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Executive Summary

This summary presents a high-level summary of findings of the independent
evaluation of three capital grant schemes funded through the Scottish Rural
Development Programme (SRDP) 2014-2020. The schemes subject to evaluation
were the: New Entrants Capital Grant Scheme (NECGS), Small Farms Grant
Scheme (SFGS), and Crofting Agricultural Grants Scheme (CAGS).

The evaluation findings confirm that the CAGS and NECGS were popular schemes
and supported many new entrants and crofters. CAGS is a long-established grant
scheme and is highly valued among the crofting community, while the NECGS was
over-subscribed. SFGS under-performed due to scheme design and eligibility
issues.

The grant schemes have broadly supported the right type of project activities (for
example, agricultural sheds, fencing, field drainage, land management, equipment
for the handling and treatment of livestock), and importantly supported small and
large projects alike. The maximum individual award size of £25,000 has been at
this level for some time. There should be flexibility and discretion to make larger
awards for some capital projects where the cost of inflation has made items more
expensive.

Grant scheme monitoring arrangements were limited (exceptions being financial
claim reporting and inspections), and data from the SG APEX IT system was also
incomplete. There is therefore scope for improvement in this area of scheme
management to better capture evidence on activities, outputs, and short-term
outcomes.

The grant schemes were, however, universally welcomed and valued by
stakeholders and grant recipients. Support for industries like farming are
considered vitally important given its long history, tradition, and presence at the
heart of rural communities. Grant support, including for infrastructure development
and modernisation, was viewed as crucial to further help develop small agricultural
holdings into economically viable businesses and improve their efficiency with
respect to mitigating climate change and enhancing the environment.

Farmers and crofters expressed high levels of satisfaction with their interaction
with, and support received from, Rural Payments and Inspections Division (RPID)
area office staff. Those who used agents to help with the grant application form also
considered this support invaluable. The evaluation, however, found that many of
the grant schemes processes worked less well for farmers and crofters, including:
ease of sourcing funding upfront to pay for the project; maximum individual award
size; ease of completing application forms; providing supporting evidence (the
required number of quotes); time taken to receive a decision on application; and
time taken to receive payment.



These issues are likely to act as barriers to participation for some farmers and
crofters. SG should continue with its efforts to introduce standard costs for some
capital improvements, and to undertake regular reviews of standard costs to ensure
they remain relevant and appropriate. SG should also undertake further messaging
and communication with farmers and crofters to increase awareness among grant
recipients that they can submit interim claims for grant funding — this would help to
ease some (but not all) of the cash-flow pressures experienced by some grant
recipients.

Farmer and crofter project delivery was impacted by a range of issues, not least the
COVID-19 pandemic and wider factors outwith their control — for example, poor
weather, the ability to find suitable contractors, supply chain issues, and price
increases. Wider feedback from grant recipients was, however, mainly positive,
including that:

e all farmers and crofters, except one, who answered the question on
benefits (99%) reported at least one benefit achieved as a direct result of
the grant support. By far the main benefit reported was improved stock
control, followed by improved hygiene conditions and animal welfare
standards, and improved grassland management.

e almost all farmers and crofters (95%) who answered the question on
business outcomes reported the achievement of at least one outcome as a
direct result of the grant support — for example, reduced livestock mortality,
extended grazing periods, and reduced labour input.

e the grant support made a quantifiable impact on recipient farms and crofts.
The grant support: increased annual work units (FTE) employment by 75
(2-years post project completion); increased the value of sales by £62.5m
(2-years post project completion); and increased the value of stock by
£19.2m (2-years post project completion).

e additionality of the support was high.

An identified need for capital grant support remains — most farmers and crofters
indicated a current/future need for support, primarily in the form of grant and no-
low-cost loans to support capital projects, similar to project activities supported by
the capital grant schemes. As SG may be constrained in its ability to provide capital
grant funding in the future this may result in a mismatch when the identified needs
of farmers and crofters are considered. While the move to an online application
process for future SG grant support for farmers and crofters is generally considered
a sensible approach, it was recognised that it may not suit everyone (for example,
older farmers and crofters with less digital skills), and that it would depend on the
quality and functionality of any new process. Any new online process should be
refreshed, streamlined, and simplified to ensure it is accessible to crofters and
small farmers, including those who cannot afford to pay for professional support
from agents. Farmers and crofters could be involved in the design and testing of
any new online application process to ensure it is fit for purpose, easy to use, and
does not unintentionally exclude the intended target audience.
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1. Introduction

This report presents the findings of the independent evaluation of three capital
grant schemes funded through the Scottish Rural Development Programme
(SRDP) 2014-2020.

The evaluation was commissioned by the Rural and Environmental Science and
Analytical Services (RESAS) Division within the Scottish Government (SG) and was
undertaken by EKOS Ltd between January and July 2024.

The research was overseen by a small Research Advisory Group (RAG)
comprising representatives from SG which met monthly over the study period.

Context

Scotland has benefitted from European funding for many years. The SRDP 2014-
2020 had a budget of around £1.3 billion to deliver on its priorities related to the
rural economy. It delivered Pillar |l of the European Union (EU) Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) and was managed, as a whole, by SG as Managing
Authority (MA).

The SRDP supported economic, environmental, and social measures for the benefit
of rural Scotland and its purpose was to help achieve sustainable economic growth.
The main priorities of the Programme were to:
e enhance the rural economy.
e support agricultural and forestry businesses.
e protect the natural environment.
e address the impact of climate change and support rural communities.
The SRDP 2014-2020 comprised a diverse range of schemes, including the three
capital grant schemes which were subject to this evaluation, viz:
1. New Entrants Capital Grant Scheme (NECGS).
2. Small Farms Grant Scheme (SFGS).
3. Crofting Agricultural Grant Scheme (CAGS).

The capital grant schemes differed in terms of scale and timescales, however, all
had a focus on business improvement and sustainability of new and small
businesses in rural (and island) communities, and in how that could support the
attraction and retention of farmers and crofters in the agricultural industry.

The capital grant schemes were intended to address European Commission (EC)
Focus Area 2A: Improving the economic performance of all farms and facilitating
farm restructuring and modernisation, notably with a view to increase market
participation and orientation as well as agricultural diversification.
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Evaluation aims and objectives

The aim of the evaluation was to examine the impact of the three capital grant
schemes, including reflections on lessons learned, and at a minimum address the
EC Reporting Requirement to achieve change in agricultural output.’

More specifically, the evaluation considered:

to what extent did the schemes support or reach the intended audience?
What impact did the eligibility criteria have on this?

what were the characteristics of grant recipients?

what investment decisions did grant recipients make that they would not
have done without receiving the grant?

how did these investments impact their business (for example, in terms of
productivity)?

what other benefits did the schemes bring in addition to individual business
success and growth (for example, community, sector, industry
collaboration, climate/biodiversity)?

what needs did the schemes meet and/or fail to meet?

what feedback do grant recipients have on the experience of applying for
and utilising a grant? What barriers to participation did they encounter?

what barriers do grant recipients foresee to the application process moving
online in future?

what lessons can be learned from these schemes to inform any future grant
support?

Report structure

The remainder of this report is structured as follows:

Chapter 2 provides details of the study methodology and research
limitations.

Chapters 3, 4 and 5 consider each of the capital grant schemes based on
a review on data provided by SG.

Chapter 6 presents the main themes from the stakeholder interviews.

Chapter 7 presents high level findings from the grant recipient survey and
case studies.

! This reporting requirement is defined as: Change in output per Annual Work Unit in Rural
Development Programme supported projects. It is intended to determine how the grant
has impacted business productivity.
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e Chapter 8 considers the impact of the capital grant schemes, including
change in agricultural output.

o Chapter 9 presents the conclusions from the evaluation.
e Chapter 10 provides lessons learned for consideration by SG.

Three separate annexes have been provided including:

e a document which sets the scene for the evaluation, including SRDP 2014-
2020 policy context and programme development and focus, and touches
on the transition period to 2024 and beyond. It also provides an overview of
the agriculture sector in Scotland, including trend data analysis.

e a document that sets out the frequency tables and open-ended question
analysis from the grant recipient survey.

e a document contains the fieldwork materials used as part of the primary
research.
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2. Study method

Introduction

The evaluation comprised a mixed-methods approach as described in more detail
below.

Secondary research
A wide range of existing information, documentation, and data was reviewed and
synthesised, including:
e grant scheme application forms and guidance.
e SRDP 2014-2020 programme document.
e Annual Implementation Reports (AIRs).
e data provided by SG on applications received (and outcome), and
information on grant recipients and supported projects.
Primary research
The primary research stage comprised the following elements.

Stakeholder interviews

Remote (on-line) interviews were undertaken with 29 partners and stakeholders. A
topic guide was used to inform semi-structured conversations with stakeholders,
and interviews lasted on average 40 minutes. Prior to interviews, an information
sheet was shared with stakeholders that provided information on:

e the purpose of the evaluation.

¢ the topic areas of interest.

e consent.

e voluntary participation.

e how the information provided would be used and protected.
e publishing of the final report and summary.

who to contact if more information was required.

Qualitative analysis of interview notes was undertaken to identify and report on
common themes and messages.

13



Grant recipient survey

SG issued an introductory email to grant recipients on 13 May 2024 to make
farmers and crofters aware of the evaluation, its purpose, and that EKOS would be
in touch by email with an on-line survey to ask for their views and experiences of
applying for, and using, the grant funding.

An on-line survey aimed at grant scheme recipients was then issued by EKOS to
the same grant recipients on 15 May 2024, with a reminder email sent on 29 May
2024. A total of 1,688 emails were sent and we received 393 bounce-backs — the
survey reached 1,295 grant recipients.

The EKOS emails included information on:

e the purpose of the survey.

e an estimation of how long the survey may take to complete.
¢ the closing date for responses.

e consent.

e how the information provided would be used and protected.
e a weblink to the privacy notice.

The survey included a question on whether the grant recipient would like to be
notified by email when the final report and summary are published by SG and
providing them with a weblink to the documents.

The on-line survey was promoted in a range of ways including:

e through the area offices, Farm Advisory Service, and Scottish Association
of Young Farmers Clubs.

e on SG social media channels and the Rural Payments & Services
webpage.

¢ in the Scottish Rural Network newsletter and website.

o EKOS asked external stakeholders consulted as part of the evaluation to

promote the survey via social media channels, direct email and/or
organisation newsletters — and many did.

The survey, which was hosted on SNAP software, closed on 12 June 2024. When
the survey closed EKOS downloaded responses into Microsoft Excel for data
review and cleaning prior to undertaking quantitative and qualitative data analysis.

A total of 225 responses were received from grant recipients. The number of
validated responses is 199 - this represents a good response rate of 15%.
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The number of validated responses is lower than the total number of survey
responses received because:

e 18 farmers and crofters did not consent to taking part in the survey.

e eight responses were removed as the farmer or crofter only answered one
or two questions.

Case studies

The RAG were asked to identify potential project case study interviews, and area
offices were also asked for suggestions. A total of circa 50 potential case studies,
predominantly CAGS, were identified. This was then short-listed in discussion with
SG to six plus a few back-up case study contacts to ensure a spread by:

e capital grant scheme.
e geography.

e applicant type.

e project type.

Relevant SG contacts checked whether the farmer or crofter was happy to take part
in a short case study interview and brokered an email introduction with the EKOS
team. A member of the EKOS team then followed up directly with the farmer or
crofter to arrange a convenient appointment.

Prior to the case study interview, an information sheet was shared with the farmer
or crofter to explain:

e the purpose of the evaluation.

¢ the topic areas of interest.

e consent.

e voluntary participation.

e how the information provided would be used and protected.
e publishing of the final report and summary.

¢ who to contact if more information was required.

Six case study interviews were undertaken, and these took on average 30 minutes
to complete. Interview notes were reviewed to help draft the case studies. A draft
case study was shared with the interviewee for review and comment prior to
including in this report.

Presentations

A presentation was held with the RAG on 27 June 2024 prior to submission of the
draft report. Another presentation to a wider group of internal colleagues will be
scheduled later in 2024.

15



Research limitations

The main limitations encountered in the design and conduct of the evaluation are
that:

e it was not possible to issue the on-line survey to all grant recipients
supported to date by the three capital grant schemes. SG provided contact
details of grant recipients for 2018 only (NECGS) and from 2019 onwards
(SFGS and CAGS). Data on the current SG APEX IT system are
incomplete, as prior to 2019 information and data on the grant schemes
was recorded in spreadsheets at an area office level (there are 16 area
offices). Work is ongoing to combine the two data sets.

e the partial data set meant that we relied on high-level information provided
by SG regarding the total number of applications approved, total grant
amount awarded to projects, and financial claims/expenditure.

¢ in the grant recipient survey a drop-down list of local authority areas was
provided for respondents to select from in response to a question about
location of farm or croft. This was considered the simplest way to frame the
question. Responses were then re-coded where possible by EKOS into the
four regions following survey closure. Helensburgh and Lomond sits under
South Western Scotland while the rest of Argyll and Bute sits under
Highlands and Islands (H&I) — as such, respondents based in this local
authority area do not fit neatly under one SRDP region. A ‘best fit’ approach
was undertaken, and all Argyll and Bute respondents were categorised as
H&l.

e given the self-selecting nature of on-line surveys it was not possible to
ensure a representative sample of the wider population of grant recipients
by grant scheme — however, the vast majority of responses are from CAGS
grant recipients, and this is by far, the biggest scheme.

e it was not feasible to undertake an unsuccessful applicant on-line survey
(that is, non-grant scheme beneficiaries) to establish the counterfactual
position. As no contract was entered into between SG and unsuccessful
applicants this limited the ability of SG to share contact details with third
party organisations, such as EKOS, for the purpose of research and
evaluation.

16



3. New Entrants Capital Grant Scheme

Summary overview

The NECGS provided grants for people new to farming to make improvements to
their agricultural business and to help promote sustainable development. The grant
scheme was open to farmers and crofters who had been head of an agricultural
business for a maximum of five years prior to applying for support.

The original NECGS EU and SG budget of £12 million was modified various times

over the delivery period - the final budget was slightly higher at £12.4 million. Total
expenditure of circa £12.8 million was achieved by December 2020, with additional
expenditure covered by SG monies.

The NECGS continued to run beyond this date fully funded by SG. No additional
budget was explicitly allocated for the scheme, rather additional expenditure
incurred in 2020 and 2021 was absorbed into the portfolio — this amounted to a
further circa £1 million in expenditure.

The NECGS was a popular grant scheme and demand for grant funding was
strong. A total of 1,171 applications were received, with a large volume of
applications submitted in the final year the scheme was open to new applications.
The approval rate increased over time, and around three-quarters of all NECGS
applications were approved (878 applications).

Additional data provided by SG for approved NECGS applications in 2018-2019
shows that the vast majority of approved projects were: in LFA (90%) — those rural
areas characterised by least favourable production; from new entrant farmers
(80%); from applicants classed as either a young farmer, or would be head of
holding within five years, or both (91%).

The vast majority of projects supported in 2018-2019 were for three project types
covering the: erection or improvement of agricultural buildings, and shelters for the
temporary housing and sheltering of out-wintered livestock; provision or
improvement of facilities for the organised feeding of out-wintered livestock,
including permanently fixed troughs and feed barriers, and associated concrete
bases; and planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges, walls,
gates, or stock grids. The average grant award size was circa £15,000 and the
average total project cost was circa £21,000. Around 60% of NECGS projects
approved over this period were awarded a grant of £20,000 or less.

Further, the data for the same time period shows that the number of applications
approved by the 16 area offices varied. Around half of applications approved in
2018-2019 were for projects in the Highlands and Islands, and a majority of
approved applications were completed by males (71%).
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Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the NECGS and is based on a review of
information and data provided by SG.

Overview of NECGS

The NECGS became operational in 2015 and closed early to new applications in
August 2018 due to available EU and SG match-funding being fully committed.

The NECGS was part of a wider package of grant support available to new entrants
- New Entrants and Young Farmers Start-Up Grants which supported new entrants
into the industry. These two grant schemes were the subject of a separate
evaluation (2022).

The NECGS provided grants for people new to farming to make improvements to
their agricultural business and to help promote sustainable development. The grant
funding could be used for capital projects (for example, the construction or
upgrading of agricultural buildings) and to cover all aspects of the project. This
included the cost of materials, transportation of materials, costs of contractors, and
the farmer or crofters’ own labour.

Funding supported people new to farming carry out individual or collective
investments that helped to reduce production costs, improve quality, preserve and
improve the natural environment, and hygiene conditions and animal welfare
standards.

The total amount of grant aid available to eligible farmers and crofters in any two-
year period was:

e individuals: up to £25,000.

e groups: up to £125,000.
There were different intervention rates, as follows.

For individual new entrant farmers:

e less than 41 years old when they applied: up to 80% of eligible costs in a
LFA and 60% if outside.

e aged 41 years or older when they applied: up to 60% inside a LFA and 40%
outside.

