance varies hugely as evidenced by Quality Meat Scotland.
However, improved animal health and welfare is highly likely to be a
contributory factor within this and such welfare and health
improvements are thus essentially a productivity enhancing
intervention. Given the narrower than anticipated uptake (in terms of
numbers of holdings) improving animal health may never the less be
considered a ‘work in progress’.
The uptake by land area of first afforestation of farmland was below
target but the Scottish Government remained committed to increasing
forest cover on farmland. It sponsored a major inquiry into the topic in
the Woodland Expansion Advisory Group 12 and has endeavoured to

10

Grieve, J, Cook, P, Moxey, A. and Slee, W. (2016) Evaluation of Less Favoured Area Support Scheme (LFASS)
/development of Areas of Natural Constraint (ANC),
11
http://www.snh.gov.uk/docs/A1075307.pdf
12
Woodland Expansion Advisory Group (2012) Final report .
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advance understanding of the barriers to afforestation of farmland 13.
Given the presence of other levers to enhance integration of forestry
into wider rural land use, the separation of the SRDP effect from other
confounding factors remained problematic.
The contribution of Axis 2 in the SRDP to EU rural development
priorities was mixed. The LFASS scheme was regarded as a
significant means of supporting rural employment. Biodiversity
Measures have improved the condition of many protected areas and
benefited certain target species and habitats, but overall the farmland
bird index, the indicator of biodiversity impact, has declined over the
period (having been in decline for some decades). Apart from the
significant contribution to carbon sequestration from new afforestation,
there were probably modest additional net emissions reductions
arising from biodiversity interventions. A farm-based approach to
emissions reduction did occur but out-with the SRDP. It has been
argued that the SRDP could have done rather more in pursuit of landbased emissions reduction 14. Some soils have been better protected
as a result of inclusion of areas in biodiversity schemes, but large
areas of arable soils remain with declining carbon content and
compromised by erosion risk. Renewable energy output from farms
has increased both through wind and water-based electricity
production and through biomass for heating and grain drying.
Although these have not been funded by the EC they help Scotland
contribute to EU priorities.

13

13

A WEAG report in 2016 details considerable advances in integration of forestry into land use management but
indicates an actual increase in woodland cover some 25% below target.
14
Slee, B. and Feliciano, D. (2015) Challenges in the design of indicators for assessing the impact of the Scotland
Rural Development Programme 2007–2013 on climate change mitigation, Ecological Indicators, 59 94-103.
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3.3.3 Effectiveness and achievements - Axis 3
The EU priorities for Axis 3 are set out in Community Strategic
Guideline 3 which states the overarching priority of creating
employment opportunities which should in particular be used to
promote capacity building, skills acquisition and organisation for local
strategy development and also help ensure that rural areas remain
attractive for future generations. Under Axis 3 of the SRDP this was
expressed in terms of the objective to achieve thriving rural
communities by diversifying rural enterprise, facilitating sustainable
growth in the rural economy and generating employment opportunities
beyond the land-based industries. Capacity building, skills acquisition
and strategy development was addressed directly through LEADER,
more so following the transfer of Measures 321 and 341.
In terms of achievement, Axis 3 Measures other than 323
underperformed to a significant degree in relation to the participant
and activity indicator targets set. As noted in Chapter 2 there are
questions over target setting. In addition, reported difficulties
experienced by beneficiaries included accessing support due to the
late start of the Programme, the lack of continuity in support from the
previous period and the complexity of submitting applications under
the RP as mentioned earlier. This was also influenced by the reported
lack of clarity over the respective roles and focus of LEADER and the
Axis 3 Measures.
As previously noted, uptake was also influenced by the impact of the
economic crisis on non-agricultural rural business confidence and the
changing realities of the rural tourism sector and markets. The high
transaction costs of securing support was a particular challenge for the
predominantly micro businesses targeted and might have limited the
potential effectiveness of the SRDP.
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The MTE survey of beneficiaries found that Axis 3 Measures
generated many positive business effects in terms of the diversification
of the rural economy, income, competitiveness and quality of outputs.
The ex-post primary research explored Axis 3 contribution both in
terms of the relevant result indicators and through other Measures
relating to the SRDP objectives. The outputs of this primary research
indicate that Axis 3 was thought to have contributed positively to the
objectives of the SRDP. The main contributions highlighted of
relevance to Axis 3 were improvements to labour productivity and
competitiveness (e.g. through the introduction of new equipment),
safeguarding employment, (often self-employment or consolidating
casual employment), increasing stakeholder capacities, creating
economic growth (through quality and performance improvements),
introducing innovation and improving the quality of life.
The beneficiary survey of Measure 321 (see Appendix E for the
detailed findings) confirms the validity of this approach highlighting the
surprisingly wide range of economic and environmental benefits
achieved through targeting basic services.
Although these responses are not quantified other than in relative
terms or directly attributed to Axis 3 overall, this suggests that the
performance of Axis 3 was strongest in terms of contributing to the
sustainability and competitiveness of businesses, employment and
rural communities rather than new enterprises, additional tourists and
tourism activities. Supported businesses were generally thought to
have performed better in these respects than those not in receipt of
support.
Respondents perspectives reflected the extent to which the key
contribution required of Axis 3 had become more about sustaining,
improving and extending existing businesses, helping them compete
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in a changing and more difficult market and sustaining employment.
This appears to have been a function of the way in which the targeted
beneficiaries were adapting to the changed circumstances and the
way in which this affected the implementation of the support provided.
As Chapter 2 indicates, the performance indicators do not appear to
provide a reliable measure of the real performance of SRDP
achievement in delivering participation and development activity. The
introduction of a suite of Programme specific result indicators would
have enabled better reporting of the actual effects of the Axis in
adapting and responding to needs, taking account of differences in
demand (the nature of service sought) and the contribution to and
delivering against the objectives and thriving rural communities.
It should also be noted that the performance of LEADER projects
aligned with Axis 3 Measures was not reported against Axis 3 indicator
targets. This missing contribution was identified throughout the
Programme, by mid-term and ongoing evaluations, but remained
unresolved.

3.4 Efficiency
Overall previous evaluation studies found that the SRDP was efficient
in achieving results such as creating rural jobs and sustaining
employment. The importance of the SRDP in sustaining and
safeguarding jobs in difficult economic times was emphasised
throughout the ex-post evaluation primary research as well. In terms
of environmental results, previous research found that substantial
areas of rural Scotland are now under positive environmental
management regimes and progress is emerging in terms of
cooperation and complementarity e.g. in developing links within and
between holdings.
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In many areas it is difficult to assess the extent to which results have
been achieved, particularly regarding environmental improvement as
monitoring systems were largely not in place at the time.
The positive factors influencing the efficiency of the SRDP are outlined
as follows:
•

The use of long established ‘schemes’ enabled applicants to
relate to something known and already had the know-how for
applying (LMO and CCAGS). These schemes were regarded as
easy to access and apply to;

•

Respondents were asked to gauge their satisfaction with twelve
factors of the service offered by SGRPID and its partners 15:
The majority of respondents were found to be satisfied, with
respondents most likely to report being satisfied with the
helpfulness of staff, the speed and clarity in responding to
enquiries involving contact with staff or RPID itself:

Negative factors regarding SRDP efficiencies included:
•

The RP scheme was so complicated that many applicants
required to commission consultants to apply on their behalf.
(see Appendix D page 3, 90% of beneficiaries used an agent to
apply for RP);

•

Schemes such as LFASS (the largest single scheme within the
SRDP) failed to apply further performance targets to the eligible
beneficiaries, thereby missing the opportunity to at least report
on the type of activities and outputs undertaken.

15

See findings presented in Appendix X on satisfaction levels, page 5
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•

The efficiency of the SRDP particularly in achieving its
environmental impacts was impossible to assess for lack of
monitoring and reporting.

•

Frequent change of regulations or advice on reporting
requirements made the SRDP in many cases a frustrating and
expensive experience for applicants. Primary research findings
identified this as one of the most negative side of the SRDP
experience.

3.4.1 Efficiency - Axis 1
Primary research findings indicate that the aims and objectives of the
SRDP, particularly regarding the introduction of innovative approaches
and helping the agricultural and forestry industries to restructure and
modernise were successfully achieved by increasing the business
capacities and productivity.
Stakeholders (intermediaries as well as beneficiaries) also noted the
positive impact of the SRDP investment on the supply chain,
particularly the contractors to the farm and forestry businesses.
Findings from the ex-post evaluation stakeholder consultations
indicate that the SRDP results impressed by the high number of
people that benefited from support (as shown by the Results indicator
tables in Chapter 2)
Evidence to assess whether results could have been achieved at
lower cost is limited. A more detailed discussion of unit costs is
outlined in Section 3.8.15.
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3.4.2 Efficiency - Axis 2
The allocated resources have had discernible beneficial results in a
number of fields. Questionnaire evidence from the MTE showed how
LFASS contributed to job retention, although there is little evidence
that LFASS provided beneficial environmental results and impacts
(due to lack of monitoring). The perceptions of stakeholders is that the
agri-environment options varied in their extent to achieve results.
There has been a turnaround in numbers of some threatened species,
although in the case of the corncrake there was a rather high level of
expenditure to achieve those gains. Animal welfare gains have not
been actively monitored and involved a much smaller number of
farmers than the target. First afforestation involved more farmers but
less land than was targeted with a resultant lower level of carbon
sequestration. NPIs for water, coupled with slurry storage in Axis 1
contributed to water quality improvements in priority catchments, but
attribution remains difficult, as other practices may well have changed
as a result of SEPA advice.
Evidence to assess whether results could have been achieved at
lower cost is limited and includes the following:
•

LFASS operates like a direct income payment, and has low
transaction costs. It might have reduced costs to have
absorbed LFASS into the SFP/BPS;

•

it is not possible to generalise about agri-environment
Measures given the huge diversity of options/eligible
operations. It is likely that the habitat improvements in some
cases were relatively low cost. All support is based on income
foregone on average farms, so any farm performing below the
average should be a net beneficiary and anyone operating
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above the average is effectively under-rewarded. Rather than
thinking in terms of additional cost for a particular field or part of
the farm, other issues such as the overall functioning of the
agricultural system and the extent to which there was rigorous
policing of prescribed practices may also have influenced
engagement. Overzealous attention to detail by officials was
perceived as a deterrent to entry. Concerns were expressed
about cost effectiveness in biodiversity related Measures with
Austin et al. (2015) who asserted that there was ”a need to
focus not only on improving the cost-effectiveness of
biodiversity conservation Programmes, but also to improve the
robustness of cost-effectiveness assessments, in terms of data
availability and accuracy and improved monitoring of the
outcomes of interventions.” 16 Further it is argued that in the
absence of knowledge where highest levels of positive
externalities were provided, there was no scope to steer
resources cost-effectively in that direction;
•

animal welfare gains were probably derived at reasonable cost
although accurate data are lacking;

•

NPIs for water quality enhancement were probably rather costeffective;

•

given the general reluctance of farmers to plant trees and the
lack of rapid uptake of the Measure, it seems unlikely that the
results could have been achieved at significantly lower costs,
unless a more transaction cost heavy approach such as a
tendering scheme was used. However, the loss of LFASS

16

Austin, Z., McVittie A., McCracken, D., Moxey A., Moran, D. and White P.C.L. (2015) Integrating quantitative and
qualitative data in assessing the cost-effectiveness of biodiversity conservation Programmes, Biodiversity and
Conservation 24,6, 1359-1375
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payments on afforested land means has created questions
regarding policy direction; and
•

forest environment Measures (225, 227) were probably
achieved at a reasonably low cost.

The results tables show what has been achieved in relation to
community priorities, but they fail to show clearly that the results arose
directly and exclusively from SRDP interventions. Attribution remains
problematic. LFASS has helped retain population in remote often
disadvantaged areas at a time of economic crisis when unemployment
rates were high. However, support was still not sufficient to retain
people on the land in some remoter areas as the SRUC “Retreat from
the Hills” evidence shows.
Including being informed by the results indicators presented in
Chapter 2, areas in Axis 2 where we surmise that cost effectiveness is
reasonable are:
•

water related Measures;

•

animal welfare;

•

afforestation (although if LFASS was paid on afforestation it
could be undertaken at lower cost); and

•

some agri-environment Measures, but by no means all.

Areas where we surmise that cost effectiveness could be improved
are:
•

LFASS which could be embodied in BPS and achieve the same
income supporting results;
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•

some open ended schemes agri-environmental Measures such
as corncrake support;

•

some agri-environmental Measures; and

•

efforts to mitigate GHG emissions (should be win:win
opportunities).