For groups:

¢ including new entrant farmers aged less than 41 years old when they
applied: 90% in a LFA and 80% outside.

¢ including new entrant farmers aged 41 years or older when they applied:
80% in a LFA and 60% outside.
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Eligibility criteria
The NECGS was open to farmers and crofters who had been head of an

agricultural business for a maximum of five years prior to applying for support from
the scheme.

Application and appraisal process

A competitive application process was in place for the NECGS, and applications
could be submitted at any time during the year. An indicative annual budget was set
for the grant scheme.

The application form captured a range of information including:

¢ information about the applicant (for example, gender, age, size of holding).
e land details (for example, location code, LFA).

o extent of land.

e details of proposed work.

e oObjectives and business plan.

e proposed costs.

e other sources of funding.

e environmental impact considerations.

e supporting documentation (for example, at least two competitive quotations
were required where the total cost of the work that an applicant was
applying for grant aid on was £10,000 or less. At least three competitive
quotations where the total cost was more than £10,000).

Each application was scored by the applicant’s area office against selection criteria.

Work could only start, or materials bought after the farmer or crofter had received
formal communication from SG that the application had been approved and a
contract had been signed and accepted by the farmer or crofter.

Payments

All approved work was to be completed and claim forms submitted within one year
of the date the application was approved. Extensions could be requested.

Administrative checks were undertaken on all claims. Payments were made after:

e the approved work was completed.
e the farmer or crofter made an eligible claim for payment.
o if selected for inspection, RPID had checked the completed work.
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Budget allocation

The original NECGS EU and SG budget of £12 million was modified various times
over the delivery period — for example, it was reduced to £8 million and
subsequently increased to circa £13 million due to stronger levels of demand than
originally envisaged at the outset of this grant scheme.

The final budget for the NECGS was £12.4 million — relatively in line with what was
set out at the very outset of the programme period.

Table 3.1: NECGS - original and final EU and SG budget

Original budget Final budget Change Percentage
change

£12,000,000 £12,406,193 +£406,193 +3%

Source: Scottish Government.

The NECGS continued to run once the EU budget was exhausted — this activity
was fully funded by SG. No budget was explicitly allocated by SG for the NECGS in
the past couple of years, rather additional expenditure incurred by the scheme in
2020 and 2021 was absorbed into the portfolio. As noted below, this amounted to a
further circa £1 million.

Expenditure

Data provided by SG shows that total expenditure of circa £12.8 million was
achieved by the NECGS utilising EU and SG funds by December 2020, Table 3.2.
This is slightly more than the £12.4 million budget outlined in Table 3.1, with
additional expenditure covered by SG monies.

Table 3.2: NECGS - EU and SG fund expenditure

Calendar year EU funds Scottish Total
Government funds

2015 £0 £0 £0
2016 £207,880 £364,792 £572,672
2017 £1,122,530 £1,856,780 £2,979,310
2018 £1,094,873 £1,322,066 £2,416,939
2019 £2,197,306 £2,653,259 £4,850,565
2020 £1,032,041 £952,654 £1,984,695
Total £5,654,630 £7,149,551 £12,804,181

Source: Scottish Government.
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Additional national funds were used to fully fund some NECGS activity in 2020
(£759,785) and in 2021 (£319,546) — totalling £1,079,331.

Total expenditure on the NECGS was therefore circa £13.9 million as follows,
Table 3.3.

Table 3.3: NECGS - total expenditure

Calendar year EU funds Scottish Total
Government funds

2015-2021 £5,654,630 £8,228,881 £13,883,512

Source: Scottish Government.

Applications submitted and approvals

A total of 1,171 applications were submitted for the NECGS, see Table 3.4. The
number of applications submitted fluctuated over the four years of the scheme, and
a relatively large proportion of applications were submitted in the final year it was
open to new applications. The average number of applications submitted on an
annual basis was 293.

The approval rate of applications increased over time. Three-quarters of all NECGS
applications received (878) were approved, with the remainder either rejected or
withdrawn (25%). The average number of applications approved on an annual
basis was 220.

Approximately 80% of approved NECGS applications were for unique ‘businesses’,
and approximately 80% of grant recipients received one grant.?

2 Some data are not held electronically so this estimation is based on incomplete figures
and is SG best estimate based on readily available data.
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Table 3.4: NECGS - applications submitted by year and approval rate

Year Number of Number of Proportion of
applications applications applications
submitted approved approved

2015-2016 236 146 62%

2016-2017 159 109 69%

2017-2018 263 211 80%

2018-2019 513 412 80%

Total 1,171 878 75%

Source: Scottish Government.

Circa £13.2 million of NECGS funding was approved, of which 42% was approved
in its final year, see Table 3.5. The grant scheme closed early due to strong
demand and the available funds were fully committed.

Table 3.5: NECGS - grant funding approved

Year Grant funding approved Percentage of total grant
funding approved

2015-2016 £2,876,405 22%
2016-2017 £1,759,721 13%
2017-2018 £3,047,022 23%
2018-2019 £5,585,508 42%
Total £13,268,656 100%

Source: Scottish Government.

Note: all data presented in this chapter from this point on is based on a separate
dataset provided by SG for the NECGS and is for illustrative purposes only. This
dataset relates to 2018-2019 and not for the whole delivery period. There were
many data gaps, the number/value of approved projects does not match exactly
with the data presented above, and it was not possible to provide wider analysis for
the grant scheme’s delivery period as a whole. The 2018-2019 data may not be
representative of the total population of grant recipients.

Projects authorised to proceed

Almost all NECGS applications approved in 2018-2019 became operational in the
same year (99%), see Table 3.6. While projects were expected to complete within

22



12 months from date of approval, many applicants requested an extension to
project delivery.®

Table 3.6: NECGS - approved applications (2018-2019) by year project started

Year Number Percentage

2018 300 69%
2019 132 30%
2020 1 <1%

Source: Scottish Government.
N=433 (2018-2019 approved applications data).

Total project costs and grant award size
Tables 3.7 and 3.8 provide details of project costs and grant awards for the
NECGS in 2018-2019.

Points to note from the data provided on NECGS applications approved in 2018-
2019 includes that:

e circa £6.5 million was awarded to approved projects - this represents 72%
of the total project costs in 2018.#

e the average grant award size for NECGS projects was circa £15,000, and
the average total project cost was around £21,000.

e around 60% of NECGS projects received a grant of £20,000 or less, and
the remainder received a grant award greater than this amount (circa 40%).

e all awards were to individual new entrant farmers (that is, no constituted
groups of new entrant farmers came forward for support). Payments were
restricted to £25,000 for individuals in any two-year period.

3 Area offices and SG did not keep details of the number of extensions requested.
4 ‘Application type’ determines the grant rate as set out in the scheme guidance.

23



Table 3.7: NECGS - total project costs and grant award, numbers and
percentages (2018-2019)

Range Total project Total project Grant award Grant award
costs - Number costs - size - Number  size -
percentage Percentage
Up to £5,000 85 20% 123 28%
£5,001 and £10,000 86 20% 71 16%
£10,001 and £20,000 51 12% 77 18%
£20,001 and £40,000 152 35% 154 36%
£40,001 and £60,000 48 1% 4 1%
£60,001+ 8 2% 4 1%

Source: Scottish Government.
Total project costs: N=430 (2018-2019 approved applications data). Three entries’ total
project costs not known. Grant award size: N=433 (2018-2019 approved applications data).
Values rounded to nearest £10.

Table 3.8: NECGS - total project costs and grant award (2018-2019)

Total project

Grant award

costs size
Total £9,140,890 £6,545,990
Minimum £340 £206
Maximum £300,020 £120,010
Average £21,160 £15,120

Source: Scottish Government.
Total project costs: N=430 (2018-2019 approved applications data). Three entries’ total
project costs not known. Grant award size: N=433 (2018-2019 approved applications data).
Values rounded to nearest £10.

Project type

NECGS supported a variety of projects, see Table 3.9.
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Table 3.9: NECGS - project type (2018-2019)

Project type Number Percentage
Erection or improvement of agricultural buildings, and shelters 162 38%
for the temporary housing and sheltering of out-wintered

livestock

Provision or improvement of facilities for the organised 118 27%

feeding of out-wintered livestock, including permanently fixed
troughs and feed barriers, and associated concrete bases

Planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges, 85 20%
walls, gates or stock grids

Investment in land management, including the initial 36 8%
grassland improvement works for the restoration of degraded
land and the control of bracken

Works associated with agricultural building, including yards, 33 8%
hard-standings, dungsteads, and silos (excluding grain silos)

Provision or improvement of equipment for the handling and 20 5%
treatment of livestock

Provision or improvement of access tracks to land 18 4%
improvement areas, roads, bridges, culverts or boat slips

Field drainage 16 4%
Provision or improvement of amenities, including water 13 3%
supplies, mains electricity connections or electricity

generators

Provision of electrical equipment 13 3%
All other forms of general drainage including under drainage, 10 2%

hill drainage and ditching

Slurry stores

Source: Scottish Government.

N=432 (2018-2019 approved applications data, one missing response).

* Data supressed as number less than five.

Multiple response question in application form where applicants could select more than one
option and all that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result.

The most common type of NECGS project supported in 2018-2019, based on
options selected in the application form, was for the erection or improvement of
agricultural buildings, and shelters for the temporary housing and sheltering of out-
wintered livestock (38% of approved projects). This was followed by:
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e provision or improvement of facilities for the organised feeding of out-
wintered livestock, including permanently fixed troughs and feed barriers,
and associated concrete bases (27% of approved projects).

¢ planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges, walls, gates,
or stock grids (20% of approved projects).

Taken together, these project types represented the vast majority of projects
implemented in that year.
Geography

All area offices approved applications for the NECGS in 2018-2019. Points to note
from the data analysis include that:

e the number of applications approved by area office varied — from five or
less to a high of 74 (Kirkwall).

e around half of NECGS applications approved in 2018 were from applicants
located in the Highlands and Islands, see Table 3.10 - this region
comprises almost two-thirds of all area offices.

¢ the average number of applications approved in 2018-2019 was 27.

Table 3.10: NECGS - approved applications by region (2018-2019)

Region Number Percentage

Highlands and Islands 211 49%
South Western Scotland 123 28%
Eastern Scotland 64 15%
North Eastern Scotland 35 8%

Source: Scottish Government.
N=433 (2018-2019 approved applications data).
EKOS grouped the 16 area offices into relevant region of SRDP 2014-2020.

Application type

Some data on NECGS applications approved in 2018 by ‘application type’ was
suppressed (number less than five). The main points to note from the data analysis
include that:

¢ the vast majority of applications approved in 2018 were for projects in LFA
(309, 90%) — those rural areas characterised by least favourable production
conditions. The remainder were in Non Less Favoured Areas (NLFA) (43,
10%).

¢ the vast majority of applications approved were from young farmers (aged
under 41 years) (345, 80%).
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e the vast majority of NECGS grant recipients in 2018 were classed as either
a young farmer, would be head of holding within five years, or both - overall
(91%), by LFA (91%), and by NLFA (93%).

Gender of applicant

A maijority of NECGS applications approved in 2018 were from male new entrant
farmers (71%) — that is, the gender of the applicant. Around one-quarter of
applications were completed by females, see Table 3.11.

Table 3.11: NECGS - approved applications by gender of applicant (2018-
2019)

Gender Number Percentage

Male 308 71%
Female 103 24%
Non-individual 22 5%

Source: Scottish Government.
N=433 (2018-2019 approved applications data).

Project monitoring data

Monitoring information was sparse. With the exception of financial claim data and
on-farm inspections on at least 5% of claims (as EC law required) no other
monitoring data was available post project completion for the NECGS.
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4. Small Farms Grant Scheme

Summary overview

The SFGS opened for applications in 2015 and closed to new applications in
December 2022. The scheme provided capital grants to small farmers to make
improvements to their holdings and to improve business sustainability.

The original SFGS EU and SG budget of £6 million was modified significantly
during the delivery period in direct response to low uptake. It was ultimately
reduced to £473,261 (a 92% decrease). Circa £450,000 expenditure was achieved
by the SFGS by December 2020. The SFGS continued to run once the EU budget
was exhausted. SG set an additional budget allocation of £1 million in 2020, and
while no budget was explicitly allocated for the grant scheme in the last few years,
expenditure incurred was absorbed into the portfolio. A further £405,000 of SG
expenditure was incurred. The overall expenditure on the SFGS was circa £1
million by December 2023.

Only 304 applications were submitted for the SFGS over the delivery period as a
whole, and the average number of applications submitted per annum was low at 38.
Further, only around half of applications submitted for the SFGS were approved
(52% or 158) — this represents a low approval rate. A sizable proportion of
applications were either rejected or withdrawn. Further detail is provided in the
Stakeholder Views and Insights Chapter (Chapter 6), however, this was largely due
to scheme design and eligibility criteria issues.

Additional data provided by SG for SFGS applications approved from 2019
onwards shows that the vast majority of approved projects were for projects in LFA
(92%), and around 40% were from young farmers. Total project costs and grant
awards were typically small in scale — less than £10,000 (66% and 79%
respectively). There was very limited demand among individual small farmers for
the maximum award size of £25,000.

The vast majority of projects approved over this period were for four project types,
including: planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges, walls, gates,
or stock grids; erection or improvement of agricultural buildings, and shelters for the
temporary housing and sheltering of out-wintered livestock; provision or
improvement of facilities for the organised feeding of out-wintered livestock,
including permanently fixed troughs and feed barriers, and associated concrete
bases; and investment in land management, including the initial grassland
improvement works for the restoration of degraded land and the control of bracken.

Data for the same time period shows that the number of applications approved by
the 16 area offices varied. Over two-thirds of applications approved from 2019
onwards were for projects in the Highlands and Islands, and over half (57%) of
approved applications were completed by males.
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Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the SFGS and is based on a review of
information and data provided by SG.

Overview of SFGS
The SFGS opened for applications in 2015 and closed to new applications in
December 2022.

The SFGS provided grants to small farmers to allow them to make improvements to
their holdings and improve business sustainability. This included preventing crop
damage, improving stock control, and upgrading grassland management.

Much of the workings of the SFGS were similar to the NECGS as outlined in
Chapter 3. This includes:

e grant thresholds.

e what funding could be used for and what it could cover.

e intervention rates.

o the application and appraisal process.

¢ the claims process.

e ability to request an extension to project delivery.

e sample of inspections.

Eligibility criteria
This grant scheme was open only to small farmers who had registered or re-
registered with Rural Payments and Services.

Small farmers were defined as those who were head of a holding of between three
and 30 hectares. This included small farmers who were either:

e owner-occupiers.

¢ holder of tenancies with a formal contract period of three years or more
remaining.

e owners/landlords of holdings where the length, remaining or whole, of a
tenancy is three years or less.

To be eligible smaller farmers also had to meet certain income thresholds,
including:

o for individual and sole traders, total income could not be greater than
£30,700.

e for couples or groups, total gross income could not exceed £41,000.
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Registered crofters were signposted to apply to CAGS. Holders of a grazing or
mowing tenancy were also not eligible to apply for the SFGS, as these tenancies
only exist for a maximum of 364 days.

Budget allocation

The original SFGS EU and SG budget of £6 million was modified several times
(and very substantially) during the delivery period, see Table 4.1. The original
budget was reduced to £2 million and subsequently to £473,261 (a 92% decrease).

Table 4.1: SFGS - original and final EU and SG budget

Original budget Final budget Change Percentage change

£6,000,000 £473,261 -£5,526,739 -92%

Source: Scottish Government.

Like the NECGS, the SFGS then continued to operate funded by SG once the EU
budget was exhausted. SG set an additional budget allocation of £1 million for the
SFGS in 2020. No budget was explicitly allocated by SG for the SFGS in the last
few years, rather expenditure incurred was absorbed into the portfolio.

Expenditure

Circa £450,000 expenditure was achieved by the SFGS by December 2023, see
Table 4.2. This is slightly less than the final budget outlined in Table 4.1.

Table 4.2: SFGS - EU and SG fund expenditure

Calendar year EU funds Scottish Total
Government funds

2015 £0 £0 £0
2016 £8,104 £14,220 £22,324
2017 £57,897 £96,441 £154,338
2018 £17,924 £21,643 £39,567
2019 £56,062 £67,695 £123,758
2020 £56,647 £52,290 £108,937
2021 £0 £0 £0
2022 £0 £0 £0
2023 £0 £0 £0
Total £196,634 £252,290 £448,923

Source: Scottish Government.
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Further, additional national funds (SG monies) totalling circa £595,000 were used to
fully fund some SFGS activity in the latter years of the scheme (2020 to 2023), see
Table 4.3. This represents an underspend of £405,000 (against the £1 million

allocated by SG in 2020) or 41%.

Table 4.3: SFGS - additional SG fund expenditure

Calendar year

Scottish Government funds

2020 £34,267
2021 £170,659
2022 £209,277
2023 £180,976
Total £595,178

Source: Scottish Government

Total expenditure on the SFGS was therefore circa £1 million with much of the
funding coming from SG, see Table 4.4.

Table 4.4: SFGS - total expenditure

Calendar year EU funds Scottish Total
Government funds

2014-2023 £196,634 £847,468 £1,044,102
Source: Scottish Government.

Applications submitted and approvals

Only 304 applications were submitted for the SFGS over the eight-year delivery
period, see Table 4.5. The number of applications submitted fluctuated over the
delivery period, and the average number of applications submitted on an annual
basis was 38.

Just over half of applications submitted for the SFGS were approved (52% or 158)
— this represents a low approval rate overall. This means that almost half (48%) of
SFGS applications were rejected or withdrawn. The approval rate of applications
was lowest in the first year (30%) — it increased in subsequent years and continued
to fluctuate. The average number of applications approved on an annual basis was
20.
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Approximately 60% of approved SFGS applications were for unique ‘businesses’,
and approximately 70% of grant recipients received one grant.®

Table 4.5: SFGS - applications submitted by year and approval rate

Year Number of Number of Proportion of
applications applications applications
submitted approved approved

2015-2016 44 13 30%

2016-2017 22 14 64%

2017-2018 26 14 54%

2018-2019 35 16 46%

2019-2020 41 26 63%

2020-2021 59 34 58%

2021-2022 35 16 46%

2022-2023 42 25 60%

Total 304 158 52%

Source: Scottish Government.

Circa £1.2 million of SFGS funding was approved, see Table 4.6.

> Some data are not held electronically so this estimation is based on incomplete figures
and is SG best estimate based on readily available data.
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Table 4.6: SFGS — grant funding approved

Year Grant funding approved Percentage of total grant
funding approved

2015-2016 £143,407 12%
2016-2017 £96,528 8%
2017-2018 £116,505 10%
2018-2019 £109,895 9%
2019-2020 £177,720 15%
2020-2021 £233,725 20%
2021-2022 £89,396 8%
2022-2023 £220,696 19%
Total £1,187,872 100%

Source: Scottish Government.

Note: all data presented in this chapter from this point on is based on a separate
dataset provided by SG for the SFGS and is for illustrative purposes only. This
dataset relates to applications approved from 2019 onwards and not for the whole
delivery period. There were many data gaps, the number/value of approved
projects does not match exactly with the data presented above, and it was not
possible to provide wider analysis for the grant scheme’s delivery period as a
whole. The data may not be representative of the total population of grant
recipients.

Projects authorised to proceed

From the data provided on SFGS applications approved from 2019 onwards, there
appears to be some delay in projects receiving authorisation to proceed when
compared to the year the application was received, see Table 4.7.
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Table 4.7: SFGS - year approved application received (2019-2022) by year
projects authorised to proceed (AtP)

Year approved AtP in 2019 AtP in 2020 AtP in 2021 AtP in 2022 AtP in 2023

application

received

2019 78% 22% - - -
2020 69% 29% 3%

2021 87% 13%

2022 48% 52%

Source: Scottish Government.
N=106 (2019-2022 approved applications data).

At the time of reporting, there were a very small number of SFGS claims still within
their 12 month contract period that had yet to submit a final financial claim.

Project costs and grant award size

Points to note on project costs and grant awards from the data provided on SFGS
applications approved from 2019 onwards (see Tables 4.8 and 4.9) includes that:

e circa £740,000 was awarded to approved projects - this represents 64% of
the total project costs.®

e a majority of both total project costs and grant awards were small in scale —
less than £10,000 (66% and 79% respectively).

e there was very limited demand among individual small farmers for the
maximum award size (£25,000) — three applications were approved at this
level. None of the approved applications over this period were from
constituted groups of small farmers — this is because the group application
is not appropriate for any type of organisation apart from Common Grazing
committees or sheep stock clubs who apply to CAGS.

6 ‘Application type’ determines the grant rate as set out in the scheme guidance.
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Table 4.8: SFGS - total project costs and grant award, numbers and
percentages (2019-2022)

Range Total project Total project costs - Grant award Grant award size -
costs - Number Percentage size - Number Percentage

Up to £5,000 44 42% 57 54%

£5,001 and £10,000 25 24% 26 25%

£10,001 and £15,000 13 12% 4 4%

£15,002 and £20,000 3 3% 8 8%

£20,000+ 21 20% 11 10%

Source: Scottish Government.
N=106 (2019-2022 approved applications data).
Values rounded to nearest £10.

Table 4.9: SFGS - total project costs and grant award (2019-2022)

Total project Grant award size
costs
Total £1,150,000 £740,410
Minimum £150 £120
Maximum £41,670 £25,000
Average £10,850 £6,990

Source: Scottish Government.
N=106 (2019-2022 approved applications data).
Values rounded to nearest £10.

Project type

The most common type of SFGS project supported between 2019 and 2022, in
terms of options selected by farmers and crofters in the application form, was the
planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges, walls, gates, or stock
grids (34% of approved projects), see Table 4.10. This was followed by:

e erection or improvement of agricultural buildings, and shelters for the
temporary housing and sheltering of out-wintered livestock (29% of
approved projects).

e provision or improvement of facilities for the organised feeding of out-
wintered livestock, including permanently fixed troughs and feed barriers,
and associated concrete bases (15% of approved projects).
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e investment in land management, including the initial grassland
improvement works for the restoration of degraded land and the control of

bracken (13% of approved projects).

Taken together, these project types represented the vast majority of projects

implemented over this period.
Table 4.10: SFGS - project type (2019-2022)

Project type Number

Percentage

Planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges,
walls, gates or stock grids

35

34%

Erection or improvement of agricultural buildings, and shelters
for the temporary housing and sheltering of out-wintered
livestock

30

29%

Provision or improvement of facilities for the organised
feeding of out-wintered livestock, including permanently fixed
troughs and feed barriers, and associated concrete bases

16

15%

Investment in land management, including the initial
grassland improvement works for the restoration of degraded
land and the control of bracken

13

13%

Field drainage

8%

Provision or improvement of equipment for the handling and
treatment of livestock

6%

Provision or improvement of access tracks to land
improvement areas, roads, bridges, culverts or boat slips

5%

Provision of electrical equipment

Works associated with agricultural building, including yards,
hard-standings, dungsteads, and silos (excluding grain silos)

All other forms of general drainage including under drainage,
hill drainage and ditching

Provision or improvement of amenities, including water
supplies, mains electricity connections or electricity
generators

Slurry stores

Source: Scottish Government.
* Data supressed as number less than five.
N=104 (2019-2020 approved applications data, two missing responses).

Multiple response question in application form where applicants could select more than one

option and all that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result.
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Geography

Between 2019 and 2022, around two-thirds of the area offices (11 of the 16)
approved applications for the SFGS. Points to note from the data analysis include
that:

¢ the number of SFGS applications approved by area office varied — from five
or less to a high of 27 (Thurso).

e no SFGS applications were approved over this period by several Highlands
and Islands area offices, including Benbecula, Lerwick, Portree, Stornoway.

e majority of SFGS applications approved between 2019 and 2022 (69%)
were from applicants located in the Highlands and Islands, see Table 4.11.

Table 4.11: SFGS - approved applications by region (2019-2022)

Region Number Percentage

Highlands and Islands 73 69%
South Western Scotland 20 19%
North Eastern Scotland 8 8%
Eastern Scotland 5 5%

Source: Scottish Government.
N=106 (2019-2022 approved applications data).
EKOS grouped the 16 area offices into relevant region of SRDP 2014-2020.

Application type

Some data on SFGS applications approved between 2019 and 2022 by application
type was suppressed. The main points to note from the data analysis include that:

o the vast majority of applications approved over this period were in LFA (97,
92%) - The remainder were in NLFA (nine, 8%).

e almost 40% of approved applications were from young farmers (41, 39%).

o there were differences across the data set in terms of the proportion of
SFGS grant recipients classed as either “Young farmer under 417, “Head of
holding within five years”, or “Young farmer under 41 and Head of holding
within five years” — overall (42%), LFA (38%) and NLFA (89%).

Gender of applicant

While over half of the SFGS applications approved between 2019 and 2022 were
from male applicants (that is, the gender of the person who completed the form), a
sizeable proportion of applications were completed by females, see Table 4.12.
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Table 4.12: SFGS - approved applications by gender of applicant (2019-2022)

Gender Number Percentage

Male 60 57%
Female 41 39%
Non-individual 5 5%

Source: Scottish Government
N=106 (2019-2022 approved applications data).

Project monitoring data

Monitoring information was sparse. With the exception of financial claim data and
on-farm inspections on at least 5% of claims (as EC law required) no other
monitoring data was available post project completion for the SFGS.
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5. Crofting Agricultural Grant Scheme

Summary overview

The CAGS predates the SRDP 2014-2020 and continued to be funded during the
latest programme period. Further, the scheme continues to invite applications from
crofters based in the Highlands and Islands and is now solely funded by SG as a
legacy scheme.

The scheme provides grants to crofters towards the costs of a range of agricultural
operations to allow them to improve their crofts and encourage business
sustainability — for example, for the construction or improvement of agricultural
buildings. CAGS, unlike the other two capital grant schemes, provided funding for
the establishment of Common Grazings Committees, albeit demand for this type of
activity was limited.

The original CAGS EU and SG budget of £14 million was modified several times
over the delivery period — the final budget allocation of circa £15.9 million
represents an increase of 14% on the original budget allocation. SG provided an
additional budget allocation for the CAGS between 2020-2021 and 2023-2024 of
circa £15.4 million. This reflects the continued popularity of, and need for, this type
of support among crofters.

Circa £14.6 million expenditure was achieved by the CAGS by December 2023
utilising EU and SG funding. Additional national funds totalling circa £11.1 million
were used to fully fund some CAGS activity in the latter years of the SRDP
programme period. Total expenditure on the CAGS was circa £25.8 million.

Almost 6,600 applications were submitted for the CAGS over the delivery period,
and annual applications peaked during the COVID-19 years. CAGS continues to be
a very popular grant scheme - the average number of applications submitted on an
annual basis was 824. Almost three-quarters (74%) of applications submitted for
the CAGS were approved, while the remainder were either rejected or withdrawn.

Additional data provided by SG for CAGS applications approved from 2019
onwards shows that: around two-thirds were completed by male applicants; almost
all were for projects in LFA (99%); and one-quarter were from young farmers. A
vast majority of total project costs and grant awards were small in scale — less than
£10,000 (79% and 85% respectively), and in the main less than £5,000.

The most common type of CAGS project supported between 2019 and 2023 was
the planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges, walls, gates, or
stock grids. This was followed by the: erection or improvement of agricultural
buildings, and shelters for the temporary housing and sheltering of out-wintered
livestock; and provision or improvement of equipment for the handling and
treatment of livestock.
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Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the CAGS and is based on a review of
information and data provided by SG.

Overview of CAGS

The CAGS provides grants to crofters towards the costs of a range of agricultural
operations to allow them to improve their crofts and encourage business
sustainability. For example, funding can be used for capital projects (such as the
construction or improvement of agricultural buildings) and for the establishment of
Common Grazings Committees,” which is responsible for managing and
maintaining common grazing, and is elected by crofters who use it.

Much of the workings of the CAGS is similar to the NECGS and SFGS as outlined
in Chapter 3. This includes:

e grant thresholds.

¢ what funding could be used for and what it could cover.

e intervention rates.

e the application and appraisal process.

¢ the claims process.

e ability to request an extension to project delivery.

e sample of inspections.
The CAGS is different to the other two capital grant schemes in that:

e it has been part of the SRDP since 2009.
e itis only open to crofters.

e it provides funding towards the establishment of properly constituted
Common Grazings Committees.

The most recent CAGS opened in 2015 - it is still open to applications and funded
by SG as a legacy scheme.

Eligibility
The CAGS is open to a range of crofters, including:

e croft tenants.
e owner-occupier crofters.

" Support for Common Grazings Committees through CAGS wasprogrammed under
Measure 16 (Cooperation) and not Measure 4 (Investments in physical assets).
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e sub-tenants of crofts.

e groups made up of croft tenants, owner-occupier crofters, and sub-tenants
of crofts.

e Common Grazing Committees properly constituted under regulation by the
Crofting Commission.

Additionally, crofters who have shares in a common grazing that is not regulated
may qualify for monetary support for establishing a properly constituted committee.

Budget allocation

The original CAGS EU and SG budget of £14 million was modified several times
over the delivery period — both downwards and upwards. The final budget allocation
of circa £15.9 million represents an increase of circa £2 million (+14%) on the
original budget allocation, see Table 5.1.

Table 5.1: CAGS - original and final EU and SG budget

Original budget Final budget Change Percentage change

£14,000,000 £15,959,721 +£1,959,721 +14%

Source: Scottish Government.
Note: CAGS opened in 2015. Some 2014 expenditure was legacy spend from the previous
iteration of the scheme.

Further, SG provided an additional budget allocation for the CAGS between 2020-
2021 and 2023-2024 - circa £15.4 million.®

Expenditure

Circa £14.6 million expenditure was achieved by the CAGS by December 2023
utilising EU and SG funding, Table 5.2.

Further, additional national funds (SG monies) totalling circa £11.1 million were
used to fully fund some CAGS activity in the latter years of the scheme, Table 5.3.

8 Data provided by SG shows budget of £3,938,265 (2020-2021), £3,600,000 (2021-2022),
£4,500,000 (2022-2023), and £3,400,000 (2023-2024).
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Table 5.2: CAGS - EU and SG fund expenditure

Calendar year EU funds Scottish Total
Government funds

2014 £558,355 £614,084 £1,172,439
2015 £533,206 £935,684 £1,468,891
2016 £566,423 £993,973 £1,560,396
2017 £970,516 £1,525,643 £2,496,159
2018 £1,159,299 £1,399,862 £2,559,161
2019 £1,653,437 £1,996,535 £3,649,972
2020 £844,253 £779,311 £1,623,564
2021 £260,361 £240,334 £500,695
2022 £395,158 £364,761 £759,920
2023 £24,773 £22,868 £47,641
Total £6,407,429 £8,258,970 £14,666,398

Source: Scottish Government.

Note: CAGS opened in 2015. Some 2014 expenditure was legacy spend from the previous

iteration of the scheme.

Table 5.3: CAGS - additional SG fund expenditure

Calendar year

Scottish Government funds

2020 £1,508,746
2021 £3,275,596
2022 £3,268,305
2023 £3,085,553
Total £11,138,200

Source: Scottish Government

Total expenditure on the CAGS was therefore £25.8 million with much of the
funding coming from SG, see Table 5.4.
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Table 5.4: CAGS - total expenditure

Calendar year EU funds Scottish Total
Government funds

2014-2023 £6,407,429 £19,397,170 £25,804,599

Source: Scottish Government.
Note: CAGS opened in 2015. Some 2014 expenditure was legacy spend from the previous
iteration of the scheme.

Applications submitted and approvals

Almost 6,600 applications were submitted for the CAGS over the eight-year delivery
period, see Table 5.5. The number of applications submitted fluctuated over the
delivery period and interestingly peaked in the COVID-19 years.

CAGS continues to be a very popular grant scheme - the average number of
applications submitted on an annual basis was high at 824 applications.

Table 5.5: CAGS - applications submitted by year and approval rate

Year Number of Number of Proportion of
applications applications applications
submitted approved approved

2015-2016 645 270 42%

2016-2017 778 665 85%

2017-2018 765 654 85%

2018-2019 895 677 76%

2019-2020 988 748 76%

2020-2021 1,089 797 73%

2021-2022 740 534 72%

2022-2023 695 512 74%

Total 6,595 4,857 74%

Source: Scottish Government.

Almost three-quarters of applications submitted for the CAGS were approved (74%
or 4,857). This means that over one-quarter (26%) of CAGS applications were
rejected or withdrawn.
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The approval rate of applications was lowest in the first year (42%) — it increased in
subsequent years and continued to fluctuate. The average number of CAGS
applications approved on an annual basis was 607.

Approximately 50% of approved applications were for unique ‘businesses’ and
approximately 60% recipients received one grant® - there has been a good level of
repeat custom for CAGS.

Over £25 million of CAGS funding was approved, see Table 5.6.
Table 5.6: CAGS - grant funding approved

Year Grant funding approved Percentage of total grant
funding approved

2015-2016 £1,025,303 4%
2016-2017 £3,285,101 13%
2017-2018 £3,037,672 12%
2018-2019 £3,567,519 14%
2019-2020 £3,745,340 15%
2020-2021 £3,987,008 16%
2021-2022 £3,307,315 13%
2022-2023 £3,198,522 13%
Total £25,153,780 100%

Source: Scottish Government.