3.4.3 Efficiency - Axis 3
The main focus of the Axis was on rural enterprise and in particular
rural tourism. At Axis level the focus and allocation of financial
resources (see Table 2.9 in Chapter 2) was appropriate to the
objectives targeted at that level (rather than the narrower Measure
level). Resources were delivered proportionately against the priorities
targeted.
Performance against those result indicators pertinent to Axis 3 shows
a picture of apparently significant underachievement against all rural
diversification economic indicator targets. In contrast to this the
recorded contribution of Measure 323 to Population in rural areas
benefitting from improved services saw this element of the target
exceeded. Although Measure 321 appears to underperform the
revised target performance here may actually be greater as the
Measure was transferred to LEADER but that element of achievement
is not reported in the total. This is evident from the results indicators in
Table 2.10 presented in Chapter 2.
This apparently poor performance appears to a substantial degree to
be a function of weaknesses in target setting and in particular the
interaction between the upward revisions in monitoring indicator
targets and the reductions in budget.
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Nevertheless the primary research indicates a different perspective
with respondents reporting strong contributions under the Axis to the
sustainability and competitiveness of businesses, employment and
rural communities all of which reflect the objectives of the Axis.
Supported businesses were generally thought to have performed
better in these respects than those not in receipt of support.
The survey conducted with Measure 321 beneficiaries shows high
satisfaction in terms of improvements to the quality of life and the
contribution to the attractiveness of the area, particularly from a
tourism perspective (see Appendix E).
Factors which influenced the ability of the Axis to produce the
expected results include the reported difficulties experienced by
beneficiaries in accessing support due to the late start of the
Programme, the lack of continuity in support from the previous period
and the complexity of submitting applications under the RP scheme in
particular. This appears to have been a particular issue for Axis 3 and
may have resulted in a reduced level of applications including certain
categories of potential applicant being excluded, e.g. crofters and
small farmers.
As noted previously noted, supported businesses were reported to be
those able to access and absorb support were relatively well
established businesses. The transaction costs involved in developing
applications were thought to have favoured the larger investor or
project. Consideration of spend output and result monitoring data
tends to confirm this perspective and indicates that the average award
under Axis 3 economic Measures was larger than anticipated. In
contrast to this, Measure 323 substantially exceeded its output and
result targets delivering greater than anticipated participation and
leverage of resources within budget and thus at a lower unit cost.
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The relative stability and capacity of these businesses and their ability
to draw down support may predispose them to be more successful
than those not in receipt of support.
Feedback from the MAPP workshops and the stakeholder
consultations suggest that a stronger understanding of the SRDP and
Axis objectives could have resulted in better applications reflecting the
integrative objectives and approach desired and ultimately the
outcomes achieved and overall cost effectiveness. Stakeholders and
beneficiaries consulted suggest that the content of some application
forms did not encourage them to shape their applications towards the
higher level objectives sought. It is suggested that support for
applicants through better advisory services or the requirement for a
project business plan could have improved this and could also have
extended the base of participation.

3.5 Results
3.5.1 Results - Axis 1
Considering the relevance of Axis 1 to beneficiaries needs is reflected
in its intervention rationale and the financial focus on restructuring and
modernisation of agricultural and forestry holdings through Measure
121 which helped diversify and increase income which was directly
aligned to some of the key weaknesses identified in the SWOT
analysis of the Programme. Uptake of the Programme increased over
the period with very few ‘recoveries’.
The monitoring records show that the SRDP has spent all its financial
resources indicating that the funding met demand. However, only in
the case of training (Measure 111) has this coincided with also
achieving the targets set for beneficiary numbers supported. All Axis 1
Measures, but Measure 111, have under-achieved in attracting the
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anticipated number of beneficiaries. The SRDP therefore invested
significantly larger amounts of funding per beneficiary than planned. A
key question, therefore, is whether more agricultural and forestry
holdings could have been supported if smaller awards would have
been paid.
This should also be seen in connection with the RP Scheme through
which a number of Axis 1 Measures have been accessed. In this
context, primary research found that that the complexity of the
application processes might have prevented smaller and less capable
holdings from accessing support as it was seen as too complicated,
costly, and un-accessible. This raises the question if the SRDP, under
Axis 1, primarily supported larger, capable holdings and supported
less those in greatest need of support in terms of improving business
skills, diversification and modernisation?
There was agreement amongst stakeholders that the need for skills
improvement in farms and forestry holdings changed over recent
decades, shifting from the previous broad-scale of skills to a much
narrower spectrum of skills due to the increased reliance on specialist
expertise in many areas of agriculture and forestry. The extent to
which this was reflected in the range of training provided is not clear.
There was also concern that the SRDP did not deliver strongly on
business planning and linking SRDP investment with the requirement
for a business plan.
At the time of the MTE, stakeholders felt that its strategic emphasis on
facilitating transformational change (particularly through Measure 121)
and improving competitiveness and viability of farms and forestry
holdings was appropriate. However, the perception of stakeholders at
the ex-post research stage was that SRDP could have potentially
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focused more on the delivery of business skills preparing holdings to
adjust better to economic change.
Stakeholders observed that the more industry-driven the Programme
was oriented in certain Measures, the more relevant the outcomes
have been perceived by the beneficiaries. Particular examples related
to the support provided to crofters through CCAGS (part of Measure
121), and SDS (Measure 111).
Measure 123 has had sector scale benefits in Scotland through
supporting the renovation of the Brechin abattoir for pig processing (by
the two Scottish pig producer cooperatives and Tulip) which arguably
helped save the entire Scottish pig sector after the closure of the only
Scottish volume pig processor.
Over and above the ongoing and mid-term evaluations, the
Programme has also commissioned a number of studies, for example
the First Stage Review to investigate and assure its continuous
strategic fit and alignment with the needs of the sector.
Primary research findings show that SRDP funding was seen by most
as a vital source of funding supported the sector through difficult
times. An important function of the Programme was perceived to be
creating, but mostly maintaining of agricultural jobs. Stakeholders felt
that the RP, FPMC and CCAGS offered significant support regarding
jobs also impacting positively on the supply chains. Many of the
employment effects were noted to be for contractors of farming and
forestry holdings.
The RP scheme supported diversification of farm and forestry
holdings, however Axis 1 investment only was thought to have had
little effect on more environmental results, such as water and soil
improvements.
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The Monitor Farms which were funded within SDS (Measure 111)
were perceived to have had a positive effect on the know-how levels
of the sector, including tourism. However it was also felt that these
results would be felt more in the longer term.
The FPMC Scheme (Measures 123 and 124) contributed further to the
improvement of the attractiveness of the rural area, creating improved
access and amenities.
Measure 125 (Use of advisory services) was removed from the
Programme due to provision elsewhere by the Scottish Government.
However, stakeholders felt that there were not enough skills providers
in rural Scotland. This was also identified as an issue in the First Stage
Review, though the shortages were very regional – lots of advisers in
the North East, not enough in the South West. The need for advisers
was especially important in this SRDP as all applications were initially
on-line and a proportion of farmers and crofters were uncomfortable
with this approach. A more bespoke and longer lasting advisory
service would have been preferred by many consultees and might
have supported the uptake of the Programme by less computer literate
beneficiaries.
The effectiveness of the SRDP to target sectors and businesses in
need of support was perceived as ‘fairly good’, while a number of
recommendations were made regarding improved facilitation and
focus and the need to widen the definition of young farmers (to avoid
unfairly restricting options for those over 40 years old who wish to
enter farming). More up-front clarity as to what the Programme sought
to achieve and to make future applications less complicated where
interest rate relief is concerned were further recommendations
frequently captured by the evaluation.
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Finally, a one-stop-shop approach could have improved the up-take
from a wider range of businesses.
In terms of adding value and improving the quality of agricultural and
forestry products, the Working Group questioned if farm and forestry
holdings should not be expected to improve their work practices and
production methods to maintain their competitiveness by themselves,
i.e. the market failure rationale of the SRDP intervention was
questioned.
There was consensus that the SRDP supported and maintained the
rural economy more than creating change and increase in selfsufficiency.

3.5.2 Results - Axis 2
Axis 2 of the Programme has addressed many of the needs of the
direct Programme beneficiaries, probably to lesser extent through
LFASS, as Axis 2 needs may have been more societal than the needs
as perceived by beneficiaries. The aims associated with LFASS
resided partly in the need to sustain incomes and partly in the
presumed capacity of LFASS to maintain cultural landscapes and
semi-natural vegetation to deliver public goods. With respect to
LFASS, the absence of any degressivity in LFASS payments meant
that a payment per hectare was paid regardless of whether the income
of the beneficiary was compromised. This meant that large
landowners could draw down significant income support.
But for many Axis 2 Measures, it is suspected that the direct
Programme beneficiaries were often those who were not aware of
biodiversity concerns, water quality concerns or land-based GHG
emissions who needed to be made better aware of the societal needs.
There is a significant sub-group of farmers with strong interests in
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sustainability and wildlife and these farmers were more likely to
engage with Axis 2 Measures than other farmers. There is a danger
that another cohort of farmers who are reluctant to engage with agrienvironment measures are those that are creating the greatest
negative externalities and the least positive environmental effects from
their land use practices. Thus if societal needs were being articulated,
the Axis 2 Measures of the SRDP 2007-2013 may not meet those
societal needs especially effectively.
Further, the tendency for farmers to use agents/consultants in applying
for schemes has led to farmers being removed somewhat from the
prescriptions necessary for compliance and a clear sense of the
societal needs driving policy formulation.
The Programme objectives have been largely achieved for
Programme beneficiaries. LFASS has rewarded farmers on
disadvantaged land with income supplements for retaining cultural
landscapes, but obviously not enough to keep all hill and upland
farmers on the land (See SRUC’s Retreat from the Hills 17), a
significant tranche of farmers in priority catchments and with land
containing priority species and habitats and with environmentally
designated land have been supported and compensated reasonably
for their engagement with Axis 2 Measures. Uptake in some areas
was rather low, so some target beneficiaries failed to take up options.
In Measure 214 the low uptake of upland wader options has been
noted. The results achieved do reflect community priorities at a
general level. Axis 2 of the SRDP has made a real effort to engage
with species and habitat protection, after good discussions with
environmental Non-Governmental Organisations to determine
priorities which broadly reflect wider European priorities.
17

SAC (2007) Farming’s Retreat from the Hills and Thompson (2011) Response from the hills: Business as usual or
a turning point?
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In water quality enhancement, the driving policy is the EU Water
Framework Directive, a keystone of European environmental
regulation. The emphasis on priority catchments is a robust and
appropriate response to EU desiderata. The large amount of support
going to designated sites indicates congruence with EU policy. The
high proportion of support going to LFASS was in line with EU
priorities, even if the policy targeting left room for improvement.
The activities have delivered positive results as evidenced by the
indicators, but overall impact assessment is rendered problematic by
the absence of baselines or counterfactuals. Some experts have cast
doubt on the utility and value of the water quality indicator 18. Actual
results and targets were often at variance, which suggests that a
mixture of conservative target setting and lack of understanding of the
drivers of uptake and likely response prevailed.
Axis 2 Measures and schemes in the SRDP 2007-2013 aimed at
enhancing public goods and reduce negative effects, however,
because there was no measurement of goods and ‘bads’ to act as a
baseline or target, it is impossible to estimate gains quantitatively.
Nevertheless, the direction of travel is generally positive with some
evidence of species recovery (but not on all species) and some
evidence of water quality improvements in priority catchments, though
attribution to Programme Measures remains problematic. The major
declines in avifauna in moorland areas suggest that the HNV
designation and LFASS is not providing appropriate habitat for
moorland waders, the decline of which merits more focussed attention
from research and policy. Further, it is likely that a more focused
approach to reducing soil erosion and GHG emissions might have
generated significant net gains (reduced losses). The engagement of
farmers and forest owners with renewable energy through other
18

Vinten, A. et al. (n.d.) Development of indicators of the impact of SRDP 2007-13 Measures on water quality
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means has resulted in a significant contribution, albeit not attributable
to the SRDP.

3.5.3 Results - Axis 3
With over 75% of the Axis budget allocated to enterprise support
Measures the focus and intervention logic of Axis 3 and the associated
Measure and resource allocation has addressed many of direct
Programme beneficiary needs identified. Stakeholders and
beneficiaries consulted confirmed the ongoing relevance of the
Programme both at the MTE and at the ex-post stage. The Axis level
logic was sound and not subject to any major revisions.
At the conclusion of the Programme Axis spend by and large met
targets. As noted previously, there was some variation in spend at
Measure level. This suggests that overall there was beneficiary
demand for the type of support provided which appears in turn to
indicate that needs were being met. Although in percentage terms the
differences between Measures appears large, particularly the balance
between Measure 312 (141%) and Measure 313 (85%) in terms of the
actual financial resources utilised the difference is small. The uptake
of resources by Measure and the feedback from stakeholders and
beneficiaries consulted appears to confirm the validity of the integrated
approach adopted to delivering the objectives of this Axis and meeting
beneficiary needs.
Where the Axis performs less well is in terms of achieving the number
of beneficiaries and development activities targeted. The majority of
such output and result indicator targets have not been met. The Axis
was therefore thought to have faced challenges in reaching the
intended direct beneficiaries with Measure 323 being the exception
here. This means that the average level of support provided to
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beneficiaries under the other Measures was greater than anticipated.
This appears to reflect limitations in how support delivered and in
particular in accessing the main scheme involved in delivering Axis 3,
RP. Securing RP support is repeatedly highlighted as having high
transaction costs, a considerable problem for small businesses or local
communities seeking relatively modest support. This poses questions
over the importance and strategic priority of the number of
beneficiaries addressed in achieving the Axis objectives.
Despite these concerns it appears that the integrated approach
adopted has afforded sufficient flexibility for the support provided to be
able to adapt to the nuances of the way in which the needs have
evolved e.g. in response to direct and indirect effects of the economic
crisis. A common thread in many of the consultations and workshops
with stakeholders and beneficiaries was the fundamental importance
of support being available for the small rural businesses and rural
communities targeted almost regardless of source.
The removal of the advisory services Measure as referenced above at
Axis 1 may be seen to represent a missed opportunity. Beneficiary and
stakeholder consultees highlight the contribution that improved
support and facilitation for the process of participating in the SRDP
might have made particularly for the small scale and micro businesses
targeted under this Axis.
Although performance in terms of the CMEF indicators fell well short of
targets, the beneficiary survey, stakeholder interviews and MAPP
workshops all highlighted that when a wider range of performance
Measures was considered significant levels of achievement relevant to
the Programme objectives of thriving rural communities could be
attributed to support under this Axis.
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The MTE survey of SRDP beneficiaries found that Axis 3 Measures
generated many positive business effects in terms of diversification of
the rural economy, increased income, competitiveness and quality of
outputs. This survey also found significant progress in creating rural
jobs and, perhaps of greater importance in a time of economic
difficulty, in sustaining employment.
The ex-post survey of Measure 321 beneficiaries highlighted
significant achievements in terms of community participation, service
provision, revenues and employment created and sustained. This
had substantial effects in improving the quality of life in the rural areas
and the attractiveness to residents and tourists. The workshops and
other stakeholder consultations highlighted strong contributions under
the Axis to the sustainability and competitiveness of businesses,
employment and rural communities and to improvements in the quality
of life. The main contributions to this arose through labour productivity
and competitiveness improvements, employment creation and
safeguarding, increasing stakeholder capacities, creating economic
growth and introducing innovation.
In terms of the Community Priority for Axis 3 (and similar to
achievements under Axis 1) the main achievements relate to
supporting and sustaining rural businesses and communities rather
than effecting significant change or growth. The Axis has created
opportunities for creating employment but perhaps more opportunities
for sustaining or consolidating employment, the employment situation
as a result of Axis 3 interventions therefore appears to be better than it
otherwise would have been. Supported enterprises are contributing to
the wellbeing of the wider rural economy and community. There is also
evidence (e.g. from Measure 321 beneficiaries) of improved
community capacity and participation and a perception that the
attractiveness of rural areas has been improved.
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3.5.4 Results - LEADER
Funded by 5% of SRDP budget resources, there were a total 20 LAGs
in Scotland, varying in area, population and funding size. In total,
monitoring data state that 1,650 projects were funded covering a wide
range of initiatives from basic community projects to high tech
innovations. For around a third of the LAGs, this was the first
participation in LEADER.
Chapter 2 already discussed the financial allocations and physical
performance of LEADER, emphasising that the Axis 4 budget was
reduced by 48% following the Spending Review, while more than the
expected number of LAGs were funded (20 instead of 13). Monitoring
reports state that there were 28,028 beneficiaries. Financial allocations
were strengthened by the transfer of Measure 341 in November 2011
and fully spent by the end of the Programme.
In terms of monitoring data, SRDP processes gathered a limited
amount of data from LAGs exclusively relating to Axis 4 performance
indicators. Although each LAG had their own individual monitoring
system in place collecting project specific data across their funded
initiatives, these data were not aggregated at the SRDP level.
Therefore, the extent to which LEADER projects contributed to Axis 1,
2, and 3 achievements is impossible to establish. This can be
regarded as a considerable missed opportunity with regard to overall
SRDP achievement levels, and more specifically in demonstrating the
positive impact of LEADER projects across a wide range of rural
development fields.
The thematic focus of the LEADER groups was considered
appropriate. Overall, the essential success was seen in promoting
improved local partnership working (partly embodied by the
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constellation and membership of the LAGs themselves, and partly
through project activity and ambitions to collaborate more widely than
before).
It was felt that LAGs were the prime promoter of building local
capacities not only in implementing and delivering the local
development strategy but also in facilitating the integrated local
development approach in the relevant communities. Some of the
LEADER areas achieved some excellent progress in integrated project
delivery and creating synergies across projects from different sectors,
such as combining biodiversity, food and drink and tourism initiatives,
or training of hard to reach young people with landscaping projects
(see Case Studies in Appendix F). At the same time, many LAG areas
interpreted LEADER primarily as a community development
Programme treating ‘the community’ and ‘rural enterprises and
employment’ as quite different things. However, an ambition to
implement innovative projects and build relationships between
community groups has been prevalent universally.
Overall, the SRDP LEADER Programme has successfully
implemented the integrated approach in many LAG areas
demonstrated by a number of good practice project examples. While
better guidance on the integrated report and a more consistent
requirement to implement the Local Development Strategies in an
integrated manner might have achieved a more widespread success in
this respect.
The extent to which an individual LAG linked the projects to its Local
Development Strategy, depended to a large extent on the composition
of LAG memberships and the respective LEADER support team. Here,
the awareness of linking or embedding community based projects with
employment generation was critical. This also impacted on the extent
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to which LEADER contributed to building local capacities for
employment and diversification. Stakeholders and beneficiaries
considered employment creation and safeguarding, business skills
development and increases in productivity of rural enterprises as
relevant outcomes creating positive changes in rural areas as a direct
influence of LEADER.
Figure 3.6 in Section 3.8.5 shows that the majority of consultees felt
that the SRDP scored highly in supporting innovative approaches.
LEADER fostered partnership development, capacity building and
improvements to quality of life, these were seen as the areas where
LEADER made most positive impact in the participating rural
communities.
Findings from primary research indicate that one of the most
significant impacts of LEADER was improved the quality of life through
creating improved partnerships linked to improved capacities and
awareness of local governance.
Overall, the majority of consultees felt that LEADER was successful in
making the rural area more attractive, which also related to the focus
on tourism development in many LAGs.
LEADER had a strong and positive image across the Programme area
including general recognition by stakeholders from other Axes for its
achievements in rural community development and partnership
working.
The implementation of LEADER was challenged by a number of
difficulties, in particular a reporting and procurement regime which was
generally regarded by LAGS to be substantially over bureaucratic and
unhelpful, creating substantial administrative burdens particularly for
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small LAGs who were under-resourced and understaffed for this level
of administration.
The following table presents some of the most frequently identified
strengths and weaknesses of LEADER processes.
LEADER Processes - Strengths
Passion and commitment of LEADER
teams to make it happen
Support of innovative and communitybased projects
Availability of support staff for project
applicants
Application process
Devolved appraisal and decision
making process
Good collaboration between LAG coordinators
Clear roles for LAG members
Sharing best practice

LEADER Processes - Weaknesses
Guidance notes lacked in clarity,
changed a lot, and not in place at the
outset of the Programme
Eligibility issues arose due to
misinterpretation of rules and
regulations
Frequently changing reporting and
monitoring requirements created audit
issues, particularly regarding State Aid
Inconsistent process for claims and
procurement
Communication issues between
Managing Authority and LAGs
Too much time spent on administrating
rather than facilitating project delivery

In early 2012, LEADER went through audits that caused considerable
concern and resulted in a number of disallowances across many
LAGs. On reflection, stakeholders believe that the extent to which
audit issues occurred arose for a number of reasons, both on the side
of the auditors as well as some administrative and interpretation
issues of eligibility criteria on the side of LAGs. The extent to which
domestic legislation was intertwined in the projects with EAFRD
regulations created significant limitations for project eligibility and
procurement. In total, £1.5m of project awards were disallowed by
audits.
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While the audits and disallowances caused considerable upset at the
time, valuable lessons have been learnt helping to create a simplified
landscape, much improved guidance material and improved
monitoring systems for the new Programme period.

3.6 Impacts
This section presents the Economic Impact Assessment (further
detailed by Appendix A) and offers observations with regard to the
environmental impact.

3.6.1 Economic impact assessment
The economic impact assessment is based on the gross impacts
reported in a number of surveys conducted over the course the SRDP
Programme. These were conducted using a variety of methods
(telephone, online and postal) and included:
SRDP 2007-2013 Evaluation Surveys
•
•
•

2010 (466 respondents)
2011 (261 responses)
2012 (258 responses)

•
•

2013 (442 responses)
2016 (33 responses)

After duplicates were removed there were a total of 1,239 unique
respondents.
Appendix A provides detail regarding the calculation model and
related issues in determining impact.
We have conducted Economic Impact Assessment (EIA) at the
Measure, Axis and Programme level. However, it should be noted that
the findings of the EIA are only presented for four Measures (121, 123,
214 and 311), the findings for the other Measures are not considered
to be representative for the totality of beneficiaries funded under these
Measures at Measure level.
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Gross impacts of the survey sample
In comparison to the GVA Result Indicator (reported in Chapter 2)
which Measures change in economic growth in general, the Gross
Impact indicates the increase and safeguarding of jobs and GVA
which has been brought about as a direct consequence of SRDP
investment. GVA impacts are higher than the result indicator GVA
change, primarily due to the inclusion of safeguarded job impacts
(generally safeguarded jobs maintain the same level of GVA), which
are not captured in the result indicator for GVA measuring change.
The total gross impacts 19 that have been created by SRDP investment
between 2007 and 2014 and are expected to be created in the future
(as a consequence of the investment), captured through primary
research of 1,239 beneficiary businesses are:
•

gross additional impacts created/safeguarded:
o 2,100 gross jobs created/safeguarded
o £67m gross GVA per annum generated/safeguarded;
and

•

gross additional impacts predicted in the future:
o 1,200 gross jobs created/safeguarded
o

£34m gross GVA per annum generated/safeguarded.

Net effects
In order to determine the extent of change that can be attributed to the
Programme, we must move from gross to net impacts by applying the
additionality factors of deadweight, leakage, displacement and
19

Turnover and GVA rounded to the nearest £0.1m
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multipliers. As with the gross effects discussed above, these are
calculated and presented at the level of sample responses only at this
stage.

Application of additionality factors
The additional effect of a Programme is the difference between what
would have happened anyway (the reference case) and the benefits
generated by the support (the intervention case), adjusted for
displacement, leakage, substitution, and multiplier effects. Definitions
of the various factors are outlined in Appendix A.
The additionality factors were determined on a case-by-case basis and
therefore were identified only by those survey respondents that
reported impacts.
Multipliers from the Programme were taken as an average multiplier
for the wider agricultural sector (including elements of accommodation,
retail and recreation) from the Scottish Annual Business Statistics.
The multipliers represent the indirect effects on the local economy due
to the direct effects of the Programme. This can be through the income
effect – the positive economic impacts created through the
expenditure of wages and profits from newly created jobs and income
– and the supplier effect – the positive economic impacts created
through purchasing goods and services from suppliers.
Further details of the additionality factors (based on beneficiary
feedback) applied in moving from gross to net impacts can be found in
Appendix A 20.

20

Please note, the average additionality factors are calculated based on the total sum of responses, and of those
that reported employment impacts.
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The impact assessment has identified the Programme has/will
generate the following net impacts from the 1,239 respondents,
outlined in Table 3.1.
Table 3.1: Net Impacts
Jobs

GVA

At time of survey

Future

At time of survey

Future

121

650

390

£17.6m

£13m

123

1,040

480

£34.5m

£10.8m

214

10

-

£0.4m

-

311

140

120

£2.1m

£2.1m

Axis 1

1,800

900

£59m

£30m

Axis 2

70

-

£3m

-

Axis 3

240

190

£4m

£4m

2,100

1,100

£69m

£32m

Programme

Note should be taken that the figures at Axis and Programme level are
based on the survey responses from all Measures.
The total net impacts 21 that have been created at the time of the
surveys and are expected to be created in the future, captured through
our survey of 1,239 beneficiary businesses are:
•

net additional impacts created/safeguarded at the time of the
surveys:
o 2,100 net jobs created/safeguarded
o £69m net additional GVA per annum
generated/safeguarded; and

•

net additional impacts predicted in the future:
o 1,100 net jobs created/safeguarded

21

Turnover and GVA rounded to the nearest £0.1m.
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o £29m net additional GVA per annum
generated/safeguarded.

Grossed up impacts
Based on monitoring data, there have been 42,963 22 individual
businesses that have received support through the SRDP Programme
In order to calculate the impact of all businesses supported through
the Programme, the results need to be ‘grossed up’ to reflect the wider
population of businesses receiving support (42,963). Full details are
present in in Appendix A.
Please note, outliers (i.e. those respondents who reported exceptional
increases in employment) were removed prior to grossing up then
added back in to avoid skewing or over representation of the data.
Table 3.2 reports the grossed up economic impacts along with
associated margins of error (MoE), with a comprehensive sensitivity
analysis presented in Appendix A. As noted earlier, although all
findings are included at Axis and Programme level, only those
Measures with a reasonable MoE are presented in the table below.

22

Excluding those supported in Measures 111 and 132
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Table 3.2: Grossed up Impacts – by Measure (of 1,239
respondents)
Jobs
At the time
of the
surveys
121

GVA

MoE

Future

At the time
of the
surveys

Future

4,400

2,800

£123m

£107m

3.8%

123

2,700

1,200

£79m

£44m

10.1%

214

1,000

-

£30m

-

8.7%

311

300

200

£4m

£4m

7%

Axis 1

10,500

6,600

£394m

£262m

3.4%

Axis 2

8,800

-

£317m

-

6.3%

Axis 3

3,400

2,600

£61m

£40m

6.3%

Programme

22,700

9,100

£772m

£303m

4.7%

The total net impacts 23 that have been created and are expected to
be created in the future by all recipients of SRDP funding (= the
grossed up findings from the survey respondents) are:
•

net additional impacts created/safeguarded at the time of the
surveys:
o 21,600 to 23,900 net jobs created/safeguarded
o £735m to £809m net additional GVA per annum
generated/safeguarded; and

•

net additional impacts predicted in the future:
o 8,800 to 9,600 net jobs created/safeguarded
o £291m to £315m net additional GVA per annum
generated/safeguarded.