Note: data presented in this chapter from this point on is based on a separate
dataset provided by SG for the CAGS and is for illustrative purposes only. This
dataset relates to applications approved from 2019 onwards and not for the whole
delivery period. There were many data gaps, the number/value of approved
projects does not match exactly with the data presented above, and it was not
possible to provide wider analysis for the grant scheme’s delivery period as a
whole. The data may not be representative of the total population of grant
recipients.

9 Some data are not held electronically so this estimation is based on incomplete figures
and is SG best estimate based on readily available data.
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Projects authorised to proceed

The vast majority of applications approved (2019 onwards) received authorisation
to proceed in the same year that the application was submitted, see Table 5.7.

Similar to the other capital grant schemes, CAGS grant recipients could request an
extension to the original 12 month delivery period.

Unlike the other schemes, CAGS remains open to applications (and projects are
funded using domestic funds).

Table 5.7: CAGS - year approved application received (2019-2022) by year
projects authorised to proceed (AtP)

Year AtP in AtP in AtP in AtP in AtP in AtP in
approved 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024
application

received

2019 82% 18%

2020 86% 13% 1%

2021 85% 15%

2022 82% 18%

2023 97% 3%

Source: Scottish Government.
N=3,117 (2019-2022 approved applications data).
N=3,116 for start year (2019-2022 approved applications data — one missing entry).

Project costs and grant award size

Points to note on project costs and grant awards from the data provided on CAGS
applications approved from 2019 onwards (see Tables 5.8 and 5.9) includes that:

e circa £17.1 million was awarded to approved projects - this represents 67%
of the total project costs.™

e a vast majority of total project costs and grant awards were small in scale —
less than £10,000 (79% and 85% respectively), and in the main less than
£5,000.

e there was limited demand among individual crofters for the maximum
award size (£25,000) — 110 applications were approved at this level (3% of
total awards made over this period).

10 ‘Application type’ determines the grant rate as set out in the scheme guidance.
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o there were limited, if any, grant awards made to constituted groups of small

crofters (that is awards greater than £25,000) - to SG’s knowledge, these

types of groups do not exist in any significant number.

Table 5.8: CAGS - total project costs and grant award, numbers and

percentages (2019-2023)

Range Total project Total project Grant award Grant award size -
costs — Number costs — size — Number Percentage
Percentage
Up to £5,000 1,753 56% 2192 70%
£5,001 and £10,000 704 23% 463 15%
£10,001 and £15,000 305 10% 213 7%
£15,002 and £20,000 259 8% 234 8%
£20,000+ 86 3% 10 0.3%

Source: Scottish Government.

N=3,117 (2019-2022 approved applications data).

Values rounded to nearest £10.

Table 5.9: CAGS - total project costs and grant award (2019-2023)

Range Total project Grant award size
costs

Total £25,530,150 £17,170,310

Minimum £50 £30

Maximum £156,250 £125,000

Average £8,190 £5,510

Source: Scottish Government.

N=3,117 (2019-2022 approved applications data).

Values rounded to nearest £10.

Project type

The CAGS has funded a variety of projects, including the erection or improvement
of agricultural buildings and shelters for out-wintered livestock, and works
associated with agricultural buildings (including yards, hard standings and silos),
investment in land management, arterial and field drainage, and provision or

improvement of equipment for the handling and treatment of livestock.
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The most common type of CAGS project supported between 2019 and 2023 was
the planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges, walls, gates, or
stock grids (42%). This was followed by:

e erection or improvement of agricultural buildings, and shelters for the
temporary housing and sheltering of out-wintered livestock (18%).

e provision or improvement of equipment for the handling and treatment of
livestock (10%).

Taken together, these project types represented the majority of projects
implemented, see Table 5.10.

The number of approved projects over this period which were towards the
establishment of a properly constituted common grazings committee was
suppressed (and therefore limited). The likely reason for the low uptake is because
the support (£500) is to engage a consultant to help establish the committee, rather
than towards the costs of hiring a hall, adverts, etc.

47



Table 5.10: CAGS - project type (2019-2023)

Project type Number Percentage

Planting of shelter belts and the provision of fences, hedges, 1,294 42%
walls, gates or stock grids

Erection or improvement of agricultural buildings, and shelters 556 18%
for the temporary housing and sheltering of out-wintered

livestock

Provision or improvement of equipment for the handling and 311 10%

treatment of livestock

Investment in land management, including the initial 171 6%
grassland improvement works for the restoration of degraded
land and the control of bracken

All other forms of general drainage including under drainage, 164 5%
hill drainage and ditching

Works associated with agricultural building, including yards, 135 4%
hard-standings, dungsteads, and silos (excluding grain silos)

Provision or improvement of facilities for the organised 124 4%
feeding of out-wintered livestock, including permanently fixed
troughs and feed barriers, and associated concrete bases

Provision of electrical equipment 109 4%

Provision or improvement of access tracks to land 109 4%
improvement areas, roads, bridges, culverts or boat slips

Field drainage 99 3%
Provision or improvement of amenities, including water 77 2%
supplies, mains electricity connections or electricity

generators

Slurry stores * 0%
Assistance of up to £500 towards the establishment of a * 0%

properly constituted common grazings committee (funding for
cooperation not capital funding)

Source: Scottish Government.

N=3,109 (2019-2022 approved applications data — eight missing responses).

* Data supressed due to number less than five.

Multiple response question in application form where applicants could select more than one
option and all that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result.
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Geography

Not all area offices dealt with CAGS." Among the area offices in the Highlands and
Islands that do approve applications for CAGS, it was highest in Stornoway and
Thurso, followed by Portree, Golspie, Lerwick, and Benbecula.

Application type

Some data on CAGS applications approved between 2019 and 2022 by application
type was suppressed. The main points to note from the data analysis include that:

e almost all applications approved over this period were in LFA (3,098, 99%)
- most of the remainder were in NLFA (18, 1%)."?

e one-quarter of approved applications were from young farmers (764, 25%).

e around one-quarter of approved CAGS applications over this period were
for young farmers, crofters who would be head of holding within five years,
or both — overall, and by LFA and by NLFA.

Gender of applicant

Around two-thirds of CAGS applications approved between 2019 and 2023 were
completed by male applicants, while one-fifth were completed by females, see
Table 5.11.

Table 5.11: CAGS - approved applications by gender (2019-2023)

Gender Number Percentage

Male 2,126 68%
Female 621 20%
Non-individual 370 12%

Source: Scottish Government.
N=3,117 (2019-2022 approved applications data).

Project monitoring data

Monitoring information was sparse. With the exception of financial claim data and
on-farm inspections on at least 5% of claims (as EC law required) no other
monitoring data was available post project completion for the CAGS.

1 Six area offices do not deal with CAGS, including Dumfries, Elgin, Galashiels, Hamilton,
Inverurie, and Perth.

2 One approved application was classified as “Assistance of up to £500 towards the
establishment of a properly constituted common grazings committee”.
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6. Stakeholder Views and Insights

Introduction

This chapter presents the main themes that emerged from the interviews
undertaken with Scottish Government internal and external partners and
stakeholders.

A total of 29 interviews were undertaken with representatives from:

¢ SG including policy development representatives and area office staff.

e other individuals, bodies, and organisations, including Landworkers’
Alliance in Scotland, National Farmers Union Scotland, Scottish Agricultural
College, Scottish Agricultural Organisation Society, Scotland Food and
Drink, and self-employed small holders.

In reviewing the themes described further below, it is important to note that
stakeholders interviewed as part of the evaluation:

e have been involved in the capital grant scheme or schemes to varying
degrees and have varying degrees of knowledge and understanding of the
schemes as a result, or;

e have only been involved more recently in discussions about replacement
grant support.

Many of the messages are cross-cutting and are relevant to all three capital grant
schemes. We draw out unique points for individual capital grant schemes were
appropriate.

A clear rationale for the capital grant schemes

The main stakeholder feedback on the original (and continuing rationale) for
supporting farmers and crofters, including through the three capital grant schemes
was that the schemes were designed to help:

e ensure that people can live and work sustainably on Scotland’s land —
retaining/attracting people to live and work on the land in remote and rural
communities.

e support more local food production.

Wider stakeholder feedback centred on the range of challenges faced by new
entrants to the agricultural sector as well as those faced by small farmers and
crofters, including:

e access to capital (lack of resources) to purchase inputs and the cost of
equipment can be prohibitive for new entrants and small farmers and
crofters (for example, capital and credit constraints among other market
failures).
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e crofting exists in areas where agricultural production and investment costs
are traditionally high.

e the high average age of farmers and crofters — challenges arising from a
growing ageing workforce.

¢ the lack of new entrants to the sector - for example, not considered an
attractive career choice, long working hours.

e access to land barriers for new entrants to get a foothold in the sector (for
example, land prices, land availability, as well as wider issues relating to
quality of land) and wider structural constraints (for example, around
economic viability and profitability).

e a rapidly changing industry.

Further, the important contribution, role, and value of farming and crofting to the
Scottish economy was emphasised — including within fragile regions and rural
communities.

Stakeholders said that the NECGS was an important component of the wider offer
available from SG for new entrants (for example, alongside the Young Farmers and
New Entrants Start-Up Grant Schemes). These grant schemes provided a pipeline
of potential applicants to the NECGS as a result.

Feedback was that this package of support was critical to attracting and supporting
new and young entrants into farming. Helping to open up farming to a new
generation — those who were starting an agricultural business for the first time or
taking over control of an existing business.

Stakeholders felt that the NECGS provided access to capital funding to help new
entrants:

e make improvements to their agricultural business.
e promote sustainable development.

e sustain the economic basis of farming.

e retain people in farming in rural communities

Similarly, stakeholders commented that the intent of the SFGS and CAGS were to
provide access to capital funding to help farmers and crofters make improvements
to help sustain their businesses — thereby supporting people to live and work on the
land in remote and rural communities and supporting more local food production.

Stakeholders also acknowledged SG’s long history of investing in crofting to
improve its economic condition. Not least in recognition of the particular challenges
crofters face. Stakeholders said that many crofters often have a small parcel of
land, the quality of land can also be poor, and crofters can face increased costs of
doing business (for example, higher transportation costs due to geographic location
of the croft).
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A delayed start for some schemes

With the exception of CAGS which was supported through the SRDP 2007-2013,
stakeholders said that many other SRDP 2014-2020 schemes, including the
NECGS and SFGS, experienced a delay being launched. In part this was due to
the SRDP 2014-2020 only being formally approved in May 2015 — and this then
had a knock-on effect on expenditure in the initial stages of the Programme.

Views on the application and appraisal process

Most stakeholders said that the application and appraisal process (as well as the
procedural guidance and claims process) for the NECGS and SFGS were based on
the long-established processes and procedures which were in place for CAGS.

The general consensus was that this was a pragmatic and sensible approach given
that CAGS had been in existence for many years, and the existing process was felt
to have worked relatively well in practice. Not reinventing the wheel was also
considered appropriate as SG was said to have been under pressure at the outset
to get the NECGS and SFGS off the ground quickly, to invite applications, and to
begin making committing expenditure.

An alternative viewpoint expressed was that planning and development time for
both NECGS and SFGS felt somewhat rushed.

A wider point raised is that the NECGS ensured a commitment to farming/crofting
as applicants had to have a business plan, etc.

Where issues and challenges were identified these are considered further below.

Stakeholders said that many farmers and crofters rely on agents to complete
application forms on their behalf. This view is supported by the grant recipients
survey. Stakeholders reported that various factors are said to be at play, including:

e that farmers and crofters use agents for other things, and it is just the way it
has always been.

e a fear of getting something wrong in the application and costing the farmer
or crofter money as a result.

e a lack of confidence in completing the necessary paperwork and the
resulting reassurance that an agent provides to the farmer or crofter.

e a lack of understanding of the grant schemes, rules, eligibility criteria and
application processes.

In this regard, some stakeholders consider the application process to be complex
and therefore can act as a barrier to some farmers and crofters from applying for
grant funding in the first place — not a level playing field. Feedback from the grant
recipient survey supports the stakeholder feedback — farmers and crofters felt that
the application process could be simplified and streamlined.

52



Stakeholders said that the application process may be a particular barrier for those
farmers and crofters who:

e cannot afford to pay for an agent to complete application forms.

e are looking for a relatively small amount of grant funding, where the cost of
paying for an agent outweighs the relative value of the grant award.

¢ need hand-holding support and guidance from area offices.

Some RPID staff commented on the quality of applications received for the capital
grant schemes. The main point raised was that the level of detail and quality of
applications could vary depending on whether the application was completed by the
farmer/crofter or by an agent. With the latter said to be more knowledgeable and
experienced of different funders’ application processes, expectations, and
requirements.

Stakeholder suggestions for improving the application and payments process
include that SG could continue to consider ways to streamline processes and strip
out any unnecessary bureaucracy or complexity. The suggestions made by
stakeholders were echoed in the grant recipient survey, and include:

e considering whether a one-size-fits all approach regardless of the size of
grant request acts as a barrier.

e reviewing the range of questions asked within the application form, and to
consider how the information collected is used.

e exploring the possibility of introducing standard costs as this would do away
with the need for quotes. Currently applicants need to provide at least two
competitive quotes when the project cost is less than £10,000 and three
when the total cost exceeds £10,000. This can be particularly challenging
for remote, island and rural areas where there may be only one local
supplier. Fewer quotes can be accepted if there are specific difficulties on
a case by case basis.

e offering advanced payments such as providing a percentage of the grant to
the applicant in advance of the work being carried out (to support cash
flow), with the remainder paid to the applicant on completion - interim
payments are made where possible if an applicant claims for a discrete part
of the project where the costs have been incurred. Stakeholders felt that
some changes could help make the application and payments process
more accessible and user-friendly to applicants.

Some stakeholders also felt that removing any unnecessary bureaucracy from the
grant scheme processes could have the added benefit of improving the efficiency of
area offices — by making processes less labour intensive and reducing
administrative efforts. It was suggested that the shift to an online application
process could help address this issue.
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Some stakeholders also mentioned the current IT system used for the grant
schemes — APEX — generally perceived to be clunky and cumbersome — at least in
the beginning. Further the delay in the IT system being introduced meant that it was
not up and running at the beginning of the programming period. The paper-based
application process therefore resulted in significant manual data entry, including
retrospectively which has never been completed due to resource constraints in area
offices.

Demand for grant support

Stakeholders confirmed that the NECGS was very popular, over-subscribed, and
the scheme closed early as a result. Where there were differences in opinion
among stakeholders this related to the inherent challenges in defining what is
meant by a ‘new entrant’ (this is considered further below).

On the other hand, stakeholders said that the SFGS supported far fewer farmers
than was anticipated at the outset. Indeed, most of the area office staff interviewed
as part of this evaluation also confirmed that uptake of the SFGS was poor, and
they typically supported only a small handful of projects. The SFGS also closed
early, and the main contributory factor was considered to be scheme design issues
relating to the eligibility criteria (also considered further below).

The general consensus among stakeholders, including area offices that deal with
CAGS, was that demand for grant support continues to be strong. Stakeholders
highlighted the relative importance of this grant scheme in the Highlands and
Islands region - agricultural production and investment costs are traditionally high in
these areas, and the grant scheme supports fragile rural communities thereby
helping to secure the future of crofting and maintaining populations in rural
communities.

Issues with eligibility criteria

Where issues with eligibility criteria were raised by stakeholders, this is considered
below.

NECGS

The general feedback from stakeholders was that most approved applications for
the NECGS were from those who had taken over control of an existing business
and not from those who were starting an agricultural business for the first time.

Stakeholders reflected on the other SG grant schemes aimed at new entrants,
including:

e the New Entrants Start Up Grant Scheme which was aimed at those who
started their agricultural business in the last 12 months (and therefore fell
into the category of starting an agricultural business for the first time).

e the Young Farmers Start Up Grant Scheme which was aimed at those who
were starting an agricultural business for the first time or who were taking
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over an existing agricultural business — stakeholders commented that the
appraisal process gave greater weight to those setting up for the first time.

The point raised by stakeholders was that many applicants to the NECGS
appeared to have had restructured long-established (often large) farming
businesses or changed partnership arrangements to become eligible for grant
support.

While some felt that this was not a significant issue or concern — and put forward a
succession planning argument — others felt that the NECGS had possibly missed
the mark in terms of supporting its intended audience.

SFGS

The general consensus among stakeholders, including area office staff, was that
the inclusion of the income test to be financially eligible for support from the SFGS
resulted in a significant proportion of ineligible applications — therefore raising
qguestions around intended versus actual audience or end beneficiaries. It was also
said to have potentially put others off from applying for grant support from the
scheme in the first place.

Stakeholders understood the original thinking and rationale for the inclusion of the
income test as part of the eligibility criteria. This was considered necessary to
exclude “hobbyists” and those who may have had financial means to undertake the
capital project in the absence of grant support, and to help target the funding more
effectively at small farmers who needed it the most.