23

Turnover and GVA rounded to the nearest £0.1m.
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Return on Investment
The value for money assessment is based on the cost per job and
return on investment (RoI). The former compares the estimates of
Programme impacts against public sector expenditure incurred, as
presented in Table 3.3 (over) including the relevant range (Low, Mid,
High) considering the respective MoE per Measure/Axis.
Table 3.3: Cost per Job
Jobs

Costs

Low

Mid

High

121

7,200

£1.4m

£20,300

£21,100

£21,900

123

3,900

£153m

£8,100

£9,000

£9,900

214

1,000

£197m

£177,927

£194,900

£211,800

311

500

£25m

£46,500

£50,000

£53,600

Axis 1

17,100

£196m

£11,000

£11,400

£11,800

Axis 2

8,800

£1.03bn

£109,400

£116,700

£124,000

Axis 3

6,000

£119m

£18,700

£19,900

£21,200

31,900

£1.34bn

£40,900

£42,100

£43,300

Programme

Table 3.3 indicates that each of the estimated 31,900
created/safeguarded and future jobs directly attributed to SRDP
investment in total have cost on average: between £40,900 and
£43,300 at the overall Programme level. However it should be noted
that this overall estimate includes substantial investment in initiatives
which were not targeted at job creation or safeguarding.
Specifically, the Table shows significant differences between the cost
per job by Axis with Axis 2 incurring the highest costs per job mainly
due to the fact that the type of investment made by Axis 2 Measures,
i.e. agri-environmental improvements were rarely impacting – or
designed to impact - on employment. It is, therefore, important to
recognise that Axis 1 and Axis 3 incorporated SRDP investment with a
much more direct focus on creating and maintaining economic growth
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and job impact and have achieved this with an average cost per job
between £11,000 and £11,800 for Axis 1, and between £18,700 and
£21,200 for Axis 3.
Table A.8 in Appendix A details the Return on Investment, which
provides an indication of how much value has been created with the
investment of £1 public sector resources.
At the overall Programme level, support is estimated to have delivered
a RoI of 2.30:1. This means that for every £1 invested in the
Programme, a further £2.30 was generated in the Scottish economy in
GVA.
Again, the significant difference between Axis 2 (£0.90 per £1
invested) with the other two Axes is clear – indicating that it is quite
inappropriate to include agri-environmental investment (Axis 2) in an
economically based RoI calculation. Therefore, more specific
observations regarding environmental impact are presented below.

3.6.2 Observations regarding environmental impact24
The principal challenge with evaluation of Axis 2 Measures, with the
partial exception of LFASS, is the extreme challenge of separating out
the policy effect from the SRDP from a host of other possible causal
influences. Although the SRDP 2007-2013 asserts the need for
baseline of key variables, the absence of effective monitoring
procedures has made it almost impossible to separate out a policy
effect or impact. Studies were commissioned early in the Programme
period (FERA 2009) 25 and a report was undertaken to evaluate the

24

Measuring the Natural Heritage Outcomes Resulting From the Biodiversity Measures in the 2007-2013 SRDP’,
Environment Systems Thomson Ecology, Feb. 2015.
25
FERA (2009) Scotland Rural Development Programme 2007-2013 Natural Heritage Outcome Monitoring: PreProject Scoping Study on Methodology Options- Final Report
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biodiversity Measures in 2015 26 using a more modest set of methods,
but still the working group for agri-environment for the SRDP
2014-2020 felt it necessary to state that: “the design of the next
Programme must have management information and monitoring
requirements incorporated from the beginning including improved
spatial recording”.
The FERA recommended approach was based on Klein and
Sutherland’s ‘gold standard’ BACI approach: Before: After; Control;
Impact. 27 This requires a statistically representative group of
beneficiary farmers being compared with respect to a control group.
So for example, the change in population of corn buntings of
participant land in the corn bunting Measure would be compared with
a statistically valid control sample of similar holdings. This approach is
data intensive and expensive but likely to yield very effective
assessment of policy impact.
The Scottish Government has developed an approach to the appraisal
of HNV farming and forestry over the last Programme period 28.
Building on earlier work undertaken by McCracken et al. 29 it
designated a large proportion of Scottish rural land as High Nature
Value with a semi-natural vegetation criterion being critical in such a
large area being designated. We argue that the predominance of this
variable and the relative neglect of landscape variables may mean that
areas with strong type 2 HNV farming will be understated and that
some areas which are included have relatively low nature values.
26

Measuring the Natural Heritage Outcomes Resulting From the Biodiversity Measures in the 2007-2013 SRDP’,
Environment Systems Thomson Ecology, Feb. 2015.
Kleijn, D, and Sutherland, W.J., (2003) How effective are European agri-environment schemes in conserving and
promoting biodiversity? Journal of Applied Ecology,40, 947 – 969
28 Scottish Government (2011) Developing High Nature Value Farming and Forestry Indicators for the Scotland
Rural Development Programme. Summary Report of the Technical Working Group on High Nature Value Farming
and Forestry Indicators
29 McCracken, D.I. 2011 Describing and characterising the main types of HNV farming systems inScotland.
Supplementary Paper 1 of the Scottish Government Summary report of the Technical Working Group on High
Nature Value Farming and Forestry Indicators. Web only publication. Available
at:
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Resource/Doc/355629/0120135.pdf

27
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Indeed associated maps show very little Type 2 HNV land. Over the
last Programme period the area of HNV land classified under an
agreed Scottish Government scheme remained virtually unchanged

30

but it is likely that there were qualitative changes (up and down) in
HNV land in different places. Brunbjerg et al. (2016)31 illustrate how
the highly regarded Danish HNV procedures link targeted Measures to
enhance HNV qualities.
Qualitatively it can be surmised that a scheme that was conceived with
good stakeholder engagement, and good alignment with European
priorities is likely to have delivered positive outcomes and impacts
among the Axis 2 Measures. Accurate attribution of positive change to
policy remains extremely difficult in the absence of robust monitoring
procedures.
The direct effects of the Programme have been indicated earlier.
About three quarters of the land area targeted for LFASS support
received assistance. The fact that it is not particularly discriminating in
supporting high quality environment weakened its overall
environmental effect. The fact that it is not degressive weakened it
social impact.
The biodiversity Measures were assessed in the ESTE study of
2015 32. It evaluated the impact of just over 20 agri-environmental
Measures using a relatively naïve approach which ignored
counterfactuals and had limited baseline data. Notwithstanding the
relative simplicity of the evaluative methods, it would seem likely that
there were significant environmental improvements on around one
third of Measures, a reasonable likelihood of improvement on another
30 Scottish Government (2014 ) High Nature Value Farming and Forestry Indicators, 2009 – 2013.
31 Brunbjerg, A.K et al. (2016) Development and implementation of a high nature value (HNV) indicator for
Denmark, Ecological Indicators 61, 274-281
32
Environment Systems Thomson Ecology, (2015) Measuring the Natural Heritage Outcomes Resulting From the
Biodiversity Measures in the 2007-2013 SRDP.
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third and much less success in another third. Overall the levels of
uptake were highly variable, with some Measures effectively
oversubscribed and others undersubscribed.
Animal welfare Measures reached far fewer farmers than intended but
there is a high likelihood of positive results.
Forestry Measures involved less hectarage but more farmers than the
target, which suggests a rather small size of afforested parcels.
Indirect effects (also termed horizontal effects) are the wider effects
arising from the policy intervention. They can be positive or negative.
Here we flag the most likely secondary/horizontal effects of the Axis 2
Measures:
•

LFASS: may well increase GHG emissions; significant income
enhancement;

•

agri-environment Measures: decreased GHG emissions
(mostly); soil protection; largely income neutral but least so for
more extensive farmers within a farming type who may make
small gains; water quality normally will benefit;

•

animal welfare: reduced GHG emissions per unit output;

•

forestry Measures: GHG emissions reduction; business
diversification; landscape quality gain; and

•

HNV and biodiversity Measures generally provide green
infrastructure for tourism sector.

There are a number of intervening and confounding factors at work
that make establishing a policy effect rather difficult. First, there have
been significant market fluctuations in input and output prices, with this
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Programme period including a period when global wheat prices
doubled and all cereals prices were very high and, at other times,
energy prices pushed up fertiliser costs. The general reduction in
stock in upland areas was a response to both market pressure and
social pressures in remote places. High food prices and high-level
science-policy discussion about the food energy water nexus being
under strain reinforced an already existing food security argument
being used by farming unions and others and may have reduced
uptake of Measures which would have removed better quality land
from food production. Extreme meteorological events especially major
rainfall and floods can have a profound effect on water quality. In
spite of its severe effects in some places and sectors the banking
crisis, and the general economic crisis had a modest impact on the
land use sector, but the longer term effect may be a reduction of
amenity buyers who may have a greater propensity to engage with
Axis 2 Measures.

3.7 Success and Failure Factors, Good Practice
The major contextual factors impacting on the achievement of SRDP
aims can be considered as:
•

the financial crisis from 2007 to 2011 shaped public sector
responses to development and created an emphasis on
employment creation and economic recovery. However,
incomes in the farm sector were relatively high in this period,
although they have become increasingly volatile as farm
commodity prices are now more connected to global markets; 33

•

the food product crisis (of rising food prices that affected the
global food economy) and rhetoric surrounding the threats to

33

Annual Estimates of Scottish Farm Business Income (FBI) 2016, see especially Table 11a
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the food-water-energy nexus and the possibility of a perfect
storm 34 has reinforced farmers’ identity as food producers and
created a reluctance to divert land to less intensive uses. In
some ways this resurgence of productivism is reflected in this
Programme period by a levelling off of what had been very
significant decline in fertiliser usage that had occurred up to
around 2007; 35
•

changes in renewable energy support. FiT and the Renewable
Heat Incentive were launched to increase uptake of
renewables in this Programme period, which took away the
need for RDP support for renewables in the land-based sector;

•

for some of the agri-environmental fields (especially
biodiversity) it is probable that climate change is influencing
numbers of some species and wider land use changes and
management practices are influencing others. Migratory birds
may be especially affected through migration routes or through
changes in wintering or summering locations. For example,
some evidence suggests that the decline in upland waders is a
function of predation which arises perhaps from forestry or
perhaps from less intensive predator control on sporting land;
and

•

many people would argue that there are more extreme climatic
events than even those seen in the relatively recent past.
Major rainfall events have the capacity to cause serious soil
erosion, major fertiliser flushes into watercourses and
increased algal blooms. Warmer weather exacerbates
problems of algal blooms.

34
35

OECD (2008) Rising food prices causes and consequences
DEFRA The British Survey of Fertiliser Practice Fertiliser use on farm for the 2015 crop year, Figure 1
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The key positive factors that strengthened SRDP interventions include:
•

a desire to bring together a number of schemes from different
agencies such as SNH and the Forestry Commission as well as
SGRPID and SEPA to create a more holistic view of the
environmental challenges and their remediation;

•

a strong influence of environmental NGOs who felt able to
assert their preferences in the expectation that Measures would
be developed in the Programme;

•

the existence of some RD-relevant policy areas being
addressed by other policy means (e.g. renewable energy
(FiTs), GHG emissions (FFABC- Scottish Government funded)
and peatland restoration (Scottish Government funded);

•

a political desire to leave the established scheme LFASS intact,
which included manifesto commitments at Scottish elections;

•

a highly heterogeneous farming community undergoing rapid
structural change in some regions (Cook et al. 2016); 36 and

•

behind the complicated set up of the RP was the desire to
promote the integrated approach in rural development, to
facilitate joined-up action and synergies between different types
of support and activities. Although this was a difficult process
for many applicants, a number of stakeholders felt that it did
have a positive learning effect and made applicants more aware
of important linkages. It was also felt that to achieving lasting
know-how and to securing transformational change, this
learning process would rely on a more intensive process of
awareness raising and know-how transfer to applicants, which
could not simply be accomplished by asking a lot of questions

36

Cook, P. et al. (2016), Agriculture in Aberdeenshire, Looking to the future
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in an application form. Other stakeholders believed that an
approach such as integrated development should only be
pursued at strategic level and that it was too much to ask to
transfer this type of knowledge at beneficiary level 37.
The major negative factors weakening the impact of SRDP
interventions include:
•

a patchy network of advisors and agents creating scope for
stronger engagement in agent-dense areas than in agent-light
areas. If the SRDP had made available better and more
consistent advisory services and ‘gatekeepers’ to support
applicants through the application process might have caused
less frustration. This type of support should have been there
from the outset, particularly if it was the aim to improve
awareness and know-how in integrated rural development
including economic and environmental actions. This would
have particularly benefited the many small and micro
businesses which predominate in rural areas many of whom,
despite their highly relevant needs felt unable to participate in
the SRDP due to the high transaction costs;

•

a rather complex approach to developing proposals in a number
of Schemes, which militated against small farmer (and rural
business) engagement with the Programme;

•

the approach to regionalisation could have been strengthened,
in selecting priorities. RPACs tended to focus on securing the
maximum level of support for their region rather than the
optimum to meet the differentiated needs;

37

Appendix D – Summary of Satisfaction Surveys, p. 6
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•

the appraisal process could have been stronger, delivered by
dedicated appraisal staff with a more holistic and informed level
of expertise and a shared understanding across agencies and
organisations involved;

•

many beneficiaries of a variety of schemes typically suggested
simplification of the application process, regardless of
satisfaction with their overall experience;

•

the PMC could have been more involved in managing the
balance between optimising spend and EAFRD draw down and
adjusting the Programme priorities and logic to better meet
changing needs;

•

in terms of environmental achievements, a re-emergent food
security culture in the wake of the global food price increase in
and after 2007 which was actively promoted by farmer unions
and may well have influenced farmers’ desires to take land out
of productive agriculture;

•

a significant cohort of ‘hard to reach’ farm households operating
out-with the advisory systems, who are less likely to engage
with discretionary Measures;

•

extreme meteorological events which causes major nutrient
flushes and soil erosion;

•

an anti-forestry culture among traditional productivist farmers,
rooted in a history of landlord tenant rights around trees and a
lack of integrated farm forestry training and education; and

•

global agricultural product price volatilities and global market
developments.
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Key Lessons Learnt can be summarised as follows:
•

target setting for the performance of the SRDP was poor, with
the result that it is challenging to assess the extent to which the
Programme has been effective in achieving its aims and
objectives. Despite small improvements made during the
Programme period to how data were collected, this was not
extended to revising the targets of the Programme effectively;

•

if the SRDP sought to support those businesses in most need,
then appropriate advisory services and less complex application
procedures would have had to be put in place to ensure that the
accessibility of the Programme is inclusive of those businesses
with less capacity and know how in sourcing funding; and

•

there is consensus about the importance and relevance of
creating new jobs, yet the safeguarding of jobs is considered as
important as creating new jobs, particularly in view of
challenging economic times. In many cases, stakeholders
confirmed that without SRDP intervention and support, the
viability of many small farming businesses would not have been
maintained.

3.8 Common Evaluation Questions
3.8.1 Economic growth
The

start of the SRDP coincided with the financial crisis in 2008. The

farming community was less affected by the immediate impacts and
benefited from a number of economic circumstances, such as low
interest rates, increasing prices in sheep and cattle until 2012/13
which helped the rural economy to maintain its employment levels.
However, rural businesses suffered considerably from uncertainty and
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a reduced level of confidence regarding new investment – this also
created hesitation in taking on new risk in relation to creating new
jobs. Bad weather in the winter of 2012, but also varying exchange
rates, increasing fuel costs and product price fluctuations (grain prices
fell, steel machinery prices rose) contributed towards a decreasing
business viability by the end of the Programme period.
However, the perception was that SRDP did not do enough to support
agricultural businesses to become more resilient to change and it was
thought that non-agricultural rural businesses fared better through
SRDP investment in adapting to changing circumstances,
experiencing rising incomes and increases in job creation and
productivity. It was felt that one reason for these positive
developments was that the number of tourists increased (although the
experience of this in the North (very positive with lots of innovative
initiatives) and the South (negatively – tourists heading North rather
than staying Sough) of Scotland differed considerably).
Looking more specifically at GVA, the agricultural GVA in Scotland
rose by approximately 35% from 2007 (£887m) to 2014 (£1.19bn) an
increase of £307m, Figure 3.4. In total, between 2007 and 2014
Scottish agriculture generated £7.8bn of GVA.
Although difficult to compare directly, the estimated economic impacts
(Appendix A) of around £2.8bn 38 created by SRDP over seven years
have had a key role in sustaining the agricultural sector.
This includes GVA created through new as well as safeguarded
activity supported by Axes 1 and 2. It should be noted that the majority
of the £2.8bn GVA created was associated with sustaining
employment (in Axis 2) rather than creating new jobs.
38

Assuming three year persistence of each job created and safeguarded.
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Figure 3.4: Agricultural GVA
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Source: Total Income from Farming Estimates for Scotland

According to the statistics, the average GVA per FTE agricultural
worker increased over the period by 37% to around £29,000. The
economic impact assessment indicates an average GVA per newly
created/ safeguarded agricultural job of around £37,000, indicating
that the SRDP has contributed to the Scotland’s rising agricultural
productivity (creating higher value jobs and including supplier
impacts).
Primary research confirmed that stakeholders feel that the SRDP had
a good impact on creating economic growth which received the
highest scores (see Figure 3.6 in Section 3.8.5).

3.8.2 Employment creation
The total agricultural workforce remained fairly stable between 2007
and 2014, barring a sharp fall and recovery between 2007 and 2009,
Figure 3.5. The total workforce was just over 66,000 in 2014, down
1.3% from 2007. The economic impact assessment (Appendix A)
suggests that in the region of 26,000 jobs (in Axes 1 & 2) were created
/ safeguarded over seven years by the SRDP, suggesting that there
might have been a greater decline in jobs in the absence of the
Programme.
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Figure 3.5: Total Agricultural Workforce
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Measure 212 comprises 37% of the total SRDP 2007-2013 spend.
While it cannot be regarded as a significant employment creator, (c.
10,000 jobs, mostly safeguarded) it almost certainly has had an effect
in retaining population in hill and upland areas. In that these funds are
non-competitive, they have low transaction costs and management
costs and comprise a significant transfer payment to the farm sector at
low administrative cost.
It is interesting to see in Figure 3.6, Section 3.8.5, that although
beneficiaries and stakeholders felt that the SRDP created positive
change leading to economic growth, their scores regarding job
creation and safeguarding jobs were significantly lower. In this
context, note should be taken however that the largest number of
responses (over 800) were gathered at a relatively early stage during
the Programme. Looking at individual Spider scores, it appears that
the respondents of later surveys were much more positive about their
perception of employment creation and safeguarding.

3.8.3 Natural resources and biodiversity
The contribution of the SRDP to protecting and enhancing natural
resources cannot be assessed accurately from the available data
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sources, or from the studies commissioned by the Scottish
Government. There is some circumstantial evidence about the
impacts of some Measures but the evidence base is simply insufficient
to address the challenge. The principal reason for the inability to
assess impact is that no real attempts were made to establish a
baseline against to which to measure the impact of SRDP Measures.
From 2007 to 2014 studies have noted major changes taking place in
Scottish agriculture including a destocking of significant areas of hill
land (SAC 2007, SRUC, 2011), significant restructuring of farm
businesses and the emergence of complex tenurial arrangements on
the most dynamic business (Macaulay Institute et al. 2008) and the
simplification of farming systems and reduced numbers of ruminant
livestock (Cook et al. 2016). The extent to which these changes have
been induced by the SRDP, Pillar 1 of the CAP or other social and
economic factors cannot be established retrospectively. The absence
of any use of counterfactuals, in spite of clear recommendations to
Scottish Government in the FERA report 2009 that they should be
used to monitor the impact of agri-environmental Measures means
that any impact assessment is to a degree speculative. These data
deficiencies are not remediable in a low-budget ex-post evaluation.
Notwithstanding these observed weaknesses it is still possible to make
informed judgements as to the likelihood of success of SRDP
Measures and some options) in the last Programme period.
Farmland biodiversity generally has been in long term decline (SNH
2013). It is conventionally measured by the Farmland Bird Index. The
trend for upland waders is regionally variable with lower declines in the
north west of Scotland, but is described in the SNH report (2013)
overall as one of “steep decline.” Changing agricultural practices,
including drainage, tree planting (potentially SRDP-grant aided tree
planting) and increases in predation are identified as likely causes by
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scientific studies. The trend for seed eating birds is much healthier.
There is a longer term increase of a composite index of four seedeating birds, although since 2007 the increase has levelled off, in spite
of Measures in the SRDP to promote habitat management for seed
eating birds. There are regional differences with the west actually
showing a decline in seed eating birds in the most recent Programme
period. Availability of nesting habitat and the use of game cover crops
are seen as positive influences on seed eating bird numbers (SNH
2013). For many farmland bird species, the increase in numbers of
species using woodland edge habitats is noted (SNH 2015),
suggesting that new woodland creation may be implicated in these
population gains.
The ESTE Report (2015) details the findings from 20 agrienvironmental options from the LMO and RP schemes. Our
reservations regarding the overall effectiveness of the monitoring
practices have been stated elsewhere. They concluded that: “Overall,
12 out of 20 Options were considered to either fully meet their
biodiversity success criteria (6 Options) or to, despite not fully meeting
them, having a strong positive impact on the biodiversity of the site (6
Options). 7 Options showed limited positive effects, which will still
benefit biodiversity to a considerable extent. Only 2 Options had a
negligible effect, no Options led to negative ecological changes.”
However, there was a large number of schemes with insufficient data
(and uptake) to justify monitoring which suggests that the menu of
options was too long and that the targeting was not always successful.
As measured by the Scottish Government, HNV farming and forestry
has increased slightly over the SRDP period. This is surprising for two
reasons. First, the area on which LFASS has been paid has declined
rather sharply as a result of land abandonment or more likely,
transition to other uses, as evidenced in the Evaluation of LFASS/
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development of ANC report 2016 39. Second, the key bird species
found in the uplands that provide a major input into the Farmland Bird
Index, have been in serious decline. It seems likely that part of the
large extent of semi-natural habitat which included in these figures is
likely to be sport-shooting land (possibly with sheep used primarily as
tick mops). Gains in the abundance of indicator species in woodland
birds have occurred in the last Programme period (SNH 2015) and
woodland fringe birds will have benefited from the small size and
therefore larger fringe area. HNV forestry gains are more likely to be
real gains as a result of new mixed and native woodland planting and
more active management of existing forests for environmental
purposes.
Increases in some target species of birds are likely to be a result of
RDP options under Measure 214. Corncrake expenditure increased
rapidly in this Programme period and trends in that species are
healthy. Similarly corn bunting numbers which had been in long term
decline in eastern Scotland have increased and this increase is almost
certainly attributed to the SRDP. Going forward, it remains vital that
robust evaluation methods are used to be able to filter out confounding
factors and establish policy impact with accuracy.
Water quality was recognised as a key concern in the SRDP
2007-2013. Fourteen priority catchments were identified, mostly in
eastern and south-western Scotland. In the course of the Programme,
catchment walking and one-to-one meetings with advisers and farmers
were used to select and implement Measures to enhance water
quality. The GNB indicator was argued to be flawed in a paper by
Vinten et al. (not dated). Using modelling approaches they argued
that woodland creation and wetland creation Measures in the SRDP
39

Grieve, J, Cook, P, Moxey, A. and Slee, W. (2016) Evaluation of Less Favoured Area Support
Scheme (LFASS) /development of Areas of Natural Constraint (ANC),
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were the most cost effective Measures to mitigate phosphate pollution,
and that a catchment by catchment and ultimately field by field
approach was needed to ensure cost-effective water quality
remediation. Most Measures on the list of options generated a
beneficial effect but the degree of benefit varied greatly from
catchment to catchment. More effective targeting by both Measure
and catchment would improve cost-effectiveness.

3.8.4 Renewable energy
On farm renewable energy production has risen rapidly in the last
decade, but the rapid increase has recently been replaced by a much
slower uptake of renewables. The increase in land manager
engagement with renewables is almost entirely a function of national
energy policy changes in 2010, when earlier support for renewables
was replaced by a much higher level of support under the Feed-in tariff
(FiT) scheme, which provided long term (mostly 20 year) guaranteed
income streams for the development of renewable energy projects up
to 5 MW. Although Measures were made available in the SRDP
2007-2013 these are almost inconsequential causal factors in the
rapid (but not fully documented) rise in farm based renewables
production. Using the FiT funding data base, there were just over 400
operational schemes before 2007, a further 273 started production
(with a capacity of nearly 2,200 MW and a further 521 schemes with a
capacity of 4,500 MW were approved or under construction. Not all of
these were farm based but the majority were. The overwhelming
majority of schemes (over 90%) were wind turbines with the residue
mostly hydropower or biomass systems.
The emergence of a very supportive funding stream out-with the
SRDP meant that almost no-one used the Measures in the SRDP
2007-2013. However, the rapid fall in FiT rates in 2015 and major
Ex-Post Evaluation of the SRDP 2007-2013 – Final Report: The Scottish Government

114

policy shifts in the renewables sector signalled the end of the rapid
expansion of farm level deployment of renewables. A rapid tailing off
of engagement of Scottish farmers is an inevitable consequence.
Community energy production has been especially important as a
revenue raiser for many rural communities, especially remote island
communities. Again, it has been funded primarily by FiTs. The
already cited OFGEM figures will include any installations below 5
MWs (which is the majority) which are not distinguished in these tables
by ownership structure. Community energy production too will decline
rapidly as a result of policy change.
3.8.5 Qualitative perceptions of change created
Figure 3.6 below shows the perceptions of stakeholders and
beneficiaries regarding the extent to which the SRDP has created
positive change on a scale from 1 (no impact) to 5 (significant impact)
by the key performance indicators posed by the CMEF. The score is
an average from the MTE survey, ex-post stakeholder consultations
and beneficiary surveys.
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3.8.6 Competitiveness of the agricultural and forestry sector
Axis 1 supported a wide range of initiatives targeted to modernise and
restructure the agricultural sector and thereby improve its overall
competitiveness.
With Measures 121 and 123 consuming 90% of the Axis budget, the
strategic emphasis was firmly set on supporting transformative
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change, improving competitiveness and bringing about innovation and
added value.
Feedback on the extent to which the SRDP was able to contribute to
this effect was generally positive throughout the primary research.
Much of the response related to being able to maintain employment in
the sector, but some of the more targeted support options and
schemes, enabling an improved marketing, market access and / or
achieving quality improvements were thought of highly. The majority of
respondents during the MTE survey felt that the SRDP investments
had a lasting impact on the sustainability of their farm holding and half
of the respondents felt that 121 contributed well to improving the
competitiveness of their holding.
The MTE found Measures within Axis 1 to be effective from a business
development perspective. The survey of beneficiaries found that
almost 70% of respondents reported positive impacts on their
business efficiency and in many cases output, quality and
competitiveness have been enhanced. The greatest contribution to
employment arose from Measure 123 (Adding value to agriculture and
forest product), Measure 121 (Modernisation of holdings) and Measure
111 (Skills). Measure 123 is highly valued by recipients and
stakeholders and has generated significant positive impacts.
Local stakeholders and beneficiaries reported some distinctive local
competitiveness effects in the agricultural sector e.g. in egg production
or the dairy sector, this was in response to local concentrations of
activity and the expansion and development of this was thought to be
a direct effect of the SRDP. SRDP supported slurry storage
investment was felt to have had a major impact on the sustainability of
the pig sector, as well as parts of the dairy sector.
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Infrastructure investments supported under Axis 1 of the SRDP are
thought to have contributed to improved agricultural efficiency and
labour use and are reported to have helped businesses maintain
incomes. Whilst some of these reported productivity increases and
efficiency improvements have improved business competitiveness this
may also have resulted in employment reductions.
There is evidence that the SRDP has had an important effect on
competitiveness:
•

high uptake of modernisation investment support;

•

skills development uptake three times greater than target;

•

production chain and added value sectors very active within the
SRDP, volume of investment exceeding target and 50% more
participants than target;

•

strong evidence that the availability of skills training support
over a long period has led to long term gains; and

•

general perception that the forestry and agricultural sectors
benefited from increased productivity.