However, issues raised by stakeholders included that:

e many farmers and crofters (and partners if application was for a couple)
have other jobs to supplement their income from farming or crofting — this
meant that total gross income for individuals/couples made many
applicants ineligible.

e some applicants were reluctant to provide the supporting evidence required
to show total gross income (for example, payslips, etc).

e the income test was unique to the SFGS and was not applied to other
capital grant schemes - and was therefore an anomaly.

CAGS

Under CAGS there are some crofters not eligible for grant support as they are not
formally registered as a croft on the Crofting Register, maintained by the Registers
of Scotland. Stakeholders said that this group of crofters miss out on CAGS
because they decide to not go through the crofting registration process.
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The number of unregistered crofts in Scotland is not readily available but we do
know there are 33,000 people living in crofting households, and over 20,000 crofts
entered on the Crofting Commission’s Register of Crofts (ROC) of which 9,880 are
registered crofts on the Register of Crofts'3. In addition, stakeholders noted that
smallholders growing and producing in the crofting counties - not previously
considered to be crofting land - are also missing out on capital grant support.

Grant thresholds and types of things supported

The general consensus among stakeholders was that the grant thresholds (that is,
maximum grant available to an individual applicant limited to £25,000 in a rolling
two-year period, and £125,000 for a group applicant) was about right — albeit they
caveated their response in some way.

On the plus side, stakeholders welcomed the fact that:

¢ the threshold allowed both small and large projects to be supported.

e some types of capital expenditure (for example, agricultural buildings) can
be expensive, and so the maximum limit is broadly appropriate.

e the grant schemes were relatively flexible in terms of the wide range of
things that could be supported (for example, sheds, fencing, drainage) —
albeit some commented that there had been limited demand for grant
support to establish constituted common grazings committees.

However, wider points raised about grant thresholds included that:

e the maximum grant limit has remained static for many years now, and
consideration could be given to reviewing the threshold to take account of
rising inflation.

o there will always be a balance to be struck between whether it is better to
support fewer but larger scale capital projects or to support a large number
of smaller projects — and ultimately this depends on the purpose of the
grant schemes and the outcome they are trying to achieve. When financial
resources are reducing then it may become more important to take a more
strategic and targeted approach.

Impact of the capital grant schemes

Stakeholders were not able to evidence impact of the grant schemes. While
stakeholders said that the schemes had supported the right kind of activities, it was
more difficult to evidence the ultimate impact on the business.

13 Crofting Commission, What is Crofting?
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The main points raised by stakeholders included that:

e post project monitoring was fairly limited and did not go far enough.

e the sample of post project inspections was small, in particular for CAGS
which supports a high volume of applications each year.

e there could be greater post project monitoring and inspections in general
and for agricultural buildings more specifically — a suggestion made was for
a longer period of grant condition for such projects, albeit it should be noted
that the period was agreed by the Cabinet Secretary at the start of the
programming period.

e the impact achieved through the SFGS was negatively affected by the
eligibility criteria issues described earlier.

That being said, stakeholders pointed to the critical nature of the support, in
particular CAGS, and on the impact that capital investment in sheds and fencing,
for example, can potentially have on the business. Some specific examples
provided include:

e the ability to bring stock inside to lamb and equipment out the sea winds is
transformational in how long the equipment lasts and the saving of time and
reduced mortality in livestock.

e ability to replace fencing is critical given the climate and adverse weather
conditions in remote rural communities.

e more local produce now being sold in local shops and supermarkets.

Future focus of support
Stakeholders felt that the original rationale for the grant scheme remains valid.

Budgets across the public sector are under unprecedented levels of pressure and it
seems highly unlikely in such an environment that more resources will be made
available for any replacement grant schemes. SG indicated that it is likely to be
constrained in providing capital grant support in the future — as such there is more
likely to be a focus on revenue support going forward.

A suggestion made by external stakeholders was the use of soft loans (that is, a
loan with no interest or a below-market rate of interest), could help farmers and
crofters purchase equipment and machinery, for example, and that this could help
SG get a better return on its investment while helping farmers secure equipment at
favourable rates.
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7. Grant Recipient Feedback

Introduction
This chapter provides:

e a summary of the main messages from the grant recipient online survey
undertaken to capture the views and experiences of farmers and crofters
supported by the capital grant schemes - frequency tables and more open-
ended question analysis are presented in Annex B.

¢ six case study write-ups based on telephone and MS Teams calls with
grant recipients across the three schemes.

The study method and approach to undertaking the online survey and case studies
is set out in Chapter 2.

Summary of grant recipient survey findings

Profile of survey respondents

The online survey of grant recipients received 199 valid responses, see Table 7.1.
Based on the number of emails delivered to grant recipients this represents a good
response rate of 15%, see Table 7.2, over.

The vast majority of survey responses were from crofters who received a grant(s)
from CAGS — it is also the largest of the three capital grant schemes in terms of
budget allocation and volume of applications received and approved, see Table
71.

Table 7.1: Which of the following schemes did you receive a grant or grants
from between 2014 and 20247?

Scheme Number Percentage

CAGS 165 83%

NECGS 32 16%

SFGS 15 8%
N=199.

Multiple response question where respondents could select more than one option and all
that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result.

Where farmers and crofters reported that they received a grant from more than one
scheme, they were asked which capital grant scheme they would like to answer the
remainder of the survey questions on — most also indicated CAGS (81%), see
Table 7.2.
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Table 7.2: Survey responses by grant scheme

Scheme Survey emails  Survey Survey Survey
issued and responses responses responses
delivered received - received as received as
scheme percentage of percentage of
selected to estimated survey emails
provide unique farmers issued and
feedback on and crofters delivered
supported by
scheme*
CAGS 1,036 162 7% 16%
NECGS 241 23 3% 10%
SFGS 42 14 15% 33%
Total 1,319* 199 6% 15%

Note: * SG estimates of unique applicants per scheme — some data is not held
electronically so estimation is based on incomplete figures and is SG best estimate based
on readily available data.

Note:* The difference between the 1,319 reported in Table 9.2 and earlier reference to
1,295 in Chapter 1 is that there were some farmers and crofters who received multiple
grants from different schemes (24) in the contract details provided by SG. The response
rate against the lower figure is also 15%.

About the grant recipient

Points to note about farmers and crofters who responded to the grant recipient
survey include that:

the vast majority were not new to farming or crofting (86%) — that is, most
farmers and crofters took on the holding from their family, previously
worked in the industry and then took on a farm or croft or had undertaken a
farming qualification.

the main reasons for deciding to enter the farming or crofting industry were
reported by farmers and crofters as: an interest in agriculture, farming
and/or crofting (84%); enjoy working outside (74%); and family tradition
(67%).

a sizeable proportion of farmers and crofters who responded to the survey
have other forms or part-time or full-time employment (59%) in addition to
the farm or croft.

the most common survey responses were from crofters who were either a
tenant of a registered croft (38%) or an owner occupier of a registered croft
at the time of applying for their most recent grant funding (34%).

35% of farmers and crofters were under the age of 41 year when they
applied for the grant — that is, a ‘young farmer’.
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o 38% were a ‘new entrant’ at the time of submitting their first grant
application - that is, a farmer or crofter who was head of an agricultural
business for up to five years before the application for support — 87% of
new entrants had been head of the holding for less than two years at the
time of the application.

e 68% of farmers and crofters who completed the survey or who were the
applicant were male.

e a majority of farmers and crofters (64%) said that there is a female with a
controlling interest/right in the decision-making of the business.

e almost all farmers and crofters were from a White ethnic group (99%),
predominantly White Scottish.

e a vast majority of farmers and crofters (83%) reported that they did not
have any physical or mental health conditions or ilinesses lasting or
expected to last 12 months or more.

About the farm or croft
Points to note from survey responses about the farm or croft include that:
e almost all farmers and crofters said that their farm/croft was in a LFA (97%)
— and the vast majority were located in the H&l (89%).

e responses were received from farmers and crofters with smaller (less than
30 hectares — 69%) and large crofts or individual farm holdings alike
(excluding any common grazing share) (31% - over 30 hectares).

e lamb/sheep was by far the main land use followed by beef.

How farmers and crofters heard about the grant schemes
Farmers and crofters first became aware of the capital grant schemes in a range of
ways. The main ways reported were that the farmer and crofter:

e had an existing relationship with the local area office (42%).

e heard about the grant funding from other crofters or farmers (16%).

e heard about the grant funding from family and/or friends (16%).

Views on the application process

A maijority of farmers or crofters (68%) completed the application themselves or
with help from family or friends or with support from the local area office or another
organisation (free of charge). The remainder of farmers and crofters (32%) reported
that they either paid SAC Consulting or another agent or organisation to do the
application for them.

Farmers and crofters were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with various
statements about the application process.

60



Aspects of the process which were rated most highly (that is, a higher proportion of
respondents selected either agreed or strongly agreed with the statement) by
farmers and crofters include:

e my local RPID office staff team are helpful and responsive (76%).

¢ my local RPID office staff team are knowledgeable and experienced (76%).

¢ the eligibility criteria for accessing grant funding was appropriate (63%).
Only around half of farmers and crofters agreed or strongly agreed that:

o the grant scheme was sufficiently marketed and promoted.
o guidance document was clear and easy to understand.
o the application form was easy to complete.

o providing supporting documents/evidence (for example, quotations)
was easy.

o the application process was straightforward and easy to understand.

o timescales from application submission to approval were reasonable.

Almost 60% of farmers and crofters disagreed or strongly disagreed that it was
easy to source the funding upfront to pay for the capital item before the grant could
be claimed.

Qualitative feedback from farmers and crofters highlights aspects of the application
process they considered worked well, including:

e good working relationships with RPID area office staff — staff were
considered friendly, knowledgeable, supportive, and provided practical help
to farmers and crofters (for example, help to navigate the application
process, identify potential contractors, and with the claims process).

e the paid support provided by agents and other to help farmers and crofters
with applications - they did the heavy lifting which made the application
process easier and less burdensome for farmers and crofters. Some noted
that they would have struggled to complete the paperwork without this
support.

¢ the application process itself — some farmers and crofters felt that it was a
relatively easy, seamless, and straightforward process, they welcomed the
ability to apply for grant funding on a rolling basis, and some commented
that applications were processed efficiently.

Qualitative feedback from farmers and crofters also highlighted various aspects of
the application process that they felt worked less well, including:

e securing two or three quotes can be particularly challenging for farmers and
crofters in rural and remote areas — it was suggested that SG could explore
the possibility of introducing standard costs for some capital improvements
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and establish an approved framework of registered suppliers to help speed
up the process.

the time taken to process applications from submission to receiving a
formal decision can be lengthy and slow — this had a knock-on effect on the
cost of materials, equipment, works, etc, or meant the short window for
undertaking certain project activities was missed (seasonality).

the maximum grant award size does not reflect the actual cost of materials,
etc due to inflationary increases, and could be increased accordingly,
where appropriate.

the application process itself — these farmers and crofters said that
paperwork, forms, and guidance were complicated, difficult to understand,
and burdensome, with some indicating that they sourced external agent
support as a result. It was suggested that forms could be simplified in some
way, and that there was scope to strip out any repetitive questions.

The claims process

Similarly, farmers and crofters were then asked whether they agreed or disagreed
with statements about the claims and grant payment process. Key findings include

that:

satisfaction with various aspects of the claims process ranged from a low of
56% for time taken to receive grant payments from claim submission, to a
high of 61% for payment in full on completion of the project (that is, not a
staged approach to grant payment).

the highest level of dissatisfaction was expressed for the time taken to
receive payment (27%).

Qualitative feedback from farmers and crofters highlighted various challenges with
the claims process, including that:

it can be difficult for farmers and crofters to get all the funding in place to
pay for the project upfront, in particular for new or small farm businesses
with limited capital.

the grant payment process can also cause cash-flow issues as farmers and
crofters have to pay for the project/works on completion prior to drawing
down grant aid — finding the money to pay for and complete the project
before the grant is paid can be very challenging. Some farmers and crofters
mentioned the need to secure bridging finance, including bank loans, and
that staged payments could help overcome this challenge.

there can be challenges in completing some project types within one
financial year — the timeframe was felt to be restrictive for certain projects.

About the project or projects supported by the grant scheme

Farmers and crofters sought capital grant funding from the schemes for a variety of
reasons, most commonly to:
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e preserve and improve the natural environment, hygiene conditions and
animal welfare standards (71%).

e improve quality (68%), see Table 7.3.

Table 7.3: Which of these grant scheme objectives did your project or
projects seek to address?

Objective Number Percentage

To preserve and improve the natural
environment, hygiene conditions and 130 71%
animal welfare standards

To improve quality 124 68%
To reduce production costs 102 56%
To improve and redeploy production 77 42%
To_ p_romote the diversification of farm 31 17%
activities

N=182.

Multiple response question where respondents could select more than one option and all
that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result.

The grant(s) was used to support a range of project activities, with the top three
responses selected by famers and crofters including:

o fences, hedges, walls, gates, stock grids or shelter belts (57%).
e erection or improvement of agricultural buildings (40%).

e provision or improvement of equipment for the handling and treatment of
livestock (31%).

Project delivery
Where more detail was provided by grant recipients, responses highlight that a mix
of delivery methods were adopted for project delivery — in some cases:
e the farmer or crofter undertook the work and/or with help from family and
friends.
e external contractors were procured by farmers and crofters to do the work.
¢ a hybrid of the two approaches was undertaken.

Qualitative feedback from farmers and crofters was that the capital grant funding
helped with the costs of a range of project expenses, including, materials,
equipment, labour costs, and machinery hire — in line with scheme eligibility criteria.

63



Further, much of the project activity was undertaken to:

¢ help make the farm and croft more efficient (time and cost) and productive.
e improve the quality and functionality of farm or croft buildings.
e Dbetter manage and improve animal welfare.

Some farmers and crofters reported that they experienced no or few issues or
challenges in project delivery. This was often the case for those farmers or crofters
who undertook the project/works themselves, or where they managed to secure a
contractor relatively quickly and easily.

On the other hand, a review of the qualitative feedback provided by other farmers
and crofters highlights several issues and challenges in project delivery.

The main challenge for these farmers and crofters was finding suitable/appropriate
contractors to provide quotes and/or to deliver the project/works. Various issues
were raised in the survey responses including that:

¢ the volume and type of contractor is much more limited in some geographic
areas, for example, remote rural communities in Scotland — farmers and
crofters often find that contractors can do some but not all of a specific job.

e contractors with a good reputation are often the busiest — it can be difficult
for farmers and crofters to secure two or three quotes (takes a lot of time
and effort) and it can be difficult for contractors to commit to undertaking
the work in a specific timeframe (some contractors have long waiting lists).

e there is a perception that some contractors will only submit a quote if they
think they will get the job.

e challenges in securing suitable contractors often has a knock-on impact on
project timescales, with some farmers and crofters subsequently
undertaking elements of the project/works themselves.

Farmers and crofters highlighted other project delivery issues and challenges which
were out with their control, including:

e the COVID-19 pandemic — the various lockdowns and restrictions resulted
in delays to project delivery, for example: delays in the procurement of
capital contracts; delays in finding contractors, materials, and equipment;
restrictions for on-site visits; and delays in starting and completing works.

e poor weather — led to delays in projects/works, disrupted delivery and often
extended project delivery timescales.

e supply chain issues.

e increase in project costs (for example, increase in cost of materials,
equipment) from application stage to when confirmation of application
approval was received by farmers and crofters. The grant therefore became
a smaller percentage of the total project cost, and a perception that some
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contractors may be more likely to increase their costs when they know a

project is grant funded.

e delays resulting from equipment being in strong demand and out of stock

for long periods of time.

e building standards process and securing planning approval.

Benefits

All farmers and crofters except one who answered the question on benefits (99%)

reported at least one benefit achieved as a direct result of the grant support.

By far the main benefit reported was improved stock control (83%), see Table 7.4.
This was followed by improved hygiene conditions and animal welfare standards,

and improved grassland management.

Table 7.4: Which of the following benefits have you got as a direct result of

your grant support? (top six responses selected only)

Benefit Number Percentage

Improved stock control 156 83%
Improved hygiene conditions and 105 56%
animal welfare standards

Improved grassland management 97 52%
Reduced production costs 83 44%
Improved quality of production 83 44%
Supported and improved 77 419%

wintering of livestock

N=187 who reported at least one benefit.

Multiple response question where respondents could select more than one option and all

that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result.

Outcomes

Almost all farmers and crofters (95%) who answered the question on business
outcomes reported the achievement of at least one outcome as a direct result of the

grant support.

The main outcomes selected by farmers and crofters from a pre-defined list are

outlined in Table 7.5, over.
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Table 7.5: What business outcomes have you achieved as a direct result of
the grant support? (top six responses selected)

Business outcome Number Percentage

Reduced livestock mortality 89 53%
Extended grazing periods 84 50%
Reduced labour input 80 48%
Increased value per head 65 39%
Reduction in production costs 65 39%
Increased value per hectare 52 31%

N=168 who reported at least one outcome.
Multiple response question where respondents could select more than one option and all
that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result.

Additionality

Additionality was high — 81% of farmers and crofters who reported outcomes said
that none or less than half of outcomes would have happened if they did not get the
capital grant funding, Table 7.6. Timing and scale additionality were most
commonly reported by farmers and crofters.

Table 7.6: What amount of your outcomes would have happened if you did
not get the capital grant scheme funding?

Amount of outcomes without Total CAGS NEGCS SFGS
funding (n=174) (n=141) (n=21) (n=12)
None of the outcomes 47% 49% 38% 42%
Less than half of the outcomes 34% 33% 38% 42%
Half of the outcomes 6% 4% 14% 17%
More than half of the outcomes 5% 5% 5% 0%

All of the outcomes 7% 9% 5% 0%
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Future grant support

A vast majority of farmers and crofters identified a current and/or future need for
support, primarily monetary support (see Table 7.7).

Table 7.7: Do you have a current and/or future need for support?

Support need Number Percentage
Yes, monetary support (for example, grant, 144 80%
loans)
Don’t know / unsure 22 12%
Yes, non-monetary support 14 8%
No 10 6%
N=179

Multiple response question where respondents could select more than one option and all
that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result.

Farmers and crofters said that they require continued monetary support for largely
similar things that the capital grant schemes funded. This suggests that the grant
schemes have broadly funded the right types of project activity — and that there is
still a requirement for similar support.

Farmers and crofters also identified types of support that align to revenue funding.

The survey findings highlight that monetary support is needed by farmers and
crofters for a wide range of project activities, including:

e fencing — upkeep and replacement.

e sheds and barns — replacement, repairs, extensions, flooring.

e general infrastructure improvements, including groundworks.

e equipment, machinery, and technology — livestock handling, hardstandings.

e grass reseeding, ditching, improving soil structure, bracken control,
hedging, tree planting — help to maintain the land.

e drainage — maintenance and improvements.

e animal welfare improvements and crop management.
e road access improvements

e biosecurity and biodiversity projects.

e slurry storage tanks.

e animal feed.

e activity that supports food security.
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e succession planning.

e diversification projects.

e renewable energy projects.
e training.

Wider comments raised in the survey responses relate to the range of challenges
farmers and crofters face from price and inflationary pressures — and the
importance of continued financial support (grant funding and low/no interest loans
were explicitly mentioned) for the agricultural sector and wider supply chain.

Where farmers and crofters said they need non-monetary support, this included for
example support such as:

e advice and guidance, including on current methods of improvement and
production, livestock treatment and management, crofting issues, form
filling.

¢ help with route to market.

e training, events, and webinars — for example on modern/regenerative
farming practices, animal health and welfare, supply chain support, etc —
knowledge and skills development and sharing of experiences.

e recruitment support, sourcing labour.
e climate friendly production.
e clear and timely information on new support systems, subsidies, etc.

Online application process

A maijority of farmers and crofters (61%) said that an online application process for
future grant schemes would not make it difficult or prevent them from applying —
however, a sizeable proportion either answered ‘don’t know’ or ‘yes, definitely’, see
Table 7.8.

Table 7.8: Would an online application process for future grant schemes
make it difficult or prevent you from applying?

Response option Number Percentage

No 111 61%

Not sure 49 27%

Yes, definitely 19 12%
N=179
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Farmers and crofters who indicated that an online application process for future
grant schemes would not make it difficult or prevent them from applying said

that:

an online system is a sensible approach — as most things are done online
nowadays — but they also said that it would be important for SG to
recognise that some farmers and crofters do not have good digital
skills/less computer literate and might find an online application process
difficult. A suggestion made includes having paper and online options.

an online system would be beneficial — for example, it would: make
applying for grant funding easier and less time consuming; help applicants
keep track of submitted applications; and speed up the application,
assessment, and claims process.

an online application process would be better for the environment — for
example, printing less paper.

some farmers and crofters use external agents, and so changing the
application process would make no difference to them personally.

Farmers and crofters who indicated that an online application process for future
grant schemes would make it difficult or prevent them from applying raised
various issues including that:

some population groups may lack digital skills, are not tech savvy, or may
find online forms complicated or difficult to read and would need help and
support — for example older people, disabled people. They added that it
would be important to ensure the target audience for grant funding are not
unintentionally excluded.

poor, slow, or unreliable internet connectivity could make completing an
online application form difficult for some farmers and crofters in certain
parts of the country.

farmers and crofters value speaking with staff in local RPID offices,
including in-person support and advice — they added that it is often easier
to speak with someone directly to ask queries or for points of clarification.

not all farmers and crofters have access to a computer, and wider concerns
were raised on data loss and cyber security.

it would depend on the quality of the online application design and process
— for example: functionality and intuitiveness of the online process; ability to
see the whole form from beginning to end; ability to understand and fill in
forms correctly; ability to start, save, and come back to finish it; ease of
correcting mistakes; ability to upload all necessary documents; and ease of
keeping track of submitted applications’ progress.

some would like to have the option of how to apply for grant funding.
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Farmers and crofters who indicated that they are not sure whether an online
application process for future grant schemes would make it difficult or
prevent them from applying raised similar issues to those described — that is,
they highlighted the potential advantages and disadvantages of moving to an online
application process.

Wider points raised by farmers and crofters echoed earlier feedback around the
need for any future application process (online and/or paper-based) to be
refreshed, streamlined, and simplified to ensure it is accessible to crofters and
small farmers, including those who cannot afford to pay for professional support
from agents.

Case studies

Six case study interviews (conducted over the phone and Microsoft Teams) were
undertaken with grant recipients. A mix of case studies were undertaken, including
by:

e capital grant scheme.

e geography.

e applicant type.

e project type.

The purpose of the case studies were to:

e find about a bit more about the grant recipient.

e why the farmer or crofter needed grant funding.

e explore how the grant funding had been used.

e the impact the grant funding (and project) had for the farmer or crofter.
e seek views on future grant (and other) support.
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Case study 1 — NECGS

Background

When a young sheep and beef farmer recently took on the tenancy of a hill farm in
a LFA, he quickly realised that not having any suitable enclosures or fencing to
manage his stock was a huge barrier to his productivity, profitability, and welfare of
his sheep. While he did come from a farming family this was his first time as the
tenant farmer running a farm on his own. The hill farm which covers approximately
515 hectares was in desperate need of fencing and enclosures to increase its
output and the quality of its output. The farmer applied to the NECGS for help to
address this issue. Appropriate fencing and enclosures to help make the farm more
manageable as working on a hill farm with no enclosures can be “very time
consuming and ineffective” — “what we were doing before the fencing was hard.”

How did the grant benefit this farmer

The project helped to reduce the cost associated with sheep management. It made
life easier for the farmer and his wife who also works on the farm. It reduced labour
costs at lambing time especially as they could keep lambs in the enclosures. In his
first year or so of farming this previously took much longer. The project also helped
to improve lamb survival rates by making the monitoring of lambs and ewes
considerably easier — this also increased the farmer’s profitability. The hill was in
poor condition grazing wise and the ability to create enclosures for sheep
management improved the condition of the land/hill, improved grazing, and
ultimately helped the farmer to improve the quality of his stock.

How did the farmer find the application process

The farmer paid for help from SAC Consulting on the paperwork side of the
application process. He had initially looked at the forms and thought it was too
much to try and do on his own. The farmer was in no doubt the external support
helped massively — he was not sure he would have managed the application by
himself. The advice and support was considered value for money and also saved
the farmer time and stress.

What worked well for this farmer

The support the farmer received from SAC Consulting made the application
process easier/straightforward. Further, while stock fencing has a limited life span it
will be there for a long time to come — and it will be easier to maintain in future.

Thoughts on future support

“Keep the scheme and its objectives as they are. Hill farming is not successful
without support. We need to farm on hills — as Scotland is full of them — if we are to
make best use of our land for food production. Grants help you get to the next step
up the ladder. The price of fencing and sheds is significant — trying to undertake
these projects can be hard without grant support. We would be standing still. It also
helps to retain money in the local economy as we use local suppliers”.

71



Case study 2 - NECGS

Background

A young farmer with 20 years’ experience in engineering took over a farm in decline
from his parents and siblings after his father experienced poor health. The farm is a
mixed organic farm with crop, beef and sheep and runs to approximately 180
hectares. The young farmer had to raise a substantial amount of money to buy his
parents and siblings out of the business and would have found this difficult had he
not had a good job previously.

How did the grant benefit this farmer

The farmer received grant funding from NECGS to buy: a squeeze crate for
handling cattle safely; a weighing crate for the sheep; and lime to be reapplied on
acidic soil to help the farmer maintain good soil health on the farm.

The farmer explained that “good animals or crop production all come back to soil
and require a pH of 6.5... if you are you on an acidic soil, you are wasting your
inputs on that soil until you get your pH level up. To get grant funding to spend on
products such as lime was very much welcomed.”

His parents had wild cattle on the farm, and when he took over the farm the old
crush was considered dangerous — his neighbouring farmers advised that he would
be best purchasing a squeeze crush. With hindsight he felt that the squeeze crush
purchased was very expensive and “no better than a basic crush”. He felt the grant
scheme allowed him to buy the most expensive machinery without really
understanding his needs — it has, however, made the job at hand safer and less
stressful for animals and workers.

On the other hand, the farmer said that the sheep crate for weighing sheep has
been a “fantastic tool” and has been value for money. It has allowed the farmer to
record sheep weight every time his stock are inside, as well as track change/
progress and improve animal welfare by making informed decisions in real time.
The digital interface that came with the weighing crate enables the farmer to record
weight, by ear tag number and date so that the next time he weighs the sheep it
tells the farmer the weight and growth rate and what the change has been.

Did the purchases supported by the grants change any of your behaviours or
practices/ method of production

“Yes. It changed the way we work using medicines” the farmer explained. “We only
administer medication based on the data/intelligence from the kit. The weighing
crate and digital interface not only saves time and cost for me as a farmer it also
helps to ensure the responsible use of medicines. There is probably lots more we
could do with the tool if we knew how to use the software.”
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How did the farmer find the application process

The farmer explained that he did the application form himself — but that it was
“‘pretty complex and time consuming” — as a busy farmer he always needs to weigh
up the costs involved in writing grant funding applications. He added that it can be
stressful looking for and applying for grants from different sources, and that
timescales for submitting grant applications can feel tight and rushed at times.

The farmer mentioned that an issue he encountered was a change in prices for
certain items to be purchased from when he submitted the applications to when he
received approval from SG to proceed — in part due to demand for certain
equipment and machinery. There was then a longer lead-in time to receive the
items as a result.

He also felt that as the farmer he knows the exact piece of equipment he needs
(brand, size, type) for his specific purposes and land, etc. and that it is not always
the cheapest or the most expensive bit of kit he needs. He explained that he was
required to submit three quotes and that RPID decided which quote (equipment) to
approve — this can mean the farmer does not always get the kit he wants or the kit
that suits his exact purposes and land. He felt there could be more transparency in
the decision-making process for RPID choosing a particular model/supplier over
others — and suggested that asking the farmer to provide a justification for his
choice of kit in the application form, based on research, could suffice as farmers
contribute towards to the total project cost.

What worked well for this farmer

Grant funding for the various products and equipment was essential and helped the
farmer get firmly established as he had only recently taken over his parent’s farm.
The equipment purchased has saved him time, increased welfare standards and
increased safety for workers.

Thoughts on future support

“We are an organic farm and SG wish to double the area managed organically.
There is a major barrier to this because there are no organic abattoirs in Scotland.
Whole killing of beef is done outside of Scotland — this has big cost implications for
farmers”.

The farmer feels that “good produce is leaving the country, and we are feeding low
quality imports to our children”. He believes the drive to encourage farmers to
diversify to be sustainable has resulted in “farmers doing less and less farming —
we need farmers to farm and produce food”. He feels more action is also needed to
prevent farming skillsets being lost. Without further action and support to increase
salaries and support business start-ups the farmer said that new entrants into
“farming will decline rapidly.”
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Case Study 3 — SFGS

Background

A female farmer (and her daughter) who had no prior background or experience in
farming apart from holiday work when she was younger took on the ownership of a
small farm in Ayrshire. The mother and daughter partnership own a sheep farm in
a LFA on approximately 38 acres of land. The farmer’s husband works in the
merchant navy and is away at sea for long periods of time, so the farm is very much
managed by the owner and her daughter. The daughter also has a full-time job — so
she helps out on the farm when she can after work, at weekends and during holiday
periods. They have invested in a special breed of sheep not native to Scotland
which produce good lambs weight wise and the ewes are doing very well on wet
pastures.

How did the grant benefit this farmer

The grant was used by the farmer to erect a shed to help improve sheep
management. “We set up a modern sheep system to run by myself during the day”
— as the farmer works on her own most of the time but also to help save time and
money. A 120x60 shed was built and the farmer received the maximum grant
award of £25,000 and the total project cost was £175,000. “The grant award was a
significant contribution and allowed us to put up a larger shed to future proof our
operation and to increase stock size — it meant | could implement a sheep
management system at lambing season that | could cope with on my own.”

This farmer designed what was best for her and a system that “did not require a
high employee count”. She went on to explain that it was a more efficient system
that reduced the need for bedding as they put sheep slats down thus reducing
bedding costs. “At lambing time when the lamb gets to two weeks or so we put the
mummy back on the slats and we lead it out of the gate. | am quite innovative in my
ideas. The lambs are on bigger straw pen and heat lamps etc as normal but have
access to go on the slats to get fed from mum. Ewes are quite content with that.
Lambs like to run about on them. Welfare standards have also improved as we
have fewer foot problems on the slats and my lambing system works well”.

Did the purchases supported by the grants change any of your behaviours or
practices/ method of production

The farmer said she had changed her farming practices for the better. “The ewes
enjoy being back on the slats and the lambs come and go for milk which frees up
pens”. She said there were less foot problems in the sheep too. “I had tried straw
and even shavings, but we got a lot of foot problems. This new system with the
slats and the open pens for lambs to come and go and play has reduced this”.

How did the farmer find the application process

The farmer paid SAC Consulting to do the grant application form for her. “We
needed the SAC help. It was essential. They are a very good advisory service —
they have the knowledge and speciality. It cost us around £300/£400 so it was good
value for money and took the headache away from doing the paperwork myself”.
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What worked well for this farmer

The contribution towards the shed enabled this farmer to modernise its sheep
management system — this fundamentally helped to save the farmer time, cost, and
labour input required. The shed size has future proofed her operation allowing the
farmer and her daughter to scale up the business — increase livestock volume and
variety. The shed has improved welfare standards for the sheep and worker safety.

What could have been better

It was challenging for the farmer not to receive grant payment until after the final
inspection visit — “You need to have an overdraft facility or loan to cover the total
project cost upfront. Money was a bit slow to come through. The inspectors were
good and constructive — they knew the grant made a smaller contribution towards
the total cost of the build. | had all the information they needed ready, so | think that
helped speed up the process”.

Thoughts on future support

The farmer believes that small farms can often be at a slight disadvantage — she
feels that bigger farms typically get access to more and a wider range of grant
schemes. She added that there is not the same kind of grant support available for
small farms, and that this type of support is critical to help ensure the future
resilience of small farms in rural Scotland.

She explained that small farms need more help and support due to their scale —
especially those setting up a new small farm and for first generation farmers. The
farmer added that it can be hard to become established as a small farmer without
grant support.

The funding from the SFGS was a great help to the farmer — she would like to see
capital grant schemes continue to be available to small farmers for a wider variety
of relevant kit and equipment. For example, capital grant funding to help small
farms modernise their farms and to purchase fit for purpose livestock systems (tilt
crates for sheep feet).

The farmer said that internet connectivity can be a problem in some rural and
remote areas of Scotland — getting small farm businesses online can therefore be
challenging. She added that more action was needed to ensure remote and rural
parts of Scotland are further supported to access a substantially improved
broadband connection.

75



Case study 4 — SFGS

Background

A farmer in West Central Scotland recently re-acquired land (approximately four
acres) adjacent to their farm which had previously been owned by the farmer but
had been sold off to the Forestry Commission several years ago. The farmer was
looking to expand their available grazing area for their sheep and pigs. The new
areas of land purchased needed fenced before they could be used, and so the
farmer applied to the SFGS for grant support with the works.

How did the grant benefit this farmer

The farmer received around £6,000 in capital grant funding — equating to around
60% of the total project cost for fencing the field. The grant funding and project has
opened up various opportunities for the farmer — it allowed her to keep a larger
number of sheep and gave fields more time to recover from grazing. This then
helped ensure the grazing land available was of a higher quality.

How did they find the application process

The farmer found the application process challenging in places — the requirement to
secure three quotes for the work were difficult to source. Further, she explained that
the fluctuating cost of timber at that time meant that long delays in receiving formal
approval of grant award resulted in quotes becoming invalid. She said that it took
between six to eight months for her grant funding application to be approved. While
she recognised the time pressures on area office staff, delays in assessing and
approving grant applications has various knock-on impacts for farmers — it creates
additional work (sourcing new quotes) and delays project start/completion dates.