The Ex Ante Working Group stipulated that achieving increased
business competitiveness should be a clearer requirement in future.
The SRDP is not thought to have had a substantial effect on the
competitiveness of the Scottish forestry sector where the main
influences have been increased production and strong markets. The
long term nature of forestry investment and production was stressed
as a limiting factor on the effectiveness of any relatively short term
SRDP interventions. For the forestry sector the SRDP support is
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therefore seen more to have accompanied rather than driven the
competitiveness of the sector.
Forestry experienced a sustained positive period throughout the
programme with increased business incomes mainly due to high
timber market prices and a production / harvesting increase which
brought about real job increases. Throughout the period productivity
improvements were achieved, often due to new equipment and
forestry business incomes had increased whether assisted or not
assisted. According to forestry stakeholders consulted, the SRDP’s
influence on employment and incomes was thought to have been
negligible however. Sectoral skills required were largely already in
place prior to 2007.

3.8.7 Restructuring the dairy sector
The Scottish dairy herd has been restructuring rapidly with cow
numbers and dairy farm numbers dropping by almost a quarter
between 2007 and 2014. Milk production has not declined at a similar
rate, with productivity increasing in the early years of the programme.
The herd is declining fastest in the East and North (where grain and
beef were attractive alternatives) and is concentrating in the South
West (where crops are not a viable option and grass growth is
favoured).
Feedback during the MAPP workshops in the North and South West
highlighted the extent to which change and restructuring in the dairy
sector is being driven by the often extreme volatility in market and
supply chain factors. World milk commodity price volatility and the
actions of milk processors squeezed by retailers reacting to the post
2008 recession, have been the main driving factors. The collapse of
the farm gate milk price in the latter part of the programme saw
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production costs /litre exceeding the price producers received. Taken
in conjunction with the limits on the sector’s ability to reduce
production costs, these factors substantially outweighed the scale and
scope of any SRDP intervention to influence restructuring.
SRDP support for modernisation assisted some major investments in
upgraded and new dairy facilities, particularly in the earlier part of the
Programme when there was something of a peak in incomes. This has
allowed some producers and regions to increase production while
others have ceased. Investment in slurry storage and waste
management in general has been widespread, often SRDP supported.
Skill development support through Measure 111 has been applied to
the dairy sector through the “monitor farm” approach.

3.8.8 Climate change mitigation
Climate change was directly promoted in the SRDP 2007-2013
through afforestation Measures. As is well known from the work of the
IPCC work on Land Use Land Use Change and Forestry there is
considerable scope for mitigating climate change through land use.
Detailed investigations have been undertaken which have explored
the cost effectiveness of mitigation options both globally and in a
Scottish and UK context. Apart from afforestation Measures, climate
change has not been addressed directly in the SRDP 2007-2013.
Instead, a Scottish Government funded Farming For a Better Climate
project has been launched. In consequence, the pursuit of emissions
reduction in the farm sector falls largely out-with the SRDP, except
insofar as new SRDP-assisted afforestation occurs on farm or other
rural land. The Scottish Government has by no means neglected the
question of farm based emissions of GHGs but has chosen to date not
to have this topic as a mainstream component of the SRDP.
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Nearly 42,000 hectares of new woodland was planted with the
assistance of the SRDP. This was only 60% of the target area. The
available data do not detail the type of woodland or its yield class or
soil type which factors together will largely determine the potential to
sequester carbon. On poorer land lower growth rates on some large
native woodland extension forests funded by the SRDP will sequester
carbon very slowly, but are likely to deliver high biodiversity benefits.
Generally new woodland habitat will benefit biodiversity, but as noted
elsewhere, woodland cover might house predators on waders and
displace wetland habitat and has been implicated in their further
decline.

3.8.9 Water quality and water management
Water management has been modestly improved by the SRDP
2007-2013, primarily in priority catchments, but modestly elsewhere as
a result of other Measures not primarily directed at water quality
improvements. The key area of improved water management is with
respect to manure storage and application and water quality
enhancement as a result of diffuse pollution mitigation, especially of
phosphate pollution. As with biodiversity Measures accurate impact
assessment is rendered impossible because of the presence of
confounding factors such as stocking rate changes and other farming
system changes arising from market and social factors and other
initiatives being pursued which were connected with but not funded by
the SRDP.
It is not clear how much of SEPAs expenditure in improving water
quality in priority catchments is funded by the SRDP and how much
from other sources. The principal legislation driving water quality
improvement in Scotland is the Water Environment (Diffuse Pollution)
(Scotland) Regulations which are referred to as the Diffuse Pollution
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General Binding Rules (DP GBRs). The seven DP GBRs focus solely
on rural land use activities. Catchment walking revealed hundreds of
breaches of GBRs across priority catchments, many of which could be
remedied relatively easily by land managers. Others demanded more
intensive interventions some of which were fundable under the SRDP.
Attribution of improvement to a policy-supported Measure is extremely
difficult to establish, but the model of catchment walking coupled with
advisory input is robust as long as catchment walkers are working with
robust intuitive or empirical models of which interventions will deliver
the most cost-effective improvements. Vinten et al’s work for the
Scottish Government suggests that the suite of interventions funded
may not always have been optimal.
Water is widely used for irrigation in eastern Scotland on field
vegetables on about 7300 ha of land. Water abstraction is controlled
under the CARs of the Water Environment and Water Services
(Scotland) (WEWS) Act 2003. Water use efficiency Measures were
not part of the SRDP 2007-2013.
Water quantity becomes an issue in periods of drought when there is
insufficient water or when there is too much water and flooding occurs.
Run off is a function of many factors including vegetation cover. In
general, more woodland cover in a catchment will reduce flood peaks,
while in contrast, intensive agriculture is implicated in higher flood
peaks and faster run-off with implications for soil loss and phosphate
pollution. Afforestation Measures will assist in pollution abatement
and these have been a significant part of Axis 2 of the SRDP.
Unfortunately, there has been no targeting of catchments most at risk,
so any remediation and risk reduction is effectively an unforeseen
benefit of afforestation. Further action research along the lines of the
Pontbren project in Wales might be merited to better parameterise the
impacts of tree planting on flooding in a Scottish context.
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3.8.10

Quality of life and diversification of the rural economy

The development opportunities and weaknesses of rural Scotland in
terms of business diversification and quality of life improvements were
predominantly identified for SRDP investments regarding Axis 1 and
Axis 3 only.
On-farm and rural business diversification opportunities were seen to
represent a particular strength of rural Scotland regarding both tourism
but timber processing, at the same time the diversification into
renewables and wood processing were considered worth improving.
The SRDP included a dedicated Measure to support the diversification
of non-agricultural businesses (Measure 311).
Generally speaking at the time of the ex-post evaluation, the
performance of Axis 1 schemes and interventions was felt to have
been fairly successful in introducing innovative approaches and in
restructuring/modernising some elements of the forestry sector (both
closely associated and often linked to business diversification),
thereby helping to increase capacities and productivity and improve
the quality of life in rural communities.
The MTE survey of beneficiaries found that under the suite of Axis 1
Measures, respondents reported positive impacts on business
diversification in 39% of cases. The Axis 1, and particularly Measures
121 and 123 investments were associated with the adoption of new
techniques in 56% of cases, increased family employment in 28% of
cases, increased sustainability in 35% of case and increased income
in 47% - all suggesting that these developments are linked to the
diversification of on-farm income sources by releasing family labour,
and complemented renewable energy developments. Interestingly,
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higher positive values were found for beneficiaries supported under
the FPMC scheme.
The MTE survey findings indicated that beneficiaries thought the
investments from Measures 311, 312 and 313 were likely to contribute
positively to the diversification of the rural economy. The other Axis 3
Measures were thought to have had very little if any effect in this
regard at the MTE.
At the end of the programme uptake, outputs and results from
Measures 311, 312 and 313 as per the CMEF indicators remained
very low (as noted above for Measures 311 and 312) in relation to the
previous evaluation question. Their contribution to rural diversification
therefore appears likely to be limited but this pattern of uptake reflects
the effects of the overall situation facing the sector and the necessary
responses in favour of consolidating, sustaining and enhancing
existing business. Although the number of beneficiaries participating
fell short of target the intensity of support per applicant was greater,
applicant businesses had strong capacity and diversified enterprises
are likely to be more substantial and sustainable building on strong
existing business performance. Once again the lack of LEADER
reporting against these Measures is likely to have resulted in
underreporting.
Over the course of the SRDP, there has been a shift in the balance in
Axis 3 towards the Quality of Life objectives. This appears to have
been largely driven by the high level of participation and the
associated demand and uptake of Measure 323. The greater
accessibility of support under these Measures appears to have
contributed to the numerous smaller scale projects supported.
The MTE reported the potential Quality of Life contribution of
Measures 312 and 321 as being moderate, the other Axis 3 Measures
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implemented were thought to contribute little if anything. At the end of
the programme the reporting data suggest that Measures 321 and 323
are likely to have made the greatest contribution here by delivering a
high level of participation and population, in the case of Measure 323
very substantially above the targets set, including in the forestry
sector. It should be noted that LEADER also contributed in this regard
although its contribution (including Measure 321) has not been fully
quantified.
Most surveyed beneficiaries reported an improved quality of life due to
the investments made. This included very high ratings for improving
the attractiveness of the rural area and improved well-being. In
addition, beneficiaries were very confident that the investments would
lead to a reversal of economic and social decline and therefore would
fight the depopulation of their rural areas.
The predominant view which emerged from the MAPP workshops was
that the integrated approach to Axis 3 worked, for example there was
evidence cited of improvements funded under Measure 323
contributing to tourism projects and activities. Improved rural services
and recreational activities and facilities benefitted visitors and
residents alike. Retaining and securing tourist visitor markets and the
tourism offer helped rural areas remain competitive in a time of
economic downturn. More secure and sustainable businesses and
employment contributed to communities’ economic wellbeing and
sustainability. Taken together these factors contributed to maintaining
and enhancing the attractiveness of the area for both resident and
visitor and thus the quality of life.
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3.8.11

Innovative approaches

Feedback from surveys throughout the Programme period as well as
primary research at the ex-post evaluation stage found fairly strong
agreement that the SRDP has supported and contributed towards the
introduction of innovative approaches.
For example, one of the Programme’s largest Measures (Measure
121) for modernisation was thought of having stimulated innovative
restructuring and a considerable amount of up-grading existing onfarm technology. The positive contribution of the SRDP in helping to
up-grade technology was also noted by stakeholders with regard to
forestry businesses. In addition, Measure 121 has also provided
complementary investment for renewable energy such as woodchip
storage sheds, kilns, which is innovative.
Further innovative investment in the form of new technology was
promoted through LMO (a Scheme considered easy to access)
supporting small investments including livestock electronic
identification kits, precision farming/mapping equipment and such like.
Importantly, these type of investments represent a first step into a
whole new area of livestock and nutrient management.
Measures 123 and124 have also supported innovative investments in
primary processing technology and food technology.
A number of the Axis 3 Measures may be expected to have resulted in
the development and /or implementation of innovation, particularly
those Measures concerned with business development and
diversification, Measures 311, 312 and 313. The levels of reported
activity and achievement here are low and the extent of innovation is
therefore likely to be lower than may have been expected. Qualitative
feedback from beneficiaries suggests that much of the supported
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activity concerned making improvements in what was done and how,
in effect doing more with less. This suggests that a significant degree
of innovation may have been employed. Furthermore the data do not
provide insights into levels of innovation, activities supported through
LEADER which may be expected to have a degree of innovation are
not reported.

3.8.12

Access to broadband internet

The SRDP devoted just over €1m for rural broadband projects through
the Broadband Challenge Fund. The Fund gave LEADER LAGs the
opportunity to bid competitively for funds to enhance broadband
infrastructure and to help rural businesses and households in their
areas. Five LAGs were successful in their bids. Supported activities
were small scale and location specific focusing on innovative pilot
solutions.

3.8.13

Scottish National Rural Network

The Evaluation of SNRN and the SRDP Communication Plan
indicated that the general level of awareness of services provided by
the SNRN amongst stakeholders was low. Some respondents had
little or no experience or awareness of the SNRN or its services, and
some questioned the relevance to rural Scotland as a whole (this was
also confirmed by primary research undertaken by the ex-post
evaluation).
Overall, one in three respondents had attended an SNRN event, or an
event organised by SNRN. Participation was highest among
community and third sector respondents (over 40%), followed by other
rural businesses and LEADER, with land-based businesses having the
lowest participation rates.
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Networking and information exchange were the principal reasons
identified for attending events, particularly amongst businesses.
Information on funding ranked lowest overall although somewhat
higher amongst communities and third sector respondents.
The MTE findings indicated that SNRN’s Programme of delivering 20
regional events in under one year was ambitious and resulted in a
formulaic approach which was not universally well received.
Involvement tended to be concentrated within the territory rather than
involving wider experience. This limited the exchange of good practice
and establishment of wider links. Local involvement at the LAG level
was reported but thought to be limited with each LAG representing a
significant local network with wider links to other territories and
sectors. However, the extent to which the LAG networks linked up with
the SNRN was generally regarded only as average.
Therefore, it was suggested in the MTE that the Scottish Government
and SNRN should consider a Programme of events which more
directly involve regional stakeholders in both their design and delivery
to strengthen the relevance of the approach. Events should be based
on a wider geographical area in order to strengthen inter-regional
networking and exchange.
The importance of the SNRN as a source of information on the SRDP
and LEADER was split relatively evenly between those who see it as
having some importance (56%) and those who see little or none.
There was little differentiation by user group.
The SNRN’s importance as a source of information on good practice in
rural development was similarly rated, especially among other rural
businesses, communities/third sector and private individuals. Landbased businesses ranked this markedly lower, but only 16% saw good
practice dissemination as of no importance.
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The MTE findings suggested that in its start-up phase the SNRN had
some success in broadening the base of rural networking in Scotland,
but that the main challenge facing it was in engaging the wider
community. The beneficiary survey raised questions over the way in
which rural stakeholders were being informed and about its overall
communication strategy.
It was also suggested that the Scottish Government and SNRN should
review the approach to communication with and engaging rural
stakeholders with a view to improving wider engagement and both the
website and the regional coordination service.
Finally, it was suggested by beneficiaries that the Scottish
Government and SNRN should review the service provision to identify
potential improvements to strengthen relevance and uptake by rural
stakeholders. As well as this, the SNRN should take forward the
provision in exchange of more good practice examples is a
development priority for Scottish Government and SNRN managers.
Overall, the ex-post evaluation has concluded that the extent to which
the SNRN contributed to SRDP objectives was limited.

3.8.14

Technical Assistance

The use of technical assistance in the 2007-2013 period was initially
set at £2.3m and used primarily for the creation and maintenance of
the SNRN and to fund monitoring and evaluation activities within the
SRDP.
A significant proportion of the budget was used to build and maintain
the SNRN website which provided information and news articles
relating to SRDP and rural Scotland with the intentions of promoting
the SRDP to a wide audience. With a strong community and LEADER
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focus, LAGs engaged with it in the absence of a formal LEADER
network. One of the aims of the development of the SNRN website
was to share knowledge and experience amongst various interest
groups at country, national and transnational level to help strengthen
the rural voice in policy design and maximise the use of the rural
development resources available. The technical assistance budget
was used to fund two large national events in the early years of the
Programme to introduce the new SRDP and inform a broad range of
stakeholders of its purposes. The SNRN also co-ordinated training
and networking events across Scotland which, following
recommendations in the MTE, included project visits to share good
practices and experiences.
A smaller proportion of the budget was used to fund monitoring and
evaluation activities such as the First Stage Review in 2009, the midterm review in 2010 and two ongoing evaluation contracts that ran
throughout the life of the programme. The First Stage review was
commissioned as a result of the difficulties encountered in the delivery
of what was an ambitious and complex SRDP. Lessons were learned
from this that helped in the implementation of the programme going
forward.
The first ongoing contract focused on availability of data and
identifying any gaps. This resulted in evaluators working closely with
Scheme managers helping them understand the importance of
monitoring and ensure that data capture points were identified. The
aim of this work was to improve the collection of data and to provide
management information allowing the performance of the SRDP to be
measured and adjusted where necessary. In reality this proved
difficult and the lack of management information was a concern
throughout the Programme. Further work on Result indicators,
monitoring of LEADER and the environmental Measures in Axis 2 was
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carried out in the second ongoing contract. In the end implementation
was beyond the scale and scope of practical and financial resources
and therefore the focus turned to learning lessons and improving the
new 2014-2020 programme. Towards the end of 2012 a modification
to the SRDP was approved to allow resources from the SRDP
2007-2013 to be used to pay for part of the Ex Ante evaluation of the
2014-2020 Programme.
A subsequent modification in 2012 saw the budget increase to €5.2m
when the decision was made that the development of the new IT
system required for the 2014-2020 Programme was to be include as
part technical assistance. The intention was to start building the IT
system early to allow time for development as a bespoke system and
making it more user-friendly.

3.8.15

Efficiency of resource allocations

Chapter 2 presented the output performance indicators and showed
that the achievement against output targets varied widely.
Mid-term and ongoing evaluations over the years have pointed out
relevant shortfalls in target setting, however, final agreed targets
compared to reported achievements still presents some significant
shortcomings in anticipation of the efficiency of the agreed resource
allocations. The extent to which the efficiencies of inputs were
intentionally changed to achieve less intensive interventions for the
benefit of reaching much higher numbers of participants (such as in
Measure 111 for training) is unknown.
The following graphs of unit costs demonstrate some of the significant
differences between intended and actually achieved efficiencies. It is
demonstrated that there are substantial variations across the various
Measures, in most cases indicating that the quality of the original
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target setting must have been limited. The target setting and therefore
unit costs were most consistent in the case of LFASS which applied
payments on the basis of hectares.
The following graphs and other information presented, represent
estimates of unit costs for two thirds (66%) of total SRDP spend.
Figure 3.7 Anticipated and Achieved Unit Costs of Measure 111
budget
€ 8,000
€ 6,442
€ 6,000

€ 5,476

€ 5,476

€ 4,000
€ 2,000

€ 1,506

€ 1,280
€ 151

€-

Per participant in training

Original Target

€ 384 € 122
Per training day received

Final Target

€ 302
Per participant that
successfully ended a training
activity related to agriculture
and/or forestry

Actual Achieved

SRDP public sector spend of Measure 111 only represented 0.3% of
the total Programme spend achieved, but in terms of unit costs shows
some of the most significant differences between anticipated and
achieved efficiencies. The above graph shows that originally it was
expected that on average each of 10,000 participants would receive
training to the value of €5.476 – this was revised down to expecting
2,820 participants receiving training to the value of €1,280. Instead
the SRDP delivered training to 24,789 (almost 10-times more)
participants to the value of €151 each on average (almost 10-times
less). The unit cost differences are similarly extensive for the costs per
training day and for costs for each successful trainee.
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The achieved efficiencies of allocating resources by output are much
closer to those expected in Measure 212 that presented 37% of SRDP
total spend. This Measure allocated LFASS payments to eligible farm
and forestry holdings whereby a per hectare allocation was applied
(the graph below shows an average spend per hectare between €185
and €143). The original target of supporting 13,000 holdings was
overachieved with 13,251 beneficiaries, which reduced the average
unit cost per holding from €47,957 to €39,261.
Figure 3.8 Anticipated and Achieved Unit Costs of Measure 212
budget
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€ 185 € 143 € 184

Per hectare of UAA
supported

Per hectare under
successful management

Final Target

Actual Achieved

In the case of Measure 214 (agri-environmental payments) the unit
costs targets i.e. average payment per holding supported dropped
significantly between original target (€82,476), finally agreed target
(€40,890) and what was actually achieved (€22,038). Originally it was
thought that one hectare under successful management should cost
on average €3,711, however the actually achieved value was €81.
Although these reductions in unit costs suggest that outputs were
achieved much more efficiently, the fact that the Measure budget was
cut by 53% yet the output targets were exceeded by nearly 200%
queries the quality of the target setting.
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Figure 3.9 Anticipated and Achieved Unit Costs of Measure 214
budget
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The unit costs of Measure 121 (Restructuring and modernisation of the
agricultural and forestry sector) increased from an originally
anticipated support per holding of €9,811 to an achieved value of
€26,142 on average (primary research findings indicate that larger
investments in RP were favoured particularly in the early part of the
Programme). Figure 3.10 below shows that a large increase occurred
in the average costs per new product introduced which rose from
€19,622 to €80,338.
Figure 3.10 Anticipated and Achieved Unit Costs of Measure 121
budget
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Finally, Figure 3.11 presents the unit costs of Measure 313 that
supported tourism activities. Over the course of the SRDP, its original
budget was cut by 55%, yet the target for its output (number of
beneficiaries) was increased by 574% (the combined effects of these
are shown by the drastic fall in unit costs between original and final
target). The shortfall in the achievement of the number of
beneficiaries target resulted in actual unit cost exceeded the revised
(final) target by 70%.
Figure 3.11 Anticipated and Achieved Unit Costs of Measure 313
budget
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Based on substantially varying unit costs it is difficult to assess if the
SRDP has been delivered efficiently.
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4. Conclusions and Recommendations
4.1 Conclusions
4.1.1 Relevance of Strategy
The SRDP intervention logic was considered by most stakeholders to
be appropriate to the needs identified in rural Scotland. The logic was
robust, especially at programme level. Most Measures were well
chosen to address some of the key weaknesses identified at the
outset and during the Programme period.
The consistency of the SRDP with national rural policy priorities was
confirmed by the annual reports of the Programme. The 2008
Spending Review and a depreciation of Sterling against the Euro of
around 25% following the financial downturn in 2008 resulted in a
significant reduction of originally allocated public sector resources to
the Programme by nearly half (48%), inevitably impacting on
programme outcomes and creating less change than originally
anticipated. The European Economic Recovery Plan later added
funding to a selected range of Measures to address some of the
perceived needs of the rural economy following the economic crisis.
As all available funding was taken up, the demand for the SRDP was
confirmed.
The significant emphasis of the Programme on environmental
interventions was a direct response to the long-term decline in
farmland biodiversity and the condition of many designated sites and
was in close strategic alignment with Scottish policy direction thereby
addressing important current needs.

Ex-Post Evaluation of the SRDP 2007-2013 – Final Report: The Scottish Government

136

Regarding those interventions targeted at improving the rural
economy, the SRDP was largely seen as a vitally important support
mechanism for rural businesses in difficult and uncertain times when
confidence levels were low. High global prices for food significantly
buffered the farm sector from the worst effects of the economic crisis,
but for many non-agricultural rural businesses issues of sustainability
were of more immediate and higher priority than business expansion
or growth over the programme period.
The target setting of the Programme was weak which limited the
extent to which an assessment could be made regarding its ability to
achieve its outputs effectively and efficiently. In a number of cases, the
SRDP seemed to have changed its original approach towards
supporting more people but in a more light-touch manner (although in
other areas of the Programme the opposite approach was evident).
This was particularly the case under Axis 3 with a large increase in the
number of beneficiaries and activities targeted, although in practice
the outturn fell somewhere between the original and revised targets.
The economic downturn in 2008 and associated uncertainties
influenced Programme up-take negatively, including availability of
domestic funding (which was drastically reduced); and strategic
emphasis. Having said this, agriculture showed some resilience to the
crises until more recent events.
The SRDP had a significant emphasis on supporting agrienvironmental investment to improve biodiversity etc. in line with
overall Government objectives, although the largest Axis 2 Measure
(212, LFASS) seemed to be more significant in terms of income
support than biodiversity enhancement.
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The inclusion of rural businesses as well as farm and forestry holdings
was relevant and appropriate with a focus on supporting diversification
and growth and fundamentally sustainability of beneficiaries.

4.1.2 Implementation Approach
The original delivery ambition was strategically designed to
complement the intervention logic in aiming to link together existing
schemes in an integrated manner, in particular the Land Managers
Contracts approach with the Axes and Measures of the SRDP,
especially through the RP and LMO schemes. This could have been
transformational but needed to be much better targeted and more
actively facilitated to create more scope for incremental actions in
response to specific Programme objectives.
The management and implementation were a major topic of concern
throughout all stages of the Programme and subject to a first stage
review, ongoing evaluation, and MTE. In many respects concerns over
delivery obscured the strategic objectives and focus on results. It is
questionable whether the sought-after strategic learning which the
integrated delivery approach intended was actually achieved. The
ambition for an integrated approach was laudable but in practice
integration was limited with the concentration of resources in four
Measures and the experienced difficulties with the online application
process. In addition, the large but unrelated direct income transfer of
LFASS did little to enhance integration.
A complex IT based system made the application process difficult for
many farmers and other small beneficiary businesses and
organisations who either relied on using consultants to apply or felt
excluded from the Programme.
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The RPAC approach was seen as highly beneficial in joining up
agency interventions, sharing approaches and creating effective crossagency working. However, RPACs were felt to be less effective in
targeting and allocating resources against priorities and related
governance/appraisal/empowerment issues. Appropriate means of
renewing such collaborative efforts between key agencies should be
considered.
Small farms and crofts were disenfranchised by the scoring system in
the 2007-2013 SRDP. Where they are making discernible gains at
reasonable cost, their actions should be supported by a simplified
scheme that avoids over-elaboration.
In terms of LEADER many lessons have been learned during the
Programme period regarding shortcomings in implementation
particularly regarding the availability of guidance for LAGs, clarity of
eligibility criteria and project expenditure. Audit issues created some
considerable upset in some LAGs.