What worked well for this farmer

The farmer reported that the grant funding was very important for her small farm
and that the SFGS supported the right types of capital project/work much needed
by small farms. Without the grant funding the farmer would have delayed other farm
improvements.

Thoughts on future support

The farmer felt that the SFGS worked well generally and funded the right kinds of
things for small farms. She felt that small tweaks could help improve future support
— for example, establishing an advice helpline for access to information, advice, and
guidance. She said that farmers with large farms use SAC Consulting for this type
of support but that it is not necessarily affordable for farmers running small farms.

She also suggested that quotes for projects/work could possibly be tied to inflation

to ensure farmers do not need to source updated or alternative quotes should there
be any undue delays in receiving formal grant award approval.
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Case study 5 — CAGS

Background

A community of crofters based in a remote part of the Western Highlands were
interested to explore ways to get access to the shared use of a bull for breeding
with their cattle. Previously each crofter rented a bull for a period of six weeks — the
crofters did not have a suitable separate field to keep their own bull (outside the
breeding period). The crofters acquired an unfenced parcel of land that they could
use to house a communal bull. As a common grazings committee the crofters
applied for grant funding of £15,000 from CAGS (around 90% of the total project
cost) to build a fence around the field. The funding enabled the crofters to buy and
safely and securely house a communal bull that each crofter could then use for
breeding with their cattle.

How did the grant benefit the crofters

The project gave the crofters much need flexibility. Previously they had a short
window of opportunity — around six-weeks to make use of a rented bull — this often
felt rushed and at times did not allow sufficient time for successful breeding. This
has increased productivity as the crofters can use the communal bull more often
and for a longer period — they can have a near 100% rate of pregnancy (that is,
more efficient breeding. This in turn has increased income generation potential for
the crofters. As a remote and rural part of Scotland this type of project can make a
significant difference to the local economy which still relies fairly heavily on farming
and crofting. The crofters have also noticed that their cows are calmer and
generally better behaved as a result of using a familiar bull.

How did they find the application process

The crofter who completed the CAGS application form found the whole process
very straightforward — he was also impressed at the speed in which the common
grazings committee received confirmation that the grant funding would be paid by
SG (within one month). He mentioned that the group of crofters have a great deal of
experience of applying for this type of grant funding — over the years the CAGS
process has become more straightforward as their familiarity and experience of the
scheme and other grant funding sources has developed.

What worked well for this crofter

The crofter welcomes the availability of the CAGS — the scheme provides good,
fair, and much needed support for crofters — it funds the right types of projects and
he hopes the scheme continues for years to come.

Thoughts on future support

The CAGS process could be improved by allowing staged grant payments,
including a proportion upfront, rather than payment of the grant in full on project
completion. The crofters were in a fortunate position — they were able to borrow the
money from a community resource. He acknowledged that this may not the case for
all crofters — there may be a missed opportunity here — as some good and much
needed projects may not go ahead as a result.
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Case study 6 — CAGS

Background

A crofter located on the Western Isles wanted to fence two sides of a six-hectare
field and build a shed for storing machinery as well as for housing his stock during
the lambing and calving season. He received the maximum individual award of
£25,000 through CAGS.

How did the grant benefit this crofter

The fencing and shed have had huge benefits for the crofter. He is now able to
segregate his stock much more easily, with various areas of his land now securely
fenced and stock separated from one another. The crofter has started to grow
crops on other parts of the land — he now has the confidence that his livestock are
securely segregated and cannot enter the field and damage or eat his crops.

The crofter now carries out lambing and calving in the new shed and this provides a
much safer, drier, and better environment for the animals to give birth. “I don’t know
how we previously operated without the shed — it has become so important to us
and beneficial”.

The crofter can also store his machinery and equipment in the shed — he said this
has improved the longevity of the machinery and equipment as it is now protected
from the outside elements. Less maintenance/servicing is also required as a result.
It has also helped to boost farm productivity and reduced the required ‘man hours’.
Farm machinery and equipment now needs replaced less often which provides
wider environmental benefits arising from less disposal of old equipment to landfill.

How did the crofter find the application process

The crofter found the application process straightforward, and he was able to
secure quotes fairly easily to ensure value for money. The approval process was
also quick.

Thoughts on future support
The crofter said that CAGS is a fantastic scheme for crofters, and he is glad that
grant funding for capital projects is available.

He said that the cost of materials, transportation, etc can be higher in geographic
areas such as the Western Isles — the cost of doing business is greater compared
to mainland Scotland. As an example he said that fencing can maybe cost £5-6 per
metre on the Western Isles compared to closer to £3 per metre on the mainland. An
increased grant intervention rate that takes this into account for island communities
would be welcomed although he acknowledged that this may not be feasible.

He felt that it was timely for SG to consider the maximum individual award size of

£25,000 for CAGS - it has been standstill for many years and could be increased in
line with inflation and cost of living pressures.
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8.

Impact

Overview

A key research aim was to address the EC Reporting Requirement to monitor
change in agricultural output — that is the change in agriculture output per AWU to
determine how the CAGS, SFGS and NECGS grant have impacted business
productivity.

The annual work unit is calculated by capturing the full-time equivalent employment
(FTE) — that is, the total hours worked divided by the average annual hours worked

in full-time jobs in the country. In this case, one annual work unit corresponds to the
work performed by one person who is occupied on an agricultural holding on a full-

time basis.' The Output is calculated by adding the Value of Sales of products and
services (in £) together with the Value of Stocks of products (in £) and the Value of

own use or consumption (in £).

The EC measures the AWU in agriculture to assess and compare the labour input
across the agricultural sector of member states. This measurement is crucial for
several reasons, including for:

productivity analysis — it is a key indicator for analysing agriculture labour
and helps in understanding income generated from farming.

policy making — data collected on AWUs are used to inform the CAP
ensuring polices are tailored to need.

comparative analysis — by standardising this measurement the EC can
make comparisons across regions on labour input and output.

resource allocation — understanding the AWU helps allocate resources and
support where it is needed most to ensure sustainability and growth in
agriculture across the EU.

As part of the evaluation, grant recipients were asked to detail their employment,
and the value of their sales, stock and running costs, at three distinct time points,

namely:

the year in which the grant funded project started — responses ranged from
2014 to 2021.

the year the project was completed — responses ranged from 2014 to 2024.

two-years post project completion — responses ranged from 2014 to ‘not yet
2-years post project.

4 See

: Eurostat, Glossary: Annual work unit (AWU)
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In total we received around 90"° complete responses to the impact section,
approximately half the number received for the whole survey.

Table 8.1 provides details of the survey question grant recipients were asked in
relation to quantifying the value of their sales, stock and running costs.

Table 8.1: Impact survey question

(Financial or
calendar year, to
fit with your
business
accounts)

Value of sales
of livestock,
products, and
services

(in £)

Value of stock
(including unsold

products/stock and
growing crops) (in £)

Value of running
costs (for example,
feed, energy,
fertilisers, and own
consumption (in £)

Year in which first
project started
(since 2014)

Year in which
most recent
project completed
(this could be
actual or
forecast)

2-years after
most recent
project received
funding (this
could be actual or
forecast)

The survey asked recipients to specify their employment at each of the same three
time periods, broken down by full-time, part-time, seasonal and casual employment.

The purpose of this was to assess the relationship between employment and the
value of sales and stock. This also allows a calculation of an AWU — that is, what

15 Within the survey some impact questions received slightly less than 90 responses.

These have been therefore scaled up to 90 to ensure consistency with the total number of

responses received to the impact section of the survey. This ensures a like-for-like

comparison.
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have been the changes in terms of the number of FTE'® staff working across the
recipient farms and crofts.

Method

To calculate the employment figures raw data was provided by recipients for the
above three categories broken down by employment type (full-time, part-time,
seasonal, and casual). Survey respondents were also asked to specify the average
number of hours worked by their casual and seasonal labour over an average year.
This allowed casual and seasonal employment to be calculated as an FTE.

Based on respondents’ answers it was calculated that casual/seasonal work
equated to 0.3 of an FTE. As per HM Treasury Green Book guidance we have
assumed a part time worker equates to 0.5 FTE.

To calculate the value of sales, stock and running costs, data provided by
respondents was used. We were able to look at the difference across time periods
to assess as to whether there had been an uplift (or decrease) in these values, and
then assess the relationship between this change against any employment changes
for the same period.

Lastly, we asked grant recipients to assess the ‘additionality’ which the grant
funding provided them — that is, in the absence of grant support what proportion of
the impacts would have occurred anyway. This ensured that we were able to
properly attribute the impact of the grant support to the total impacts.

Limitations

It should be noted that there are a few limitations and data gaps in this area of
analysis. Firstly, the impact element of the survey received around 90 complete
responses, which was less than half the total number of responses (199) received
to the survey. As we work from an estimation that there were 3,226 unique farms
and crofts that received grant support from one of the three schemes,'” the 90
responses represents a relatively small sample size. Furthermore, responses
related to the SFGS and NECGS schemes were very low (less than 10 each)
hence it is not possible to draw any conclusive findings for the grant schemes
individually as the sample is simply too small.

Several grant recipients (around 10) noted some difficulties in estimating the value
of stock, sales and running costs at each of the time points, stating that it was not a
measure they kept an active count of and that it involved a large degree of
estimation. Several respondents noted that they had provided a ‘very rough

16 FTE refers to a unit indicating the workload of an employed person in a way that makes
workloads comparable across various contexts i.e. 2 part-time workers would be equivalent to 1.0.

7 This figure is an estimation based on rounded proportions, and as some application data are not
held electronically, it is based on incomplete data.
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estimation’, suggesting there was a lack of confidence in the accuracy of the figures
they were providing.

Lastly, as the grant programme ran over a period where we witnessed several
macro-economic shocks, with the likes of the COVID-19 pandemic, BREXIT and
the war in Ukraine, there were a few external factors that may have impacted on
employment, production, and the general costs of materials. All of which make
isolating the impact of the grant support challenging.

Findings
This sub-section sets out the findings for the impact analysis, broken down by:

e employment/annual work unit.
¢ the value of:

o sales.

o stock.

o running costs.

Employment

Employment across the recipient farms and crofts has fluctuated across the period
of analysis. Some of the key points to note from Table 8.2 over, include:

o full-time employment increased by 196 (+4%), in the year post project
completion, while part-time employment fell slightly over this period, down
46 (-0.8%).

e casual and seasonal employment saw a fairly large decrease in the year
post project completion, falling by circa 800 (-12%). This contrasts with the
trends seen across the farming sector in Scotland, with the number of
casual and seasonal staff increasing by 25% between 2014-2023 — see
Table 4.2.

¢ Full-time and part-time employment were both up 2-years post project
completion (from pre project), while casual and seasonal employment was
down — although it had rebounded slightly from the large fall witnessed
during the year post project. This is broadly in-line with wider Scottish
agricultural trends (FT and PT has been up marginally — circa 1% over
2014-2023 — see Table 4.2).

¢ when converted to FTE, there was a small decease in the total number of
employees, down 64 in the year post project, while FTE numbers were up
by 109 2-years post project completion.
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Table 8.2: Changes in employment (annual work unit) — scaled up to account
for all grant recipients

Type of Employment Employment Employment Change Change 2-
employment pre project post project 2-years post post years post
Igrant project project project
FT 4,624 4,820 4,729 +196 +105
PT 5,524 5,479 5,710 -46 +186
Casual 3,846 3,764 3,624 -83 -223
Seasonal 3,279 2,570 2,837 -709 -442
Total — FTE™® 9,523 9,459 9,632 -64 +109
N=90

Note: Figures have been scaled up to account for the entire size of the grant recipient
population (83pprox.. 3,226 unique farms/crofts received grant funding). The figure of
3,226 is an estimation and is based on estimations provided by Scottish Government, and
assumes:

e 50% of the 4,857 CAGS approvals being for unique businesses

e 60% of 158 SFGS approvals being for unique businesses
e 80% of the 878 NECGS approvals being for unique businesses

However, it is important to note the proportions are rounded, and the estimations are
based on incomplete data as some data are not held electronically. The 90 responses
make up a circa 2.8% sample of the total number of the estimated unique businesses that
received grant support. The total impacts have been scaled up on the basis of the 90
responses being a representative sample of grant recipients i.e., Total impacts = Survey
impacts/(2.8/100).

It is important to note that some of the reporting on employment occurred during
COVID-19, during which employment shrank and when there was great uncertainty
within the economy, which could help explain some of the large changes
experienced. The fairly large increase in part time employment, at a time when
seasonal and casual employment had fallen (2-years post project), is also
interesting.

The fall in casual/seasonal employment could also be partly linked to BREXIT,
which has made employing EU workers for seasonal roles — for example, fruit
picking, etc increasingly challenging.

18 Converted as per notes earlier. FT =1 FTE, PT = 0.5 FTE and casual/seasonal = 0.3
FTE.
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Value of sales, stock and running costs

The value of the sales and the stock of the grant recipient farms and crofts has
risen, both in the year of project completion as well as 2-years post project
completion. The running costs have also increased during this period, although this
is likely in-part due to some of the large macroeconomic changes that have
occurred e.g., BREXIT and the war in Ukraine, which have increased the costs of
grains and fuel (the war in Ukraine has led to an approximate 38% reduction in
Ukrainian grain production between 2021/22 and 2023/24'° — Ukraine accounts for
over 10% of the worlds wheat, barley and corn production?®), rather than solely as a
result of the grant scheme itself.

Table 8.3 below sets out the value impacts over the grant support period. Key
points to note include that:

¢ the value of sales of livestock, products and services increased by £33.9m
in the year of project completion (+60%), while they were up £90.6m
(+160%) 2-years post completion (in comparison to the value of sales prior
to the project commencing).

¢ the value of stock (including unsold products/stock and growing crops)
increased by £15.9m in the year of project completion (+28%), while the
value of stock was up £27.8m (+48%) 2-years post completion (in
comparison to the value of stock prior to the project commencing).

¢ the value of running costs increased by £15m (+44%) in the year of project
completion in comparison to pre-project. They were also up £8.2m 2-years
post project completion in comparison to before the project commenced.

9 European Council, How the Russian invasion of Ukraine has further aggravated the
global food crisis

20 DW (2022), Five facts on grain and the war in Ukraine
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Table 8.3: Changes in the value of sales, stock and running costs

Change (+/-) - 2
Total value -
Measure Pre-project ota \;a ue. Change (+/-) — year of Total value — 2 years years post
value AL °| project |, iect completion post project completion  project
completion completion

Value of sales of

livestock, products, and £56,772,625 £90,648,565 +£33,875,940 £147,423,933 +£90,651,307
services (in £)

Value of stock

(including unsold

products/stock and £57,644,016 £73,531,156 +£15,887,141 £85,405,753 +£27,761,737
growing crops) (in £)

Value of running costs
(for example, feed,
energy, fertilisers, and
own consumption (in £).

£34,117,727 £49,132,759 +£15,015,032 £42,333,556  +£8,215,829

Note: Figures were estimated in 2024 prices. These impacts have been scaled up based on the responses of the 90 farms/crofts and
assumes they are a represenatative sample of the estimated 3,226 unique farms and crofts that recived grant funding.The estimation of
unique farms is based on rounded proportions and on incomplete data as some data are not held electronically.
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Additionality and summary of findings

As part of the survey, grant recipients were asked the question ‘What amount of
your outcomes would have happened if you did not get the capital grant scheme
funding?’.

This question helped to gauge additionality and enabled a certain proportion of the
total impacts to be attributed to the capital grant support schemes. The response to
this question is presented in Figure 8.1 below.

Figure 8.1: Additionality of the grant support — What amount of your
outcomes would have happened if you did not get the capital grant scheme
funding?

None of the outcomes
More than half of the outcomes

Half of the outcomes

Less than half of the outcomes

All of the outcomes [

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%
N=90

In taking a weighted average of the above reponses — that is, assuming 50%
additonality for respondents who answered ‘half of outcomes’, 75% for those
responding ‘less than half of the outcomes’ and 25% for those responding ‘more
than half of the outcomes’, we can calculate that on average, 69% of the impacts
could be atributed to the grant support itself.

In applying this additionality weighting to the aforementioned employment and
value of sales and stock?' (Table 8.2 and 8.3), we can conclude the following:

e the grant support has raised annual work units (FTE) employment by 75
(2-years post project completion)

21 We have excluded to the value of running costs given the sensitivity of these to external
factors outside the control of the grant support.
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e the grant suport has helped raise the value of sales by £62.5m (2-years
post project completion)

e the grant suport has helped raise the value of stock by £19.2m (2-years
post project completion)

These additionality findings are sumarised in Table 8.4 below.