4.1.3 Effectiveness and Achievements
The SRDP contributed substantially to sustaining the rural economy
and supported particularly the safeguarding of jobs in farm and
forestry holdings. In addition, effects of rising farm product prices for
some of the period and timber price over a longer period on incomes
in the farm and forestry sector generated supporting factors in terms of
positive policy effects. It was felt that the SRDP investments played a
part in supporting and complementing other initiatives particularly in
the areas of climate change, renewable energy, and water quality.
There were thought to have been significant agri-environmental gains
which can be attributed to SRDP interventions, though more robust
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methods of evaluation would have enabled greater certainty of
judgement.
In some areas, the SRDP reached a larger number of beneficiaries
than anticipated (and the Programme was often perceived by
stakeholders as being effective in achieving high participation rates).
However, its success in performance varied between Measures and a
number of Axis 1 and Axis 3 Measures failed to reach their targeted
number of beneficiaries.
Overall, the effectiveness in achieving the Programme’s aims is
difficult to assess due to weak target setting and insufficiently robust
monitoring being in place (particularly regarding environmental
achievements). Therefore, the assessment of effectiveness relied
primarily on the perceptions of wide range of stakeholders consulted
throughout the Programme period.
Whilst it was cost-effective to have continued with some of the
established, well-known and easy to administer schemes such as
LFASS in Axis 2, it was widely believed that the SRDP could have
been more effective, particularly in reaching smaller businesses, farm
and family holdings in Axis 1 and Axis 3 if application and reporting
procedures of some of the SRDP Schemes had been easier. .
SRDP support related well to improving business sustainability and
delivered significant benefits and there is consensus that on the
whole, the SRDP was effective in achieving its objectives (however,
due to the weaknesses of target setting and the monitoring systems in
place this is less reflected in a quantitative manner).
Primary research found that the SRDP was successful in supporting
the Food & Drink sector which was also a sector that received
substantial political support.
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SDS linked well with a number of SRDP Measures. It secured good
industry buy-in and delivered some very successful skills
development/knowledge transfer initiatives often involving third parties,
e.g. a renewables development initiative and a Crofting Training
Programme delivered by the Scottish Crofting Federation as well as
the successful Monitor Farm Programme (with a relatively small
budget).
Studies commissioned by SRDP found that RP has contributed
positively to improving assessed condition on designated sites
compared to condition on unsupported sites. The benefits included a
shift from substandard condition to good condition on some supported
sites.
In terms of biodiversity, RP options were targeted, both at the holding
and landscape scale, and where options were tailored to deliver the
desired outcomes, then they worked well (however, robust quantitative
measurement of effects was in most cases lacking).
LMO was seen to have performed satisfactorily for a broad and
shallow scheme both in terms of allocation of funds and in terms of
spatial disbursement of these funds across a wide geographic reach.
The attempt at regionalisation through the RPACs was not universally
liked or successful but was thought to reflect a positive policy principle
and enhanced awareness of the integrated approach. While LEADER
funding was small participating communities and local partnerships
generally developed well, and a lot of effective community-based
initiatives were implemented. There are many good examples where
the integrated approach to rural development worked very well.
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4.1.4 Efficiency of the Programme
Although generally regarded by respondents as successful in
achieving desired results and outcomes, the limited reliability of the
monitoring data, mainly due to poor target setting and weak baselines,
prevented a more detailed assessment of the extent to which the
SRDP was able to achieve the expected Programme results.
Primary research findings indicate that the aims and objectives of the
SRDP, particularly with regard to introducing innovative approaches
and helping the agricultural and forestry industries to restructure and
modernise, were achieved successfully by increasing businesses’
capacities and productivity.
Apart from LFASS the bureaucracy of the SRDP was often perceived
as a key obstacle and challenge for most applicants/beneficiaries,
raising questions over its efficiency of delivery.
The complexity of the application forms (often needing consultants)
almost certainly resulted in certain categories of potential applicant
being excluded e.g. crofters, small farmers – and for some of the
intended learning effects of participation to miss their target audience
(i.e. the farm and forestry holding/rural businesses rather than the
consultants).
The intended regional targeting by RPACs was largely lost as those
who selected the RP scheme did not want to close options and
preferred to draw down funding for their regions, and this significantly
diminished the effectiveness of geographical targeting.
One of the key lessons learned regarding LEADER was that the
management of LEADER required more resources than were available
to make it more efficient, particularly for LAGs operating in a small
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LEADER area. Overall, however, the efficiencies of all LAGs suffered
from a heavy policy compliance burden which in turn placed demands
on staff capacity.

4.1.5 Results Achieved
The importance of the SRDP in sustaining and safeguarding jobs was
emphasised by respondents throughout the ex-post evaluation primary
research.
Generally speaking, at the time of the ex-post evaluation, the
performance of Axis 1 schemes and interventions was felt to have
been broadly successful in introducing innovative approaches and in
restructuring/modernising the farming and forestry sectors, thereby
helping to increase capacities and productivity and improve the quality
of life in rural communities.
Similarly, Axis 3 schemes and interventions contributed through
sustaining, safeguarding and to a lesser extent creating employment.
The support was relevant to beneficiary needs and the results of the
support were substantial but were not clearly evidenced by the CMEF
indicators as they were unable to capture the range of results
achieved. Over and above performance of LEADER was not added to
the monitoring data, thereby remaining under-reported.
The availability of support for small rural businesses and communities,
regardless of its source was thought important in providing confidence
to sustain rural businesses.
Surveys of beneficiaries throughout the Programme period showed
that the majority of respondents reported positive effects on their
business efficiency, output, quality and competitiveness. Much of the
SRDP investment was considered effective in terms of additionality.
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Monitoring data for results indicators are generally far below target.
Some of this could potentially be explained by challenges in reporting
on results indicators via monitoring processes. Particular challenges
were associated with a widespread collection of the GVA result
indicator due the complexities of the CMEF formula to be applied.
Having said this, the MA commissioned a number of annual surveys to
alleviate these difficulties and to be able to have some insight into
achievements.

4.1.6 Impacts Created
The SRDP has created or safeguarded between 30,400 to 33,400 jobs
and between £1.03bn and £1.12bn of GVA. The wider primary
research suggests that the majority of jobs were safeguarded rather
than created.
On average, the cost per job ranged between £41,000 and £43,300
creating a return on investment of between £2.30 and £2.40 for every
£1 spent by the Programme.
Some agri-environment options were well used and almost certainly
contributed to species recovery (e.g. Corn bunting). A significant
number of new hedgerows were established. However, the Farmland
Bird Index, the key impact indicator, declined slightly over the period,
with some component species, especially upland waders, faring very
badly.
New afforestation will reduce GHG emissions, but other Axis 2
Measures, especially LFASS may well increase emissions. LFASS
was a major contributor to protecting jobs in remote areas but its
environmental benefits are more questionable. NPIs are likely to have
enhanced water quality in priority catchments. Soil quality remains
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compromised by falling soil carbon levels and erosion risk over
significant areas.

4.1.7 Monitoring Systems
Agri-environmental monitoring was rather limited and was not
proportionate to the scale of the investment. It was made more
complex and challenging by the large number of options. Following
commissioned research, new systems were put in place whereby costeffectiveness of the new system was favoured.
A number of studies were commissioned to fill gaps in knowledge and
system capacities to deal with monitoring of outputs and results.
While there was little time to address failings during the Programme
period, the evaluation team and stakeholders feel that lessons have
been learnt and that the new SRDP is currently benefiting from a new
system and better guidance.
Regarding targets, one of the main issues was the basis and realism
of the targets, which was acknowledged but never fully resolved. The
issue was more about the determination of targets than the
performance itself.
There were a number of issues surrounding eligibility of LEADER
expenditure, which were addressed during the Programme period.
These lessons have informed the new SRDP and better guidance,
budgets, and support are now in place for the new Programme.

4.1.8 Finance Review
The overall budget for the SRDP reduced from an anticipated public
spending value of €2.133 billion when approved in 2008 to €1.425
billion, a reduction of 33%. Following the Scottish Government
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Spending Review in response of the economic downturn in 2008,
there were reductions across Axes 1 to 4, with Axis 2 being reduced
by 26% (€ 381m); Axis 3 reducing most by 52% (€127m reduction);
but Axis 5 increasing in value by 61% (€2m increase).
However, EAFRD spending was achieved as originally planned. The
percentage of EAFRD drawdown actually increased from the original
budget, due to changes in the intervention rate.
The actual spend intervention rate was 48%, slightly above the final
budget figure of 47% (the more dramatic budget changes occurred in
‘smaller’ Axes and Measures).
The spending cuts varied between Programme Measures resulting in
a considerable degree of concentration of SRDP resources on four
Measures (jointly representing 72% of the total SRDP spent), thereby
setting clear strategic priorities:
•

Modernisation of agricultural holdings (Measure 121) – 11% of
spent;

•

Payments to farmers in areas with handicaps (Measure 212) –
37% of spent;

•

Agri-environment payments (Measure 214) – 14% of spent; and

•

First forest afforestation of agricultural land (Measure 221) 11% of spent.

At Programme level, the finances were managed very closely to final
budget, with total public spending being 99% of budget, EAFRD
spending being 99.9% of budget and Scottish Government spending
being 98% of target.
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The final budget and actual spend of Axis 3 represented 8% of the
total Programme, thus missing the required minimum allocation of
10%.

4.2 Recommendations
In line with the above conclusions, the following recommendations can
be made:
1.

Consideration should be given to improving the target setting
against performance indicators, this will require a thorough
understanding of unit costs in line with the strategic approach
taken by the Programme. Adjustments to targets need to be
consistent with budget changes occurring over the Programme
period.

2.

The logic justifying changes in strategic emphasis or approach
should be clearly set out in relevant Programme
documentation, e.g. changing from ‘intensive training delivery
to a small number of beneficiaries’ to a ‘light touch training
delivery for many’.

3.

Consideration should be given to continuing with an integrated
approach to rural development where the different interventions
complement one another. However, this cannot be achieved
through the application process alone but requires dedicated
building of know-how and capacities within the delivery chain to
foster more in-depth learning and the overall understanding of
the approach and outcomes sought.

4.

The Managing Authority should seek to design application
mechanisms and processes which are less complex thus
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reducing the transactional costs and reducing obstacles to
accessing funding e.g. for smaller businesses.
5.

Consideration should be given to providing more in-depth
induction support to LEADER project managers as well as
project leaders on eligibility and administrative compliance
requirements. Care should be taken that LEADER groups have
sufficient resources available to them to enable them to adhere
to the relevant Programme requirements.

6.

Adequate performance monitoring processes are needed in
order to assess the progress and effectiveness of the
Programme to inform strategic Programme decision making. A
number of areas of improvement should be addressed, for
example:
a.

creating relevant Programme specific performance
indicators which address the Programme aims and
objectives;

b.

establishing robust and measurable baselines at
Programme level against which progress can be
measured;

c.

creating user-friendly monitoring and reporting methods
through which relevant data can be gathered and
disseminated;

d.

the specification, creation and maintenance of up-to-date
monitoring data sets; and

e.

Establishing and implementing reporting systems
through which physical performance is regularly
analysed and reported to the PMC.
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7.

Ensure that all agri-environmental schemes are equipped with
relevant measurable performance indicators and robust and
practical monitoring procedures.

8.

Monitoring and reporting should in future take account of the
fact that ‘safeguarding jobs’ is as important as ‘creating jobs’ in
rural development.

9.

Consideration should be given to re-establishing RPACs to help
join-up regional interventions and integrate Programme
delivery, in doing so it will be essential to furnish RPACs with
the appropriate level of devolved decision-making and
resources to enable informed, detailed appraisal capacities.

10.

Ensure that performance data of all RDP implementation
Schemes, including LEADER is gathered and reported by the
monitoring system to present the Programme’s achievements
comprehensively.
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Glossary
Acronym

Description

ABPS

Area Based Payment Scheme

AIR

Annual Implementation Report

ANC

Areas of Natural Constraints

BAP

Biodiversity Action Plan

CCAGS

Crofting Counties Agricultural Grant Scheme

CEQ

Common Evaluation Questions

CMEF

Common Monitoring Evaluation Framework

EAFRD

European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development

EERP

European Economic Recovery Plan

EIA

Economic Impact Assessment

ESF

European Social Fund

F4P

Forests for People

FBI

Farmland Bird Index

FCS

Forestry Commission Scotland

FiT

Feed in Tariffs

FPMC

Food Processing Marketing and Co-operation

GHG

Green House Gas

GVA

Gross Value Added

HNV

High Nature Value

IACS

Integrated Administration and Control System

ILMP

Integrated Land Management Plan

LAG

Local Action Group

LEADER

Links Between Activities Developing the Rural Economy

LFASS

Less Favoured Area Support Scheme

LMO

Land Managers Options

MAPP

Mapping and Assessing Personal Progress

MTE

Mid-term Evaluation

NFUS

National Farmers Union Scotland

NIWT

National Inventory of Woodland and Trees

NPAC

National Project Assessment Committee

NPI

National Performance Indicator

PMC

Programme Monitoring Committee
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RDOC

Rural Development Operational Committee

RP

Rural Priorities

RPAC

Regional Proposal Assessment Committees

RPID

Rural Payments and Inspections Directorate

RSS

Rural Stewardship Scheme

SAF

Single Application Form

SAOS

Scottish Agricultural Organisation Society

SCVO

Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations

SDS

Skills Development Scheme

SEA

Strategic Environmental Assessment

SFS

Scottish Forestry Strategy
Scottish Government's Agriculture, Food and Rural Communities

SGAFRC

Directorate

SGRD

Scottish Government's Rural Directorate

SGRED

Scottish Government's Rural and Environment Directorate

SGRPID

Scottish Government Rural Payment and Inspections Directorate

SLE

Scottish Lands and Estates

SNH

Scottish Natural Heritage

SNRN

Scottish National Rural Network

SRDP

Scotland Rural Development Programme

SRUC

Scotland's Rural College

SSSI

Site of Specific Scientific

SWOT

Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities and Threats

UAA

Utilised Agricultural Area

UK-EFF

UK-European Fisheries Fund

WIAT

Woodlands In and Around Towns
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