Table 8.4: Additionality impacts of grant support

Measure Year of project completion 2 years post project

Employment -44 +75

Value of sales of livestock,

) +£23.4m +£62.5m
products and services

Value of stock (including
unsold products/stock and +£11.0m +£19.2m
growing crops)

Note: These impacts have been scaled up to account for the estimated 3,226 farms and
crofts that recived grant funding. As noted previously, this estimation is based on rounded
proportions and incomplete data as some data are not held electronically. The impacts
are based on the responses of 90 grant recipient farms and crofts.
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9. Conclusions

Introduction

This chapter draws on the evidence presented in the previous chapters and sets
out the evaluation conclusions in line with the research objectives.

Reaching the intended audience

While the grant schemes were similar in many ways, there were also differences in
terms of budget allocation, expenditure, and in the volume of applications received
and approved.

The evaluation findings confirm that both CAGS and NECGS were popular
schemes and supported many new entrants and crofters.

CAGS is a long-established grant scheme and pre-dates the 2014-2020
programme period — it is well-known among the crofting community, and this
scheme also had the highest estimated repeat business (that is, multiple awards).

The NECGS was over-subscribed, and in part this reflects the grant scheme was
part of a wider SG offer for new entrants (Young Farmers and New Entrants Start-
Up Grant Schemes). These other grant schemes provided a potential pipeline of
applicants to the NECGS.

On the other hand the SFGS was less successful and has under-performed, largely
due to scheme design and eligibility issues (see appropriateness of eligibility criteria
below). Scheme under-performance is evidenced by the significant reduction in
budget allocation arising from a low volume of applications and approvals. This,
however, does not mean that the SFGS and capital grant support for business
improvement and modernisation is not needed by small farmers.

A summary overview of reach and engagement by grant scheme is presented in
Table 9.1.

Data from the AIR 2023 shows the following progress against the relevant
result/target indicator for the three capital grant schemes. It should be noted that
some legacy commitments from the 2007-2013 programme contributed to this
target:

R1/T4: % of agricultural holdings with RDP support for investment in restructuring
or modernisation (FA 2A):

e target value - 16.35%.
e primary contribution 10.05%.
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Data from SG shows that the three capital grant schemes contributed 8.92% of the
target.??

CAGS contribution to FA 1A and 1B was small:

« FA1A-£500/€537.85 — less than 0.002% of the combined expenditure
under Measures 1, 2 and 16.

« FA 1B — one cooperation project — 2% of all cooperation projects
supported.

Table 9.1: Summary overview of grant scheme reach and engagement

Measure NECGS SFGS CAGS
Number of applications 1,171 304 6,595
received

Number of applications 878 158 4,857
approved

Percentage of applications 75% 52% 74%
approved

Estimated percentage of 80% 60% 50%
unique businesses

supported*

Estimated percentage of 80% 70% 60%
grant recipients who received

one award*

Estimated percentage of 20% 30% 40%

grant recipients who received
multiple awards*

Total grant expenditure £13,883,512 £1,044,102 £25,804,599

Note: * Some data are not held electronically so SG estimations are based on incomplete
figures and are best estimates based on readily available data.

22 CAGS = 3,759, SFGS =59, NECGS = 850, Total = 4,668. Overall 8.92% of Target.
Remaining 591 holdings were supported as a result of project approved under the 2007-
2013 Programme. Would not be possible to get data to help populate the Result
Indicator/Change in output per Annual Work Unit for these legacy projects so the figures
based on the these three schemes will be used.
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Appropriateness of the eligibility criteria

To a large extent the eligibility criteria is appropriate — however, there are some
exceptions.

Stakeholders consulted hold the view that aspects of the eligibility criteria had a
significant negative effect on the reach and engagement and ultimately on the
performance of the SFGS.

Stakeholders confirmed that the SFGS supported far fewer small farmers than was
anticipated and that uptake was disappointing. While the rationale for the inclusion
of the income test (which did not apply to NECGS or CAGS) was understood, its
application meant that many small farmers were ineligible while others were
reluctant to provide the supporting evidence.

Further, SG recognises that access and eligibility criteria may need amended for
CAGS to encourage increased reach and engagement — and SG is considering
widening the scope of the CAGS to allow those crofters who are not engaged in
agricultural activities to apply for grant funding. This would require a change in the
Scottish Statutory Instruments (SSI) that forms the legislative basis for the scheme.

In relation to the NECGS stakeholders felt that most approved applications were
from those who had taken over control of an existing business and not from those
who were starting an agricultural business for the first time. And that many NECGS
applicants (and grant recipients) appeared to have restructured long-established
(often large) farming businesses or changed partnership arrangements to become
eligible for grant support.

While some felt that this was not a significant issue or concern (succession
planning) others felt that the NECGS had possibly missed the mark in terms of
supporting its intended audience.

Further, farmers and crofters reported that there can be particular challenges in
completing some project types within the specified one financial year timeframe,
and that it can be too restrictive in certain circumstances. The data provided by SG
confirms that many requested (and got approval) for extensions. This timeframe
may, however, be tied to funding parameters.

Taken together, the points above suggest that eligibility criteria could be revisited
by SG to help inform any future grant support schemes.

Characteristics of grant recipients

Grant scheme monitoring arrangements were limited (exceptions being financial
claim reporting and inspections).

Further, data provided by SG from the APEX IT system was also incomplete — prior
to 2019 application data was recorded on spreadsheets at an area office level, and
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work continues to combine the two data sets. Analysis of (partial/incomplete) grant
recipient data provided by SG is presented in the main body of the report.

Some (selected) points to note about the characteristics of grant recipients from the
survey undertaken as part of this evaluation include that:

e the vast majority of farmers and crofters were not new to the industry
(86%).

e almost all farmers and crofters said that their farm/croft was in a LFA (97%)
— and the vast majority were located in the Highlands & Islands (89%).

e a sizeable proportion of farmers and crofters have other forms or part-time
or full-time employment (59%) in addition to their farm or croft.

e the most common survey responses were from crofters who were either a
tenant of a registered croft (38%) or an owner occupier of a registered croft
at the time of applying for their most recent grant funding (34%).

e 35% of farmers and crofters were under the age of 41 year when they
applied for the grant — that is, a ‘young farmer’, and 38% were a ‘new
entrant’ at the time of submitting their first grant application.

e 68% of farmers and crofters who completed the survey or who were the
applicant were male.

e a majority of farmers and crofters (64%) said that there is a female with a
controlling interest/right in the decision-making of the business.

e almost all farmers and crofters were from a White ethnic group (99%),
predominantly White Scottish.

e a vast majority of farmers and crofters (83%) reported that they did not
have any physical or mental health conditions or illnesses lasting or
expected to last 12 months or more.

Additionality of the support

Our grant recipient survey found that additionality of the grant support was high.

A total 81% of farmers and crofters who reported outcomes (but not necessarily
quantified outcomes) as a direct result of the grant support said that none or less
than half of the outcomes would have happened if they did not get the capital grant
funding.

Timing and scale additionality were most commonly reported by farmers and
crofters — that is, the grant support helped the business outcomes to be achieved
sooner and/or helped farmers and crofters to achieve a greater level of impact.

Impact on businesses

As noted above, post project completion monitoring was limited — and could be
improved for future grant support schemes. Stakeholders consulted also generally
found it difficult to evidence impact, except for anecdotal evidence.
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The grant recipient survey helps to provide some evidence on the impact of the
grant support on businesses.

Almost all farmers and crofters (95%) who answered the question on business
outcomes reported the achievement of at least one outcome as a direct result of the
grant support. The main outcomes reported (from a pre-defined list) were:

e reduced livestock mortality (53%).
o extended grazing periods (50%).
e reduced labour input (48%)

The grant support made a quantifiable impact on recipient farms and crofts. The
grant support:

e increased annual work units (FTE) employment by 75 (2-years post project
completion).

e increased the value of sales by £62.5m (2-years post project completion).
e increased the value of stock by £19.2m (2-years post project completion).

Other benefits

The grant recipient survey also provides further evidence of the benefits for farmers
and crofters as a direct result of the grant support.

All farmers and crofters except one who answered the question on benefits (99%)
reported at least one benefit achieved as a direct result of the grant support. By far
the main benefit reported (from a pre-defined list) was improved stock control (83%)
— this was followed by improved hygiene conditions and animal welfare standards
(56%), and improved grassland management (52%).

Meeting needs

The grant schemes were universally welcomed and valued by stakeholders and
grant recipients alike. Support for industries like farming are considered vitally
important given its long history, tradition, and presence at the heart of rural
communities.

Small farms and crofting are significant and critical to food production,
strengthening local supply chains and playing a major part in Scotland’s food
security and enhancing and protecting our biodiversity. For Scotland to make best
use of its land to grow food in all parts of Scotland (including LFA seen as only
suitable for rough grazing) then small farms and crofting require continued support.

Grant support, including for infrastructure development and modernisation, was
seen as crucial to further help develop small agricultural holdings into economically

92



viable businesses and improve their efficiency with respect to mitigating climate
change and enhancing the environment.

An ageing workforce coupled with a lack of new entrants are significant challenges
facing the sector. Attracting and retaining new entrants is critical — capital grant
funding is a good mechanism to help people get started as it can take years to get
a farm business going.

Stakeholders and grant recipients confirmed that the grant schemes have broadly
supported the right type of project activities (for example, agricultural sheds,
fencing, field drainage, land management, equipment for the handling and
treatment of livestock), and that they have supported small and large projects alike.

Further, most grant recipients (80%) say they have current/future support need —
primarily a need for monetary support, in the form of grant and no-low-cost loans.
However, as SG may be constrained in its ability to provide capital grant funding in
the future this may result in a mis-match when the identified needs of farmers and
crofters are considered.

Farmers and crofters who responded to the survey mainly expressed a requirement
for capital investment for similar project activities as those supported by the capital
grant schemes.

Further, some demand was also expressed for revenue-based support, for
example:

e advice and guidance, including on current methods of improvement and
production, livestock treatment and management, climate friendly
production, crofting issues, form filling.

¢ help with route to market.

¢ training, events, and webinars — for example on modern/regenerative
farming practices, animal health and welfare, supply chain support, etc —
knowledge and skills development and sharing of experiences.

Experience of applying for and using grant funding

Farmers and crofters’ views on the experience of applying for grant funding was
mixed.

Positive findings from the survey include that farmers and crofters’ expressed high
levels of satisfaction with their interaction with, and support received from, RPID
area office staff. Around three-quarters of farmers and crofters agreed or strongly
agreed that area staff teams were helpful, responsive, knowledgeable, and
experienced.

Farmers and crofters also found the help and support from agents or organisations
they paid to complete the application form on their behalf valuable — they said it
was less stressful and some said they do not think they could have done it
themselves.

93



Various other aspects of the application process attracted lower levels of
satisfaction, including marketing and promotion of the schemes, maximum
individual award size, ease of completing application forms, providing supporting
evidence (the required number of quotes), and time taken to receive a decision on
application.

Most notably, almost 60% of farmers and crofters disagreed or strongly disagreed
that it was easy to source the funding upfront to pay for the capital item before the
grant could be claimed. This was considered a particular challenge for new or small
farm businesses with limited capital. While SG now encourages interim claims to be
submitted, the survey feedback suggests there may be a need to improve
messaging around this to further increase awareness. There may, however, be
challenges for SG to make advanced payments — this runs contrary to the guidance
in the Public Finance Manual which sets out the statutory, parliamentary and
administrative requirements on the proper handling and reporting of public funds.

Wider points raised by stakeholders and grant recipients include support for:
¢ the use of standard costs where appropriate — and work to agree this for
CAGS is ongoing.

e an increase in the maximum individual award of £25,000 (or where
appropriate) — with the exception of the NECGS demand for the maximum
award has been low, however, rising inflation will undoubtedly made some
items more expensive.

Similarly, farmers and crofters also felt there could be scope to improve the claims
and payment process. For example, the highest level of dissatisfaction was
expressed for the time taken to receive payment (27%) and wider challenges for
farmers and crofters relate to cash-flow issues and in some case the need for
bridging finance. Encouraging more interim claims will help address these issues to
a certain extent.

Many farmers and crofters also experienced challenges in project delivery — these
factors were often out with their control and delayed projects from completing on
time. Challenges included:

¢ the ability to find suitable contractors — for example, the volume and type of
contractor is much more limited in some geographic areas, contractors with
a good reputation are often the busiest.

e impact of COVID-19.
e poor weather.
e supply chain issues.

e an increase in project costs (for example, increased cost of materials,
equipment) from application stage to when confirmation of application
approval was received by farmers and crofters.
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Barriers to participation
The main barriers to participation are discussed above, and include:

e the impact of the eligibility criteria on small farmers.
¢ the ability to source total project cost funding upfront.

e some find the application process complex, and other barriers include the
ability to secure the required number of quotes.

e some new entrants, small farmers, and crofters may not be able to afford to
pay an external agent to do the application form — or after weighing this up
it may not be considered value for money if only a small amount of grant
funding is needed.

¢ the ability of farmers and crofters to secure appropriate contractors, and
within the specified timeframe projects require to be completed.

Moving online in future

A maijority of farmers and crofters (61%) who responded to the survey said that an
online application process for future grant schemes would not make it difficult or
prevent them from applying — however, a sizeable proportion either answered ‘don’t
know’ or ‘yes, definitely’, Table 9.2.

Table 9.2: Would an online application process for future grant schemes
make it difficult or prevent you from applying?

Response option Number Percentage

No 111 61%

Not sure 49 27%

Yes, definitely 19 12%
N=179

Most farmers and crofters, regardless of how they answered the question, caveated
their response in some way.

Where support was expressed for an online application process, farmers and
crofters outlined the many potential benefits of doing so. However, there was also
recognition that an online application system may not suit everyone (for example,
older farmers and crofters with less digital skills), and that it also would depend on
the quality and functionality of any process.

Farmers and crofters who reported that it would be difficult to apply online or who
are unsure raised similar concerns and identified other potential barriers from
moving to an online application process. This includes:
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poor, slow, or unreliable internet connectivity could make completing an
online application form difficult for some farmers and crofters in certain
parts of the country.

farmers and crofters value speaking with staff in local RPID offices,
including in-person and telephone support and advice — it is often easier to
speak with someone directly to ask questions or points of clarification.

not all farmers and crofters will have access to a computer, and wider
concerns were raised regarding risks associate with data loss and cyber
security.

some farmers and crofters would like to have a choice around how to apply
for grant funding (that is, online or paper-based).

Finally, there were some calls for:

any new online application process to be refreshed, streamlined, and

simplified to help ensure it is accessible to crofters and small farmers,
including those who cannot afford to pay for professional support from
agents.

the meaningful involvement of farmers and crofters in the design and
testing of any new online application process.
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10. Lessons Learned

Introduction

This final chapter identifies lessons learned from the evaluation of the capital grant
schemes to inform any future grant support.

Lessons learned

the provision of capital grants is an appropriate mechanism to support
farmers and crofters, including new entrants, small farms, and those based
in LFA to support modernisation, increase business viability, and support
the retention of employment in rural areas.

area staff are a valued and knowledgeable asset — they provide much
needed information, support and practical help and guidance to applicants
and grant recipients. It is important that they are resourced appropriately to
continue to provide this service.

the eligible project activity remains appropriate — the grant schemes have
supported the type of projects that farmers and crofters needed (and
continue to need) capital funding for.

the maximum individual award size of £25,000 has been at this level for
some time — there should be flexibility and discretion to make larger awards
for some capital projects where the cost of inflation has made items more
expensive.

securing two or three quotes (depending on total project cost) continues to
be particularly challenging for farmers and crofters in rural and remote
areas — SG should continue with its efforts to introduce standard costs for
some capital improvements, and to undertake regular reviews of standard
costs to ensure they remain relevant and appropriate.

SG should undertake further messaging and communication with farmers
and crofters to increase awareness among grant recipients that they can
submit interim claims for grant funding — this would help to ease some (but
not all) of the cash-flow pressures experienced by some grant recipients.

it is important to ensure that eligibility criteria of any new grant support
schemes (or refreshed criteria for CAGS) as well as any move to an online
application process do not unintentionally exclude the intended target
audience.

it will be vitally important to include and involve farmers and crofters in the
design and testing of any new online application process to ensure it is
easy to use, navigate and is fit for purpose.

there should be clear and timely messaging and communication from SG
about any upcoming changes to the application process and an appropriate
lead-in time for the transition — there may require to be training and/or
practical help and support available for some farmers and crofters.

97



some farmers and crofters find the application process complicated, and

some require to pay an agent to do it — the move to an online application

process presents an opportunity to review the application form, questions
and requirements and to explore opportunities to streamline and simplify

this where appropriate.

the provision of existing data from SG on the grant schemes to inform the
evaluation was not always readily available and there were data gaps — the
move to an online system should help inform data quality and
completeness going forward.

post project monitoring is limited with the exception of financial information
and inspections — there is scope to improve monitoring to better capture
evidence on activities, outputs, and any short-term outcomes. Evaluation
can then focus on impact and learning.
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